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 The purpose of this study was to identify and assess direct costs of distance 

education at the institutional level within the North Carolina Community College System 

(NCCCS) in accordance with the System-level mission of reducing barriers to higher 

education within North Carolina. Through a quantitative analysis of distance education 

expenditures, this study provides insight into the cost of each of these expenditures to 

individual institutions and to the NCCCS as a whole. Data provided in this study were 

used to develop a model through which community college administrators may assess the 

cost of distance education at their respective institutions in a clear and consistent fashion.  

 Data were collected through a survey of the population, which included chief 

financial officers and directors of distance education at the fifty-eight community 

colleges in North Carolina. The survey instrument consisted of electronic, paper, and 

phone surveys which collected data on thirty-seven research questions and elicited data 

on personnel, equipment, and support services costs. Responses were received from 

forty-four institutions.  

 Results of the study indicated that medium-sized institutions spent more on 

distance education per full-time equivalent student than their small or large-sized 

counterparts. Additionally, urban institutions had higher expenditures on distance 

education than rural institutions. Finally, distance education programs typically costs 

$878.44 more per full-time equivalent student than was generated. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 The purpose of this study is to identify and assess direct costs of distance 

education at the institutional level within the North Carolina Community College System 

(NCCCS) in accordance with the System-level mission of reducing barriers to higher 

education within North Carolina. Through a quantitative analysis of distance education 

expenditures, this study provides insight into the cost of each of these expenditures to 

individual institutions and to the NCCCS as a whole. Data provided in this study were 

used to develop a model through which community college administrators may assess the 

cost of distance education at their respective institutions in a clear and consistent fashion 

(Appendix P). It will fill the gap in North Carolina Community College funding research 

by providing administrators accurate data and a model with which to assess distance 

education costs. 

 Chapter I outlines the background and history of distance education in the United 

States and defines common methods of instruction. This information will be used as the 

foundation of the study, which is further defined at the end of Chapter I. 

Background 

 Distance education has been part of the higher education system in the United 

States since the mid-nineteenth century (Rumble, 2001). This concept of educational 

delivery, at a distance, can loosely be defined as a separation in time and/or place 
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between instructor and student; with the delivery of instruction and feedback being 

conducted through a variety of techniques which can include the use of the internet, 

video, broadcast television, mailed correspondence, or a combination of various methods 

(O’Hanlon, 2001). Other terms used to represent this method of instruction include open 

learning, home study, self-study, and independent learning (O’Hanlon, 2001; Peters, 

1993; Williams, Paprock, & Covington, 1999). While each of these methods varies 

slightly in its form of delivery or instruction, all require the separation of instructor and 

student (O’Hanlon, 2001; Peters, 1993; Williams, Paprock, & Covington, 1999). For the 

purpose of this study, the term distance education will be used to represent the methods 

described above and throughout the research.  

 Even with the relatively numerous methods of delivery that broadly define 

distance education, this segment of higher education has traditionally been outside the 

scope of many institutions. Difficulty in determining institutional cost of offering 

distance education coupled with the time required to exchange information have 

traditionally been prohibitive for these programs. However, in the mid-1990s the growth 

of distance education programs/courses accelerated because of the perpetuation of the 

internet and low cost personal computers, which opened new regional, national, and 

global markets for students who could not otherwise pursue higher education (Van Der 

Wende, 1996). An additional catalyst for growth in distance education was a rapid shift in 

global economies during the 1980s and 1990s through international trade agreements 

such as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the formation of the 

European Union after the fall of the Soviet Union (Wright, 1997). Such changes altered 
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national economies, political systems, and gave rise to new knowledge bases which have 

redefined the concept of higher education and are requiring large portions of the 

workforce to return to college in an effort to gain or update work skills (Wright, 1997). 

These changes have forced colleges and universities to cater to varying student 

demographics including changes in age, employment status, and family duties (Kweik, 

2001). Subsequently, colleges and universities have had to adapt to rapid growth and 

competition for fewer dollars relative to the number of students they enroll, causing 

institutions to adapt more of a corporate model in order to survive (Ryan, 2001).  

 As a result of these changes administrators have been considering distance 

education, not only to adapt to the rise in student enrollments, but also to compete with 

other institutions that are pursuing this method of instruction. A turning point in the 

acceptance of distance education as a method in educational delivery came in 1995 when 

Jones International University became the first totally online institution to seek regional 

accreditation in the United States (Olsen, 1999). Since that time, growth in distance 

education has been dramatic. During the 1990s the U.S. Department of Education’s 

National Center for Education Statistics reported a student enrollment growth rate of 34% 

for distance education, which resulted in annual enrollments of approximately 1,661,000 

students by the end of the decade (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2002). 

Additionally, 20% of the schools surveyed at that time were preparing to enter the 

distance education arena (O’Hanlon, 2001). By 2001, worldwide participation in distance 

education programs/courses topped 10 million students (Woodley, Tanewski, G., & De 
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Lange, 2001). By 2012 that total is expected to rise to over eighteen million students in 

the United States alone (National Center for Education Statistics, 2002). 

 In addition to the social and political elements that have contributed to the rise of 

distance education, one factor typically cited as a reason to supplement traditional 

educational delivery methods with distance education relates to the perceived cost 

savings associated with its delivery (Antonucci, 2001). Distance education has 

traditionally been seen by administrators as a way to not only increase access to 

education, but also as a way to save money for the institution. On the surface there are 

numerous benefits, including reduction in the number of classrooms, equipment, dorms, 

parking facilities, health services, and support services required to deliver distance 

education programs and courses (Antonucci, 2001). As administrators see costs 

increasing and federal and state support stagnating, they are being forced to adopt a 

business model to manage their costs effectively (Ryan, 2001). When one considers the 

amount of money spent on higher education each year, even a modest cost savings can 

have a dramatic effect on the system as a whole. According to the United States 

Department of Education, higher education budget requests for the 2005-06 fiscal year 

are expected to top 1.2 billion dollars. This figure does not include the amount spent 

annually by states; for North Carolina that figure is expected to be just under 3 billion 

dollars for the 2005-06 academic year. Nor does it include the amount spent by students, 

which is estimated to be approximately $50 billion. These figures combine to create a 

conservative estimate of over $200 billion spent nationally on higher education each year 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2002).  
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One popular misconception of distance education is that the reduction in physical 

resources resulting from distance education delivery equates to savings in the cost of total 

educational delivery. Distance education financial analyses often outline the cost of web-

based delivery equipment, but fail to recognize the ongoing and non-technical costs of 

offering distance education programs and courses. For example, typical startup costs for a 

single course range from $5,000 to $15,000 depending on the level of technology and 

interaction required (Carr, 2001). This along with the ongoing maintenance expenses and 

relatively short life of technology must be considered when assessing the total cost of 

distance education and its benefit to an institution. 

Distance Education Defined 

 Distance education may be defined through a number of delivery methods and 

using various terms. As described in previous sections of this study, all such methods and 

definitions revolve around the central concept of a physical separation of instructor and 

student (O’Hanlon, 2001). The following paragraphs will define various distance 

education delivery methods, and synthesize those definitions into a single working 

definition for this study. These terms are grouped by delivery method and include an 

overarching definition of distance education, terms related to correspondence-based 

delivery, audio and video delivery methods, and those methods incorporating computers 

and the internet.  

Distance Education Styles 

 As stated above, distance education is defined in the literature using a variety of 

terms which describe the methods associated with its delivery. These terms, while 
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descriptive, can be confusing when attempting to determine the actual cost of offering 

distance education programs. With the expansion of distance education using numerous 

and ever increasing delivery methods, a variety of new and often trendy terms have been 

introduced to the distance education field that fade from popular literature as quickly as 

they arrive. For this reason, administrators choosing to assess distance education should 

begin with the concept of separation of student and instructor and then identify the 

method of delivery which will classify distance education at their specific institution.  

 While all definitions of distance education incorporate the concept of a separation 

in time or place between instructor and student, each differs slightly depending on the 

level of instructor/student interaction or the delivery method used (O’Hanlon, 2001). 

Definitions used to describe distance education center on the independence of the student 

in the learning process. They include independent study, an instructional method that 

constitutes the “liberation of the student from the fetters of school or college routine” 

(Harry, John, & Keegan, 1993, pg 15). Another term commonly used to show the 

independence of distance education is self-study, which is a mode of learning where there 

is openness and self-direction in the learning process and where the student does not 

consider education as the primary focus of his/her life (Peters, 1993, p.17; O’Hanlon, 

2001, p. 1; Kaye, 1981, p. 18; Garrison & Shale, 1990, p. 24; Holmberg, 1977, p. 9; Berg, 

2002, p. XVII). Similar in definition to the concept of self-directed study, the term open 

learning, which emphasizes the freedom and “openness” associated with distance 

education has become popular in literature emerging from the United Kingdom (Peters, 

1993, p.13; Williams, Paprock, & Covington, 1999, p.2). 
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 Distance education is a broad term that can be used to encompass the variety of 

specific delivery methods used today. It can be defined as a situation where students are 

not in physical contact with the instructor and are required to learn without the benefit of 

real-time personal instruction. (Peters, 1993, p. 17; O’Hanlon, 2001, p.1; Kaye, 1981, p. 

18; Garrison & Shale, 1990, p. 24; Holmberg, 1997, p. 9) Key characteristics used to 

define distance education include separation between student and instructor, 

administration of education by an educational institution, use of various instructional 

media, communication between student and teacher, and often a focus on non-traditional 

students (Berg, 2002, p. XVII).  

 For the purpose of this study the concepts of distance education, self-study, open 

learning, and other related terms will be combined and referenced as distance education. 

This combination of terms will provide readers with a consistent distance education 

terminology and is appropriate because it is the term used by the institutions included in 

this survey. In the following paragraphs distance education will be further defined 

through delivery methods in use today. While no one institution is likely to use all of the 

delivery methods listed below, their description will prove useful to administrators trying 

to identify what delivery methods are currently used. These terms are broken down into 

three categories, which include correspondence education, tele-education, and online 

delivery of distance education. These categories encompass the most widely used 

distance education delivery methods.  
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Correspondence Education 

 Early definitions of the concept of distance education centered on the practice of 

correspondence education, which became popular in the United States early in the 

nineteenth century. Correspondence education is defined as an educational delivery 

method that “uses print to provide instruction, examination, and feedback from students 

in the learning process” (Harper, 1971, p. 8). While still in use, this method of delivery 

has declined largely because of the time delay for communication and the relatively low 

cost of providing instruction through the internet (Harry, John, & Keegan, 1993). Since 

correspondence study requires a process where the “teacher and learner send letters 

instead of talking to each other”, it is not practical in today’s society (Harry, John, & 

Keegan, 1993, p. 12). Older methods of distance education, such as correspondence 

study, were considered asynchronous learning environments. In these situations, the 

“learner and instructor transmit messages one way and receive responses after a lengthy 

delay” (Williams, Paprock, & Covington, 1999, p. 4). 

Tele-Education Delivery 

 Tele-education is a method of distance education delivery that involves one-way 

communication through the use of some form of recorded audio or video media (Sumner, 

2000). Students watch/listen to audio/video at their convenience and then complete 

written assignments and return them to the instructor through the mail. This method of 

distance education became popular during the 1960’s and reached its height of popularity 

during the mid 1980’s. Forms of tele-education include the use of radio, television, or 

VHS/DVD/cassette taped presentations (Garrison & Shale, 1990, p. 45; Chute, 
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Thompson, & Hancock, 1999, p. 220). These forms of distance education were popular in 

regions where large populations could be reached through television or radio (Garrison & 

Shale, 1990). Recent advances in tele-education involve the use of satellite broadcasts 

and interactive two-way video presentations using advanced tele-communication 

networks (NCCCS Fact Book, 2006). While these advances allow for a more interactive 

learning process, they have become less important to the educational system because of 

advances in online delivery methods. 

Online Delivery Methods 

 Online delivery of distance education involves the use of the internet and 

computers to deliver education to students. These courses employ settings where “all 

work is done online” (Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, & Bernhard, 2000, p. 44). This 

method became popular during the early 1990’s as low cost personal computers and 

access to the internet became available to the general public (Peters, 1993). 

 The concept of online delivery of distance education may be classified using a 

variety of definitions. Two popular terms used in the United States are web-based 

instruction and online learning, both of which refer to a method of education in which 

“information (is) presented to the learner, (and) changes the way in which the learner 

interacts with the information” through the use of the internet (O’Hanlon, 2001, p.3). 

These definitions help outline the primary advantage of online methods of instruction; 

synchronous learning environments where two-way, real-time, communication can occur 

between instructor and student (Williams, Paprock, and Covington, 1999, p.4). Other 

terms popular in current literature include computer assisted distance education, which 
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“refers to computer applications that facilitate rather than provide instruction; uses 

computer conferencing, electronic mail, networks, facsimile, teletex and videotext, and 

other electronic delivery systems to facilitate learning” (Verduin & Clark, 1991, p. 77). 

Computer-based training refers to an instructional method that involves “disks, CD-

Rom’s, laser disks, personal computer training via the bulletin board system, electronic 

mail, computer-mediated conferencing, audio graphics, and two-way interactive 

audio/video transmissions” (Williams, Paprock, & Covington, 1999, p. 4). One additional 

term used by The NCCCS Office is virtual learning, which involves education provided 

“through web-based technology” (NCCCS Fact Book, 2006, p. 30). 

 In summary, each of these methods of distance education delivery include the 

basic definition of separation of student and instructor, but allows for synchronous 

communication through the use of computers and the internet. By far, online distance 

education delivery is dominate within the industry and will account for a majority of the 

costs included in distance education at an individual institution.  

Problem 

 This study examines the issue of determining and assessing direct costs associated 

with distance education programs at community colleges in North Carolina. Through this 

analysis, a model will be developed to aid administrators in assessing these costs and will 

help them to determine the viability of offering distance education programs/courses at 

their respective institutions. The following paragraphs outline the current problem facing 

community colleges in North Carolina and outline the purpose, research questions, and 

methodology associated with this study.  
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 Distance education serves an important role within the higher education system in 

this country and specifically within the community college system in North Carolina. 

While institutions of higher learning serve society through the goal of providing 

advanced education to citizens, the mission of community colleges is often tailored to the 

specific needs of a community. Traditionally, community colleges emphasize the 

concepts of open access, economic development, community enhancement, and even 

developmental education (Ayers, 2002). These concepts cater to a non-traditional 

demographic of the student body attending North Carolina Community Colleges. NCCCS 

students tend to be 63% female, 66% Caucasian, 26% African American, have an average 

age of approximately thirty years, and typically are seeking a two-year degree (NCCCS 

Statistical Fact book, 2005). While devoted to the concept of general education, 

community colleges traditionally customize their programs and offerings to support the 

needs of their communities. Such institutions are often quick to develop new curricula to 

support workforce development and to tailor programs to meet industry needs (NCCCS 

Distance Learning Strategic Plan, 2004). This often means developing courses and 

programs tailored to a student body that has additional demands from family, friends, and 

work. These concepts and values may be seen in the NCCCS mission statement: 

 
“The mission of the North Carolina Community College System is to open the door to 
high-quality, accessible educational opportunities that minimize barriers to post-
secondary education, maximize student success, and improve the lives and well-being of 
individuals by providing: 

• Education, training and retraining for the workforce, including basic skills and 
literacy education, occupational and pre-baccalaureate programs.  

• Support for economic development through services to and in partnership with 
business and industry.  

• Services to communities and individuals which improve the quality of life.  
 (North Carolina Community College System Home Page, 2006)” 
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The NCCCS mission, as well as the mission of specific community colleges throughout 

the nation, benefit from distance education’s flexibility as an educational tool by allowing 

faculty to develop courses that can be taken anytime and anywhere by anyone who has 

the technical capabilities to participate in the course (NCCCS Distance Learning 

Strategic Plan, 2004).  

 While the flexibility of distance education as an educational delivery tool makes it 

valuable in many circumstances, it is often perceived as a cheap method of adding 

students while reducing facility and personnel costs (Antonucci, 2001). Distance 

education has been seen as a “cash cow,” which can be milked for cost savings or even 

profits, by administrators (Antonucci, 2001). On the surface the benefits are numerous. 

Institutions do not have to devote classrooms, equipment, dorms, parking, health services, 

or numerous other services to distance education students. By providing instruction and 

content in this manner, the common belief is that institutions will profit, or at least reduce 

expenses, by offering distance education programs and courses (Antonucci, 2001; 

Carnevale, 2001). 

 The benefits and cost savings incurred by offering distance education courses and 

programs can be significant when compared to the cost of traditional classroom 

instruction (Carnevale, 2005). However, the distance education method of instruction has 

given way to new cost elements; those items specifically tied to distance education which 

are often recurring in nature and may be in addition to the costs already necessary to 

operate traditional programs and courses. Operating distance education programs is 

advantageous for an institution because it frees students from the bonds of time and 
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location. By offering such courses and programs, faculty can attract a new class of 

student who can not attend during the traditional day schedule or because the distance is 

too great to travel. Unfortunately, this also means that the institution not only attracts 

students from anywhere in the world, but it also attracts competition from institutions that 

cater to these students (Foshay, 2002). In particular, for-profit institutions have grown 

from a little-recognized segment of the educational system to a legitimate competitor 

within the mainstream educational environment (Sumner, 2000). This influx of new 

competitors, both nationally and internationally, is forcing the educational community to 

re-think the nineteenth-century model of education and is drawing more institutions into 

distance education, regardless of the costs involved (Kwiek, 2001). 

 As administrators examine the potential for growth by providing distance 

education courses and programs, they must also begin to examine the distinct costs 

associated with this method of instruction so that a true comparison can be made between 

distance education costs and the expense of traditional educational delivery methods. 

Current research in the field of distance education shows that this method of delivery is 

often viable only as an economy of scale where the fixed costs of starting such a program 

are high, but the cost of adding additional students is relatively low (Carr, 2001; Foshay, 

2002). In such circumstances a change in only a few students enrolling can make the 

difference between a profitable program and one that takes resources from the institution 

(Carr, 2001). This same principle is seen in other business settings; for example, airline 

companies often vary pricing schemes to increase the number of passengers because the 

primary expenses associated with each flight revolve around the plane, pilot, and 
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maintenance staff; the cost of additional passengers is relatively low and helps offset 

those fixed costs. In 2001, the National Education Association (NEA) issued a report 

noting that in most cases online instruction is more expensive than traditional education 

(Carr, 2001). The National Education Association also reported that there is a significant 

fixed cost associated with distance education programs and courses. The breakeven point 

for distance education is quite high. The high cost of computer equipment, software, and 

other fixed costs can make such programs costly and susceptible to enrollment 

fluctuations (Carr, 2001). An additional report on the cost of distance education issued by 

the Sloan Institution in 2001 concluded that many institutions are losing money on 

distance education (Carr, 2001). For example, administrators at Pace University 

estimated its losses to distance education in 2000 totaled $47,365 and at University 

College of the University of Maryland, administrators estimated that a class size of 

fifteen in the institution’s MBA program would cost the institution $22,399 to operate, 

while a class size of twenty would produce a net profit of $61,838 (Carr, 2001). 

Additionally, the cost associated with a distance education program’s startup costs are 

estimated between $5,000 and $15,000, not accounting for ongoing costs (Carr, 2001). 

To make assessment of direct costs even more difficult, the definition of distance 

education is often blurred as administrators, faculty, and staff take advantage of many of 

the delivery methods to support traditional instruction as new technology becomes 

available. This blending of traditional classroom and online delivery methods has made 

assessment of distance education costs difficult for administrators who are trying to 

assess the viability of this delivery method.  
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 As administrators examine the cost associated with offering distance education 

programs and courses, they need to examine three main categories of costs that make 

distance education financially unprofitable. These include the personnel, technology, and 

cost of support services (Carr, 2001). Examples of personnel costs include the training of 

faculty, staff, and students, online tutorials for those involved in distance education, 

resource centers, and even help lines to answer questions (Chute, Thompson, & Hancock, 

1998). Technological costs involve the computers and software necessary to offer online 

courses, communication lines and equipment, technical support, and teaching resources 

(Chute, Thompson, & Hancock, 1998). Finally, support services involve all services 

provided to traditional students being converted to a model suitable for delivery to 

distance education students. This can include counseling services, learning resources and 

libraries, resource centers, tutoring, and student activities (Chute, Thompson, & Hancock, 

1998).  

 As the role of education evolves in the United States, college administrators must 

adapt to increased competition for students and reduced federal, state, and local support 

as a total portion of higher education budgets (Johnstone, 2001; Johnstone, 2001; 

Unknown, 2001). This shift is forcing administrators to more closely examine 

institutional expenditures and adopt business-driven decision-making processes to 

manage their institutions (Dwyer, 1999). 

 The need to properly manage college-wide expenditures is of particular 

importance to community colleges which typically have fewer grant and endowment 

resources and which are still subject to shrinking budgets, growing enrollments, and 
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increased competition from for-profit institutions (MGT of America, 2001). As a result of 

these challenges, the North Carolina General Assembly and the NCCCS have begun to 

examine the actual costs associated with distance education programs and courses in an 

effort to determine the true cost and potential benefits of Offering distance education 

courses (MGT of America, 2001).  

 While the need to fully asses the cost of distance education at the institutional 

level is important to the fiscal well-being of an institution, few administrators in the 

NCCCS can fully explain costs associated with distance education and little literature is 

available to aid them in assessing the cost associated with its delivery. For that reason, it 

is imperative that research be conducted on the actual cost of delivering distance 

education courses and programs. This topic is currently under examination within the 

NCCCS. The system-wide Distance Learning Strategic Plan for 2003-09 outlines the 

need to address continued increases in enrollment in distance education programs and 

courses as well as costs associated with its delivery through specific goals within the 

Distance Learning Strategic Plan. Of the eight goals developed to guide the System’s 

efforts, two form the basis of the research for this study. First among the goals was the 

need to “provide financially sustainable hardware and software necessary to operate 

distance education courses and support services” (NCCCS, 2004, p.10). Of equal 

importance is the eighth goal which outlines the need to begin developing a cost structure 

to measure expenses associated with distance education delivery (NCCCS, 2004). 
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Purpose 

 Current literature in the field of distance education identifies the effect of an 

economy of scale, which involves a high initial cost, but low ongoing expense and 

requires the enrollment of more students to be cost effective when using distance 

education as well as the need to properly manage costs associated with online instruction. 

Based upon a request by the researcher to chief financial officers within the NCCCS for 

information about whether administrators were analyzing the cost of distance education 

at their respective institutions, it is evident that few institutions within the NCCCS assess 

the costs associated with offering distance education courses and programs at the 

institutional level (Community College Research and Planning Organization, personal e-

mail communication, April 18, 2006). As costs rise and available funds continue to 

become difficult to obtain, it will be imperative for administrators to properly manage 

distance education expenditures, in order to maximize the benefit to students.  

 For this reason, this study aims to identify and assess direct costs of distance 

education at the institutional level within the NCCCS in accordance with the System-

level mission of reducing barriers to higher education within North Carolina. Through a 

quantitative analysis of distance education expenditures, this study provides insight into 

the cost of each of these expenditures to individual institutions and to the NCCCS as a 

whole.  
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Objectives 

 Two goals guide this study. The first is to develop a synthesis of current costs 

related to distance education. Secondly, these costs will serve as the basis to develop a 

model administrators can use to assess the cost of distance education at their respective 

institutions. This study will address the following three specific research questions 

derived from the objectives listed above: 

I. What expenditures do administrators consider to be a direct cost of offering 

distance education in North Carolina community colleges? 

II. What proportion of institutional expenditures are attributed to the operation of 

distance education courses and programs within the North Carolina Community 

College system? 

III. What is the return on investment of offering distance education courses and 

programs in North Carolina community colleges? 

 In order to answer these questions, current literature will be reviewed to identify 

individual elements which constitute a direct cost associated with offering distance 

education programs. Then the financial system governing North Carolina Community 

Colleges will be reviewed to develop an outline of the accounting process of the state 

community colleges. Once these elements have been identified, a survey of all fifty-eight 

North Carolina community colleges and the system office will be conducted to identify 

relevant costs associated with distance education. The survey methodology associated 

with this study will consist of a synthesis of current literature, the development of a pilot 

survey to be conducted at one institution, the administration of a survey of North 
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Carolina Community Colleges, and an analysis of that survey to develop a model for 

administrators to use when assessing distance education costs at their respective 

institutions.  

Assumptions 

 Prior to reviewing current literature on the total cost of operating distance 

education programs and courses, it is important to outline three assumptions and 

limitations that will guide this research and potentially affect its ability to be generalized 

to other settings. First, this study will examine institutions within the NCCCS. Since this 

system is limited to fifty-eight institutions with a centralized governing body and a 

standardized accounting system, it is prudent to include this entire group to insure 

consistency in responses from institutions and in application of the model to be created. 

Second, only online distance education methods will be included in this study. Although 

the NCCCS recognizes eight distance education delivery methods, internet-based 

delivery or online instruction constitutes the largest portion of distance education course 

offerings. During the 2004-05 academic year online instruction accounted for 84% of the 

instructional methods used system-wide. Any analysis of distance education delivery 

methods not conducted using online delivery is unlikely to yield viable or reliable 

information due to the rapid growth of online delivery and the reduction of courses 

offered using other methods of distance instruction. Such information might limit the 

ability of administrators to generalize findings to their institution because of the relatively 

few number of institutions using delivery methods other than those offered online 

(NCCCS Distance Learning Curriculum Report by College, 2006). Other forms of 
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distance education including correspondence education, tele-courses, and video course 

usage have been on a consistent decline during the past decade and will likely be phased 

out of this educational system within the next one to two decades (National Center for 

Educational Statistics, 2002). Finally, this study will examine tangible costs related to 

distance education as they relate to the mission of the community college. It will not 

address in-tangible costs such as service to community, time savings to students, access 

to courses and programs, or service to special populations. While these elements will be 

reviewed to assess any potential direct costs, the goal of this study is to examine 

monetary costs of distance education. Through an analysis of the direct costs related to 

distance education programs and courses, this research will serve the academic 

community by providing a model through which administrators may make informed 

decisions about the viability of their distance education offerings and allow for an 

accurate comparison between these programs and traditional educational delivery 

methods. 

Research 

 Subsequent chapters in this study will discuss the key elements associated with 

assessing the cost of distance education programs, present the methodology that will be 

used to conduct the study, assess the outcomes of the research, and provide 

recommendations for future research projects. Specifically, Chapter II will outline the 

mission of the community college and how it relates to distance education goals and 

objectives from the perspective of financial expenditures. Second, the financial 

accounting system of the NCCCS will be reviewed to identify the primary budgetary 
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costs incurred by North Carolina community colleges. Finally, current literature on direct 

and indirect costs of distance education will be synthesized in order to identify those 

elements of distance education that constitute direct costs associated with offering such 

programs and to identify indirect costs which should be considered by administrators 

when choosing to offer distance education at a specific institution.  

 Chapter III will outline the methodology used to conduct this study. This chapter 

will review procedures for administering a survey of North Carolina community colleges, 

including the development of a survey instrument, administration of a pilot survey, 

determination of an appropriate population and its sampling, and procedures to conduct 

the actual survey.  

 Chapter IV will report the results from the survey of North Carolina community 

colleges. Information derived from these results will then be condensed into a model 

through which administrators may assess the direct costs associated with the distance 

education program at their individual institution. Finally, Chapter V will discuss the 

impact of this study on the field of distance education and identify future research 

projects that may be conducted to enhance understanding of the costs of distance 

education programs at community colleges. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

  The purpose of this study is to identify and assess direct costs of distance 

education at the institutional level within the North Carolina Community College System 

(NCCCS) in accordance with the System-level mission of reducing barriers to higher 

education within North Carolina. Through a quantitative analysis of distance education 

expenditures, this study provides insight into the cost of each of these expenditures to 

individual institutions and to the NCCCS as a whole. Data provided in this study were 

used to develop a model through which community college administrators may assess the 

cost of distance education at their respective institutions in a clear and consistent fashion 

(Appendix P). It will fill the gap in North Carolina Community College funding research 

by providing administrators accurate data and a model with which to assess distance 

education costs. 

 Chapter II includes eight sections. First among these is a brief history of distance 

education in the United States which provides background information on the field of 

distance education. This history is useful in defining growth in distance education and 

outlining a variety of delivery methods used to provide distance instruction to students. 

