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The methodology employed in the analyses documented in this report

1) Utilizes the data that are available from the Federal Government (IPEDS) and the University
of Alaska. IPEDS is the only available source of data about other institutionsyateims
and is an indispensable toolfimancial analyses in higher education. It hasdbenside of
being two years out of date gecent changes at UA institutions (or any othegher
education institution)are not reflected in the data.

2) Recognizes that different systems organize theiministrative functions in very different
ways Some centralize such functiomsthe System Office. Others centralize them at one
(or more)of the constituentcampuses. Still othedevolveall (or some) of these functions
to the individual campuses within the systerecisions in this regard often reflébe
manner in which the system evolved and the political cukbuighe systemandstate
governmentmore thancost/benefit analyses.

Giventhis reality the analyses done for the University of Alasttdres the costs of each
campus, the costs of the System Offiaad the total costs of the enterpriseSystem Office
plus campuseslhe focus of the study was specificatip administrative






a) These calculations were made faich UA institutiorand for the averages of both of
their peer groups Particular attention was given to the share of total expenditures
represented by expenditures on Institutional Support (Administrgtion

b) For eacltategory a ratioof UA institution shareelative to group average shaveas
computed These computations wenepeated for bothpeer groups for each UA
institution.

c) Thesamecalculations were repeatedith Research and Public Serveogenditures
eliminatedfrom the totals.

d) Interpreting the ratios calculated in) above: When the ratio iabove 100%the UA
institution devotesa greater share of total expenditurés that functionthan peers
When the ratio is below 100%he UA institution expetts a smaller stra on that
function.

The assessment of institutional expenditures is step one. The second stegssess
expenditures for the sstemas a wholevthe System Officplus those for thehree
campuses combgd. For the purpose ofhese analyses
(1) IPEDS expenditure dattor each of the seven functions listed abarel the
totals, were summed acrosike three institutions