Second, the North Carolina Community College System’s financial planning process is 

reviewed to identify system-wide budgetary practices, terminology, and cost structures. 
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This information will be used in Chapter III to categorize distance education cost 

elements and aid administrators in assigning them to specific budget codes. The next 

three sections review current literature in the field of distance education to identify 

elements that represent direct, indirect, and intangible costs of offering distance 

education. The first two will form the foundation for determining distance education 

costs while an explanation of intangible costs provides a framework for identifying 

indirect costs. Additionally, current state documents describing known costs associated 

with distance education in North Carolina will be reviewed and synthesized. Section five 

provides a review of current information related to the known costs of distance education 

in North Carolina community colleges which are synthesized to provide an overview of 

current research being conducted within the state. Section six provides an overview of the 

community college mission as it relates to corporate pressures placed on administrators 

during times of limited fiscal freedom. A review of the institutional mission helps 

emphasize the role of distance education to local communities and provides an 

understanding of community college objectives related to expenditure of federal, state, 

and local funds. An analysis of corporate influences on distance education helps identify 

changing trends in the field caused by the use of business models which are applied to the 

management of distance education programs in higher education settings. This 

information will be useful to administrators, because corporate models used to assess the 

cost of online training programs are prevalent in business-related literature, and they 

provide a basis for analyzing costs in higher education. Additionally, this section outlines 

potential positive and negative effects of the application of purely fiscal financial models 
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when assessing the viability of distance education programs. The final section identifies 

the gap in current research on community distance education and identifies how this 

study will fill that void. Together these sections provide a comprehensive overview of the 

value of distance education to the North Carolina Community College System (NCCCS), 

the method of financial analysis conducted within the system, and a synthesis of 

generally accepted cost elements within the field of distance education. They form the 

foundation for the survey instrument that will be developed to assess current costs 

associated with distance education programs being offered in North Carolina community 

colleges. 

History of Distance Education 

 Historically, distance education has had a limited role in higher education in the 

United States and subsequently has not garnered much attention from administrators 

because of its limited financial and enrollment impact. Today administrators find 

themselves in a rapidly changing situation concerning the cost of offering distance 

education programs. Those costs have grown substantially as more distance education 

courses are offered, but the tools being used to provide online courses have not been 

completely integrated into traditional modes of instruction. This “middle ground” of 

growth without complete immersion into other aspects of teaching presents a problem for 

community colleges in North Carolina. How do administrators separate the costs of 

distance education from those of traditional classes and insure that they are making the 

most efficient use of resources while meeting their educational mission?  
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 The following paragraphs outline the growth of distance education in higher 

education in the United States. This brief history shows how distance education is 

evolving, what technologies administrators should consider as they examine distance 

education costs, and how new technologies are emerging and increasing the cost of 

providing distance education.  

 While the foundations of distance education in the United States may be traced 

back to the early to mid-1800s, they have not traditionally had a significant impact on the 

cost of providing education to students (Rumble, 2001). During the past one and a half 

centuries distance education has evolved into a powerful force in higher education. This 

growth can be broken down into three generations, each centering on the primary method 

of instructional delivery. They include correspondence education, the use of radio and 

video, and the use of computers and the internet, to provide instruction (Sumner, 2000). 

 Distance education has had a long, if not illustrious history, in the United States. 

The first recorded form of distance education was correspondence study. This method of 

educational delivery involved the use of the postal system to mail lectures to students and 

for instructors to receive assignments; it is heavily based upon the English extension 

course movement of the 1700s (Gilbert, 2001). Starting as a form of non-credit course 

offered as early as 1728 in the north eastern United States, correspondence study 

primarily served as a form of mail order instruction often allowing women access to 

educational materials and allowing men who could not otherwise afford or attend higher 

education institutions to study topics such as agriculture (Gilbert, 2001). Correspondence 

study gained popularity as a way to earn college credit in the early 1840s (Rumble, 



 26

2001). Correspondence schools became popular as the United States postal system began 

to stabilize and because postal rates were relatively inexpensive, 1 penny during that time 

(Rumble, 2001). This alleviated strain on a limited higher education system and allowed 

students who could not afford to travel great distances to have some access to higher 

education. As the United States began to modernize its infrastructure, including mail 

delivery, railroad systems, and shipping lanes, correspondence study served a small niche 

in the educational system, reaching individuals across the country as far west as 

California (Peters, 1993; Garrison & Shale, 1990). The first higher education institution 

to adopt correspondence study was Illinois Wesleyan University in 1873 (Berg, 2002). 

By the height of its popularity after World War I, correspondence education was being 

offered at approximately forty-five institutions nationally and served almost two million 

students (Berg, 2002). However, by the end of World War II, this method of delivery 

began to decline due to technological advances (Garrison & Shale, 1990). Today, few 

correspondence study programs are available in the United States; most have fallen prey 

to more technologically advanced delivery methods.  

 Tele-education is a term coined to include all modes of distance education 

delivery that involve the use of either audio or video not delivered over the internet. This 

method of delivery evolved after World War II when radio and television became 

available to large segments of the United States population (Garrison & Shale, 1990). 

The convenience of delivery, lower cost relative to correspondence study, and a sense of 

personal interaction made this method of distance education preferable to correspondence 

study. Over the years, tele-education evolved from simple radio and television broadcasts 
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to include VHS/DVD delivery, satellite broadcasts, and a variety of other multimedia 

delivery methods. The key distinction between this method of distance education delivery 

and others presented in this section is that it involved little use of printed materials, but it 

still lacked the synchronous communication available through internet-based delivery 

methods (Garrison & Shale, 1990). This method of delivery reached its peak in the 

United States during the late 1950s with two-hundred and forty-two television stations 

broadcasting college-level courses (Garrison & Shale, 1990). However, by the 1980s tele-

education had peaked and with the introduction of the personal computer educational 

institutions began to shift delivery to primitive computer-based instructional methods 

(Garrison & Shale, 1990; Berg, 2002). Today only a few forms of tele-education survive. 

Two-way televised instruction is still popular in many universities, and community 

colleges still occasionally broadcast courses over local cable networks. However, as 

explained in the following paragraphs, the bulk of distance education is now provided 

using computers and the internet. 

 In the early 1990s the United States experienced a boom in technological 

advances. Two of those advances had a significant impact on distance education. First, 

with the growth in personal home computers since the mid-1980s came an unparalleled 

access to information for individuals (Peters, 1993). That access to low-cost PCs 

combined with access to the internet, which became publicly available in 1995, allowed 

instructors and students to have two-way communication almost instantly (Sumner, 

2000). This combination of factors led to a method of cheap, reliable, two-way 
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communication and has allowed distance education to grow exponentially during the last 

decade, becoming integrated into America’s higher educational system (Sumner, 2000).  

 The most significant changes affecting distance education over the past forty 

years dealt with the application of technological advances in instructional delivery. The 

use of computers and the internet has allowed instructors to move away from a passive, 

lecture-driven delivery method to one that is interactive and engaging. Along with those 

changes, perceptions about distance education have begun to change, and now this 

delivery method is being sought after (Rumble 2001). These changes have manifested in 

a variety of ways. The most significant of these changes is the concept of a college or 

university offering exclusively distance education courses and programs. One such 

institution, Jones International, became the first distance education institution to become 

regionally accredited by the North Central Association of Colleges in 1999 (Stallings, 

2000; Olsen, 1999). Jones International is now among the largest institutions in the world 

offering solely distance education programs and courses; others include the University of 

Phoenix and Open University of the United Kingdom (Foshay, 2002). In addition to the 

growth in distance education, traditional colleges and universities in the United States are 

legitimizing this method of instruction. Institutions across the nation, including Duke, 

Harvard, and Stanford, are now offering distance education courses (Olsen, 1999).  

 As noted previously, until recently the historical impact of distance education on 

the higher education system in the United States has been minimal (Garrison & Shale, 

1990). However, as society has moved into the technology age, long-held concepts of 

communication and interaction have changed. With technological advances came 
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globalization, which has helped tear down walls between nations. International 

agreements such as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the 

formation of the European Union have helped interconnect societies on a scale never 

before seen (Turpin, Iredale, & Crinnion, 2002). These agreements have opened new 

doors and have created a demand for knowledge (Wright, 1997). As a result, the 

educational community has had to rethink the ninetieth-century model of higher 

education (Kweik, 2001). Not only do educators have to deal with issues related to the 

differing backgrounds of their students, but they must now compete for those students on 

a global scale (Kweik, 2001). Administrators have been forced to adapt more of a 

corporate funding model and are beginning to look at economies of scale when 

considering what programs and courses to offer (Maasschellein & Simons, 2002).  

 Changes in technology, communication, and the effects of a global economy have 

been significant on the United States population. Along with the advantages of the 

twenty-first century have come dramatic changes in the industries that drive the United 

States economy. As a result, individuals have to retrain more often than at any other time 

in history. This demand for new skill sets along with an influx of immigrants is 

fundamentally altering the demographics of a traditional college student. Differences in 

educational background and ability, age, sex, and race, along with differing educational 

goals are changing the population educators must serve. The traditional definition of a 

college student, (white, young, and full-time) is no longer sufficient. More students are 

starting their collegiate education later in life or returning to college because of changes 

in their career. Many come from diverse backgrounds and often are working full-time and 
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supporting a family (Cohen, 2003). This change in demographics and increased demand 

for education has forced administrators to examine new delivery methods to alleviate the 

burden placed on institutional facilities and to develop a more flexible curriculum for 

students who cannot attend college full-time. These factors have led to a boom in 

distance education offerings.  

 Over the past two decades there has been growth in both the delivery of distance 

education courses and in acceptance of this instructional method by traditional 

institutions of higher education (Williams, Paprock, & Covington, 1999). Increases in 

distance education offerings are evidenced in enrollment growth over the past decade. By 

2001, only six years after the internet became available to the public, distance education 

enrollments worldwide were over 10 million students (Gilroy, 2001). During that same 

year, North Carolina’s community colleges enrolled more than 44,000 distance education 

students (MGT of America, 2001). By 2003 more than one-third of United States higher 

education institutions offered some form of distance education course and were enrolling 

over 1.3 million students (NCES, 2002). In 2005, North Carolina community college 

enrollments in distance education reached 238,697 and generated the full-time equivalent 

(FTE) of 25,141 full-time students (NCCCS, 2006). 

 The fundamental shift in distance education technology from an asynchronous 

environment with an extended delay in time between communication to a synchronous 

environment has led to a boom in distance education popularity. As administrators begin 

to examine distance education costs at the institutional level, they need to take into 

account the cost of varied and possibly duplicated technologies. Having outdated 
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technology can be a drain on institutional resources and weaken the sustainability of 

distance education programs.  

NCCCS Financial Procedures 

 When examining costs related to distance education in North Carolina community 

colleges, it is important to examine the funding structure for individual institutions and 

the system as a whole. The following section defines key terms associated with the North 

Carolina Community College System, provides a brief overview of the funding structure 

within the system, and outlines issues and challenges associated with college level 

funding. 

 North Carolina community colleges operate in a semi-autonomous environment 

and are governed by a system office located in Raleigh, North Carolina. The primary 

source of funding is provided by the state, which operates on a fiscal year beginning in 

July. Each institution is funded based upon the number of full-time equivalency (FTE) 

students generated. An FTE is defined as 16 hours of coursework taken, multiplied by 16 

weeks, and again multiplied by 2 semesters (Briggs, 2006). This formula is applied to the 

number of courses taken at the individual institutions, and colleges are funded on the 

previous year’s FTE enrollment. This measure is used to determine the college’s 

continuation budget which provides for the daily operations of the institution. 

Additionally, college presidents may request budget monies for the purposes of 

expansion, capital improvement, or technology improvements (Briggs, 2006). Facility 

maintenance budgets are provided by the county in which the institution resides.  
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 Each year, college presidents prepare requests for their individual institutions; and 

submit those requests to the system-level president, who in turn submits statewide 

requests to the governor’s office and the legislature. These requests are reviewed, and a 

funding bill is approved. At that point, individual institutions are awarded annual 

revenues, categorized as either salary, equipment, or supply dollars (Briggs, 2006). 

Appendix C outlines the annual budget allocations sheet provided to each institution. 

This information is then used to determine the budget for an individual institution. 

 Major challenges faced at the state level include increased personnel and 

operating costs, as well as ever increasing demands for new equipment and technology. 

Additionally, the cost of starting new programs and competition for students are growing 

in importance to individual institutions and the system as a whole (Briggs, 2006). These 

issues will continue to affect funds available for distance education programs and must be 

considered before resources are devoted to its implementation. 

Direct and Indirect Costs and Savings of Distance Education 

 As discussed in previous sections of this study, distance education has emerged as 

an innovative and challenging method of instructional delivery primarily because of the 

decreasing cost of its delivery. Cost savings in facilities, personnel, and the potential to 

reach new markets has driven institutions to embrace distance education (King, 2001). 

Savings promoted by distance education advocates have been appealing to administrators 

and faculty who have led institutions to embrace distance education in the face of 

demands for efficiency, shrinking budgets, and the need to educate a growing number of 

students with fewer resources per student (King, 2001; Shea, 2001). However, building 



 33

an academic equivalent to traditional educational programs can prove difficult when costs 

are hard to calculate and educational delivery methods are numerous (Barron, 2002; 

Antonucci, 2001). 

 In general, distance education costs can be grouped into three categories including 

personnel costs, technology, and support services (Carr, 2001). Costs can be defined as 

expenses associated with the offering of distance education programs or costs associated 

with not offering such programs. Additionally, the majority of these expenses affect three 

main constituencies: students, faculty, and administrators at an institution. Unfortunately, 

efforts to accurately calculate the actual cost of distance education programs in North 

Carolina community colleges are hindered by a number of factors. These include the 

wide variety of accounting and budgetary methods used by individual institutions, the 

blending of technology into traditional classrooms, and a general lack of consensus 

concerning what elements constitute the cost of distance education. The following 

sections outline costs, as defined in current literature, associated with distance education 

delivery. They are divided into two categories; direct and indirect costs. Direct costs are 

defined, for this study, as those elements that have a direct financial link to the delivery 

of distance education at an institution. Indirect costs are defined as those elements, such 

as increased dropouts, that are not directly tied to the delivery of distance education, but 

may constitute savings or expenses to the institution as a result of its use.  

Direct Costs 

 As stated previously, direct costs of distance education are specifically connected 

to the cost of distance education courses and programs. These costs can be assigned to 
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one of four specific categories. These categories include equipment costs, personnel 

costs, the cost of providing student services to individuals participating in distance 

education programs, and the cost of administering distance education courses and 

programs. The following section outlines direct costs, as defined in current literature, 

associated with each of these major categories. 

Equipment Costs 

 Among the most clearly defined costs of offering distance education are expenses 

associated with equipment, software, and telecommunications necessary to provide 

services to students. While hardware and software costs continue to drop at a rapid pace, 

they still constitute a significant portion of the cost of distance education. For example, 

initial startup costs associated with distance education courses and programs are 

relatively high (Moore, 1993; Gross, Gross, & Pirkl, 1998). Computers, servers, 

networking technology, computer programs, training, support services, course data, 

access to online information, and program development constitute a significant expense. 

Often startup costs for distance education courses can be as high as $5,000 to $15,000 if 

no infrastructure has been developed (Moore, 1993; Carr, 2001). If the distance education 

course incorporates non-internet-based delivery such as video, satellite, broadcast 

television, or audio, these costs can increase exponentially (Gross, Gross & Pirkl, 1998). 

Fortunately, after start-up costs have been met, the cost of adding additional students to 

distance education courses and programs are relatively low (Moore, 1993; Gross, Gross 

& Pirkl, 1998). Therefore, institutions that offer distance education programs should offer 

several degrees and courses to offset the initial cost. Adding those additional courses 
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constitutes a low variable cost in relation to the high fixed cost of start-up (King, 2001; 

Bates, 2000).  

 Once hardware and software have been purchased, so the institution can begin 

offering distance education programs and courses, the majority of equipment costs are 

stable for three to five years or until upgrades are otherwise necessary. Exceptions to this 

stability in costs are maintenance and telecommunications expenses. A primary concern 

for information technology administrators is that software and equipment upgrades can 

increase maintenance costs. Frequent updates, continued faculty development, technical 

support services, course design, and training can increase program costs (Wonacott, 

2001) Additionally, distance education delivery through telecommunication service 

providers is often based upon the amount of communication flowing between instructor 

and student and can be volatile as costs rise and participation in distance education 

courses increases (Ryan, 2001). 

 Understanding that the profit-making potential of distance education lies with the 

ability of an institution to serve many students and profit through an economy of scale, 

administrators must look at areas where costs are distributed to faculty, staff, and students 

as the institution benefits from reduced expenses associated with offering distance 

education courses and programs. An institution can benefit from costs savings associated 

with not having to add additional support personnel, facilities, or support services 

(Foshay, 2002; Taylor, 2002). Additionally, the institution may benefit from the 

efficiency and effectiveness associated with distance education delivery (Dwyer, 1999). 

The technology required to deliver these courses can be centrally managed and 
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monitored, so administrators are constantly aware of the resources being used and the 

activity of employees. Such centralized control allows administrators to more accurately 

predict future enrollments and costs for the institution (Taylor, 2002). Unfortunately, one 

result of this centralization of resources and control is that it often requires participants to 

increase their technological skills and resources, constituting an increased cost to the 

individual. For example, faculty often need increased support, development tools, 

equipment to convert lecture materials to electronic format, and access to more powerful 

computers resources (Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, & Scholz, 2000; O’Hanlon, 2001; 

Milheim, 2001). In addition to faculty, students must often upgrade or purchase 

computers and high speed internet connections in order to participate in distance 

education courses, and often they have to purchase software programs that would 

normally be free in college labs (Bates, 2000; Kastinas & Moeck, 2002). Finally, some 

institutions have begun to assess fees for distance education students in an effort to offset 

increasing technology costs associated with offering online programs (Finkelstein, 

Frances, Jewett, & Scholz, 2000). These fees, while small, add to the costs of this method 

of instruction.  

 One final cost savings associated with distance education is the reduction in 

facilities necessary to operate such programs. Since the majority of space necessary to 

operate distance education programs and courses is located in the area necessary to house 

computer equipment, administrators can save money by not having to expand other 

facilities (Taylor, 2002). While similar support services must be provided to distance 

education students, administrators do not have to devote additional funds to the 
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construction of classrooms, residence halls, parking, health service centers, support 

facilities, or other structures (Shea, Motiwalla, & Lewis, 2001; Milheim, 2001; 

Antonucci, 2001; Carnevale, 2001; Foshay, 2002; Taylor, 2002). 

Personnel 

 A second direct cost associated with distance education is the cost of training and 

employing personnel to operate and maintain the distance education environment. Paying 

faculty to develop distance education courses is often expensive because of the time 

necessary to convert courses taught in a traditional lecture or lab format into one that can 

be transmitted to students anywhere in the world (Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, & Scholz, 

2000). Course development costs would make teaching some courses cost prohibitive, 

and as a result, faculty are rarely fully compensated for distance education development. 

Typically, such compensation might come in the form of a course reduction or released 

time for faculty who are willing to develop distance education courses (Berg, 2002; 

Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, & Scholz, 2000; Bates, 2000). In addition to the cost 

associated with distance education course development, administrators must deal with the 

cost of paying faculty to teach the courses. Since distance education is often used as a 

method to save resources, some administrators choose to also use it as a method to reduce 

salary costs. The primary method to achieve this goal is to employ adjuncts or 

instructional assistants to manage distance education courses. (Berg, 2002; Shea, 

Motiwalla, & Lewis, 2001; Milheim, 2001). While these practices are not beneficial to 

the faculty and can lower the quality of instruction, they are often seen as a savings for 

the institution and are used to improve the fiscal situation at a college or university. 
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 In those instances where full-time faculty are called upon to develop and/or teach 

distance education courses, several costs can be traced to their efforts. The most noted 

and direct cost associated with faculty development is the cost of training faculty 

members in the use of the technological tools and delivery methods associated with 

distance education. This initial training is imperative, because a poorly designed course 

with insufficient focus on student needs can lead to high attrition rates and failure for the 

course or even for the program (Cone, 2001). Teaching and learning in the distance 

education environment differs from that in a traditional classroom setting. Distance 

education requires an independent mentality and a desire to learn. Traditionally, much of 

what students learn is done through indirect means (Woodley, Tanewski, & De Lange, 

2001). Individuals hear a student talking in class, their professor diverges from the book, 

or they read information in other resources. Distance education only provides for a 

limited number of interactions using the material at hand (Beard & Harper, 2001). If a 

student has trouble assimilating the information or using technology to access it, he/she is 

immediately at a disadvantage in the distance education environment. To combat this 

issue, faculty must train in the technological products necessary to properly develop and 

teach distance education courses (Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, & Scholz, 2000). Along 

with the new environment of distance education comes new methods for conveying 

information (King, 2001; Carswell, Thomas, Petre, Price & Richards, 2000). Faculty 

must rethink teaching styles and develop new skills that fit with the distance environment 

(Bates, 2000; Peterman, 2000). Anyone who believes that distance education simply 

means putting assignments into a digital format and placing them online is in for a 
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surprise. Distance education is a twenty-four hour a day classroom where students enter 

and leave at varying intervals and where they demand constant attention and need to be 

monitored for stress, lack of comprehension, or likelihood to withdraw from the class 

(Young, 2002). In order to operate in this environment faculty must be properly trained 

and supported to insure success for the students (Wonacott, 2001; Hobbs, 2002). To 

achieve this goal, faculty must be given released time or another form of compensation 

along with proper training to motivate them to participate in distance education courses 

and programs (Berg, 2002). 

Student Services 

 In addition to the need to properly instruct students who participate in distance 

education courses and programs, administrators must concern themselves with the need 

for support services. In general, and often prescribed by regional accrediting agencies, 

students should be able to receive the same support services and have access to 

comparable resources available to their traditional counterparts (SACS, 2006). These 

services fall into one of two categories. First are services necessary to make distance 

education student’s experiences comparable to those of their traditional counterparts. 

Institutions where distance education is provided must make such support services 

available at a distance. These services include registration, financial aid access, advising, 

transfer credit, library resources, and counseling (Milheim, 2001). Services exempted 

would include access to athletics and medical services; these would usually require 

students to come to the campus (Milheim, 2001). The second type of service necessary to 

distance education students includes online tutorials for taking distance education 



 40

courses, help centers, online research assistance, resources centers, and technical support 

(Chute, Thompson, & Hancock, 1999). These resources are necessary to aid student in 

completing distance education courses.  

Administration of Distance Education 

 When assessing the cost and profitability of distance education courses and 

programs, administrators must examine a wide variety of issues and intangible elements 

to determine whether it is a fiscally sound opportunity to pursue. One of the most 

important and difficult elements to asses is the ability to reach new markets, attract new 

students, and aid those students in successfully completing their educational goals. The 

following section examines major issues associated with these efforts and the potential 

financial impact for the institution.  

 One of the most important impacts of distance education, from an institutional 

perspective, is the ability to reach students who would not normally enroll at the 

institution either because they were not in close proximity or could not devote the 

required time to attend traditional courses (Dwyer, 1999). It also propels the institution 

into a global market for students that, if properly managed, can increase enrollments, 

increase exposure for the institution, and add additional resource streams (Dwyer, 1999; 

Carneval, 2001; King, 2001). 

 Along with the ability to reach new students comes the necessity to assist them in 

their educational pursuits. Faculty and administrators face new challenges when dealing 

with distance education students and must be prepared to meet those challenges. Factors 

include the amount of attention required for each student and the resulting instructor to 
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student ratio, costs of providing alternate methods of instruction, and the attrition rate in 

distance education courses. 

 Increasing class size is sometimes seen as a method of increasing profitability of 

distance education courses. Using lower paid adjuncts or lab assistants to support 

instruction by attending to the details of a distance education course can increase its 

profitability. Also, simply increasing the faculty-to-student ratio because of the lack of 

physical limitations can increase profitability. These measures lower the human resources 

cost per course (Berg, 2002; Shea, Motiwalla, & Lewis, 2001; Milheim, 2001). As the 

cost of human resources is the most prevalent expense in higher education, it is naturally 

the target of cost reductions. Faculty might be compensated for increased faculty-to-

student ratios by receiving a course reduction or another form of released time; rarely are 

they compensated financially (Berg, 2002; Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, & Scholz, 2000; 

Bates, 2000). 

 Another cost of distance education, as previously defined in the review of the 

history of this method of instruction, relates to the medium used to conduct the course. 

When administrators are assessing the direct costs of distance education, they must track 

the elements associated with its delivery. More specifically, they should ask themselves 

what items must be purchased in order to get information to and from the students. 

Outlined in previous sections, these costs can be categorized along with the method of 

instruction. They include correspondence education, audio/video presentation, 

teleconferencing, virtual classrooms, and computer-based distance education (Harper, 

1971; Sumner, 2000; Dwyer, 1999; Garrison & Shale, 1990; Deal, 2002). In order to 
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properly assess the cost of distance education, administrators must track these costs 

throughout the entire cycle of the course. 

 Finally, the concept of attrition must be examined when considering the 

profitability of distance education courses and programs. Participating in distance 

education courses is more demanding than being in traditional classrooms. Frequent 

contact with students is essential to the success of the course (Carr, 2000; O’Hanlon, 

20001; Antonucci, 2001). Failure to engage students can lead to higher than average 

attrition rates. Dropout rates for distance education courses are between 40% and 50%, 

rising to as much as 80% in some fields (Carr, 2000). Such high attrition results in lost 

potential revenue from students who could have otherwise succeeded in traditional 

courses and lost future revenue from those who will not continue their education. 

Closing Remarks 

 While direct costs are easier to identify and track for distance education courses 

and programs, they are becoming increasingly difficult to differentiate from technological 

costs associated with traditional course delivery. As a result, administrators will often 

have to assign a proportion of those costs to distance education and a proportion to 

traditional courses based upon enrollment in each type of class. Chapter III outlines 

procedures for assigning proportions of each cost to distance education. 

Indirect Costs 

 Indirect costs, as defined above, constitute expenses to the institution from 

offering distance education or from failing to offer it. The following section outlines 

indirect costs associated with distance education as defined in current literature. These 
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elements relate to growth prospects for the institution and indirect equipment and 

technological expenses. Such costs are difficult or impossible to accurately calculate, and 

administrators may have to depend on estimates or incomplete data to assess their impact. 

Institutional Growth 

 One of the most compelling reasons to start distance education programs is the 

ability to tap into new markets and attract students who would not otherwise attend the 

institution (Taylor, 2002; Carr, 2000). While enrollment is easy to track at some 

institutions, it presents a challenge for North Carolina community colleges. Often 

students who enroll in distance education courses at the community college level are 

doing so because they cannot attend the institution at a certain time, not because they live 

far away. This means that simply tracking enrollments by location is often not effective 

for a community college. Administrators at such institutions must rely on surveys or 

admissions data to assess the increased market saturation resulting from distance 

education programs. Other, indirect costs/profits relate to lost/gained market share, an 

increased ability to collaborate with institutions around the world to grow programs, 

more access to corporate training and research, and access to a global economy. These 

elements, while difficult to accurately assess, increase the marketability of distance 

education programs and offer the potential to increase institutional enrollments.  

 In addition to the ability to reach new markets, distance education programs and 

courses aid faculty and staff at smaller institutions in reaching their constituents by 

converting low enrollment programs to a distance education format in an effort to 

increase enrollment (Armstrong, 2000). In such circumstances, smaller institutions 
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require fewer course offerings to reach the populace. Faculty may only have the resources 

to offer one section of a particular course. In this situation, any student who cannot fit 

that course into his/her schedule, for whatever reason, is denied the opportunity to take 

the course. By using a distance education format, the obstructions of time and course 

conflict are removed, thereby increasing potential enrollments (Armstrong, 2000). Such 

methods are also used to combine multiple sections of the same course when each has 

particularly low enrollments; thereby reducing the overall cost of offering a particular 

class.  

 Problems resulting from the implementation of distance education courses or 

programs can also be unpredictable and difficult to asses. Among these problems, 

cannibalization of other programs/courses and high dropout rates were mentioned in 

current literature as indirect and potentially direct costs of offering distance education. 

Cannibalization of other courses or programs is difficult to accurately calculate and can 

have a significant impact on the viability of both distance and traditional programs. In 

such scenarios, the decision is made to offer distance education courses, which in turn 

attracts some new students and some students who would otherwise attend traditional 

classes. If not properly managed, such circumstances can lower the student/instructor 

ratio to a point where overall costs increase (Antonucci, 2001). The second, and more 

concerning issue, relates to student dropout from distance education courses. Along with 

the freedoms available in a distance education environment comes an increased need for 

independence and responsibility on the part of the student. Students who procrastinate 

find out too late that they are behind in the course and cannot make-up the work in the 
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time allotted (O’Hanlon, 2001). In such instances, students often find that they have 

missed the point to withdraw from a course or simply give-up and receive a failing grade. 

According to a 2001 study on dropout, the national rate of non-completion for distance 

education students stands at approximately 50% (O’Hanlon, 2001). Depending on the 

type of institution with which this figure is compared; distance education student dropout 

rates are higher on average than those of traditional students. To compound the problem, 

dropouts are difficult to assess, because they disappear into cyberspace and little 

literature exists on the demographic make-up of distance education students.  

Technology and Equipment  

 As discussed previously, the equipment and resources necessary to offer courses 

and programs present a large initial and ongoing cost of distance education. While these 

costs are often easily tracked, they continually blend into the traditional learning 

environment by their use in conventional classroom settings. This blending of uses 

between both traditional and distance offerings makes it difficult to truly define the cost 

of a distance education delivery tool. Therefore, equipment and resource costs often 

constitute both a direct and an indirect cost to the institution. Among these costs, three 

stand out in the literature as significant, including the variety of teaching and learning 

styles available in distance education environments, technical problems, and access to 

distance education resources.  

 One of the most challenging aspects of offering distance education courses and 

programs is that along with new technology comes the need for new methods of 

conveying information to students (King, 2001; Carswell, Thomas, Petre, Price, & 
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Richards, 2000). This causes faculty to rethink their teaching styles and develop new 

skills that fit within the distance education environment (Bates, 2000; Peterman, 2000; 

Wilson, 2002). While many of the developmental costs associated with new instructional 

methods can be tracked, the cost in lost time and additional preparation required to teach 

distance education courses translates into a loss of productivity that is hard to accurately 

track.  

 One of the more difficult cost/profitability elements to track in the distance 

education environment is enrollment. The most cited benefit of distance education noted 

in current literature is the increased flexibility of scheduling available to students. 

Typically, distance education courses allow students to work at their own pace, start and 

stop classes as they wish, and work in a comfortable environment (Williams, Paprock, & 

Covington, 1999; Woodley, 2004; Tricker, Rangecroft, & Long, 2001; Barron, Brette, & 

Barclay, 2002). Having access twenty-four hours a day, seven-days a week is tempting to 

students who have busy schedules and who would not otherwise be able to attend higher 

education institutions (Milheim, 2001). Unfortunately, from a budgetary standpoint, this 

increase in profit available through an increased market also allows students who would 

otherwise take traditional courses to have more freedom in their schedules by taking 

distance education courses.  

 Other cost elements indirectly related to distance education include an increase in 

the time necessary to communicate with students. Anonymity provided by distance 

education has been noted to increase communication between instructors and students 

who are otherwise shy or unwilling to ask questions in class (Carswell, Thomas, Petre, 
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Price, & Richards, 2000). This increase in communication may indirectly benefit the 

institution by increasing retention and increasing costs because of the time and equipment 

necessary to interact with more students. Another cost savings that may be attributed to 

distance education is an increased standardization of course delivery that naturally occurs 

when developing distance education content (Taylor, 2002; Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, 

& Scholz, 2000). Putting courses in a distance education format allows faculty and 

administrators to convert courses with low enrollments into a format not restricted to a 

specific time or day, thereby helping to increase potential enrollments and offer courses 

that would not otherwise be available as often (Armstrong, 2000). 

 The need to improve and increase communication with distance education 

students has led to a number of direct costs associated with course delivery; however, 

some of those costs are inherently difficult to track and are fading into the background 

because they are also used in traditional course delivery. The distance education 

environment has spawned a variety of content delivery methods; many of these are 

finding their way into traditional classes as course supplements (Taylor, 2002). While 

students note an increased preference for the use of these tools in traditional classes, both 

they and the faculty member need to be trained or oriented to the technology being used 

(Carswell, Thomas, Petre, Price, & Richards, 2000; Moore, 1993). This creates a cost 

element that varies based upon one’s technical skill and background, making it a difficult 

item to track. 

 A final indirect cost of distance education is student access to college resources. 

As discussed in previous sections, there are a number of direct costs associated with the 
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delivery of online instruction, student support services, and access to research materials. 

However, the cost to the student accessing these services is often difficult to track. 

Essentially, the cost of computers, internet access, and commuting increase the cost to 

students and reduce their use of support services (Antonucci, 2001). 

Intangible Costs 

 Intangible costs are elements that cannot be tied to a budget line item, but may 

affect the profitability of programs. This section outlines sociological benefits/detriments 

of offering such programs in order to provide administrators with an appreciation of the 

impact of offering distance education at the institution.  

 One reason distance education is attractive to community college administrators 

in North Carolina is the ability to adapt this delivery method to a changing environment. 

Part of many community college mission statements, which will be discussed in more 

detail in following sections, include the goal of adapting to community needs. 

Essentially, a North Carolina community college must have the ability for faculty and 

staff to modify or change programs depending on the needs of the community. Distance 

education programs and courses are more easily modified than traditional ones and can 

be quickly adapted to changing requirements (Peterman, 2000). 

 Research on faculty and student perceptions of distance education has yielded 

interesting results concerning the pace of most distance education courses. Faculty report 

they prefer the ability to teach at the students’ pace rather than having to adapt teaching 

to a standardized timeline and to the middle of the learning curve (Taylor, 2002). 

Students note that the ability to work on homework and lectures on their own schedule is 
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preferable to attending courses at a set time (Taylor, 2002). While this information may 

not be a direct cost of offering distance education programs, it does accentuate 

student/faculty preference, and increased satisfaction relates to continued enrollment in 

the course and program.  

Sociological Benefits/Detriments 

 Distance education programs and courses continue to grow exponentially and the 

intangible benefits and detriments of its implementation that indirectly affect the financial 

impact of this delivery method are increasingly important. The following paragraph 

outlines the sociological costs of distance education as defined in current literature. These 

elements include the type of student enrolled in distance education courses, students’ 

ability and commitment to their education, and effects of the distance environment on 

student learning and course participation. 

One reason for the growth of distance education in this country is that it is 

attractive to a segment of the population who would not otherwise be able to attend an 

institution of higher education. While distance education is appealing to some traditional 

full-time students attending college, it is more attractive to individuals who are either 

employed full-time or who have families. This translates to a benefit of offering distance 

education programs and courses. These students, as a whole, tend to be older and more 

mature than their counterparts in traditional classroom settings. Faculty and students 

participating in distance education courses note that the distance education atmosphere is 

often more professional and that students seem to be invested in their education (Tricker, 

Rangecroft, & Long, 2001; Milheim, 2001). These facts may be evidenced through 
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attrition rates in distance education courses. Those students who are not committed to 

their coursework tend to fall behind quickly and remove themselves from the class, 

allowing faculty to focus their efforts on students who are truly interested in learning 

(Milheim, 2001). 

Along with student effort, student ability is a major determinate of success in 

distance education courses, especially when it relates to the technical ability necessary to 

complete distance education courses taught through the internet. Unfortunately, the 

changing environment and increasing number of distance education courses has led to a 

lack of proper orientation materials that would allow students to assess their abilities 

before entering the distance education environment. When courses are being developed, 

faculty often do not account for the background of the students taking the course. 

Consideration of a student’s goals, social and educational background, incentives, and 

motivations is essential to course retention (Berg, 2002). In a comprehensive study on 

instructional models related to distance education retention, Francis Dwyer discussed the 

importance of a student’s prior knowledge and experience as essential variables for future 

learning (Dwyer, 1999). Such knowledge is important in a distance education 

environment due to the independent nature of the coursework. Dwyer notes that students 

who are only interested in retaining enough subject matter to pass a course are not 

motivated to thrive in the distance environment (Dwyer, 1999). In order to be successful, 

such students must immerse themselves in the subject matter and understand the purpose 

of the subject and its importance to their education (Dwyer, 1999). Elements affecting 

student ability to complete coursework include family background, individual attributes, 
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and pre-college schooling. Additionally, goal commitment and institutional commitment 

are elements crucial to success (Woodley, Tanewski, & DeLange, 2001). A lack of 

exposure to technology and comfort using computers and the internet are detriments to 

success in modern distance education environments (Milheim, 2001). Unfortunately for 

students, having spent most of their lives in a classroom absorbing facts or pieces of 

information, many panic at the freedom and responsibility associated with distance 

education (Li, 2003). This translates into increased dropouts and a net reduction in 

revenue for the institution.  

One intangible cost and income-generating element associated with the rise in 

distance education relates to the time required to complete a course. The most cited 

benefit, and the reason students choose it as a method of instruction, is the flexibility of 

scheduling distance education courses and the perceived reduction in time necessary to 

complete such courses (Williams, Paprock, & Covington, 1999; Woodley, 2004; Tricker, 

Rangecroft, & Long, 2001; Barron, Brette, & Barclay, 2002). Other commonly cited 

reasons for taking distance education courses include a reduction in travel time, 

flexibility in scheduling, and independence (Sullivan, 2001; Beard & Harper, 2001). 

Having access to courses twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week, also allows 

students to work any time and as long as they wish in a course (Milheim, 2001). This 

flexibility is an incentive for non-traditional students to pursue advanced degrees and 

increases enrollments at an institution (Milheim, 2001; Peterman, 2000). A common 

perception by students entering distance education courses is that they have to spend less 

time in the classroom; and while this perception has led to an increase in distance 
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education enrollments, most distance education courses require more time than their 

traditional counterparts (Beard & Harper, 2002). 

The perception of a savings in time is attractive to a wide variety of students and 

lends itself to the greater concept of education at a convenience, an idea that is attractive 

to non-traditional students and educators who want to grow enrollments by targeting 

individuals who do not believe they have the time to devote to achieving an advanced 

degree. The freedom to attend class and complete coursework at one’s convenience is the 

most cited reason for participating in distance education courses and programs. 

(Williams, Paprock, & Covington, 1999; Woodley, 2004; Tricker, Rangecroft, & Long, 

2001; Barron, Brette, & Barclay, 2002). Common benefits cited by distance education 

students include the feeling of freedom associated with the distance education 

environment and the ability to interact with older and more mature students who are 

committed to their education (Milheim, 2001). 

While the distance education environment does allow for more freedom and 

independence than traditional methods of instruction, this freedom has a number of side 

effects including isolation, loss of personal connection, and a lack of communication that 

can cause students to withdraw from courses, leading to a loss of revenue for the 

institution. These issues contribute to the high attrition rate previously noted for distance 

education courses and represent a loss in future income for the institution if not properly 

addressed.  

The first myth that is dispelled as students enter a distance education course is that 

it is easier, because of the lack of specified time commitments, than traditional courses. 
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The fact remains that it takes a significant amount of effort for faculty to prepare 

coursework for online instruction and additional work for students to consume that 

information (Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, & Scholz, 2000). Unfortunately, this 

information must often be assimilated and interpreted by the student. The lack of 

interaction limits the variety of ways information may be conveyed and causes students 

to have to work in isolation, often without the support structures available in traditional 

classroom settings. Students who enter the distance education environment for the first 

time often express excitement over the delivery method, but soon find that they are 

responsible for an increased portion of learning and must accomplish tasks individually; 

as a result, many suffer from a sense of isolation and lack of guidance in the course (Li, 

2003). Additionally, they fail to integrate themselves into the academic community and 

eventually dropout, citing difficult or confusing coursework as the most common reason 

(Woodley, Tanewski, & De Lange, 2001). It is this sense of isolation and lack of face-to-

face interaction with instructors and classmates that results in a higher-than-average 

dropout rate for distance education courses and a higher cost to the institution (Rumble, 

2001; Beard, Harper, 2002; Perreault, Waldman, Alesander, & Zhao, 2002). In his 2001 

study, Rumble found that the sense of isolation experienced by some distance education 

students leads to a feeling that the technological and often canned methods of instruction 

associated with its delivery lead to a dehumanization of the educational experience 

(Rumble, 2001). As a result, students who are not comfortable working independently 

will eventually withdraw from the course (Woodley, 2004; Delahoussaye, Zemeke, & 

Miller, 2001; Zheng & Smaldino, 2003; O’Hanlon, 20001; Moore, 1993; Woodley, 
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DeLange, & Tanewski, 2001; Carswell, Thomas, Petre, Price, & Richards, 2000; 

Heerema & Rogers, 2001). 

Due to the isolated nature of distance education it is important for instructors to 

develop courses, presentations, and assignments with an understanding of the students’ 

goals, social and educational backgrounds, incentives, and motivations for participating 

in the distance education environment (Berg, 2002). For example, students who tend to 

be reserved in a class may find the independence and anonymity associated with distance 

education refreshing or preferable to the traditional environment (Sullivan, 2001). 

While each of the issues noted in this section are difficult to quantify when 

assessing the cost of distance education, they have a definite impact on profitability. The 

loss of students who dropout and the resulting potential future earning or losses can 

quickly add up for an institution and affect its reputation. Distance education course and 

program profitability are so closely tied to enrollments that institutions should be sure not 

to sacrifice initial assessment of the target audience for short-term savings in time and 

effort. Knowing the socio-economic background of students is closely tied to their 

success and the success of distance education programs. 

Quality 

 While the growth of distance education programs and courses has been extensive 

in the United States, several barriers still bring its value and acceptance as a mode of 

instructional delivery into question. First among these issues is the acceptance of a degree 

offered online or through some other form of distance education. Although difficult to 

calculate, degree reputation has a significant impact on what a student has spent on 
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his/her education and on potential future earnings as a result of obtaining a degree. While 

the field of distance education is gaining in popularity and reputation, degrees from 

certain institutions are not considered acceptable or valuable in the workplace (Rumble, 

2001). In particular, degrees from non-accredited or for-profit institutions have little 

value when compared to degrees obtained from traditional institutions.  

 The concept of academic integrity also raises concerns about distance education 

courses and programs. When teaching at a distance, there is little guarantee that the 

student enrolled in a particular course is the one submitting assignments (Deal, 2002). 

Additionally, the enforcement of academic integrity, an issue that already consumes 

much time for a faculty member, is increasingly challenging in a distance education 

environment. Questions about intellectual property rights, plagiarism, and outright 

forgery now consume faculty members’ thoughts as they teach distance education 

courses (Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, & Scholz, 2000; Bates, 2000; Milheim, 2001; 

Gross, Gross, & Pirkl, 1998). Unfortunately, in a distance environment, it is difficult to 

know whether the work submitted by a student contains his/her original thoughts or 

whether the enrolled student even did the work.  

 Along with new technology comes the need for new methods to convey 

information (King, 2001; Carswell, Thomas, Petre, Price, & Richards, 2000). Faculty 

must rethink their teaching styles and develop new skills that fit with the distance 

education environment (Bates, 2000; Peterman, 2000). This creates a cost in lost time and 

additional preparation required to conduct distance education, but also presents an 

opportunity to learn new styles of instruction and to enhance teaching. Potential benefits 
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that can result in increased enrollments are often present in a distance education 

environment. As a result of the instructional styles utilized in most distance education 

courses, students have an increased freedom in their coursework and freedom to work at 

their own pace, rather than at the pace of the rest of the class (Williams, Paprock, & 

Covington, 1999; Woodley, 2004; Tricker, Rangecroft, & Long, 2001; Barron, Brette, & 

Barclay, 2002). Additionally, this form of interaction allows for twenty-four hours a day, 

seven-days a week access to coursework and the instructor (Milheim, 2001). 

Unfortunately, increased access and the open environment often lead to situations where 

students simply remove themselves from contact with the instructor, thereby increasing 

the likelihood of dropout. One contrast to this statement is that students who are shy or 

unwilling to speak in a traditional class setting tend to be more open in distance education 

courses where they can use message boards and e-mail to communicate (Carswell, 

Thomas, Petre, Price, & Richards, 2000; Moore, 1993). Additional costs affecting 

teaching and learning in distance education environments relate to the amount of effort 

required to compose notes or lecture materials for distance environments. The time 

required for faculty and students to prepare for distance education courses is greater than 

that for traditional classes where a portion of communication can be done orally 

(Finkelstein, Frances, Jewett, & Scholz, 2000; Wilson, 2002). 

 Along with the increased need for technical skill, varying technical ability of 

participants, and the variety of delivery methods available raises an increased need for 

technical support, students often enter the distance education environment without the 

proper technical skills necessary to complete a course. Being unfamiliar with the time 
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requirements, communication methods, research skills, or basic computer skills can lead 

to technical difficulties (Carswell, Thomas, Petre, Price, & Richards, 2000; Woodley, 

2004). As recently as 2001, national dropout rates for distance education courses 

averaged approximately 50% (O’Hanlon, 2001). To reduce this high attrition rate, faculty 

and staff must create orientation and training programs to increase the skill sets of their 

students; so they become more comfortable with the intricacies of distance education 

(Berg, 2002). 

Distance Education Cost Elements Statewide 

 In addition to the cost elements defined in the literature available nationally, 

North Carolina Community College System Office administrators have defined cost 

elements of specific importance to the fifty-eight colleges within the state. Currently, 

there are three primary forms of distance education recognized and supported within the 

North Carolina Community College System. These include internet (online) courses, tele-

courses (Broadcast technologies), and two-way video courses offered through the North 

Carolina Information Highway (NCCCS System Fact Book, 2006).  

 Supporting these delivery methods has required a significant amount of resources 

and support from both the community college system level and from individual 

institutions. The primary contact at the state level is the Associate Vice President for 

Learning Technology at the North Carolina Community College System Office. the 

Associate Vice President leads efforts to modernize the state’s distance education 

infrastructure and promote new technologies to insure that the state is at the forefront of 

future innovations. In an interview, he identified the following elements as critical to the 
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assessment of distance education cost at the institutional level. First is the amount of data 

sent over institutional communication pathways. Defined as broadband data, the 

Associate Vice President noted that most new and innovative communications require a 

large amount of bandwidth to deliver. Second is the cost of collaborative tools necessary 

to deliver course content. These may include video services, course delivery tools, and 

collaboration tools. Finally, the Associate Vice President emphasized the need for 

adequate support services, as defined previously in the literature, for successful course 

completion. These three broad elements should cover the major costs of distance 

education delivery and should be examined as administrators and faculty examine the use 

of distance education at their respective institutions (Randall, 2006). 

 The relative importance of assessing the cost of distance education in the North 

Carolina Community College System can be evidenced through current enrollments. 

During the 2005-06 academic year, statewide curriculum enrollments (as noted in 

NCCCS Annual Table #1) totaled 268,433 students (Appendix A). The specific 

breakdown of enrollment by distance education delivery method, as noted in the NCCCS 

Distance education enrollments for the 2004-05 academic year, is as follows: Students 

participating in at least one internet-based course totaled 138,565; 13,595 students 

participated in tele-courses; 3,862 participated in tele-web courses; 8,681 participated in 

two-way video delivery; 16,221 participated in at least one hybrid course; and 54,327 

participated in traditional courses that were supported by at least one form of distance 

education delivery (NCCCS Strategic Plan for Distance Learning, 2004). Institutional 

level FTE generated for the same timeframe is shown in Appendix B. This level of 
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participation in distance education in North Carolina community colleges underlines the 

need to properly assess and manage the fiscal costs associated with its delivery. Failure to 

recognize the importance and cost of distance education will affect enrollment at the 

institutional level, and failure to properly allocate resources will adversely affect student 

learning in today’s global environment. 

Fiscal Effects of Distance Education on Community College Mission 

 Previous sections of this chapter identified direct and indirect costs of distance 

education and reviewed fiscal policies of the North Carolina Community College System. 

That information serves as the basis for Chapter III, which outlines this study and 

provides the foundation for identifying elements that constitute costs associated with 

distance education in a North Carolina community college.  

 Before any such study is conducted it is important for an administrator to first 

consider desired outcomes associated with the application of a fiscal cost-centered model 

to an educational program. This study relies upon concepts and processes closely related 

to corporate cost analyses. Prospective analysts should first consider the purpose of the 

educational programs being studied and the potential negative effects resulting from the 

cost of an application of a purely corporate model of distance education. To that end, the 

following sections outline the mission of the community college in higher education and 

examine potential negative effects of the application of corporate models in an 

educational setting. This information should assist administrators studying distance 

education costs by providing background information about the role of the community 
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college in educating students and identifying possible pitfalls when analyzing the benefits 

of programs and courses. 

 When considering the economic viability of a distance education program, it is 

important to first examine the mission/purpose of the institution and the role it serves in 

the community. While each higher education institution has its own mission statement 

tied to its role in its community and its value to constituents, most have a common theme 

that relates to core educational processes.  

 Traditionally, the mission of higher education institutions has been to promote 

individual and societal growth through the transmission of a core set of values. These 

values are providing students with the skills to become positive contributors to their 

society and preparing individuals for a career after finishing their education. 

Additionally, many institutions, especially universities, employ faculty who conduct 

scholarly research for the betterment of society and for the benefit of their community. 

(Cohen, 1998). These characteristics have been shielded, at least in part, from 

governmental and corporate influences. The term academic freedom has been at the heart 

of institutions’ missions for as long as colleges and universities have operated in this 

country and should be considered when examining fiscal issues associated with offering 

programs and services (Gaff, 1997). 

 While most community college mission statements typically embody the elements 

listed above, certain differences are present, especially with respect to four-year 

institutions. In particular, little scholarly research is done at the community college level; 

and therefore, it represents an inconsequential drain on resources. Additionally, 
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community college programs are often tailored to a specific service area and are tied 

more closely to the needs of the community. Community colleges typically emphasize 

open access to programs, economic development, community enhancement, and 

developmental education (Ayers, 2002). While devoted to the concept of general 

education, community colleges typically provide customized programs to support the 

needs of workforce development. These concepts of community enhancement and job 

training are often not strictly profitable to the institution, and for that reason 

administrators must examine the potential benefits to the community when considering 

the profitability of a program.  

 The community college emphasis on customizing educational programs to suit 

community needs allows for a great deal of flexibility in program development and is 

beneficial to students pursuing specific skills to enhance their employability. This part of 

the community college mission allows for a particularly beneficial fit between service to 

students and distance education course delivery. Distance education courses tend to be 

flexible and can be easily customized to fit individual needs. Subsequently, community 

colleges tend to create close partnerships with business to offer these programs and 

generate additional enrollment for college programs.  

 Such close relationships, however, tend to result in a more corporate atmosphere 

where industry guides program development either directly or indirectly, and institutions 

become reliant on the ever-increasing need to generate more enrollment. Some of the 

most damaging effects that can occur when administrators begin making programmatic 

decisions based upon fiscal concerns are a downsizing of humanities and the arts, lost 
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focus on student needs, and an increasing emphasis on higher education as a mode of 

career advancement rather than an emphasis on pursuit of knowledge (Giroux, 2003; 

Monson, 1967; Rahmani, 2004). The negative effects of such perceptions may be seen in 

administrators who view their institutions as corporations of learning and treat education 

as a machine that produces students ready for the workforce instead of better citizens.  

 While such financial pressures are not limited to any specific type of institution or 

educational delivery method, distance education is often touted as a method to alleviate 

financial pressure on an institution (Carr, 2001). As competition for federal and state 

dollars (particularly in the form of student financial aid) increases, administrators are 

attempting to find ways to compete by increasing enrollments while maintaining or 

reducing costs. As a result, some administrators are applying corporate models of 

management to higher education institutions in an effort to react quickly to a changing 

environment (Levin, 2001).  

 In addition to rising costs, shrinking support from state and federal governments, 

and competition on a global scale, institutions must now adapt to a larger non-traditional 

base of students entering college, competition from for-profit institutions, and increasing 

demand for higher education. This combination of factors has made the business of 

higher education more competitive and is forcing administrators to adapt a corporate 

culture (Giroux, 2003; Miller, 2003; Rahmani, 2004). Adoption of corporate management 

models can indeed be beneficial to an institution and increase the efficiency of program 

delivery; but if faculty, staff, and administrators are not careful, it can be detrimental to 

the institution. Often with the implementation of corporate processes comes the potential 
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for centralized management and the loss of traditional forms of democratic leadership 

common in institutions of higher education. Power can shift from faculty to 

administration. This can remove those making critical programmatic decisions from daily 

contact with constituents (Giroux, 2003; Miller, 2003; Rahmani, 2004; Berg, 2002). 

 The effect of corporate influences on distance education became evident in the 

mid-1980s when businesses began to use distance education to reduce travel costs 

associated with corporate training programs. The implementation of such programs 

allowed corporate managers to tailor employee training to their needs, often eliminating 

any semblance of liberal arts training. In a rush to adapt, community colleges also began 

to customize training to business needs (Berg, 2002). The effects of such a transition can 

still be debated.  

 The role of incorporating corporate managerial and fiscal policies into educational 

institutions may be primarily illustrated in two modes of thought. First, the application of 

such models allows an institution to be more nimble with respect to changing market 

demands and increasing competition in an increasingly global environment (Berg, 2002; 

Levin, 2001). This can be particularly beneficial to institutions that have limited 

resources or a large number of competitors. The second mode of thought is more cautious 

and is shared by faculty, staff, and administrators who fear that a corporate atmosphere is 

at odds with the concept of a liberal arts college education (Giroux, 2003; Rahmani, 

2004). This concern is equally viable when one considers that the role of educational 

institutions is not to be fiscally profitable, but to educate citizens who are seeking to 

better themselves. 
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 Any administrator wishing to apply fiscal models, as the one presented in this 

study, should first be clear on desired programmatic outcomes. He/She should not expect 

distance education to be a profit-making venture, but rather one that increases student 

access to education. 

Current Research Studies 

Problem 

 Research within the field of college/university financing is prevalent in current 

literature. Numerous studies have been conducted on institutional funding, the cost to 

students, and total cost of providing education. However, little has been done in the area 

of detailed cost reporting (Wellman & O’Brien, 1999). The reason stems from a 

disconnect between calls for additional reporting from government and difficulty in 

providing detailed costs at the institutional level (Wellman & O’Brien, 1999). In a service 

related industry, like education, reporting accurate cost measures is difficult. Institutions 

have multiple revenue streams that change constantly, provide services that span a variety 

of departments, and have programs that use a disproportionate number of resources 

(Wellman & O’Brien, 1999; Middaugh, 1997). Accurately assigning costs at the program 

or course level is a complex issue at any institution, but is compounded when 

administrators wish to compare different institutions, often in different states, which use a 

variety of accounting methods (Middaugh, 1997).  

 In addition to the complexity associated with assessing the cost of such services, 

individuals and groups often differ on the definitions of cost and profitability. When 

referring to cost does it mean cost per credit hour, cost per student, cost with respect to 
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time spent, etc. (Wellman & O’Brien, 1999)? Also, how are costs compared; across 

program, among institutions, or from state-to-state? Finally, how are cost elements 

defined? These issues have made it difficult to measure the profitability of educational 

endeavors and have lead researchers to attempt to find common ground on which to 

assess educational cost.  

Purpose of Current Research 

 It is the lack of consistency in reporting models that has limited the ability of 

administrators to meaningfully compare costs and assess the success of their efforts 

(Milam, 2007). In addition to demands for information from federal and state 

governments, there have been two organizations championing calls for more detailed 

reporting on educational costs. They are the National Center for Higher Education 

Management Systems (NCHEMS) and the National Association of College and 

University Business Officers (NACBO) (Milam, 2007). These organizations are leading 

efforts to address issues of public perception, increasing tuition and fees, and a changing 

financial aid situation in the country. Addressing these issues depends on the demands of 

the audience. Administrators are interested in cost over a specified period of time while 

the public may be more interested on the cost of a total project or endeavor (Maher, 

2002). Additionally, administrators must concern themselves with startup and ongoing 

costs of educational delivery (Maher, 2002). Typically, the way these are examined will 

have a significant effect on the perceived profitability of a program.  

 Within these organizations and among others studying the field of higher 

education costs, there have emerged two primary focuses in educational expense. The 
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first involves simply examining institutional costs such as price, funding, financial aid, 

technology, etc. (Milam, 2007). This approach is direct and often localized at the 

institutional level. The second approach involves using a more business oriented model 

which examines issues such as net price, performance, cost accounting, benchmarking 

and peer comparisons (Milam, 2007). These studies typically involve a longitudinal 

approach, which compares programs or institutions over a definable period of time 

(Mertens, 1997).  

 Longitudinal studies are more prevalent in current research because they allow 

administrators to assess efficiency and effectiveness compared to their peers at other 

institutions (Mertens, 1997). This provides a common ground for decision-making and is 

important when administrators have to justify their efforts to political bodies. The 

challenge for administrators and the public is accurately and consistently assessing costs 

so comparisons can be made among programs and between institutions. To meet this 

challenge it is important for institutions to be evaluated on a consistent set of cost 

elements, which is the focus for this study. 

 Much as been covered in this chapter about cost elements and their use in distance 

education cost analyses; many of these are listed in cost research for the institution as a 

whole. The following paragraph provides an overview of the main cost elements being 

examined in educational accounting. Most parallel elements identified earlier in Chapter 

II as areas to examine in the proposed survey.  

 Cost elements outlined in this study parallel those outlined in current research by 

providing broad categories of costs and attempting to narrow those costs to specific 
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items. Major categories identified by NACUBO include instructional costs, student 

services, institutional and community costs, and financial aid (Milam, 2007). Other 

researchers identify equipment, overhead, capital, support staff, consumables, research, 

public service, fellowships, and travel among major category variables (Taylor, 1984; 

Rumble, 2002; Taylor, 1986; Wellman & O’Brien, 1999). Not all of these broad 

categories are applicable to every institution; especially with respect to distance 

education in North Carolina Community Colleges. Still, categories are similar to those 

identified in previous paragraphs. Like most states North Carolina has specific elements 

combined to meet its accounting processes; a problem that is the main contributor to the 

difficulty of institutional comparison.  

 In addition to identifying a consistent set of elements to study, it is noted that 

researchers should also be clear about the type of costs they are assessing so non-

reoccurring costs are not mistakenly included in an annual assessment. In his work on the 

assessment of online education, Michael Maher explains the need to differentiate between 

startup and reoccurring costs (Maher, 2002). He notes that startup costs should be 

amortized over the life of the product. Additionally, he makes a strong argument for the 

concept of determining the cost of institutional capacity when assessing distance learning 

(Maher, 2002).  

 One critical point necessary for effective reporting and analysis of institutional 

costs is for individual elements to be consistent across departments, institutions, and 

states. This is a primary focus for researchers, administrators, and the public. Before 

meaningful analyses can be conducted three things must happen. First, curriculum codes 
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for programs must be standardized to provide common ground for assigning costs. 

Second, a set of generally accepted accounting practices for higher education must be 

developed to insure consistency in reporting. Finally, support both verbally and 

financially must be provided to undertake this complex and expensive task.  

National Studies 

 Current research in the field of distance education costs and profits is minimal and 

primarily limited to program level costs analyses. However, as higher education costs 

continue to increase, administrators will be asked to account for their expenditures in 

more detail. Already, public option about higher costs affecting access to higher 

education has caused the federal government to investigate the issue and to begin 

collecting data on educational costs (Pennington, 2007). National demand for information 

about expenditures within higher education institutions has led to calls from the 

Department of Education for accountability; a notable example of this is the Spellings 

report, which calls for cost transparency, improved productivity, and a restructuring of 

the federal financial aid system (Pennington, 2007). 

 Most higher education cost studies typically look at program costs. These reports 

use cost calculations, statistical modeling or cost behavior modeling to develop a picture 

of the income-to-expense ratio for a particular program (Pennington, 2007). By 

conducting such studies administrators can determine how cost effective they are at 

providing services to students. It is determining where costs originate and what 

program/service they should be attached to that is causing difficulty at the institutional 

level. Currently, there is no national community college model for conducting studies that 
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allow administrators to assess the cost of providing programs/services at their respective 

institutions. Additionally, there is no national study of distance education costs in two-

year institutions. 

 To date the most comprehensive national study benchmarking community college 

costs is entitled the “Kansas Study” (Kansas Study, 2007). The Kansas study is a 

variation of a 1992 research project entitled the Delaware Study, which benchmarked 

data from colleges and universities across the nation (Delaware Study, 2007). The 

purpose of the Kansas Study is to allow administrators to “compare [their] institution’s 

cost of delivering a student credit hour of instruction with national and peer group 

benchmarks, by academic discipline” over a specified period of time (Kansas Study, 

2007). This study is sponsored by the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary 

Education (FIPSE) and is designed to benchmark college instructional, faculty, and 

service costs on a national basis (League TLC Innovation Express, 2007). Its contribution 

to current literature in the field is to provide a resource for community college planners 

who previously did not have any standardized data set to use for cost comparisons with 

other institutions. The Delaware Study was a comprehensive effort to develop national 

benchmarks on financial data for institutions in the United States (Delaware Study, 

2007).  

North Carolina Research 

 No national or state study has been done that allows North Carolina Community 

Colleges to accurately benchmark their financial data in a detailed fashion, to compare 

with other community colleges and determine the profitability of program offerings. The 



 70

North Carolina Community College System does not participate in the Kansas study. 

(Ewell, 2007). However, some North Carolina institutions participate in national studies 

that allow benchmarking of services; these include the Community College Survey of 

Student Engagement (CCSSE) (Ewell, 2007). Other national studies include the National 

Community College Benchmark Project (NCCBP) and the Department of Education’s 

Integrated Post Secondary Data Collection System (IPEDS) (Delaware Study, 2007). The 

gap in current community college benchmarking studies is that the data available only 

provide a superficial examination of costs and lack the ability to glean data about the cost 

of distance education, Additionally, those studies that provide data often do not provide 

enough detail about individual services to assign costs to distance education delivery and 

none examine the cost of offering distance education courses and programs.  

In recent years the North Carolina Community College System has embarked on 

an ambitious effort to expand distance education offerings to community college students 

within the state. After a decade of growth, administrators are beginning to examine the 

results of their efforts. In November of 2000 the North Carolina Community College 

System Office released a report on the cost of distance education in state community 

colleges. While comprehensive, this study focused primarily on funding issues with 

distance education, not institution or program level cost effectiveness (NCCCS, 2000). 

The main topics of this study were tuition, technology fees, and course surcharges 

(NCCCS, 2000). So far distance education studies in North Carolina community colleges 

have not examined the institutional/program level in their analyses because attention has 
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been focused at the system level in an effort to garner public support for distance 

education funding.  

Proposed Research 

The study proposed for this research project will fill an important gap in current 

reporting by providing administrators with an accurate model to assess institution level 

costs of providing distance education. Additionally, it differs from the Kansas and 

Delaware studies because it examines institutional level costs instead of program level 

ones. Also, this study is limited to institutional costs associated with distance education 

delivery. This is the next logical step in NCCCS distance education research as it will 

build upon state-level funding research and begin to examine institutional level effects of 

past efforts. It fills a gap in current literature and meets a need for North Carolina 

community college administrators by examining distance education costs. This will allow 

administrators within the state system to determine profitability of distance education 

courses/programs and allow state legislators to see if current funding levels are adequate 

to meet institutional needs. Information provided in this research may then be compared 

to other institutions statewide and allow administrators to determine the cost 

effectiveness of their institution’s distance education offerings. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study is to identify and assess direct costs of distance 

education at the institutional level within the North Carolina Community College System 

(NCCCS) in accordance with the System-level mission of reducing barriers to higher 

education within North Carolina. Through a quantitative analysis of distance education 

expenditures, this study provides insight into the cost of each of these expenditures to 

individual institutions and to the NCCCS as a whole. Data provided in this study were 

used to develop a model through which community college administrators may assess the 

cost of distance education at their respective institutions in a clear and consistent fashion 

(Appendix P). It will fill the gap in North Carolina Community College funding research 

by providing administrators accurate data and a model with which to assess distance 

education costs. 

 This chapter outlines the research questions, population surveyed, research 

design, instrumentation used for the study, a description of how data were collected, and 

description of how data were analyzed. 

Research Questions 

 In order to determine the direct cost of offering distance education courses and 

programs in North Carolina community colleges, it is necessary to determine what 
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expenditures are directly involved in offering distance education and how much impact 

those expenditures have on the ability to offer such courses and programs. In order to 

obtain this information three research questions were asked. 

I. What expenditures do administrators consistently assign as direct costs of 

offering distance education in North Carolina community colleges? 

II. What proportion of institutional expenditures are attributed to the operation of 

distance education courses and programs within the North Carolina 

Community College System? 

III. What is the return on investment of offering distance education courses and 

programs in North Carolina community colleges? 

Research Population 

 This study provides data that are specifically related to the direct cost of providing 

distance education to students within the NCCCS. Fifty-eight individual institutions 

make-up this system and are governed by a central office located in Raleigh, North 

Carolina (NCCCS, 2006). The fifty-eight colleges comprise the targets included in this 

study. Due to the fact that this study is limited to the costs of distance education in North 

Carolina community colleges, a well-defined group, all fifty-eight institutions were 

surveyed for this study. Two individuals within each institution have access to the 

information relating to distance education. One of these individuals is the institution’s 

chief financial officer. He/She has knowledge of accounting and budgetary procedures 

and a staff to provide data relating to the cost of providing distance education at the 

college. The college’s distance education director has knowledge of the resources and 
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facilities necessary to offer distance education at the institution. For the purpose of this 

study, the chief financial officer and the distance education director within each 

institution were sent surveys to determine which expenditures are relevant to offering 

distance education in North Carolina community colleges. Thus, the total population 

surveyed was one-hundred and eighteen. 

Research Design 

 The research design of this study was quantitative in nature and consisted of a 

survey administered to the target group of one-hundred and eighteen administrators. The 

survey was developed by synthesizing current literature on the expenditures considered 

essential to distance education. 

 After the survey was developed, it was piloted at one of the fifty-eight community 

colleges by administering it to the director of distance education and the college 

controller who reviewed the content of the survey instrument and provided feedback to 

the researcher to insure that the survey content was relevant to assessing the research 

questions. The researcher made revisions to terminology used in survey questions and the 

final survey was prepared for distribution. A final draft of the survey and procedures for 

conducting the study were submitted to the University of North Carolina at Greensboro 

Institutional Research Board for approval before conducting the study. After the 

Institutional Research Board determined that they did not need to oversee the survey it 

was sent to the one-hundred and sixteen respondents. 
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Instrumentation 

 The instrument used for this study was a survey containing commonly-referenced 

expenditures of distance education costs, categorized by the type of cost (Appendix D). 

The survey consisted of thirty-seven questions as well as space in each section for the 

respondent to add costs not previously defined in current literature. Respondents were 

asked to provide basic demographic information about their institution. Then they were 

asked to respond to each of the items on the survey, indicating what proportion of each 

item was directly related to distance education. Finally, respondents were asked on the 

survey to note the total amount expended annually for each item. 

Data Collection 

 The president of each institution was contacted by a letter mailed through the 

postal service. The letter was designed to elicit the president’s support for the project so 

that his/her college would participate in the survey (Appendix E). The letter to the 

president outlined the purpose of the study, support for the research, and an explanation 

of the process. Chief financial officers and distance education directors were sent e-mail 

requests to submit information through a linked website. The e-mail described the 

researcher who was conducting the study, the purpose of the study, the reason for 

collecting the information, the value of the study, the need for their assistance, the 

handling of information in accordance with institutional research standards, and the 

procedures for completing the electronic survey. After one week non-respondents were 

again asked to participate through the use of paper-based surveys mailed to them two 
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weeks after the initial contact. Finally, after an additional two weeks, non-respondents 

were contacted by phone and asked to verbally participate in the survey. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

 Once surveys were returned to the researcher, results were transcribed into a data 

file and were analyzed using the SPSS statistical analysis program. A frequency analysis 

was performed on demographic data to provide information on average enrollment, 

average full-time equivalency, distance education student demographics, and institutional 

budget. Using this information and guidelines provided by researchers at the NCCCS 

office, colleges were categorized by size into large, medium, or small institutions based 

upon demographics provided by the North Carolina Community College System Office. 

 In order to answer question number I of this research project, the following 

analyses were conducted:  

1. A frequency analysis was performed to determine, by college, the overall 

percentage of spending devoted to each category item on the survey. 

2. A frequency analysis was performed to determine average spending for each 

category item, per FTE, based upon the size of the institution. 

3. A frequency analysis was performed on distance education expenditures by 

category item based upon the region, urban vs. rural, of each institution. 

To determine the proportion of cost attributed to distance education as stated in 

question number II, the following analyses were conducted: 

1. The cost of each of the seven categories identified in the survey was compared to 

the cost of those categories for the system as a whole. 
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2. The cost of each of the seven  categories identified in the survey was categorized 

by the college’s designation as urban or rural and was compared to the system as 

a whole. 

3. The cost of each of the four major categories identified in the survey was 

categorized by the college’s size and was compared to the system as a whole. 

In order to examine the return on investment of offering distance education at North 

Carolina community colleges as stated in question III, the following analyses were 

performed: 

1. The number of distance education students was compared to the total student 

population of each institution to determine the percent of the student population 

who participates in distance education. 

2. The actual dollar amount attributed to each expenditure for as reported by survey 

respondents was compared to the average dollar amount for that expenditure for 

the system as a whole. 

3. The cost of each category was compared to the relative full-time equivalency 

(FTE) generated in distance education for the institution and the North Carolina 

Community College System as a whole to determine the average expenditure per 

element and the profitability of distance education across the system. 

4. Spending on distance education at each institution was examined to determine if 

there was a difference in funds devoted to distance education compared to 

traditional education delivery based upon the size of the institution and its 

classification as rural or urban. 
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5. The return on investment, net income less net expenses, for each institution was 

examined to determine if, when compared to traditional course offerings, the 

return on investment for distance education offerings was higher or lower based 

upon the size of an institution or its classification as rural or urban. 

Summary 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the common elements that define 

distance education costs in North Carolina community colleges, to determine how those 

costs are proportioned across institutions, and to determine the return on investment by 

providing distance education in the aforementioned institutions within the NCCCS.  

Results of the survey are described in Chapter IV, and implications for the North 

Carolina Community College System as well as suggestions for future research are 

outlined in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to identify and assess direct costs of distance 

education at the institutional level within the North Carolina Community College System 

(NCCCS) in accordance with the System-level mission of reducing barriers to higher 

education within North Carolina. Through a quantitative analysis of distance education 

expenditures, this study provides insight into the cost of each of these expenditures to 

individual institutions and to the NCCCS as a whole. Data provided in this study were 

used to develop a model through which community college administrators may assess the 

cost of distance education at their respective institutions in a clear and consistent fashion 

(Appendix P). It will fill the gap in North Carolina Community College funding research 

by providing administrators accurate data and a model with which to assess distance 

education costs. 

 To fully utilize the data presented in this study, one must have an understanding 

of North Carolina community colleges, their financial processes, and distance education 

efforts undertaken during the 2005-06 academic year. North Carolina community 

colleges have a long history of service to rural populations. They were started because of 

a 1950 study by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction outlining the need 

for accessible post-secondary education in the state. In 1957 the North Carolina General 
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Assembly provided funding for a statewide system of industrial education centers to train 

adults for industry. Out of a 1963 initiative grew the Department of Community Colleges. 

By 1966 there were forty-three institutions across the state (NCCCS History, 2008). 

Today, there are fifty-eight community colleges in North Carolina.  

Throughout the history of North Carolina community colleges, access has been a 

central theme governing administrative decisions. Therefore, the use of distance 

education to provide seven-days-per-week, around-the-clock access to higher education is 

a natural fit with the community college mission. This form of educational delivery 

continues to gain popularity and is often touted as a way to increase access to higher 

education and reduce the cost of its delivery. 

 This chapter reports the results of a survey distributed to North Carolina 

community college chief financial officers and distance education coordinators 

concerning the cost of distance education at their respective institutions and to the system 

office (Appendix D). The survey collected information on college demographics as well 

as information relative to the three research questions outlined in Chapter III.  

Survey 

 The researcher developed a survey containing thirty-seven questions about 

commonly-referenced expenditures of distance education costs, categorized by the type 

of cost (Appendix D). Space was available in each section for the respondent to add costs 

not previously defined in current literature. Additionally, respondents were asked to 

provide basic demographic information about their respective institutions. They were 

further asked to respond to each item on the survey, indicating what proportion of the 
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element was directly related to distance education. Finally, respondents were asked on the 

survey to note the total amount their respective institutions expended annually for each 

item. 

Survey Results 

 The researcher administered a survey to each chief financial officer and each 

director of distance education at the fifty-eight community colleges in North Carolina 

(see Appendix D). Thus, a total of one-hundred and sixteen (116) individuals were 

surveyed. Responses to questions in this survey were collected from an online form, 

paper survey, and phone survey. Each person in the survey received an electronic 

invitation to participate in an online survey. Non-respondents were contacted one week 

later through postal mail and asked to submit a paper survey. After two weeks, non-

respondents were contacted by phone and asked to participate in an oral survey. 

Respondents were asked identical questions on each of the survey methods used to 

conduct this study. 

One factor affecting survey responses was that chief financial officers and 

distance education coordinators only responded to survey questions directly related to 

their respective areas. As a result, survey responses were either submitted as one 

response, or individual sections were submitted separately. Only one set of administrators 

submitted two complete surveys; and in that case, responses matched one another. Due to 

the way respondents completed the survey, the researcher decided that survey responses 

would be combined for each of these two respondents into a single survey. Therefore, the 

survey population was condensed from one-hundred and sixteen (116) to fifty-eight (58) 
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institutions. Of the fifty-eight institutions, administrators at forty-four responded to the 

survey, resulting in a response rate of 76%. The remaining fourteen institutions’ 

respondents either chose not to participate in the survey or routinely did not collect 

enough information to enable the administrators to answer survey questions at all. 

During the first week of data collection, the researcher received responses from 

five institutions through the online survey. In the second week of data collection, the 

researcher received an additional seven paper surveys. After three weeks of open data 

collection, the researcher personally contacted the remaining non-respondents through the 

telephone and collected thirty-two more responses. Thus, a total of forty-four (44) 

institutions were used in this study. 

Demographics 

Demographic data derived from the survey for the forty-four institutions that 

participated in the study are shown in Appendix F. Demographic data collected includes 

the following:  

1. Institutional size 

2. Institutional service area 

3. Length of time 

4. Number of programs 

5. Institutional student unduplicated head count 

6. Institutional full-time equivalency (FTE) 

7. Institutional space 

8. Student retention rate 
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9. Student fees 

For the purpose of this study, the following definitions of demographic data apply:  

1. Institutional size refers to the student unduplicated head count. Small-size 

institutions enroll fewer than 2,000 students annually, medium-size 

institutions enroll between 2,000 and 4,000 students annually, and large 

size institutions enroll more than 4,000 students annually (Brown, 2008).  

2. Institutional service area refers to an institution’s classification as an 

urban institution, serving students in cities or metropolitan areas; or as a 

rural institution, serving students in sparsely populated counties within 

North Carolina.  

3. Length of time is the number of years that distance education has been 

offered at the institution. 

4. Number of programs is the number of distinct distance education degree 

programs offered at the institution. 

5. Student unduplicated head count means the number of individual 

students who took at least one course at a respective institution within the 

2005-06 academic year.  

6. Full-time equivalency (FTE) refers to the number of credit hours taken to 

equal one full-time student. In the North Carolina community college 

system, the equivalent of one full-time student is sixteen credit hours taken 

per student (North Carolina Community College System Fact Book, 
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2006). For example, two individuals taking eight credit hours each would 

equal one full-time equivalent student (1 FTE).  

7. Institutional space refers to the total square footage of usable space for 

distance education and/or traditional education programs at an institution. 

8. Student retention rate is the number of students who either complete 

their stated objective or return during the subsequent semester. 

9. Student fees are charges to students, in excess of tuition, which are used 

to cover technology, parking, insurance, athletics, etc. 

Institution Size 

Of the forty-four institutions that responded to this survey, twenty-one (47.7%) 

were considered small-size, with student unduplicated head counts of fewer than 2,000 

students. Sixteen (36.4%) were considered medium-size with an unduplicated head count 

between 2,000 and 4,000 students. Seven (15.9%) were considered large-size with 

unduplicated head counts of more than 4,000 students (see Table 1). 

 
Table 1 

Institution Size 2005-06 
 

 Institution Size Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
 Large 7 15.9 15.9 
  Medium 16 36.4 52.3 
  Small 21 47.7 100.0 
  Total 44 100.0   

 



 85

Institutional Service Area 

 Thirty-two (72.7%) of the administrators who responded to this survey stated that 

their institution was located in a rural service area. Twelve (27.3%) of the respondents 

stated that their institution was located in an urban area with a student population 

primarily situated in a city (see Table 2). Therefore, nearly three-fourths of the 

institutions represented in this study were considered to be rural. Approximately one-

fourth are urban. 

 

Table 2 
Institution Service Area 2005-06 

 

 Service Area Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
 Rural 32 72.7 72.7 
  Urban 12 27.3 100.0 
  Total 44 100.0   

 

 
Years Offering Distance Education Programs 

 The forty-four institutions included in this study reported that distance education 

had been offered for a period of 3 - 24 years. Sixteen respondents (36.4%) reported their 

institution had been offering distance education courses and programs for fewer than ten 

years indicating that they chose to enter the distance education arena somewhat later than 

the majority of respondents to this survey. Fifty percent (22) of the forty-four North 

Carolina community colleges included in this survey have been offering distance 

education courses or programs since 1998. The start date for distance education programs 

resulted from the fact that the North Carolina Community College System undertook a 
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statewide substantive change effort to be accredited by the Southern Association of 

Colleges and Schools (SACS), at which time these colleges began offering distance 

education courses and programs (SACS COC, 2008). The six remaining institutions 

where distance education programs have been offered for a period of 11 - 24 years 

(totaling 13.6%) were typically offering either correspondence courses or televised 

classroom instruction (See Table 3).  

 
Table 3 

Number of Years Offering Distance Education 
2005-06 

 
Years Offering 

Distance Education Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

16
 

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

 
34

.6
%

 

3 1 2.3 2.3 
5 1 2.3 4.5 
6 2 4.5 9.1 
7 3 6.8 15.9 
8 4 9.1 25.0 
9 5 11.4 36.4 

 10 22 50.0 86.4 

6 
R

es
po

nd
en

ts
 

13
.6

 %
 

11 2 4.5 90.9 
17 1 2.3 93.2 
19 1 2.3 95.5 
24 2 4.5 100.0 

 Total 44 100.0   

 

 
Number of Distance Education Degree Programs Offered 

 By combining the number of institutions offering distance education 

courses/programs for a period of 10 – 24 years, the researcher found that twenty-eight 

(63.6%) of responding colleges have been offering distance education courses for at least 

the last decade (data summarized from Table 3). However, while all respondents 

indicated that their institution was offering distance education courses, relatively few 
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were offering complete degree programs through this method of instruction. Fifteen 

(34.1%) respondents stated that their college had no programs provided completely 

through distance education. Eight (18.2%) offered one distance education program, five 

(11.4%) offered four distance education programs, and four (9.1%) offered five distance 

education programs during the 2005-06 academic year. No other category of response 

generated more than two schools who indicated that they offered the particular number of 

programs (see Table 4). 

 
Table 4 

Number of DE Degree Programs Offered During 2005-06 
 

Distance Education 
Programs Frequency Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

 0 15 34.1 37.5 
  1 8 18.2 57.5 
  2 2 4.5 62.5 
  3 2 4.5 67.5 
  4 5 11.4 80.0 
  5 4 9.1 90.0 
  6 1 2.3 92.5 
  7 1 2.3 95.0 
  11 1 2.3 97.5 
  98 1 2.3 100.0 
  Total 40 90.9   
 No 

Response 4 9.1   

Total 44 100.0   
 

 

Unduplicated Head Count 

 Institution-wide and distance education unduplicated head counts will be 

discussed in greater detail later in this chapter. However, for the purpose of providing 

demographic data, unduplicated head count is as follows: Unduplicated head count at the 
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forty-four North Carolina community colleges responding to this study for the 2005-06 

academic year was between 525 and 24,388 students (North Carolina Community 

College System Fact Book, 2006). Seven of the forty-four respondents stated that their 

institution was considered small-size with an unduplicated head count of fewer than 

2,000 students. Sixteen respondents stated that their institutions are considered medium-

size, with an unduplicated head count between 2,000 and 4,000 students, and thirteen 

institutions were considered large-size with an unduplicated head count of more than 

4,000 students. Unduplicated head count was not reported in eight of the survey 

responses. Additionally, one respondent reported that his/her institution offered ninety-

eight distance education degrees. After an investigation of the reported number, the 

researcher confirmed that the respondent included diploma and certificate programs, 

which were not to be considered part of the survey. Therefore this response was removed 

from statistical analysis. (see Table 5).  

 
Table 5 

2005-06 Unduplicated Head Count 
No Response 8 
  525 – 1,999 7 
2000 – 4,000 16 
4001 – 24,388 13 
Total 44 

 

 
Distance education unduplicated head count for North Carolina community 

colleges included in this study ranged between 329 and 7,322 students (Appendix F). 

Seven institutions reported a distance education student unduplicated head count of 

between 500 and 999 students. Six respondents reported a distance education 
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unduplicated head count of between 1,000 and 1,499 students. Two respondents reported 

distance education unduplicated head counts of greater than 4,000 students, two reported 

distance education head counts of between 1,500 and 1,999 students, and one respondent 

reported distance education unduplicated head count of less than 500 students. Twenty-

six respondents failed to report any data for unduplicated head count (see Table 6). The 

majority (13) were reported to be between 500 and 1,499 students. 

 
Table 6 

2005-06 Distance Education 
Unduplicated Head Count 

No Response 26 
<500 1 
500 - 999 7 
1000 - 1499 6 
1500 - 1999 2 
2000 - 2499 0 
2500 - 2999 0 
3000 - 3499 0 
3500 - 4000 0 
> 4000 2 
Total 44 

 

 
Full-time Equivalency (FTE) 

 In North Carolina community colleges, many students are unable or unwilling to 

attend college full-time because of commitments at home or work and choose distance 

education as an alternative to attending classes on campus (Sullivan, 2001; Beard & 

Harper, 2001). Therefore, the full-time equivalent (FTE) number of students is lower than 

unduplicated head count.  
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FTE for North Carolina community colleges included in this study was between 

313 and 10,352 students (see Appendix F). Nine respondents reported that their 

institution’s FTE was between 1,500 and 1,999 students. Eight respondents reported FTE 

between 1,000 and 1,499 students, while seven respondents reported FTE between 2,000 

and 2,499 students. Seven respondents reported FTE of more than 4,000 students. Other 

FTE results were less evenly distributed, with no more than five institutions reporting in 

any single remaining category (see Table 7). 

 
Table 7 

2005-06 Total Institution FTE 
<500 1 
500 - 999 5 
1000 - 1499 8 
1500 - 1999 9 
2000 - 2499 7 
2500 - 2999 1 
3000 - 3499 4 
3500 - 4000 4 
> 4000 7 

 

 
Distance education full-time equivalent enrollments were less evenly distributed 

than total college FTE, with respondents reporting between 118 and 3,000 full-time 

enrollments in distance education (see Appendix F). Six respondents reported distance 

education FTE of fewer than 250 students. Three respondents reported a distance 

education FTE of between 250 and 299 students. Remaining FTE was scattered, with no 

more than two institutions reporting in each of the remaining categories (see Table 8). 
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One factor creating this disparity in FTE between traditional students (students 

taking courses on campus) and distance education students is that many traditional 

students take distance education courses as well as traditional classes. Subsequently, 

these students are counted as distance education attendees, but may be taking only one 

online course. 

 
Table 8 

2005-06 Distance Education FTE 
< 250 6 
250 - 299 3 
300 - 349 1 
350 - 399 1 
400 - 449 2 
450 - 499 0 
500 - 549 1 
550 - 599 0 
600 - 649 1 
650 - 699 0 
700 - 749 2 
750 - 799 1 
800 - 849 0 
850 - 899 0 
900 - 949 0 
950 - 1000 0 
> 1000 1 

 

 
Institutional Space 

Table 9 shows average total institutional space in square footage. As expected, the 

amount of square footage per institution increases with its size classification, with small-

size institutions averaging 114,376 square feet, medium-size institutions averaging 
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213,009 square feet, and large-size institutions averaging 404,374 square feet (see Table 

9). 

 
Table 9 

2005-06 Total Institutional Space 

Institution Size Average Total 
Sqr. Ft 

 Large  404,374 

  Medium  213,009 

  Small  114,376 

 
 
 

Total square footage devoted to distance education did not follow the same 

pattern, proportionally, as total institutional square footage shown in Table 9. Small-size 

institutions had an average of 1,733 square feet devoted to distance education, medium-

size institutions had an average of 2,805 square feet devoted to distance education, and 

large-size institutions had an average of 2,875 square feet devoted to distance education 

(see Table 10).  

Respondents noted the two most common uses for distance education space on a 

college campus were to provide offices and Internet Highway classrooms, which offer the 

ability to broadcast live presentations over the internet to students at satellite campuses. 

On average, Internet Highway classrooms constitute approximately 1,000 square feet of 

space and offices account for approximately 250 square feet of space. Subsequently, most 

institutions were typically providing two Internet highway classrooms and two offices for 

distance education personnel. Since a basic amount of space used for office and 

classrooms is comparable among all institutions, the lack of large variations in distance 
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education space among large and medium-size institutions suggests that a limit has been 

found to the amount of classroom space needed to conduct distance education courses.  

 

Table 10 
2005-06 Distance Education Space Utilization 

Institution Size Average Total 
Sqr. Ft 

 
Large 

 
2,875 

  
Medium 

 
2,805 

  
Small 

 
1,733 

 
 

College Retention 

 One concern previously identified in the review of literature was the retention rate 

among distance education students compared to that of their traditional counterparts 

(Berg, 2002). College-wide retention rates derived from survey respondents, ranged from 

50% to 81% (see Table 11). This pattern parallels that of the system as a whole, which 

has an average retention rate of 65.3% (NCCCS Fact Book, 2006).  
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Table 11 
Overall Student Retention Rate by College 

2005-06 
 

 Retention Rate Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
 50% 1 2.3 2.3 
  51% 1 2.3 4.5 
  57% 1 2.3 6.8 
  59% 1 2.3 9.1 
  60% 3 6.8 15.9 
  61% 1 2.3 18.2 
  62% 3 6.8 25.0 
  63% 3 6.8 31.8 
  64% 3 6.8 38.6 
  65% 6 13.6 52.3 
  67% 8 18.2 70.5 
  68% 3 6.8 77.3 
  69% 1 2.3 79.5 
  70% 5 11.4 90.9 
  71% 1 2.3 93.2 
  73% 1 2.3 95.5 
  74% 1 2.3 97.7 
  81% 1 2.3 100.0 
  Total 44 100.0   

 

For 2005-06, distance education retention rates ranged between 55% and 89% 

(see Table 12). When the average distance education retention rate (69.5%) is calculated 

from Table 12, it can be noted that distance education student retention among 

responding institutions is slightly higher than the system average of 65.3% for students 

enrolled in traditional and distance education courses. This suggests that distance 

education students are completing coursework and programs at a higher rate than their 

traditional counterparts.  

The suggestion that distance education students are out-performing traditional 

students is explained by several reasons. First, it is possible that instructors are being 



 95

required to pay greater attention to their distance education students in the NCCCS due to 

increased emphasis on oversight for distance education classes. This oversight provides 

incentive to distance education instructors to favor their distance education students over 

their traditional students.  Second, distance education students may be better prepared 

than students only enrolled in traditional courses. Distance education students typically 

select courses based on their interest and self-assessed ability to meet the technical 

requirements of the class. Additionally, some students are advised not to enter courses for 

which they do not have appropriate skills and have a low probability of successfully 

completing the work. This means that distance education students already have an 

advantage over traditional community college students at the point of course enrollment 

and as a result may be more adept at completing coursework.  
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Table 12 
Distance Education Retention Rate 

2005-06 
 

 Retention Rate Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
 55% 1 2.3 4.3 
  59% 1 2.3 8.7 
  63% 2 4.5 17.4 
  64% 1 2.3 21.7 
  65% 1 2.3 26.1 
  67% 5 11.4 47.8 
  68% 3 6.8 60.9 
  70% 2 4.5 69.6 
  71% 2 4.5 78.3 
  75% 1 2.3 82.6 
  76% 1 2.3 87.0 
  82% 1 2.3 91.3 
  86% 1 2.3 95.7 
  89% 1 2.3 100.0 
  Total 23 52.3   
Missing 21 47.7   
Total 44 100.0   

 
 
 

Student Fees Assessed 

 The survey asked respondents to report on the assessment of student fees charged 

in addition to tuition. Such student fees ranged from one dollar to thirty-two dollars for 

the institutions where student fees were charged. However, one respondent stated the 

$100.00 in fees included both tuition and the student fees. This was confirmed in a 

follow-up phone conversation between the researcher and the survey respondent. 

Thirteen (29.5%) of the individuals responding stated that their institutions charged full-

time students a total of sixteen dollars ($16.00) in student fees. Six (13.6%) charged ten 
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dollars ($10.00). Finally, Thirteen (29.5%) did not indicate that they charge any student 

fees (see Table 13).  

In addition to the amounts reported in Table 13, respondents noted that all 

students were assessed student fees regardless of their classification as traditional or 

distance education. No respondent indicated that any additional or special fees were 

assessed solely to distance education students. Two respondents noted that they were in 

the process of trying to eliminate student parking and activity fees for distance education 

students.  

 
Table 13 

Student Fees Assessed 
2005-06 

 

 Student Fees Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
 $.00 13 29.5 29.5 
  $1.00 1 2.3 31.8 
  $2.00 1 2.3 34.1 
  $3.00 1 2.3 36.4 
  $7.00 1 2.3 38.6 
  $10.00 6 13.6 52.3 
  $11.00 1 2.3 54.5 
  $14.00 1 2.3 56.8 
  $15.00 2 4.5 61.4 
  $16.00 13 29.5 90.9 
  $19.00 1 2.3 93.2 
  $30.00 1 2.3 95.5 
  $32.00 1 2.3 97.7 
  $100.00 1 2.3 100.0 
  Total 44 100.0   
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Research Question I 

 Research Question I asked: What expenditures do administrators consistently 

assign as direct costs for offering distance education in North Carolina community 

colleges? In order to answer Question I of this research project, the following analyses 

were conducted:  

1. A frequency analysis was performed to determine, by college, the overall 

percentage of spending devoted to each category item on the survey. 

2. A frequency analysis was performed to determine average spending for each 

category item, per FTE, based upon the size of the institution. 

3. A frequency analysis was performed on distance education expenditures by 

category item based upon the region, urban vs. rural, of each institution. 

Question I - 1 

 To address the issue of spending by category, the researcher tallied responses 

from each institution into an average expenditure and percentage of category cost. For a 

complete list of responses to these responses, refer to Appendix G and Appendix H. 

Table 14 shows the summary of responses to the questions concerning spending on 

distance education.  

Totals and percentages listed in Table 14 show the average dollar amount spent 

on distance education by institutions in each category and the average percentage 

spending on each category that distance education represents. Average institutional 

expenditures and the proportion of average distance education expenditures those 

amounts represent are as follows: $1,336.74 (13.7%) on staff training; $1,374.44 (9.3%) 
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on faculty development; $19,600.47 (26.2%) on computer software; $36,180.78 (23.4%) 

on computer hardware; $4,191.56 (23.2%) on technology maintenance; $925.95 (32.5%) 

on telecommunications; and $81,848.99 (27.0%) on technical personnel (see Table 14). 

It is important to note that response rates varied among institutions, and not all 

administrators collected data on all items. Additionally, there was one area (Student 

Support Services) where no institution collected data. When queried about this lack of 

data, respondents indicated that their respective institutions did not provide specialized 

student support services to distance education students. Therefore, students who needed 

academic advising, counseling, tutoring, and financial aid would have to obtain those 

services by going to the campus and utilizing them in the same fashion as students in 

traditional courses. The one exception to this trend was the availability of technical 

assistance for distance education students. Distance educators were willing to provide 

phone support or web-based FAQ pages to assist students with course registration and 

ways to access course materials.  

 
  Table 14 
  Mean 2005‐06 Spending on Distance Education 

Category  Number of 
Respondents 

“N” 

Average Total Amount 
Spent at Institution on 
Distance Education 

Distance Education 
Spending as an Average 
% of Total Spending on 

each Category 
Staff Training   6  $         1,336.74 13.7%
Faculty Development   24  $         1,374.44 9.3%
Computer Software   21  $       19,600.47 26.2%
Computer Hardware  21  $       36,180.78 23.4%
Technology Maintenance   21  $         4,191.56 23.2%
Telecommunications  20  $            925.95 32.5%
Technical Personnel   20  $       81,848.99 27.0%
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Question I - 2 

 To answer part two of Question I, a frequency analysis was performed to 

determine the average dollar amount of spending for each category item, per FTE, based 

upon the size of the institution (Appendix I and Appendix J). Total distance education 

expenditures per FTE were $88,957.45 for small-size institutions, $172,108.39 for 

medium-size institutions, and $345,470.14 for large-size institutions (see table 15). As 

will be shown later in this chapter, these figures represent a statistically significant 

difference for expenditures when compared among institution size. 

 

Category Small Medium Large
 Distance Education

Staff Training  712.41$                        1,961.08$                             $0.00
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  571.99$                        2,063.57$                             2,019.62$                       
 Distance Education
Computer Software  11,978.69$                  23,186.22$                           47,177.27$                     
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 20,571.29$                  40,597.17$                           94,354.54$                     
 Distance Education 

Technology Maintenance  2,752.62$                    4,387.36$                             11,322.54$                     
Distance Education
Telecommunications 432.69$                        1,592.10$                             1,887.09$                       
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  51,937.76$                  98,320.89$                           188,709.08$                   

 Total  88,957.45$                 172,108.39$                        345,470.14$                   

Mean 2005‐06 Expenditures for Distance Education by Institution Size
Table 15

 

 

Table 16 shows the average percentage of total institution-wide spending that is 

attributed to distance education by category sorted by institution size. These breakdowns 

clarify previous sections by providing a detailed view of spending for each category 
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sorted by institutional size. When these expenditures by institution size are compared, 

varying levels of support can be noted.  

 There are few noteworthy differences in expenditures based upon institution size. 

One exception is that no large institution had expenditures for distance education staff 

training. Medium-size institutions spent a larger percentage of funds on staff training 

(16.7%), faculty development (13.1%), computer software (26.9%), and 

telecommunications (45.8%) compared to large and small-size institutions. Small-size 

institutions spent more on computer hardware (24.5%), technology maintenance (25.5%) 

and technical personnel (28.4%) than medium and large-size institutions. Large-size 

institutions did not have any categories where their percentage of spending surpassed that 

of small-size institutions and only two, computer hardware and technology maintenance, 

where they surpassed medium-size institutions (see Table 16).  

 

Institution Size Small Medium Large
 Distance Education

Staff Training  10.7% 16.7% 0.0%
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  6.7% 13.1% 6.3%
 Distance Education
Computer Software  26.5% 26.9% 22.5%
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 24.5% 22.4% 22.5%
 Distance Education 

Technology Maintenance  25.5% 20.1% 22.5%
Distance Education
Telecommunications 27.5% 45.8% 22.5%
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  28.4% 26.0% 22.5%

Mean 2005‐06 Percentage Expenditure for Distance Education by Institution Size
Table 16 
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 Finally, the average expenditure per FTE for distance education is higher at 

medium-size institutions ($392.95) than at small ($298.52) and large-size institutions 

($282.48). Therefore, medium-size institutions are spending more on distance education 

per FTE than are large or small-size institutions (see Table 17).  

 

Institution Size Small Medium Large
 Distance Education

Staff Training  2.39$                            4.48$                                     $0.00
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  1.92$                            4.71$                                     1.65$                               
 Distance Education
Computer Software  40.20$                          52.94$                                   38.58$                             
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 69.03$                          92.69$                                   77.15$                             
 Distance Education 

Technology Maintenance  9.24$                            10.02$                                   9.26$                               
Distance Education
Telecommunications 1.45$                            3.63$                                     1.54$                               
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  174.29$                        224.48$                                 154.30$                           

Total 298.52$                       392.95$                                282.48$                          

Mean 2005‐06 Expenditures Per Distance Education FTE by Institution Size
Table 17

 

 

Question I - 3 

 To answer part three of Question I, a frequency analysis was performed on 

distance education expenditures and the percentage those expenditures represented of 

total spending for an institution, by category item, based upon the service area (urban vs. 

rural) of each institution. Appendices K and L present a full list of expenditures and the 

percentages of those expenditures devoted to distance education.  

Table 18 shows average distance education expenditures for responding 

institutions, broken down by category and service area. Distance education spending on 
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staff training at rural institutions ($1,336.74) was higher than at urban institutions where 

no expenditures were reported ($0). Due to the fact that information could not be 

statistically assessed, no determination could be made about the difference in 

expenditures for distance education staff training when institutions were compared on 

service area.  Spending on faculty development was higher at urban institutions 

($1,489.43) than at rural institutions ($1,336.10). However, when an analysis of variance 

was run on this category, the results were not statistically significant (see Table 36). 

Spending on computer software was higher at urban institutions ($57,227.20) than in 

rural ones ($15,639.76). Expenditures on computer hardware were higher ($27,941.46) at 

rural institutions than at urban institutions ($13,734.53). Spending on technology 

maintenance was higher at urban institutions ($13,374.53) than at rural institutions 

($3,187.04). Spending on telecommunications at urban institutions ($1,855.48) exceeded 

that of rural institutions ($761.92). Expenditures by urban institutions on technical 

personnel ($228,908.80) out-numbered expenditures by rural institutions ($65,509.01) 

(see Table 18). With the exception of the two categories discussed at the beginning of this 

paragraph all categories proved to have a statistically significant variation in means when 

they were compared using institutional service area. 
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Institution Size Rural Urban
 Distance Education

Staff Training  1,336.74$                                $0.00
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  1,336.10$                                1,489.43$                                         
 Distance Education
Computer Software  15,639.76$                              57,227.20$                                       
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 27,941.46$                              13,734.53$                                       

 Distance Education 
Technology Maintenance  3,187.04$                                13,734.53$                                       

Distance Education
Telecommunications 761.92$                                    1,855.48$                                         
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  65,509.01$                              228,908.80$                                     

 Total  115,712.03$                           316,949.97$                                     

Mean 2005‐06 Expenditures for Distance Education by Institution Service Area
Table 18

 

 

 Table 19 shows the average percentage expenditure distance education represents 

by each category for the 2005-06 academic year by service area. Spending at rural 

institutions on staff training was 13.7%; urban institutions responding to this study 

reported no expenditures on this category. Spending on faculty development was greater 

(3.8% more) at rural institutions (10.3%) than at urban institutions (6.5%). Urban 

institutions spent 32.5% of their computer software budget on distance education 

compared to rural institutions, which only spent 25.6%. Urban institutions also spent 

more on computer hardware (32.5%) than rural institutions (22.5%). Urban institutions 

spent more on technology maintenance (32.5%) than rural institutions (22.2%). Rural 

institutions spent more proportionally on telecommunications (32.9%) than urban 
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institutions (30.0%). Finally, urban institutions spent more on technical personnel 

(32.5%) than rural institutions (26.3%) (see Table 19). 

While it was expected that dollar amounts expended by urban institutions would 

be higher because of a larger number of service personnel, the fact that they have a larger 

percentage of expenditures on all categories except staff training, faculty development, 

and telecommunications suggests that urban institutions have better equipment, and better 

support services than rural institutions offering distance education courses and programs.  

 

Institution Size Rural Urban
 Distance Education

Staff Training  13.7% 0.0%
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  10.3% 6.5%
 Distance Education
Computer Software  25.6% 32.5%
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 22.5% 32.5%

 Distance Education 
Technology Maintenance  22.2% 32.5%

Distance Education
Telecommunications 32.9% 30.0%
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  26.3% 32.5%

Mean 2005‐06 Percentage Expenditures for Distance Education by Institution Service Area

Table 19 

 

 

 Finally, the amount expended per FTE for distance education services yielded 

differing results. It costs more for rural institutions to offer faculty ($3.56 per FTE) and 

staff training ($3.56 per FTE) and computer hardware ($74.51 per FTE) than it does for 

urban institutions ($0.00, $1.66 and $15.33 respectively). Urban institutions spent more 



 106

on computer software ($63.87 per FTE), technology maintenance ($15.33 per FTE), and 

technical personnel ($255.48) per FTE than rural institutions. Telecommunications cost 

almost the same amount to deliver at both rural ($2.03 per FTE) and urban (2.07 per 

FTE) institutions, a fact that can be explained by consistency in 

telecommunications/bandwidth needs at all North Carolina institutions (see Table 20).  

 

Institution Size Rural Urban
 Distance Education
Staff Training  3.56$                                        $0.00
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  3.56$                                        1.66$                                                 
 Distance Education
Computer Software  41.71$                                      63.87$                                               
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 74.51$                                      15.33$                                               
 Distance Education 
Technology Maintenance  8.50$                                        15.33$                                               
Distance Education
Telecommunications 2.03$                                        2.07$                                                 
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  174.69$                                    255.48$                                             
Total 308.56$                                   353.74$                                            

Mean 2005‐06 Expenditures Per Distance Education FTE by Institution Service Area

Table 20

 

 

Research Question II 

 Research Question II asked: What proportion of institutional expenditures are 

attributed to the operation of distance education courses and programs within the North 

Carolina Community College System? To answer this question, the following analyses 

were conducted: 
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1. The cost of each of the seven categories identified in the survey was compared to 

the cost of those categories for the system as a whole. 

2. The cost of each of the seven categories identified in the survey was categorized 

by the college’s designation as urban or rural and was compared to the institution 

as a whole. 

3. The cost of each of the seven categories identified in the survey was categorized 

by the college’s size and was compared to the system as a whole. 

Question II – 1 

 The cost of each of the distance education spending categories identified in the 

survey was compared to the cost of education for system as a whole. Total 2005-06 

operating expenses, as reported in the 2005-06 NCCCS Statistical Fact Book, for the 

forty-four institutions that responded to the survey were $746,512,117 (North Carolina 

Community College Statistical Fact Book, 2006). Distance education represents just 

1.13% of total operating expenditures for the system. The relative proportions of total 

spending on distance education system-wide for each of the categories identified in this 

study are shown in Table 21. Distance education spending on technical personnel 

($4,747,241.42 or 0.63592%) represented the largest expenditure for distance education 

as a proportion of total spending (see Table 21). 
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Category Annual Dist. Ed. Cost Percentage of Total Cost
 Distance Education

Staff Training  77,530.92$                       0.01039%
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  79,717.52$                       0.01068%
 Distance Education
Computer Software  1,136,827.26$                 0.15229%
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 2,098,485.24$                 0.28111%
 Distance Education 

Technology Maintenance  243,110.48$                     0.03257%
Distance Education
Telecommunications 53,705.10$                       0.00719%
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  4,747,241.42$                 0.63592%

Total Distance Education Cost 8,436,617.94$                1.13014%

Total 2005‐06 Distance Education Expenditures by Category as a Percentage of Total Cost

Table 21

 

 

Question II - 2 

The cost of each of the distance education categories identified in the survey were 

analyzed and reported by the college’s designation as urban or rural. On average in 2005-

06 urban institutions spent proportionally more in five of the seven categories: faculty 

development (0.34% vs. 0.31%), computer software (13.23% vs. 3.61%), technology 

maintenance (3.17% vs. 0.74%), telecommunications, (0.43% vs. 0.18%), and technical 

personnel (52.91% vs. 15.14%). Rural institutions outspent their urban counterparts on 

staff training (0.31% vs. 0.0%) and computer hardware (6.46% vs. 3.17%) (see Table 22). 
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Institution Service Area Rural Urban
 Distance Education

Staff Training  0.31% 0.00%
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  0.31% 0.34%
 Distance Education
Computer Software  3.61% 13.23%
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 6.46% 3.17%
 Distance Education 

Technology Maintenance  0.74% 3.17%
Distance Education
Telecommunications 0.18% 0.43%
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  15.14% 52.91%

Mean 2005‐06 Expenditures for Distance Education by Institution Service Area
as a Proportion of Institution‐Wide Categorical Costs

Table 22

 

 

Question II - 3 

 The cost of each of the seven distance education categories identified in the 

survey was first categorized by the college’s size. Secondly, as summarized from 

Appendix F, the forty-four institutions in the study spent an average of $442,632.00 on 

distance education in 2005-06. Further analysis determined the percentage of the average 

($442,632.00) spent in each category according to institutional size. Spending on distance 

education showed that proportional spending generally increased with the size of the 

institution except in one category, staff training. Additionally, costs, as a proportion of 

the $442,632.00 spent on distance education by responding institutions, leveled off in two 

categories faculty development and telecommunications (see Table 23). This trend is 
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expected due to the growth in the number of service personnel required compared to the 

size of the institution. 

 

Category Small Medium Large
 Distance Education

Staff Training  0.1% 0.3% 0.0%
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  0.1% 0.3% 0.3%
 Distance Education
Computer Software  2.0% 3.8% 7.8%
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 3.4% 6.7% 15.6%
 Distance Education 

Technology Maintenance  0.5% 0.7% 1.9%
Distance Education
Telecommunications 0.1% 0.3% 0.3%
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  8.6% 16.2% 31.1%

Mean 2005‐06 Categorical  Expenditures for Distance Education by Institution Size as a Proportion of  Average Institutional Distance Education 
Expenditures

Table 23

Institution Size

 

 

Research Question III 

 Research Question III asked: What was the return on investment of offering 

distance education courses and programs in North Carolina community colleges? In order 

to examine the return on investment of offering distance education at North Carolina 

community colleges, the following analyses were performed: 

1. The number of distance education students was compared to the total student 

population of each institution to determine the percent of the student population 

who participates in distance education. 
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2. The actual dollar amount attributed to each expenditure as reported by survey 

respondents was compared to the average dollar amount for that expenditure for 

the system as a whole. 

3. The cost of each category was compared to the relative full-time equivalency 

(FTE) generated in distance education for the institution and the North Carolina 

Community College System as a whole to determine the average expenditure per 

category and the profitability of distance education across the system. 

4. Spending on distance education at each institution was examined to determine if 

there was a difference in funds devoted to distance education compared to 

traditional education delivery based upon the size of the institution and its 

classification as rural or urban. 

5. The return on investment, net income less net expenses, for each institution was 

examined to determine if, when compared to traditional course offerings, the 

return on investment for distance education offerings was higher or lower based 

upon the size of an institution or its classification as rural or urban. 

Question III – 1 

 To answer part one of Question III, the number of distance education students was 

compared to the total student population of each institution to determine the percentage 

of the student population who participated in distance education. Among all respondents 

to the survey, the average unduplicated college head count was 5,228 (see Appendix M). 

Furthermore, 39% (17) of the institutions surveyed tracked distance education enrollment 

separately from traditional student enrollment. Distance education head count for those 
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institutions averaged 1,329 students, indicating that 28.9% of all students at these 

institutions took at least one distance education course (see Appendix M).  

Question III – 2 

 To answer part two of Question III, the dollar amount attributed to each 

expenditure for each of the seven categories was compared to the average dollar amount 

for that expenditure for the forty-four institutions responding to the survey. 

 Appendix N illustrates expenditures for each of the seven distance education 

categories per institution included in the survey. While there were minor differences in 

the average expenditures among colleges, no specific trend could be identified based 

upon institutional size or institutional service area. One factor that should be noted is the 

variation of data collected by individual institutions. No institution collected data on all 

categories listed in this survey.  

Question III – 3 

 To answer part three of Question III, the cost of each of the seven distance 

education categories was compared to the relative full-time equivalency (FTE) generated 

in distance education for the institutions participating in the study and the North Carolina 

Community College System as a whole to determine the average expenditure per 

category of distance education and the profitability of distance education across the 

system. 

Appendix O shows individual responses to question III, part 3. In this appendix, 

individual institutional expenses for distance education were compared to the FTE 

generated in each respective institution. As a result, reported expenses of distance 
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education offerings per FTE show that the average total direct costs related to distance 

education were $488.17 per FTE (see Table 24). This table does not take into account 

college administrative expenses, student support services, or faculty expenditures.  

 

Expense Category Average Expenditure Per FTE

 Distance Education
Staff Training  4.59$                                         
 Distance Education 
Faculty Development  6.20$                                         
 Distance Education
Computer Software  63.02$                                      
Distance Education
Computer Hardware 115.89$                                    
 Distance Education 
Technology Maintenance  13.74$                                      
Distance Education
Telecommunications 3.25$                                         
 Distance Education
Technical Personnel  281.48$                                    
Total 488.17$                                    

Table 24
2005‐06 Mean Expenditure Per FTE

 

 

 In order to determine the cost per FTE of distance education with any degree of 

accuracy, it is important to determine expenditures for student services, for faculty, and 

for administration. Since administrators do not collect the information that would allow 

them to identify cost differences among the three aforementioned areas, the average 

institution-wide expenditure for each area must be used as a basis for these costs.  

Using this pretext, average statewide personnel costs for student services, for 

faculty, and for administration per FTE equals $5,562.27 when adjusted to remove costs 

associated with continuing education ventures (Appendix C). That was amount added to 
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direct costs of offering distance education programs which was $488.17. Statewide 

allocation per FTE for the 2005-06 academic year averaged $4,500.00 (NCCCS Formula 

Budget Computation, 2005). Additionally, each full-time, in-state student generated 

$672.00 in tuition. When average net costs ($5,562.27 + $488.17) are subtracted from 

average net income ($4,500 + $672) the results show an average net loss of $878.44 per 

full-time distance education student who is enrolled at North Carolina community 

colleges (see Table 25).  

 

Personnel and Student Services 5,562.27$         
Direct Costs of Offering Distance Education 488.17$              

Average Statewide Allocation per FTE 4,500.00$         
Student Tuition Fees  672.00$              

Distance Education Profitability (878.44)$            

Distance Education Profitability
Table 25

 

 

Question III - 4 

Part four of Question III examines spending on distance education at each 

institution based upon the size of the institution to determine if there was a difference in 

funds devoted to distance education compared to traditional education delivery by its 

classification as rural or urban. Table 26 shows the average total spending on distance 

education based upon its classification as a rural ($123,173.50) or urban ($81,918.59) 

institution. Rural institutions spent $41,254.91 more than urban institutions on providing 

distance education during the 2005-06 academic year (see Table 26).  
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Table 26 
Mean 2005-06 DE Expense By Service Area 

 

 Institution Service Area 
Mean 

Expenditure 
 Rural  $123,173.50 

Urban  $81,918.59 
 
 
 
 When institutions were compared by size, medium-size institutions spent 

$9,264.40 more on distance education than their smaller counterparts and $31,587.31 

more than their larger counterparts (see Table 27). 

 
Table 27 

Mean 2005-06 DE Expense By Institution Size 
 

 Institutional Size Mean Expenditure 
 Large  $89,016.27 

Medium  $120,603.58 
Small  $111,339.18 

 
 
 

Question III - 5 

Finally, when examining the overall profitability per FTE of offering distance 

education to institutions based upon service area and size, the return on investment (net 

income less net expenses) for each institution was examined to determine if the return on 

investment for distance education offerings was higher or lower based upon the size of an 

institution or its classification as rural or urban when compared to traditional course 

offerings. Table 28 shows that when institutions are compared according to service area, 

rural institutions show less of a loss per FTE than their urban counterparts (-$500.72 vs. -

$778.80). Additionally, Table 29 shows that smaller institutions showed less of a loss (-
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$434.14) than their medium and large-size counterparts (-$616.87 and -$675.87 

respectively). 

 
Table 28 

Mean 2005-06 DE Profit By Service Area 
 

Institution Service Area Net 
Income 

Mean 
Expense 

Mean Loss 

 Rural   $5,172.00 $5,672.72 -$500.72 
  Urban   $5,172.00 $5,950.80 -$778.80 

 
 
 

Table 29 
Mean 2005-06 DE Profit by Institution Size 

 
Institution Service Area Net 

Income 
Mean 

Expense 
Mean Loss 

 Large   $5,172.00 $5,847.87 -$675.87 
  Medium   $5,172.00 $5,788.87 -$616.87 
  Small   $5,172.00 $5,606.14 -$434.14 

 
 
 

Statistical Analysis 

 In order to confirm that average expenditures reported in this study were 

statistically different, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the seven cost 

categories identified in the research. An ANOVA was performed on each category (DE 

Staff Training, DE Faculty Development, DE Computer Software, DE Computer 

Hardware, DE Technology Maintenance, DE Telecommunications, and DE Technical 

Personnel) grouped by their designation as small, medium, or large-sized institutions, 

their designation as rural or urban institutions, and finally by a combination of those 

factors.  
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Institutional Size 

Distance Education Staff Training 

 Due to the small number of responses to the question of distance education staff 

training costs, no statistical analysis could be performed on the available data. 

Respondents could not be grouped by institutional size in sufficient numbers to allow an 

analysis of variance on the three categories (small, medium, and large). As a result, 

differences in distance education staff training average dollar expenditures by 

institutional size can not be confirmed as statistically different without further study. 

Distance Education Faculty Development 

 As noted in Table 30, the analysis of variance shows that there was a significant 

difference (F (2,21)=3.88, p=.037) in the amount spent on faculty development 

categorized by institutional size. Specifically, small-sized institutions averaged $572.99, 

with a standard deviation of $276.46. Medium-sized institutions averaged $2,063.57 with 

a standard deviation of $1,854.38. Large-sized institutions averaged $2,019.62 with a 

standard deviation of $1,350.16. Upon a follow-up analysis, the researcher used Sheffe´’s 

Test to determine the means between which significant differences existed. It was found 

that there was a significant difference between small-sized/medium-sized institutions and 

small-sized/large-sized institutions, but not between medium-sized/large-sized 

institutions. 
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Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 13,080,929.50$          2 6,540,464.73$       3.880000 0.037000
Error 35,358,518.20$          21 1,683,738.96$      
Total 48,439,447.70$          23 8,224,203.69$      

Table 30
Distance Education Faculty Development Size ANOVA

 

 

Distance Education Computer Software 

 Based upon institutional size, there was a significant difference (F (2,18)-5.93, 

p=.01) in spending on distance education computer software (see Table 31). Large-sized 

institutions spent an average of $47,177.27 with a standard deviation of $33,034.97. 

Medium-sized institutions spent an average of $23,186.22 with a standard deviation of 

$11,671.68. Small-sized institutions spent an average of $11,978.69 with a standard 

deviation of $11,231.30. Sheffe’’s test was used to determine the means between which 

significant differences existed. It was found that small-sized institutions spent 

significantly less on computer software than medium and large-sized institutions. 

Sheffe’’s test also showed that medium-sized and large-sized institutions significantly 

differed from each other and from small-sized institutions. 

 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 22,628,273.12$          2 11,314,136.56$     5.930000 0.010000
Error 34,324,916.16$          18 1,906,939.79$      
Total 56,953,189.28$          20 13,221,076.35$    

Table 31
Distance Education Computer Software Size ANOVA
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Distance Education Computer Hardware 

 As Table 32 shows, average spending on distance education computer hardware 

was significant (F (2,18)= 5.12, p=.017). Large-sized institutions spent an average of 

$94,354.55 with a standard deviation of $6,6069.93. Medium-sized institutions spent an 

average of $40,597.17 with at standard deviation of $28,729.77. Small-sized institutions 

spent $20,571.29 with at standard deviation of $24,735.19. Sheffe’’s test was used to 

determine the means between which significant differences existed. It was found that 

there was a significant difference between the amount spent on computer hardware 

among each of the three sized institutions. 

 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 93,804,766.03$          2 46,902,383.01$     5.120000 0.017000
Error 164,748,977.60$        18 9,152,720.98$      
Total 258,553,743.63$        20 56,055,103.99$    

Table 32
Distance Education Computer Hardware Size ANOVA

 

 

Distance Education Technology Maintenance 

 Table 33 shows the analysis of variance of distance education technology 

maintenance based upon institutional size. Results show that there is a significant 

difference (F (2,18)= 4.91, p=.02) in average expenditures. Large-sized institutions spent 

an average of $11,322.55 with a standard deviation of $7,928.39. Medium-sized 

institutions spent an average of $4,387.36 with a standard deviation of $3,400.94. Small-

sized institutions spent an average of $2,752.62 with a standard deviation of $2,911.32. 

Sheffe’’s test was used to determine the means between which significant differences 
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existed. It was found that small-sized institutions spent significantly less on technology 

maintenance than either medium-sized or large-sized institutions. Sheffe’’s test also 

showed that there was a significant difference between medium-sized and large-sized 

institutions and with each among small-sized institutions. 

 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 1,247,845.04$           2 62,392,251.90$     4.910000 0.020000
Error 2,285,821.14$           18 12,699,006.40$    
Total 3,533,666.18$           20 75,091,258.30$    

Table 33
Distance Education Technology Maintenance Size ANOVA

 

 

Distance Education Telecommunications 

 Results of the analysis of variance on distance education telecommunications 

showed a significant difference (F (2,16)=9.67, p=.0018) in expenditures based upon 

institutional size (see Table 34). Large-sized institutions spent an average of $1,887.09 

with a standard deviation of $1,321.40. Medium-sized institutions spent an average of 

$1,592.10 with a standard deviation of $579.47. Small-sized institutions spent an average 

of $462.03 with a standard deviation of $472.63. Sheffe’’s test was used to determine the 

means between which significant differences existed. It was found that small-sized 

institutions spent significantly less funds for distance education telecommunications than 

either medium-sized or large-sized institutions. Sheffe’’s test showed that medium-sized 

and large-sized institutions did not differ significantly from one another in this 

expenditure category. 
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Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 6,842,428.74$            2 3,421,214.37$       9.670000 0.001800
Error 5,658,753.34$            16 3,533,672.08$      
Total 12,501,182.08$          18 6,954,886.45$      

Table 34
Distance Education Telecommunications Size ANOVA

 

 

Distance Education Technical Personnel 

 Table 35 shows that average spending on distance education technical personnel 

was significantly different (F (2,17)= 4.75, p=.023) when compared on institution size. 

Large-sized institutions spent and average of $188,709.09 with a standard deviation of 

$132,139.85. Medium-sized institutions spent an average of $98,320.89 with a standard 

deviation of $62,493.78. Small-sized institutions spent an average of $51,937.76 with a 

standard deviation of $45,873.85. Sheffe’’s test confirmed that the means among small, 

medium, and large-sized institutions were significantly different. 

 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 345,789,000.00$        2 172,895,000.00$   4.750000 0.023000
Error 619,379,000.00$        17 36,434,047.25$    
Total 965,168,000.00$        19 209,329,047.25$  

Table 35
Distance Education Technical Personnel Size ANOVA

 

 

Institution Service Area 

Distance Education Staff Training 

 Due to the small number of responses to the question of distance education staff 

training costs no statistical analysis could be performed on the available data. 

Respondents could not be grouped by institutional service area in sufficient numbers to 
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allow an analysis of variance on the two categories (rural and urban). As a result, 

differences in distance education staff training average dollar expenditures by 

institutional service area can not be confirmed as statistically different without further 

study. 

Distance Education Faculty Development 

 Table 36 shows the analysis of variance of distance education faculty 

development by service area (F (1,22)=.048, p=.83). Therefore no significant difference 

can be shown for distance education faculty development when compared based upon 

service area. 

 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 105,796.17$                1 105,796.17$            0.048000 0.830000
Error 48,333,651.50$          22 2,196,984.16$        
Total 48,439,447.67$          23 2,302,780.33$        

Table 36
Distance Education Faculty Development Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Distance Education Computer Software 

 Average expenditures on distance education computer software showed a 

significant difference (F (1,19)= 23.2, p= .0001) when compared by institution service 

area (see Table 37). Rural institutions spent an average of $15,639.76 with a standard 

deviation of $11,084.13. Urban institutions spent an average of $57,227.20 with a 

standard deviation of $18,822.22.  
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Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 31,295,986.34$          1 31,295,986.34$     23.200000 0.000100
Error 25,657,202.93$          19 1,350,379.10$      
Total 56,953,189.27$          20 32,646,365.44$    

Table 37
Distance Education Computer Software Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Distance Education Computer Hardware 

 Table 38 shows that average spending on distance education computer hardware 

was statistically different (F (1,19)= 20.9, p= .00021) when compared by service area. 

Rural institutions spent an average of $27,941.46 with a standard deviation of 

$24,602.29. Urban institutions spent an average of $114,454.40 with a standard deviation 

of $27,644.44. 

 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 135,434,000.00$        1 135,434,000.00$   20.900000 0.000210
Error 123120127.3 19 64,800,067.00$    
Total 258,554,127.30$        20 200,234,067.00$  

Table 38
Distance Education Computer Hardware Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Distance Education Technology Maintenance 

 Results for the analysis of variance for distance education technology 

maintenance show that there is a statistically significant difference (F (1,19)= 25.2, 

P=.00007) in average spending based upon institutional service area (see Table 39). Rural 

institutions spent an average of $3,187.04 with a standard deviation of $2,704.44. Urban 

institutions spent an average of $13,734.53 with a standard deviation of $4,517.33. 
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Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 2,013,085.10$            1 2,013,085.10$       25.200000 0.000070
Error 1,520,581.08$            19 8,003,058.33$      
Total 3,533,666.18$            20 10,016,143.43$    

Table 39
Distance Education Technical Maintenance Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Distance Education Telecommunications 

 Table 40 shows a significant difference (F (1,17)= 21.1, p=.00026) in spending on 

distance education telecommunications at North Carolina community colleges. Rural 

institutions spent an average of $761.92 with a standard deviation of $589.74. Urban 

institutions spent an average of $2,728.27 with a standard deviation of $131.80. 

 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 6,919,035.07$           1 6,919,035.07$       21.100000 0.000260
Error 5,582,147.01$           17 328,361.59$          
Total 12,501,182.08$          18 7,247,396.66$      

Table 40
Distance Education Telecommunications Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Distance Education Technical Personnel 

 As Table 41 shows, average spending on distance education technical personnel 

was significantly different (F (1,18)= 17.85, p=.00051). Rural institutions spent an 

average of $65,509.01 with a standard deviation of $50,169.89. Urban institutions spent 

an average of $228,908.80 with a standard deviation of $75,288.87. 
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Source of Variation Sum of Squares
Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P‐value

Between Groups 480,591,000.00$        1 480,591,000.00$   17.850000 0.000510
Error 484,577,000.00$        18 26,920,954.91$    
Total 965,168,000.00$        19 507,511,954.91$  

Table 41
Distance Education Technical Personnel Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Institution Size Compared to Service Area 

 During the course of this study, the researcher attempted to compare the means of 

the seven aforementioned categories based upon a combination of their classification as 

small-sized, medium-sized, or large-sized and their classification as rural or urban (i.e. 

Medium/Rural institutions). The results of these analyses were largely inconclusive due 

to the few institutions represented in each group. Specifically, no analyses could be 

performed on large-sized institutions or urban institutions. Of the remaining categories 

(Medium-sized/Rural and Small-sized/Rural) an analysis of variance was performed with 

two of the seven categories, faculty development and telecommunications, showed a 

statistically significant difference in the means.  

 When examining distance education faculty development a significant difference 

was found at the 5% confidence level among three means (see Table 43). Medium-

sized/Rural institutions had an average Expenditure of $2,446.77 with a standard 

deviation of $2,103.39. Medium-sized/Urban institutions had an average expenditure of 

$1,169.44 with a standard deviation of $698.77. Small-sized/Rural Institutions had an 

average expenditure of $585.07 with a standard deviation of $287.80. 

 Distance education telecommunications had a statistically significant difference 

(F (1,14)= 15.67, p=.001) in means between Medium-sized/Rural and Small-sized/Rural 
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institutions (see Table 47). Medium-sized/Rural institutions had an average expenditure 

of $1,383.50 and a standard deviation of $305.60. Small-sized/Rural institutions had an 

average expenditure of $462.03 with a standard deviation of $472.63. 

 Analyses of variance run on the remaining cost categories shown in Tables 42, 44, 

45, 46, and 48 did not show a statistically significant difference in the mean. Therefore 

the researcher could not conclude that there was a difference among the varying groups. 

The primary reason for this inability to draw conclusions came from the fact that the 

population size was small, and when broken down by size and service area had too few 

items to run appropriate statistical analyses. As discussed in Chapter V the researcher 

suggests continued data collection so that the data set may be increased. 

 

Source of 
Variation Sum of Squares

Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P-value

Between Groups  $            2,338,740.00 1  $          2,338,740.00 1.45 0.295000
Error  $            6,448,843.85 4  $          1,612,210.96 
Total  $            8,787,583.85 5  $          3,950,950.96 

Table 42
Distance Education Staff Training Size/Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Source of 
Variation Sum of Squares

Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P-value

Between Groups  $          16,841,705.40 3  $          5,613,901.80 3.31 0.040000
Error  $          30,565,885.80 18  $          1,698,104.80 
Total  $          47,407,591.20 21  $          7,312,006.60 

Table 43
Distance Education Faculty Development Size/Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Source of 
Variation Sum of Squares

Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P-value

Between Groups  $        290,864,209.00 1  $      290,864,209.00 2.52 0.130000
Error  $     1,849,980,403.00 16  $      115,623,775.00 
Total  $     2,140,844,612.00 17  $      406,487,984.00 

Table 44
Distance Education Computer Software Size/Service Area ANOVA
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Source of 
Variation Sum of Squares

Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P-value

Between Groups  $        886,240,958.00 1  $      886,240,958.00 1.48 0.240000
Error  $     9,599,242,050.00 16  $      599,952,628.00 
Total  $   10,485,483,008.00 17  $   1,486,193,586.00 

Table 45
Distance Education Computer Hardware Size/Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Source of 
Variation Sum of Squares

Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P-value

Between Groups  $            2,443,245.28 1  $          2,443,245.28 0.32 0.580000
Error  $        122,455,875.00 16  $          7,653,492.16 
Total  $        124,899,120.30 17  $        10,096,737.44 

Table 46
Distance Educatioin Technology Maintenace Size/Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Source of 
Variation Sum of Squares

Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P-value

Between Groups  $            2,918,789.05 1  $          2,918,789.05 15.67 0.001000
Error  $            2,607,306.70 14  $             186,236.19 
Total  $            5,526,095.75 15  $          3,105,025.24 

Table 47
Distance Education Telecommunications Size/Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Source of 
Variation Sum of Squares

Degrees of 
Freedom Mean Squares F test P-value

Between Groups  $     4,354,723,265.00 1  $   4,354,723,265.00 1.74 0.210000
Error  $   37,496,631,830.00 15  $   2,499,775,455.00 
Total  $   41,851,355,095.00 16  $   6,854,498,720.00 

Table 48
Distance Education Technical Personnel Size/Service Area ANOVA

 

 

Closing 

 This study examined the cost of distance education in forty-four community 

colleges throughout North Carolina. Data were collected through a survey administered 

to chief financial officers and distance education coordinators. The colleges’ 
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demographics were examined along with information collected on three specific research 

questions. Additionally, a model was offered by which community colleges can asses the 

cost of distance education at their institution.  

 Significant differences in expenditures were evident in several of the seven 

categories discussed in this chapter. Small-sized institutions were found to be spending 

much less on distance education than their medium or large-sized counterparts on faculty 

development, computer software, computer hardware, telecommunications, technical 

personnel, and staff training. Medium-sized institutions did not differ from large-sized 

institutions in the areas of distance education faculty development and distance education 

telecommunications. Finally, rural and urban institutions were all significantly different 

from each other in the areas of faculty development, computer software, computer 

hardware, technical maintenance, telecommunications, and technical personnel.  
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS,  

AND  

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

 The purpose of this study is to identify and assess direct costs of distance 

education at the institutional level within the North Carolina Community College System 

(NCCCS) in accordance with the System-level mission of reducing barriers to higher 

education within North Carolina. Through a quantitative analysis of distance education 

expenditures, this study provides insight into the cost of each of these expenditures to 

individual institutions and to the NCCCS as a whole. Data provided in this study were 

used to develop a model through which community college administrators may assess the 

cost of distance education at their respective institutions in a clear and consistent fashion 

(Appendix P). It will fill the gap in North Carolina Community College funding research 

by providing administrators accurate data and a model with which to assess distance 

education costs. 

 The researcher developed a survey which consisted of thirty-seven questions that 

was used to collect demographic data and financial information about distance education 

programs at North Carolina community colleges. Three specific research questions were 

also included in the survey instrument. The survey was administered to chief financial 

officers and directors of distance education at the fifty-eight community colleges in North 
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Carolina and to the two comparable administrators at the system office in Raleigh. 

Surveys were administered in an electronic form, in a paper format, and by a telephone 

survey. This chapter discusses data collected, the model developed to assess distance 

education costs, conclusions drawn, and recommendations for future research. 

Summary 

 In order to determine the direct cost of offering distance education courses and 

programs in North Carolina community colleges, it first was necessary to determine what 

expenditures were directly involved in offering distance education and how much impact 

those expenditures had on the institution’s ability to offer courses and programs. In order 

to obtain this information, the researcher collected demographic data about institutions 

included in this study that related to three research questions: 

1. North Carolina community colleges are typically classified as small with average 

enrollments of fewer than 2,000 students and define their service area as rural.  

2. Distance education head counts predominantly range from 500 to 1,499 students, 

with the majority having fewer than 250 FTE.  

3. The majority (twenty-eight) of the forty-four institutions included in this study 

have been offering some form of distance education for at least ten years and are 

currently offering an average of four degree programs through distance education.  

4. In the 2005-06 academic year, average student retention rate was 69.5% for 

distance education students, which exceeded the national average distance 

education retention of 50% (O’Hanlon, 2001). 
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5. No special fees were identified as being charged solely to distance education 

students.  

6. Distance education students made use of student support services in the same 

fashion as traditional students. 

Research Question I 

 Question I asked: What expenditures do administrators consistently assign as 

direct costs of offering distance education in North Carolina community colleges? To 

answer this question data were collected on the cost of distance education spending for 

institutions included in the study based upon their size and service areas. Survey results 

show that community colleges routinely and consistently assign direct costs to seven 

distance education areas. They are staff training, faculty development, computer 

software, computer hardware, technology maintenance, telecommunications, and 

technical personnel. Additionally, three significant findings appeared in these data. 

1. No institution devoted specialized funds for student support services exclusively 

for distance education students. Since SACS accredited institutions are required to 

make all services available to traditional and distance education students, this lack 

of emphasis on converting student support services into a distance education 

friendly format suggests that (a) distance education students are either close 

enough to the college campus to access services, or (b) they are not requesting 

such services (SACS COC, 2008).  

2. With respect to institutional size, the researcher expected costs to increase as 

institutional size/enrollment increased. However, the data showed that medium-
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size schools were spending more on staff training and software and had a greater 

total expenditure per FTE than their larger and smaller counterparts. This outcome 

supports current literature which states that distance education programs operate 

on an economy of scale where costs increase to a certain point and then level off 

(Carr, 2001; Foshay, 2002). This result suggests that medium-sized schools have 

increased their costs at a higher rate than respective increases in student 

enrollment.  

3. Urban institutions tend to spend more on faculty development, computer software, 

technical maintenance, telecommunications, and technical personnel, which 

suggests that they may be providing a greater level of support than their rural 

counterparts. In contrast, rural institutions tended to spend more on staff training 

and computer hardware than did urban institutions. Higher expenditures per FTE 

on hardware by rural institutions are understandable, because there is a base level 

of technology which must be achieved before offering distance education.  

Research Question II 

 Question II asked: What proportion of institutional expenditures are attributed to 

the operation of distance education courses and programs within the North Carolina 

Community College System? Results from data collected for Question II followed 

expected trends. Urban institutions spent proportionally more on distance education than 

their rural counterparts. It is evident that urban institutions tend to be larger and have 

more students than rural institutions. Additionally, spending on distance education tended 
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to increase with institution size. Again, spending on distance education followed 

expected trends which ran parallel to that of total institutional expenditures.  

Research Question III 

 Question III asked: What was the return on investment of offering distance 

education courses and programs in North Carolina community colleges? Results from 

data collected for Question III provided valuable information on the profitability of 

distance education in North Carolina community colleges. North Carolina community 

college distance education student head count averaged 1,329 students for the 2005-06 

academic year. The full-time equivalency (FTE) for that same year was an average of 512 

per institution. This suggests that, on average, students took only one-third of a full-time 

load in distance education. Therefore, either community college distance education 

students are not typically enrolled full-time, or they are supplementing their education by 

taking both traditional and distance education courses.  

 In the 2005-06 academic year, rural institutions spent more total dollars on 

distance education than their urban counterparts (see Table 26). Medium-size institutions 

spent more on distance education than either small or large-size institutions (see Table 

27). Results from this analysis show that, on average, pure distance education 

expenditures account for $488.17 per FTE generated by distance education. This 

additional expense, combined with administrative, support services, and faculty costs 

resulted in an average net loss of $878.44 per FTE for offering distance education in 

North Carolina community colleges. Additionally, small-size and rural institutions tend to 

be the most profitable (See Table 28 & 29), and medium-size institutions do not show 
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extensive or significant differences in profitability when compared to large institutions, a 

fact that further corroborates the theory that distance education operates on an economy 

of scale (Carr, 2001; Foshay, 2002). 

 This research elicited valuable data which can be used to assess the profitability 

of offering distance education courses/programs at North Carolina community colleges, 

and it can serve as a foundation for further study. Since distance education data collection 

is not mandated by the North Carolina Community College System Office. Colleges 

collect data by using a variety of methods and in varying levels of detail. Requests for 

data collection were affected by an institution’s degree of emphasis on distance 

education, slight variations in institutions’ accounting processes, and methods used by 

administrators in their data collection at each institution. 

Conclusions 

 Although data collection was challenging, administrators participating in the 

survey were helpful and worked diligently to provide accurate information. Several 

notable conclusions can be drawn from the information they provided. 

 The financial impact of offering distance education at North Carolina community 

colleges is significant and provides valuable insight into distance education profitability. 

Gross spending on distance education increases with the size and enrollment of the 

institution. Average system-wide distance education head count for 2005-06 was 1,329 

students, which equated to an average of 512 full-time equivalent students. As a result, it 

is apparent that traditional community college students are often supplementing their 

education with one or more distance education classes.  
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 On telecommunications services, urban institutions spent more dollars than their 

rural counterparts. Also, urban institutions spent more per FTE for telecommunications 

services. Administrators at medium-size institutions tended to spend more per FTE than 

did their counterparts at large or small institutions. Again, this corroborates the concept 

of economies of scale when offering distance education. On average, institutions lost 

$878.44 per distance education generated FTE, and medium-size colleges were the least 

profitable.  

 While distance education serves the NCCCS mission of providing affordable and 

accessible education to North Carolina citizens, it is not the often-touted “cash cow” 

(Antonucci, 2001). Administrators who wish to venture into the arena of distance 

education should take a close look at the cost of providing such services and develop a 

strategic planning process to minimize the cost of offering distance education at their 

respective institutions. 

 This study fills a gap in North Carolina community college distance education 

research by providing a first-ever look at the institutional and system-level cost of 

providing distance education. The findings of this study provide North Carolina 

community college administrators a clear picture of the true cost of distance education 

and how institutional size, service area, and enrollment affect distance education 

profitability. Administrators can now see what information is being collected concerning 

distance education costs at their respective and sister institutions and where gaps lie in 

current budgetary data collection. Finally, this research produced a model administrators 

can use at their institutions to identify distance education costs (Appendix P). The model 
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consists of an Excel spreadsheet which allows one to input dollar amounts collected from 

existing financial data at any North Carolina community college. It is user-friendly and 

requires a minimum amount of computation to determine distance education costs. This 

model allows for better financial analysis, improved planning, and proper allocation of 

institutional resources.  

 Several implications are apparent as a result of this study. Specifically, it sheds 

light on two macro issues facing North Carolina community college distance education 

programs. Because available data were sometimes limited, administrators do not always 

have a clear understanding of the costs associated with distance education. As a result, 

administrators need to research these costs and begin to assess such expenditures when 

weighed against other alternatives. They need to improve budgetary planning and cost 

tracking as it relates to distance education in North Carolina community colleges. 

Additionally, administrators need to use a research-based model for evaluating distance 

education profitability at their respective institutions and begin to examine program 

viability as it relates to the allocation of resources. Lastly, administrators need to assess 

the implications of a lack of available student support services for distance education 

students. This is important not only because comparable services are required by regional 

accrediting bodies, but also because providing such services improves retention rates and 

aids students in their pursuit of a degree.  

 The second macro implication of this study relates to the profitability of offering 

distance education courses and programs at North Carolina community colleges. As 

shown in this study, distance education programs at North Carolina community colleges 
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average a net loss of $878.44 per full-time enrolled distance education student. While 

program profitability is not the goal of these institutions, it is prudent to assess costs and, 

whenever possible, reduce expenses. Additionally, it is detrimental to institutional 

stability to allocate already scarce resources without first weighing other options. 

Administrators in the North Carolina Community College System should take a closer 

look at the viability of their programs. A significant amount of money is being devoted to 

a delivery method that only generates an average of four curriculum programs per 

institution. As previously revealed in this study, distance education programs operate on 

an economy of scale in which basic costs are fixed, and the expense of adding additional 

students is relatively low (Carr, 2001; Foshay, 2002). This fact has significant 

implications for medium-size and rural institutions, which typically bear the highest costs 

of providing distance education. Administrators at these institutions need to examine their 

programs to determine if they are operating at peak financial efficiency. Finally, from a 

statewide level, community college leaders should examine the distribution of funds, 

especially to rural and medium-size institutions so that parity in resource allocation can 

be achieved for all distance education students without reducing spending on traditional 

students. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

 This study yielded valuable data related to distance education at North Carolina 

community colleges. It revealed inefficiencies in the system of budgetary oversight at 

individual institutions and showed that distance education programs operate at an average 

net loss when compared to traditional methods of delivery. Several findings point to the 
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need for further research in the area of distance education. This researcher suggests that 

both quantitative and qualitative studies be undertaken to further address this very timely 

topic.  

 During the present study, the researcher noted that administrators provided 

significantly different levels of financial support for distance education at their individual 

institutions. Further research is needed to determine whether administrators have 

different perceptions of distance education compared to their perceptions of traditional 

delivery methods and the extent to which they value one delivery method more than the 

other. 

 Additionally, the researcher recommends that a longitudinal study be conducted 

to track distance education costs over time. Researching distance education costs for a 

period of three to five years would provide a consistent data set and insure continuity in 

reported data. This would allow administrators to have a consistent set of average costs 

from which to draw conclusions about the cost of distance education at their respective 

institutions. 

 The researcher further recommends that a study be conducted to identify 

additional cost elements of providing distance education. While administrators in the 

present study provided available data on cost elements listed in the survey, none offered 

additional items unique to their respective institutions. It is likely that such elements 

exist, and an in-depth institutional level analysis of distance education expenses would 

likely yield additional sources of cost, which in turn, would further impact the 

profitability of distance education. 
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 It would also be important to analyze student services usage within distance 

education programs at North Carolina community colleges. Since this information is not 

currently being tracked and because it is vital to regional accreditation and student 

success, a study should be conducted that focuses on the use of student support services 

in distance education or the perception of an institution’s quality as it relates to providing 

support services to distance education students.  

 Research should be conducted on the difference in cost of providing distance 

education between institutions offering complete programs through distance education 

and institutions that only offer individual courses. Such a comparison would examine 

whether institutions with a systematic approach to offering complete degree programs 

were more cost effective than those which only choose to offer individual courses, with 

no program level initiatives.  

 Research to determine whether community college administrators glean valuable 

information from program-level studies would further refine the merit of the model 

produced in this study and then provide detailed information, increasing the accuracy of 

distance education financial analysis. Such a study would examine the financial 

information associated with distance education among community college administrators 

as it relates to traditional methods of delivery. 

 Finally, a study should be conducted to identify and standardize data collection 

methods that would yield increasingly accurate results concerning the cost of distance 

education in North Carolina community colleges. Possibly such a study, modeled after 
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state university accounting processes, could help administrators gain a clearer view of the 

cost of providing distance education to their constituents. 

Closing Remarks 

 This study provided data concerning the cost of distance education. From this data 

a model was developed which will prove valuable in allowing community college 

administrators to accurately assess the direct cost of distance education at their 

institutions. This study filled a gap in North Carolina community college distance 

education cost research. However, there should be ongoing research to identify the 

financial benefits/detriments of offering distance education courses and programs. It is 

the researcher’s opinion that such research will aid administrators in making sound 

decisions as they allocate limited resources to meet the needs of their students. 
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APPENDIX B 

NCCCS DISTANCE EDUCATION ENROLLMENT 2005-06 
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APPENDIX C 

2005-06 ANNUAL BUDGET ALLOCATION SHEET 
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APPENDIX D 

DISTANCE EDUCATION COSTS SURVEY 

Distance Education Institutional Costs Survey 
 

Directions: Please answer the questions below to the best of your ability. Omit any 
questions that you cannot adequately answer. All answers should relate to distance 
education delivery for curriculum programs. For answers to financial questions it may be 
helpful to refer to the institutional financial reports which breakdown expenses by 
function. Once you have completed the survey please press “submit” at the bottom of the 
page. 
 
Distance Education Definition: For the purposes of this survey distance education is 
defined as courses provided entirely through the online environment. Please do not 
include courses offered through virtual classrooms, satellite television, or hybrid method 
of instruction. 

 
Institutional Information 

 
Institution name:  .............................................................___________________________ 
Name of person completing survey:  ...............................___________________________ 
Contact phone number:  ...................................................___________________________ 
Length of time your institution has been offering distance education courses __________ 
 

Demographics 
 
Please provide information on the following items. Answers should be based upon 
information obtained for the 2005-06 fiscal year. 
 
Unduplicated curriculum headcount ..................................................................__________ 
Curriculum full-time equivalency (FTE) ...........................................................__________ 
Curriculum student retention rate ......................................................................__________ 
Institutional space (Square footage of all facilities) ..........................................__________ 
Additional fees assessed to students ..................................................................__________ 
College designation as rural or urban institution ...............................................__________ 
 
Distance education student unduplicated headcount .........................................__________ 
Distance education full-time equivalency (FTE) ...............................................__________ 
Distance education student retention rate ..........................................................__________ 
Number of distance education degrees offered ..................................................__________ 
Number of distinct distance education courses offered (Not sections) ..............__________ 
Student fees assessed solely to distance education students ..............................__________ 
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Personnel Costs 
 
Please identify the amount spent on the following items during the 2005-06 fiscal year 
and the percentage of those expenditures that were attributed to distance education. Also, 
please add any additional expenditures related to personnel costs, but not listed in this 
section, that your institution tracks. 
        Total Cost  % D/E 
Staff training (Please indicate total and % of total for D/E) ....................__________        __________ 
D/E Employee bonuses/released time (please estimate cost) ..................__________        __________ 
Faculty development (Please indicate total and % of total for D/E) .......__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
 

Technology Costs 
 
Please identify the amount spent on the following items during the 2005-06 fiscal year 
and the percentage of those expenditures that were attributed to distance education. Also, 
Please add any additional expenditures related to technology costs, but not listed in this 
section, that your institution tracks. 
        Total Cost  % D/E 
Computer software (Programs, data maintenance, websites, etc.) .........................__________        __________ 
Computer hardware (Computers, servers, etc) .......................................................__________        __________ 
Technology maintenance costs ..............................................__________        __________ 
Telecommunications costs (Broadband connections, networking, etc.) ..........__________        __________ 
Personnel costs related to delivery of technology ...........................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
 

Support Services Costs 
 
Please identify the amount spent on the following items during the 2005-06 fiscal year 
and the percentage of those expenditures that were attributed to distance education. Also, 
please add any additional expenditures related to the cost of support services, but not 
listed in this section, that your institution tracks.  
        Total Cost  % D/E 
Advising .................................................................................__________        __________ 
Tutoring programs .................................................................__________        __________ 
Counseling .............................................................................__________        __________ 
Registration activities.............................................................__________        __________ 
Financial aid ...........................................................................__________        __________ 
Library resources ...................................................................__________        __________ 
Help centers/Technical support ..............................................__________        __________ 
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Resource centers ....................................................................__________        __________ 
Personnel costs related to delivery of support services .........__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
 

Other Costs 
 
Please identify the amount spent on the following items during the 2005-06 fiscal year 
and the percentage of those expenditures that were attributed to distance education. Also, 
please add any additional expenditures not listed in this section that include a distance 
education component that your institution tracks. 
        Total Cost  % D/E 
Facility space devoted to distance education .............................................        __________ 
Marketing expenses ...............................................................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
_________________________..............................................__________        __________ 
 

Program & Course Offerings 
Below; please list which programs your institution offers completely as distance 
education 
 
Below, please list which courses your institution offered through distance education 
during the 2005-06 academic year. 
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APPENDIX E 

LETTERS TO PRESIDENTS AND SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

 
 
January 13, 2008 
 
Dear , 
 

My name is Chad Bledsoe and I am the Dean of Career Technologies at Surry 

Community College in Dobson, North Carolina. Currently, I am completing a doctorate 

in Higher Education Administration at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro. 

As part of my research, I must survey chief financial officers and distance learning 

coordinators on institutional costs of distance education programs. This study assesses the 

financial cost/benefits of offering distance education courses and programs at community 

colleges in North Carolina. Once completed, it will provide valuable information about 

the viability of distance education offerings at your institution and within the system.  

Recently I sent a survey to your chief financial officer and director of distance education 

asking that they assist me by providing the requested information. Copies of the cover 

letter and survey have been included for your reference. Their support is vital to the 

success of this study; if possible, I ask that you allow these individuals time in their busy 

schedule to complete the survey and encourage their participation.  

Should you have any questions about the survey or my dissertation, please feel free to 

contact me at the address listed below.  

 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Chad A. Bledsoe 
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January 13, 2008 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 

My name is Chad Bledsoe and I am the Dean of Career Technologies at Surry 
Community College in Dobson, North Carolina. Currently, I am completing a doctorate 
in Higher Education Administration at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro.  
As part of my research I must survey chief financial officers and distance learning 
coordinators on institutional costs of distance education programs, which is the reason for 
contacting you today.  Your help in completing this survey would be appreciated.  
The survey should take one half to one hour to complete and relies on an understanding 
of the financial data and enrollment at your institution. As a result, your participation is 
vital to the success of this project. In addition to assisting in my personal research, this 
study will provide valuable information to your institution and the community college 
system distance education office about relative costs of distance education. I am asking 
for your assistance in completing the attached survey on distance education costs at your 
institution.   
 

Please complete the enclosed survey and return it to me in the pre-addressed 
envelope provided. If possible, I would like to have surveys returned by Friday, January 
25, 2008. 
All information presented in this survey is public and has been collected through IPEDS 
or state level data collection systems and does not contain any private or confidential 
data. Additionally, all information you provide for this survey will be kept in accordance 
with UNCG Institutional Board guidelines and protected from unauthorized access. 
Thank you in advance for your participation. Should you have any questions about the 
survey please feel free to contact me at the address below. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Chad A. Bledsoe 
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APPENDIX F 

DISTANCE EDUCATION SURVEY RESPONSES 
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APPENDIX G 

DE COST AS A PROPORTION OF SPENDING BY CATEGORY 
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91
2.
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$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

25
,3
49

.4
1

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

70
,9
78

.3
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

3,
65

0.
32

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
62

2.
36

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

H
ay
w
oo
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Co

m
m
un

ity
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ol
le
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‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

44
1.
24

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Is
ot
he
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 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

96
9.
95

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Ja
m
es
 S
pr
un

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

76
5.
02

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Jo
hn

st
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

76
7.
62

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Le
no

ir 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

76
4.
39

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

M
itc
he

ll 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$  
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

10
9.
90

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

M
on

tg
om

er
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

N
as
h 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

52
2.
93

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Pa
m
lic
o 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

78
.9
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

73
1.
13

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
46

2.
27

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

17
5.
47

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

5.
85

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Pi
ed

m
on

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

39
0.
04

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

1,
75

5.
18

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

14
,9
51

.5
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

16
,9
01

.7
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

31
2.
03

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
30

0.
13

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Pi
tt
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
07

1.
81

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

23
,8
18

.0
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

47
,6
36

.0
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

5,
71

6.
33

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

95
2.
72

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Ra
nd

ol
ph

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

9,
26

6.
05

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

69
4.
95

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

92
.6
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ri
ch
m
on

d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
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ok
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ol
le
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$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

20
6.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

12
,5
99

.2
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

25
,1
98

.5
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

3,
02

3.
82

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

50
3.
97

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Ro
be

so
n 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

1,
10

4.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   

82
8.
12

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

19
,1
69

.5
4

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

7,
66

7.
82

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

4,
78

4.
72

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

45
1.
14

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Ro
ck
in
gh
am

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
12

6.
02

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

10
,2
52

.0
3

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
23

0.
24

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

20
5.
04

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Ro
w
an

‐C
ab
ar
ru
s 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Sa
m
ps
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

51
6.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

77
4.
25

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Sa
nd

hi
lls
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

76
8.
71

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

25
,6
23

.8
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

42
,7
06

.3
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

5,
12

4.
76

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
70

8.
25

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

So
ut
hw

es
te
rn
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om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
18

4.
08

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

10
,3
68

.1
7

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
24

4.
18

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

51
8.
41

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

St
an
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om
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un
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$ 
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‐
$ 
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20
,8
63
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4,
47
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$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
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76
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1
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2,
32

3.
33

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

W
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ch
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ca
l C
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m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

70
,5
36

.5
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

14
1,
07

3.
04

$ 
   
   
   
   
   

16
,9
28

.7
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

2,
82

1.
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$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

W
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1,
62

4.
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$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   

2,
43

7.
35

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

33
,8
52

.0
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

67
,7
04

.1
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
  

8,
12

4.
49
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1,
35

4.
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$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

W
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‐
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2.
89
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‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

A
ve
ra
ge

 C
os
t:

1,
33

6.
74

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   

1,
37

4.
44

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

19
,6
00

.4
7

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   

36
,1
80

.7
8

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   

4,
19

1.
56

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

92
5.
95

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

A
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G

D
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Ed

uc
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APPENDIX H 

DE COST AS A PERCENTAGE OF SPENDING BY CATEGORY 

 In
st
it
ut
io
n

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

St
af
f T

ra
in
in
g 

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Fa
cu
lt
y 
D
ev
el
op

m
en

t 
 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
So
ft
w
ar
e 

D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
H
ar
dw

ar
e

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Te
ch
no

lo
gy
 M

ai
nt
en

an
ce
 

D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Te
le
co
m
m
un

ic
at
io
ns

A
B 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

A
la
m
an
ce
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

25
%

25
%

9%
9%

9%
0%

Be
au
fo
rt
 C
ou

nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

10
%

10
%

30
%

20
%

30
%

30
%

Bl
ad
en

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

40
%

40
%

40
%

50
%

Ca
ld
w
el
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

10
%

Ca
pe

 F
ea
r C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Ca
ta
w
ba

 V
al
le
y 
Co

m
m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
10

%
40

%
40

%
40

%
60

%
Ce

nt
ra
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Ce
nt
ra
l P
ie
dm

on
t C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Cl
ev
el
an
d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Co
as
ta
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

25
%

Cr
av
en

 C
om

m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
0%

D
av
id
so
n 
Co

un
ty
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Ed
ge
co
m
be

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
5%

80
%

80
%

80
%

80
%

Fa
ye
tt
ev
ill
e 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
9%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Fo
rs
yt
h 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
0%

G
as
to
n 
Co

lle
ge

0%
5%

25
%

35
%

15
%

40
%

H
ay
w
oo

d 
Co

m
m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Is
ot
he

rm
al
 C
om

m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
10

%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Ja
m
es
 S
pr
un

t C
om

m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
10

%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Jo
hn

st
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Le
no

ir
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
0%

M
itc
he

ll 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
5%

M
on

tg
om

er
y 
Co

m
m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

N
as
h 
Co

m
m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Pa
m
lic
o 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
3%

5%
5%

5%
1%

Pi
ed

m
on

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

5%
15

%
23

%
13

%
2%

50
%

Pi
tt
 C
om

m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
5%

20
%

20
%

20
%

20
%

Ra
nd

ol
ph

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

16
%

0%
5%

4%
Ri
ch
m
on

d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Ro
an
ok
e‐
Ch

ow
an

 C
om

m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
5%

55
%

55
%

55
%

55
%

Ro
be

so
n 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

12
%

6%
25

%
5%

26
%

50
%

Ro
ck
in
gh
am

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

10
%

Ro
w
an

‐C
ab
ar
ru
s 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Sa
m
ps
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

10
%

10
%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Sa
nd

hi
lls
 C
om

m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
5%

30
%

25
%

25
%

50
%

So
ut
hw

es
te
rn
 C
om

m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

25
%

St
an
ly
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Su
rr
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

28
%

3%
0%

0%
Tr
i‐C

ou
nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

10
%

Va
nc
e‐
G
ra
nv
ill
e 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

0%
0%

0%
17

%
10

%
0%

W
ak
e 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
0%

25
%

25
%

25
%

25
%

W
es
te
rn
 P
ie
dm

on
t C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

20
%

20
%

50
%

50
%

50
%

50
%

W
ilk
es
 C
om

m
un

it
y 
Co

lle
ge

0%
36

%
0%

0%
0%

0%

A
pp

en
di
x 
H

D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 
Sp
en

di
ng

 a
s 
a 
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge
 o
f C

os
t 
by

 C
at
eg
or
y
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APPENDIX I 

CATEGORIZED SPENDING BY INSTITUTION SIZE 

 In
st
it
ut
io
n

In
st
it
ut
io
n 
Si
ze

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

St
af
f T

ra
in
in
g 

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Fa
cu
lt
y 
D
ev
el
op

m
en

t 
 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
So
ft
w
ar
e 

D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
H
ar
dw

ar
e

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Te
ch
no

lo
gy
 M

ai
nt
en

an
ce
 

A
B 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ca
pe

 F
ea
r 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ce
nt
ra
l P
ie
dm

on
t C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Fa
ye
tt
ev
ill
e 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

3,
56

5.
52

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Fo
rs
yt
h 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
42

1.
53

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Pi
tt
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
07

1.
81

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

23
,8
18

.0
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

47
,6
36

.0
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

5,
71

6.
33

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

W
ak
e 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

70
,5
36

.5
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

14
1,
07

3.
04

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
 

16
,9
28

.7
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

A
la
m
an
ce
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

3,
86

8.
29

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
80

2.
44

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

11
,6
04

.8
8

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

23
,2
09

.7
7

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

2,
78

5.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ca
ta
w
ba

 V
al
le
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
97

6.
30

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

43
,9
17

.8
8

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

87
,8
35

.7
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

10
,5
40

.2
9

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

Ce
nt
ra
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Cl
ev
el
an
d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Co
as
ta
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

9,
32

6.
94

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

18
,6
53

.8
9

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

2,
23

8.
47

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Cr
av
en

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

54
8.
23

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

G
as
to
n 
Co

lle
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

91
2.
58

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

25
,3
49

.4
1

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

70
,9
78

.3
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

3,
65

0.
32

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Jo
hn

st
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

76
7.
62

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Le
no

ir
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

76
4.
39

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Pi
ed

m
on

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

39
0.
04

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
75

5.
18

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

14
,9
51

.5
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

16
,9
01

.7
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

31
2.
03

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ro
w
an

‐C
ab
ar
ru
s 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Sa
nd

hi
lls
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

76
8.
71

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

25
,6
23

.8
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

42
,7
06

.3
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

5,
12

4.
76

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Su
rr
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

20
,8
63

.2
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

4,
47

0.
69

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Va
nc
e‐
G
ra
nv
ill
e 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

32
,9
13

.8
1

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

2,
32

3.
33

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

W
es
te
rn
 P
ie
dm

on
t C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

1,
62

4.
90

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
43

7.
35

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

33
,8
52

.0
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

67
,7
04

.1
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

8,
12

4.
49

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

W
ilk
es
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

4,
90

2.
89

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Be
au
fo
rt
 C
ou

nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

51
6.
90

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

77
5.
35

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

12
,9
22

.4
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

17
,2
29

.9
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

3,
10

1.
38

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Bl
ad
en

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

11
,7
72

.1
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

23
,5
44

.2
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

2,
82

5.
30

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ca
ld
w
el
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

8,
65

4.
90

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

17
,3
09

.7
9

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

2,
07

7.
18

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

D
av
id
so
n 
Co

un
ty
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ed
ge
co
m
be

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

49
2.
05

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

43
,7
37

.3
4

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

87
,4
74

.6
8

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

10
,4
96

.9
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

H
ay
w
oo

d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

44
1.
24

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Is
ot
he

rm
al
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

96
9.
95

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ja
m
es
 S
pr
un

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

76
5.
02

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

M
itc
he

ll 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

M
on

tg
om

er
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

N
as
h 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

52
2.
93

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Pa
m
lic
o 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

78
.9
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

73
1.
13

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
46

2.
27

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

17
5.
47

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ra
nd

ol
ph

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

9,
26

6.
05

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

69
4.
95

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ri
ch
m
on

d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ro
an
ok
e‐
Ch

ow
an

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

20
6.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

12
,5
99

.2
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

25
,1
98

.5
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

3,
02

3.
82

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ro
be

so
n 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

1,
10

4.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

82
8.
12

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

19
,1
69

.5
4

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

7,
66

7.
82

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

4,
78

4.
72

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ro
ck
in
gh
am

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
12

6.
02

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

10
,2
52

.0
3

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
23

0.
24

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Sa
m
ps
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

51
6.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

77
4.
25

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

So
ut
hw

es
te
rn
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
18

4.
08

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

10
,3
68

.1
7

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
24

4.
18

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

St
an
ly
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

43
7.
86

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Tr
i‐C

ou
nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
60

2.
76

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
20

5.
52

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

62
4.
66

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

A
pp

en
di
x 
I

Ca
te
go

ri
ze
d 
Sp
en

di
ng

 b
y 
In
st
it
ut
io
na

l S
iz
e
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APPENDIX J 

CATEGORIZED SPENDING PERCENTAGES BY INSTITUTION SIZE 

 In
st
it
ut
io
n

In
st
it
ut
io
n 
Si
ze

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

St
af
f T

ra
in
in
g 

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Fa
cu
lt
y 
D
ev
el
op

m
en

t 
 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
So
ft
w
ar
e 

D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
H
ar
dw

ar
e

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Te
ch
no

lo
gy
 M

ai
nt
en

an
ce
 

A
B 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Ca
pe

 F
ea
r 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Ce

nt
ra
l P
ie
dm

on
t C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Fa
ye
tt
ev
ill
e 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

0%
9%

0%
0%

0%
Fo
rs
yt
h 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
Pi
tt
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

0%
5%

20
%

20
%

20
%

W
ak
e 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

La
rg
e

0%
0%

25
%

25
%

25
%

A
la
m
an
ce
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

25
%

25
%

9%
9%

9%
Ca
ta
w
ba

 V
al
le
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
10

%
40

%
40

%
40

%
Ce

nt
ra
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Cl
ev
el
an
d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Co

as
ta
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

Cr
av
en

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
G
as
to
n 
Co

lle
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
5%

25
%

35
%

15
%

Jo
hn

st
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
Le
no

ir
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
Pi
ed

m
on

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

5%
15

%
23

%
13

%
2%

Ro
w
an

‐C
ab
ar
ru
s 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Sa
nd

hi
lls
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
5%

30
%

25
%

25
%

Su
rr
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
0%

28
%

3%
0%

Va
nc
e‐
G
ra
nv
ill
e 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
0%

0%
17

%
10

%
W
es
te
rn
 P
ie
dm

on
t C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

20
%

20
%

50
%

50
%

50
%

W
ilk
es
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

M
ed

iu
m

0%
36

%
0%

0%
0%

Be
au
fo
rt
 C
ou

nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

10
%

10
%

30
%

20
%

30
%

Bl
ad
en

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

40
%

40
%

40
%

Ca
ld
w
el
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

D
av
id
so
n 
Co

un
ty
  C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Ed
ge
co
m
be

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
5%

80
%

80
%

80
%

H
ay
w
oo

d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
Is
ot
he

rm
al
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
10

%
0%

0%
0%

Ja
m
es
 S
pr
un

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
10

%
0%

0%
0%

M
itc
he

ll 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
M
on

tg
om

er
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
N
as
h 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
Pa
m
lic
o 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
3%

5%
5%

5%
Ra

nd
ol
ph

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

16
%

0%
5%

Ri
ch
m
on

d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Ro

an
ok
e‐
Ch

ow
an

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
5%

55
%

55
%

55
%

Ro
be

so
n 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

12
%

6%
25

%
5%

26
%

Ro
ck
in
gh
am

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

Sa
m
ps
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

10
%

10
%

0%
0%

0%
So
ut
hw

es
te
rn
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

St
an
ly
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
Tr
i‐C

ou
nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Sm
al
l

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

A
pp

en
di
x 
J

Pe
rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f  C

at
eg
or
iz
ed

 S
pe

nd
in
g 
D
ev
ot
ed

 t
o 
D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 
by

 In
st
it
ut
io
na

l S
iz
e
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APPENDIX K 

DE EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY BY SERVICE AREA 

 In
st
it
ut
io
n

Ru
ra
l/
U
rb
an

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

St
af
f T

ra
in
in
g 

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Fa
cu
lt
y 
D
ev
el
op

m
en

t 
 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
So
ft
w
ar
e 

D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
H
ar
dw

ar
e

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Te
ch
no

lo
gy
 M

ai
nt
en

an
ce
 

Al
am

an
ce
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

3,
86

8.
29

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
80

2.
44

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

11
,6
04

.8
8

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

23
,2
09

.7
7

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
78

5.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Be
au
fo
rt
 C
ou

nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

51
6.
90

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

77
5.
35

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

12
,9
22

.4
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

17
,2
29

.9
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

3,
10

1.
38

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Bl
ad
en

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

11
,7
72

.1
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

23
,5
44

.2
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
82

5.
30

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Ca
ld
w
el
l  C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

8,
65

4.
90

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

17
,3
09

.7
9

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
07

7.
18

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Ce
nt
ra
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Cl
ev
el
an
d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Co
as
ta
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

9,
32

6.
94

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

18
,6
53

.8
9

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
23

8.
47

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Cr
av
en

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

54
8.
23

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

D
av
id
so
n 
Co

un
ty
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ed
ge
co
m
be

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

49
2.
05

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

43
,7
37

.3
4

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

87
,4
74

.6
8

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

10
,4
96

.9
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

G
as
to
n 
Co

lle
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

91
2.
58

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

25
,3
49

.4
1

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

70
,9
78

.3
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

3,
65

0.
32

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Is
ot
he
rm

al
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

96
9.
95

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ja
m
es
 S
pr
un

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

76
5.
02

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

M
on

tg
om

er
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

N
as
h 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

52
2.
93

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Pa
m
lic
o 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

78
.9
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

73
1.
13

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
46

2.
27

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

17
5.
47

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Pi
ed

m
on

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

39
0.
04

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
75

5.
18

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

14
,9
51

.5
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

16
,9
01

.7
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

31
2.
03

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Pi
tt
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
07

1.
81

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

23
,8
18

.0
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

47
,6
36

.0
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
71

6.
33

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Ra
nd

ol
ph

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

9,
26

6.
05

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

69
4.
95

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ri
ch
m
on

d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ro
an
ok
e‐
Ch

ow
an

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

20
6.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

12
,5
99

.2
5

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

25
,1
98

.5
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

3,
02

3.
82

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Ro
be

so
n 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

1,
10

4.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

82
8.
12

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

19
,1
69

.5
4

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

7,
66

7.
82

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

4,
78

4.
72

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Ro
ck
in
gh
am

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
12

6.
02

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

10
,2
52

.0
3

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
23

0.
24

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

Sa
m
ps
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

51
6.
17

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

77
4.
25

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Sa
nd

hi
lls
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

76
8.
71

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

25
,6
23

.8
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

42
,7
06

.3
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
12

4.
76

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

So
ut
hw

es
te
rn
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
18

4.
08

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

10
,3
68

.1
7

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

1,
24

4.
18

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

St
an
ly
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

43
7.
86

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Su
rr
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

20
,8
63

.2
0

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

4,
47

0.
69

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Tr
i‐C

ou
nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
60

2.
76

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

5,
20

5.
52

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

62
4.
66

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Va
nc
e‐
G
ra
nv
ill
e 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

32
,9
13

.8
1

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
32

3.
33

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

W
es
te
rn
 P
ie
dm

on
t C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

1,
62

4.
90

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

2,
43

7.
35

$  
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

33
,8
52

.0
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

67
,7
04

.1
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

8,
12

4.
49

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

W
ilk
es
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

4,
90

2.
89

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

AB
 T
ec
hn

ic
al
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ca
pe

 F
ea
r C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ca
ta
w
ba

 V
al
le
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
97

6.
30

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

43
,9
17

.8
8

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

87
,8
35

.7
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

10
,5
40

.2
9

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ce
nt
ra
l P
ie
dm

on
t C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Fa
ye
tt
ev
ill
e 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

3,
56

5.
52

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Fo
rs
yt
h 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

1,
42

1.
53

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

H
ay
w
oo

d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

44
1.
24

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Jo
hn

st
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

76
7.
62

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Le
no

ir
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

76
4.
39

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

M
itc
he

ll 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Ro
w
an

‐C
ab
ar
ru
s 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

W
ak
e 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

‐
$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

70
,5
36

.5
2

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
  

14
1,
07

3.
04

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
 

16
,9
28

.7
6

$ 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

A
pp

en
di
x 
K

Co
lle
ge
 E
xp
en

di
tu
re
s 
on

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 
by

 C
at
eg
or
y 
an

d 
Br
ok

en
 D
ow

n 
by

 S
er
vi
ce
 A
re
a
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APPENDIX L 

DE EXPENDITURES AS A PERCENTAGE BY CATEGORY BY SERVICE AREA 

 In
st
it
ut
io
n

Ru
ra
l/
U
rb
an

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

St
af
f T

ra
in
in
g 

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Fa
cu
lt
y 
D
ev
el
op

m
en

t 
 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
So
ft
w
ar
e 

D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n

Co
m
pu

te
r 
H
ar
dw

ar
e

 D
is
ta
nc
e 
Ed

uc
at
io
n 

Te
ch
no

lo
gy
 M

ai
nt
en

an
ce
 

A
la
m
an
ce
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

25
%

25
%

9%
9%

9%
Be

au
fo
rt
 C
ou

nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

10
%

10
%

30
%

20
%

30
%

Bl
ad
en

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

40
%

40
%

40
%

Ca
ld
w
el
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

Ce
nt
ra
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Cl
ev
el
an
d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Co

as
ta
l C
ar
ol
in
a 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

Cr
av
en

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
D
av
id
so
n 
Co

un
ty
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Ed
ge
co
m
be

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
5%

80
%

80
%

80
%

G
as
to
n 
Co

lle
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
5%

25
%

35
%

15
%

Is
ot
he

rm
al
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
10

%
0%

0%
0%

Ja
m
es
 S
pr
un

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
10

%
0%

0%
0%

M
on

tg
om

er
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
N
as
h 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
Pa
m
lic
o 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
3%

5%
5%

5%
Pi
ed

m
on

t C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

5%
15

%
23

%
13

%
2%

Pi
tt
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
5%

20
%

20
%

20
%

Ra
nd

ol
ph

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

16
%

0%
5%

Ri
ch
m
on

d 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Ro

an
ok
e‐
Ch

ow
an

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
5%

55
%

55
%

55
%

Ro
be

so
n 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

12
%

6%
25

%
5%

26
%

Ro
ck
in
gh
am

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

Sa
m
ps
on

 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

10
%

10
%

0%
0%

0%
Sa
nd

hi
lls
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
5%

30
%

25
%

25
%

So
ut
hw

es
te
rn
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

St
an
ly
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
5%

0%
0%

0%
Su
rr
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

28
%

3%
0%

Tr
i‐C

ou
nt
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

10
%

10
%

10
%

Va
nc
e‐
G
ra
nv
ill
e 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
0%

0%
17

%
10

%
W
es
te
rn
 P
ie
dm

on
t C

om
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

20
%

20
%

50
%

50
%

50
%

W
ilk
es
 C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

Ru
ra
l

0%
36

%
0%

0%
0%

A
B 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l C
om

m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Ca

pe
 F
ea
r 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
rb
an

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
Ca
ta
w
ba

 V
al
le
y 
Co

m
m
un

ity
 C
ol
le
ge

U
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APPENDIX M 

DE HEAD COUNT AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ENROLLMENT 

Institution Curriculum
Head Count

Distance Education
Curriculum
Head Count

Percentage of
Head Count that is 
Distance Education

AB Technical Community College 8,452                 ‐ ‐
Alamance Community College 6,203                 1,150                            19%
Beaufort County Community College 1,879                 ‐ ‐
Bladen Community College 1,987                 950                               48%
Caldwell Community College 5,002                 837                               17%
Cape Fear Community College 9,591                 ‐ ‐
Catawba Valley Community College 6,536                 ‐ ‐
Central Carolina Community College 6,304                 ‐ ‐
Central Piedmont Community College 24,388               ‐ ‐
Cleveland Community College 4,437                 ‐ ‐
Coastal Carolina Community College 6,190                 ‐ ‐
Craven Community College 4,506                 ‐ ‐
Davidson County Community College 3,250                 ‐ ‐
Edgecombe Community College 3,546                 955                               27%
Fayetteville Technical Community College 12,250               6,000                            49%
Forsyth Technical Community College 9,855                 ‐ ‐
Gaston College 7,139                 1,000                            14%
Haywood Community College 2,828                 ‐ ‐
Isothermal Community College 3,052                 ‐ ‐
James Sprunt Community College 1,855                 ‐ ‐
Johnston Community College 6,188                 1,500                            24%
Lenoir Community College 3,733                 900                               24%
Mitchell Community College 2,491                 ‐ ‐
Montgomery Community College 1,224                 ‐ ‐
Nash Community College 3,788                 900                               24%
Pamlico Community College 525                    ‐ ‐
Piedmont Community College 3,476                 1,355                            39%
Pitt Community College 8,310                 ‐ ‐
Randolph Community College 3,085                 1,105                            36%
Richmond Community College 2,107                 ‐ ‐
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 2,692                 329                               12%
Robeson Community College ‐ ‐ ‐
Rockingham Community College 2,692                 ‐ ‐
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College 7,090                 ‐ ‐
Sampson Community College 1,917                 ‐ ‐
Sandhills Community College 4,901                 1,652                            34%
Southwestern Community College 2,650                 1,008                            38%
Stanly Community College 2,988                 897                               30%
Surry Community College 4,079                 ‐ ‐
Tri‐County Community College 1,407                 ‐ ‐
Vance‐Granville Community College 5,550                 ‐ ‐
Wake Technical Community College 17,466               ‐ ‐
Western Piedmont Community College 3,689                 1,100                            30%
Wilkes Community College 3,513                 956                               27%

Average Enrollment  5,228                   1,329                             28.9%  
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APPENDIX N 

DE SPENDING BY CATEGORY AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL SPENDING 

Institution  Distance Education
Staff Training 

Percentage of Total
Expenditures

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Alamance Community College 3,868.29$                           48.2%
Beaufort County Community College 516.90$                              6.4%
Bladen Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Caldwell Community College ‐$                                      0.0%
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Catawba Valley Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Coastal Carolina Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Craven Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Davidson County Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Edgecombe Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Gaston College ‐$                                     0.0%
Haywood Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Johnston Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Nash Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Pamlico Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Piedmont Community College 390.04$                              4.9%
Pitt Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Randolph Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Richmond Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Robeson Community College 1,104.17$                           13.8%
Rockingham Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sampson Community College 516.17$                              6.4%
Sandhills Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Southwestern Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Stanly Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Surry Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Tri‐County Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Wake Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Western Piedmont Community College 1,624.90$                           20.3%
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
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Institution
Distance Education 

Faculty Development 
Percentage of Total

Expenditures
AB Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Alamance Community College 5,802.44$                           17.6%
Beaufort County Community College 775.35$                              2.4%
Bladen Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Caldwell Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Catawba Valley Community College 1,976.30$                           6.0%
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Coastal Carolina Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Craven Community College 548.23$                              1.7%
Davidson County Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Edgecombe Community College 492.05$                              1.5%
Fayetteville Technical Community College 3,565.52$                           10.8%
Forsyth Technical Community College 1,421.53$                           4.3%
Gaston College 912.58$                              2.8%
Haywood Community College 441.24$                              1.3%
Isothermal Community College 969.95$                              2.9%
James Sprunt Community College 765.02$                              2.3%
Johnston Community College 767.62$                              2.3%
Lenoir Community College 764.39$                              2.3%
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Nash Community College 522.93$                              1.6%
Pamlico Community College 78.96$                                0.2%
Piedmont Community College 1,755.18$                           5.3%
Pitt Community College 1,071.81$                           3.2%
Randolph Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Richmond Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 206.17$                              0.6%
Robeson Community College 828.12$                              2.5%
Rockingham Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sampson Community College 774.25$                              2.3%
Sandhills Community College 768.71$                              2.3%
Southwestern Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Stanly Community College 437.86$                              1.3%
Surry Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Tri‐County Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Wake Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Western Piedmont Community College 2,437.35$                           7.4%
Wilkes Community College 4,902.89$                           14.9%
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Institution
Distance Education
Computer Software 

Percentage of Total
Expenditures

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Alamance Community College 11,604.88$                         2.8%
Beaufort County Community College 12,922.42$                         3.1%
Bladen Community College 11,772.10$                         2.9%
Caldwell Community College 8,654.90$                           2.1%
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Catawba Valley Community College 43,917.88$                         10.7%
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Coastal Carolina Community College 9,326.94$                           2.3%
Craven Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Davidson County Community College 0.0%
Edgecombe Community College 43,737.34$                         10.6%
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Gaston College 25,349.41$                         6.2%
Haywood Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Johnston Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Nash Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Pamlico Community College 731.13$                              0.2%
Piedmont Community College 14,951.55$                         3.6%
Pitt Community College 23,818.02$                         5.8%
Randolph Community College 9,266.05$                           2.3%
Richmond Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 12,599.25$                         3.1%
Robeson Community College 19,169.54$                         4.7%
Rockingham Community College 5,126.02$                           1.2%
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sampson Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sandhills Community College 25,623.82$                         6.2%
Southwestern Community College 5,184.08$                           1.3%
Stanly Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Surry Community College 20,863.20$                         5.1%
Tri‐County Community College 2,602.76$                           0.6%
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Wake Technical Community College 70,536.52$                         17.1%
Western Piedmont Community College 33,852.06$                         8.2%
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
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Institution
Distance Education
Computer Hardware

Percentage of Total
Expenditures

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Alamance Community College 23,209.77$                         3.1%
Beaufort County Community College 17,229.90$                         2.3%
Bladen Community College 23,544.20$                         3.1%
Caldwell Community College 17,309.79$                         2.3%
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Catawba Valley Community College 87,835.76$                         11.6%
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Coastal Carolina Community College 18,653.89$                         2.5%
Craven Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Davidson County Community College 0.0%
Edgecombe Community College 87,474.68$                         11.5%
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Gaston College 70,978.36$                         9.3%
Haywood Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Johnston Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Nash Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Pamlico Community College 1,462.27$                           0.2%
Piedmont Community College 16,901.75$                         2.2%
Pitt Community College 47,636.05$                         6.3%
Randolph Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Richmond Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 25,198.50$                         3.3%
Robeson Community College 7,667.82$                           1.0%
Rockingham Community College 10,252.03$                         1.3%
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sampson Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sandhills Community College 42,706.36$                         5.6%
Southwestern Community College 10,368.17$                         1.4%
Stanly Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Surry Community College 4,470.69$                           0.6%
Tri‐County Community College 5,205.52$                           0.7%
Vance‐Granville Community College 32,913.81$                         4.3%
Wake Technical Community College 141,073.04$                      18.6%
Western Piedmont Community College 67,704.12$                         8.9%
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
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Institution  Distance Education 
Technology Maintenance 

Percentage of Total
Expenditures

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Alamance Community College 2,785.17$                           3.2%
Beaufort County Community College 3,101.38$                           3.5%
Bladen Community College 2,825.30$                           3.2%
Caldwell Community College 2,077.18$                           2.4%
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Catawba Valley Community College 10,540.29$                         12.0%
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Coastal Carolina Community College 2,238.47$                           2.5%
Craven Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Davidson County Community College 0.0%
Edgecombe Community College 10,496.96$                         11.9%
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Gaston College 3,650.32$                           4.1%
Haywood Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Johnston Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Nash Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Pamlico Community College 175.47$                              0.2%
Piedmont Community College 312.03$                              0.4%
Pitt Community College 5,716.33$                           6.5%
Randolph Community College 694.95$                              0.8%
Richmond Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 3,023.82$                           3.4%
Robeson Community College 4,784.72$                           5.4%
Rockingham Community College 1,230.24$                           1.4%
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sampson Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sandhills Community College 5,124.76$                           5.8%
Southwestern Community College 1,244.18$                           1.4%
Stanly Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Surry Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Tri‐County Community College 624.66$                              0.7%
Vance‐Granville Community College 2,323.33$                           2.6%
Wake Technical Community College 16,928.76$                         19.2%
Western Piedmont Community College 8,124.49$                           9.2%
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
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Institution
Distance Education
Telecommunications

Percentage of Total
Expenditures

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Alamance Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Beaufort County Community College 516.90$                              2.8%
Bladen Community College 588.61$                              3.2%
Caldwell Community College 346.20$                              1.9%
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Catawba Valley Community College 2,635.07$                           14.2%
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Coastal Carolina Community College 932.69$                              5.0%
Craven Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Davidson County Community College 0.0%
Edgecombe Community College 1,749.49$                           9.4%
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Gaston College 1,622.36$                           8.8%
Haywood Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Johnston Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Mitchell Community College 109.90$                              0.6%
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Nash Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Pamlico Community College 5.85$                                   0.0%
Piedmont Community College 1,300.13$                           7.0%
Pitt Community College 952.72$                              5.1%
Randolph Community College 92.66$                                0.5%
Richmond Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 503.97$                              2.7%
Robeson Community College 451.14$                              2.4%
Rockingham Community College 205.04$                              1.1%
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sampson Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sandhills Community College 1,708.25$                           9.2%
Southwestern Community College 518.41$                              2.8%
Stanly Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Surry Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Tri‐County Community College 104.11$                              0.6%
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Wake Technical Community College 2,821.46$                           15.2%
Western Piedmont Community College 1,354.08$                           7.3%
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
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Institution
Distance Education
Technical Personnel 

Percentage of Total
Expenditures

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Alamance Community College 170,204.97$                      10.4%
Beaufort County Community College 51,689.69$                         3.2%
Bladen Community College 47,088.40$                         2.9%
Caldwell Community College 34,619.59$                         2.1%
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Catawba Valley Community College 175,671.53$                      10.7%
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Coastal Carolina Community College 37,307.77$                         2.3%
Craven Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Davidson County Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Edgecombe Community College 174,949.36$                      10.7%
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Gaston College 60,838.59$                         3.7%
Haywood Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Johnston Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Nash Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Pamlico Community College 2,924.54$                           0.2%
Piedmont Community College 23,402.42$                         1.4%
Pitt Community College 95,272.10$                         5.8%
Randolph Community College 53,279.79$                         3.3%
Richmond Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 50,397.01$                         3.1%
Robeson Community College 73,611.02$                         4.5%
Rockingham Community College 20,504.07$                         1.3%
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sampson Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Sandhills Community College 85,412.73$                         5.2%
Southwestern Community College 51,840.83$                         3.2%
Stanly Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Surry Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Tri‐County Community College 10,411.05$                         0.6%
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
Wake Technical Community College 282,146.07$                      17.2%
Western Piedmont Community College 135,408.23$                      8.3%
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                     0.0%
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APPENDIX O 

DE EXPENSE AS A PERCENTAGE OF FTE 

Institution
Distance Education

Staff Training 
Distance Education 
FTE Generated

Expense Per FTE

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                           260 ‐$                           
Alamance Community College 3,868.29$                                 300 12.89$                       
Beaufort County Community College 516.90$                                    0
Bladen Community College ‐$                                           237 ‐$                           
Caldwell Community College ‐$                                            0
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                           0
Catawba Valley Community College ‐$                                           736 ‐$                           
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                           0
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                           0
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                           0
Coastal Carolina Community College ‐$                                           0
Craven Community College ‐$                                           0
Davidson County Community College ‐$                                           0
Edgecombe Community College ‐$                                           250 ‐$                           
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                           3,000 ‐$                           
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                           0
Gaston College ‐$                                           700 ‐$                           
Haywood Community College ‐$                                           0
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                           0
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                           0
Johnston Community College ‐$                                           270 ‐$                           
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                           215 ‐$                           
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                           0
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                           0
Nash Community College ‐$                                           0
Pamlico Community College ‐$                                           0
Piedmont Community College 390.04$                                    352 1.11$                         
Pitt Community College ‐$                                           408 ‐$                           
Randolph Community College ‐$                                           235 ‐$                           
Richmond Community College ‐$                                           0
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College ‐$                                           150 ‐$                           
Robeson Community College 1,104.17$                                 500 2.21$                         
Rockingham Community College ‐$                                           0
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                           0
Sampson Community College 516.17$                                    0
Sandhills Community College ‐$                                           216 ‐$                           
Southwestern Community College ‐$                                           0
Stanly Community College ‐$                                           419 ‐$                           
Surry Community College ‐$                                           620 ‐$                           
Tri‐County Community College ‐$                                           0
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                           0
Wake Technical Community College ‐$                                           0
Western Piedmont Community College 1,624.90$                                 750 2.17$                         
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                           118 ‐$                           
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Institution
Distance Education 

Faculty Development 
Distance Education 
FTE Generated

Expense Per FTE

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                           260 ‐$                           
Alamance Community College 5,802.44$                                 300 19.34$                       
Beaufort County Community College 775.35$                                    0
Bladen Community College ‐$                                           237 ‐$                           
Caldwell Community College ‐$                                           0
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                           0
Catawba Valley Community College 1,976.30$                                 736 2.69$                         
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                           0
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                           0
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                           0
Coastal Carolina Community College ‐$                                           0
Craven Community College 548.23$                                    0
Davidson County Community College ‐$                                           0
Edgecombe Community College 492.05$                                    250 1.97$                         
Fayetteville Technical Community College 3,565.52$                                 3,000 1.19$                         
Forsyth Technical Community College 1,421.53$                                 0
Gaston College 912.58$                                    700 1.30$                         
Haywood Community College 441.24$                                    0
Isothermal Community College 969.95$                                    0
James Sprunt Community College 765.02$                                    0
Johnston Community College 767.62$                                    270 2.84$                         
Lenoir Community College 764.39$                                    215 3.56$                         
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                           0
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                           0
Nash Community College 522.93$                                    0
Pamlico Community College 78.96$                                       0
Piedmont Community College 1,755.18$                                 352 4.99$                         
Pitt Community College 1,071.81$                                 408 2.63$                         
Randolph Community College ‐$                                           235 ‐$                           
Richmond Community College ‐$                                           0
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 206.17$                                    150 1.37$                         
Robeson Community College 828.12$                                    500 1.66$                         
Rockingham Community College ‐$                                           0
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                           0
Sampson Community College 774.25$                                    0
Sandhills Community College 768.71$                                    216 3.56$                         
Southwestern Community College ‐$                                           0
Stanly Community College 437.86$                                    419 1.05$                         
Surry Community College ‐$                                           620 ‐$                           
Tri‐County Community College ‐$                                           0
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                           0
Wake Technical Community College ‐$                                           0
Western Piedmont Community College 2,437.35$                                 750 3.25$                         
Wilkes Community College 4,902.89$                                 118 41.55$                       
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Institution
Distance Education
Computer Software 

Distance Education 
FTE Generated

Expense Per FTE

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                           260 ‐$                           
Alamance Community College 11,604.88$                               300 38.68$                       
Beaufort County Community College 12,922.42$                               0
Bladen Community College 11,772.10$                               237 49.67$                       
Caldwell Community College 8,654.90$                                 0
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                           0
Catawba Valley Community College 43,917.88$                               736 59.67$                       
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                           0
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                           0
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                           0
Coastal Carolina Community College 9,326.94$                                 0
Craven Community College ‐$                                           0
Davidson County Community College 0
Edgecombe Community College 43,737.34$                               250 174.95$                    
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                           3,000 ‐$                           
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                           0
Gaston College 25,349.41$                               700 36.21$                       
Haywood Community College ‐$                                           0
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                           0
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                           0
Johnston Community College ‐$                                           270 ‐$                           
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                           215 ‐$                           
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                           0
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                           0
Nash Community College ‐$                                           0
Pamlico Community College 731.13$                                    0
Piedmont Community College 14,951.55$                               352 42.48$                       
Pitt Community College 23,818.02$                               408 58.38$                       
Randolph Community College 9,266.05$                                 235 39.50$                       
Richmond Community College ‐$                                           0
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 12,599.25$                               150 84.00$                       
Robeson Community College 19,169.54$                               500 38.34$                       
Rockingham Community College 5,126.02$                                 0
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                           0
Sampson Community College ‐$                                           0
Sandhills Community College 25,623.82$                               216 118.63$                    
Southwestern Community College 5,184.08$                                 0
Stanly Community College ‐$                                           419 ‐$                           
Surry Community College 20,863.20$                               620 33.65$                       
Tri‐County Community College 2,602.76$                                 0
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                           0
Wake Technical Community College 70,536.52$                               0
Western Piedmont Community College 33,852.06$                               750 45.14$                       
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                           118 ‐$                           
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Institution
Distance Education
Computer Hardware

Distance Education 
FTE Generated

Expense Per FTE

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                           260 ‐$                           
Alamance Community College 23,209.77$                               300 77.37$                       
Beaufort County Community College 17,229.90$                               0
Bladen Community College 23,544.20$                               237 99.34$                       
Caldwell Community College 17,309.79$                               0
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                           0
Catawba Valley Community College 87,835.76$                               736 119.34$                    
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                           0
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                           0
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                           0
Coastal Carolina Community College 18,653.89$                               0
Craven Community College ‐$                                           0
Davidson County Community College 0
Edgecombe Community College 87,474.68$                               250 349.90$                    
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                           3,000 ‐$                           
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                           0
Gaston College 70,978.36$                               700 101.40$                    
Haywood Community College ‐$                                           0
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                           0
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                           0
Johnston Community College ‐$                                           270 ‐$                           
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                           215 ‐$                           
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                           0
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                           0
Nash Community College ‐$                                           0
Pamlico Community College 1,462.27$                                 0
Piedmont Community College 16,901.75$                               352 48.02$                       
Pitt Community College 47,636.05$                               408 116.76$                    
Randolph Community College ‐$                                           235 ‐$                           
Richmond Community College ‐$                                           0
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 25,198.50$                               150 167.99$                    
Robeson Community College 7,667.82$                                 500 15.34$                       
Rockingham Community College 10,252.03$                               0
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                           0
Sampson Community College ‐$                                           0
Sandhills Community College 42,706.36$                               216 197.71$                    
Southwestern Community College 10,368.17$                               0
Stanly Community College ‐$                                           419 ‐$                           
Surry Community College 4,470.69$                                 620 7.21$                         
Tri‐County Community College 5,205.52$                                 0
Vance‐Granville Community College 32,913.81$                               0
Wake Technical Community College 141,073.04$                             0
Western Piedmont Community College 67,704.12$                               750 90.27$                       
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                           118 ‐$                           
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Institution
Distance Education 

Technology Maintenance 
Distance Education 
FTE Generated

Expense Per FTE

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                           260 ‐$                           
Alamance Community College 2,785.17$                                 300 9.28$                         
Beaufort County Community College 3,101.38$                                 0
Bladen Community College 2,825.30$                                 237 11.92$                       
Caldwell Community College 2,077.18$                                 0
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                           0
Catawba Valley Community College 10,540.29$                               736 14.32$                       
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                           0
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                           0
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                           0
Coastal Carolina Community College 2,238.47$                                 0
Craven Community College ‐$                                           0
Davidson County Community College 0
Edgecombe Community College 10,496.96$                               250 41.99$                       
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                           3,000 ‐$                           
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                           0
Gaston College 3,650.32$                                 700 5.21$                         
Haywood Community College ‐$                                           0
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                           0
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                           0
Johnston Community College ‐$                                           270 ‐$                           
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                           215 ‐$                           
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                           0
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                           0
Nash Community College ‐$                                           0
Pamlico Community College 175.47$                                    0
Piedmont Community College 312.03$                                    352 0.89$                         
Pitt Community College 5,716.33$                                 408 14.01$                       
Randolph Community College 694.95$                                    235 2.96$                         
Richmond Community College ‐$                                           0
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 3,023.82$                                 150 20.16$                       
Robeson Community College 4,784.72$                                 500 9.57$                         
Rockingham Community College 1,230.24$                                 0
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                           0
Sampson Community College ‐$                                           0
Sandhills Community College 5,124.76$                                 216 23.73$                       
Southwestern Community College 1,244.18$                                 0
Stanly Community College ‐$                                           419 ‐$                           
Surry Community College ‐$                                           620 ‐$                           
Tri‐County Community College 624.66$                                    0
Vance‐Granville Community College 2,323.33$                                 0
Wake Technical Community College 16,928.76$                               0
Western Piedmont Community College 8,124.49$                                 750 10.83$                       
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                           118 ‐$                           
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Institution
Distance Education
Telecommunications

Distance Education 
FTE Generated

Expense Per FTE

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                           260 ‐$                           
Alamance Community College ‐$                                           300 ‐$                           
Beaufort County Community College 516.90$                                    0
Bladen Community College 588.61$                                    237 2.48$                         
Caldwell Community College 346.20$                                    0
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                           0
Catawba Valley Community College 2,635.07$                                 736 3.58$                         
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                           0
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                           0
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                           0
Coastal Carolina Community College 932.69$                                    0
Craven Community College ‐$                                           0
Davidson County Community College 0
Edgecombe Community College 1,749.49$                                 250 7.00$                         
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                           3,000 ‐$                           
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                           0
Gaston College 1,622.36$                                 700 2.32$                         
Haywood Community College ‐$                                           0
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                           0
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                           0
Johnston Community College ‐$                                           270 ‐$                           
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                           215 ‐$                           
Mitchell Community College 109.90$                                    0
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                           0
Nash Community College ‐$                                           0
Pamlico Community College 5.85$                                         0
Piedmont Community College 1,300.13$                                 352 3.69$                         
Pitt Community College 952.72$                                    408 2.34$                         
Randolph Community College 92.66$                                       235 0.39$                         
Richmond Community College ‐$                                           0
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 503.97$                                    150 3.36$                         
Robeson Community College 451.14$                                    500 0.90$                         
Rockingham Community College 205.04$                                    0
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                           0
Sampson Community College ‐$                                           0
Sandhills Community College 1,708.25$                                 216 7.91$                         
Southwestern Community College 518.41$                                    0
Stanly Community College ‐$                                           419 ‐$                           
Surry Community College ‐$                                           620 ‐$                           
Tri‐County Community College 104.11$                                    0
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                           0
Wake Technical Community College 2,821.46$                                 0
Western Piedmont Community College 1,354.08$                                 750 1.81$                         
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                           118 ‐$                           
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Institution
Distance Education
Technical Personnel 

Distance Education 
FTE Generated

Expense Per FTE

AB Technical Community College ‐$                                           260 ‐$                           
Alamance Community College 170,204.97$                             300 567.35$                    
Beaufort County Community College 51,689.69$                               0
Bladen Community College 47,088.40$                               237 198.69$                    
Caldwell Community College 34,619.59$                               0
Cape Fear Community College ‐$                                           0
Catawba Valley Community College 175,671.53$                             736 238.68$                    
Central Carolina Community College ‐$                                           0
Central Piedmont Community College ‐$                                           0
Cleveland Community College ‐$                                           0
Coastal Carolina Community College 37,307.77$                               0
Craven Community College ‐$                                           0
Davidson County Community College ‐$                                           0
Edgecombe Community College 174,949.36$                             250 699.80$                    
Fayetteville Technical Community College ‐$                                           3,000 ‐$                           
Forsyth Technical Community College ‐$                                           0
Gaston College 60,838.59$                               700 86.91$                       
Haywood Community College ‐$                                           0
Isothermal Community College ‐$                                           0
James Sprunt Community College ‐$                                           0
Johnston Community College ‐$                                           270 ‐$                           
Lenoir Community College ‐$                                           215 ‐$                           
Mitchell Community College ‐$                                           0
Montgomery Community College ‐$                                           0
Nash Community College ‐$                                           0
Pamlico Community College 2,924.54$                                 0
Piedmont Community College 23,402.42$                               352 66.48$                       
Pitt Community College 95,272.10$                               408 233.51$                    
Randolph Community College 53,279.79$                               235 227.11$                    
Richmond Community College ‐$                                           0
Roanoke‐Chowan Community College 50,397.01$                               150 335.98$                    
Robeson Community College 73,611.02$                               500 147.22$                    
Rockingham Community College 20,504.07$                               0
Rowan‐Cabarrus Community College ‐$                                           0
Sampson Community College ‐$                                           0
Sandhills Community College 85,412.73$                               216 395.43$                    
Southwestern Community College 51,840.83$                               0
Stanly Community College ‐$                                           419 ‐$                           
Surry Community College ‐$                                           620 ‐$                           
Tri‐County Community College 10,411.05$                               0
Vance‐Granville Community College ‐$                                           0
Wake Technical Community College 282,146.07$                             0
Western Piedmont Community College 135,408.23$                             750 180.54$                    
Wilkes Community College ‐$                                           118 ‐$                           
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APPENDIX P 

DISTANCE EDUCATION COST MODEL 

Institution Name
Academic Year

‐$              
‐$              

Total Unduplicated Head Count Head Count Attributed to Distance Education
Total FTE FTE Attributed to Distance Education 1
Retention Rate Distance Education Retention Rate
Graduation Rate Distance Education Graduation Rate (Students who complete degrees totally through DE)

Student Fees (Enter Total Fees Charged to One Full‐time Student) ‐$ DE Student Fees (Enter Total Fees Charged to One Full‐time Student) ‐$              
Institutional Space ‐$ Space Devoted to Distance Education ‐$              

Administrative Personnel ‐$  Administrative Personnel ‐$               
Faculty ‐$ Faculty ‐$              
Student Support Staff ‐$ Student Support Staff ‐$              
Technology Staff ‐$ Technology Staff ‐$              
Other Staff ‐$ Other Staff ‐$              
Maintenance Personnel (Paid From Local Monies) ‐$ Maintenance Personnel (Paid From Local Monies) ‐$              
Faculty Professional Development ‐$ Faculty Professional Development ‐$              
Staff Professional Development ‐$ Staff Professional Development ‐$              
*** Distance Education Faculty Bonuses or Release Time ‐$              
Other Personnel Costs ‐$ Other Personnel Costs ‐$              

Advising ‐$ Advising ‐$              
Tutoring ‐$ Tutoring ‐$              
Counseling ‐$ Counseling ‐$              
Registration Activities ‐$ Registration Activities ‐$              
Financial Aid ‐$ Financial Aid ‐$              
Library Resources ‐$ Library Resources ‐$              
Help Centers/Technical Support/Resource Centers ‐$ Help Centers/Technical Support/Resource Centers ‐$              
Other Support Services Costs ‐$ Other Support Services Costs ‐$              

Computer Hardware ‐$ Computer Hardware ‐$              
Computer Software ‐$ Computer Software ‐$              
Technology Maintanence & Contracts ‐$ Technology Maintanence & Contracts ‐$              
Telecommunications Costs ‐$ Telecommunications Costs ‐$              

Facilities Costs ‐$ Distance Education Facilities Costs ‐$              

State Allocation Per FTE * Distance Education FTE Generated ‐$
Institution Tuituion and Fees Per FTE * Distance Education FTE Generated ‐$
Sub‐Total ‐$

Personnel Costs (Less Technology, Maintanence, & Support Services Staff) ‐$
Support Services Costs (Including Support Services Staff Costs) ‐$
Technology Costs (Including Technology Staff Costs) ‐$
Facilities Costs (Including Maintanence Personnel Costs) ‐$
Sub‐Total ‐$

Total Income/Expense ‐$

Income Per FTE ‐$
Expences Per FTE ‐$
Per FTE Distance Education Income/Expense ‐$

Academic Year Income Per FTE
Tuition Rate for Full‐time Students

Demographics Distance Education Demographics

Instructions:

Please enter data into highlighted cells for the academic year indicated at the top of this form. 
Demographic data may be obtained from the institution's registrar and financial data may be obtained from 
the Business Office's Colleague repo

Distance Education Income

Distance Education Expenses

Support Services Costs Distance Education Support Services Costs

Facilities Costs

Technology Costs Distance Education Technology Costs

Distance Education Facilities Costs

Distance Education Cost/Benefit Analysis

Distance Education Cost/Benefit Analysis Summary

 
 

Personnel Costs Distance Education Personnel Costs

 


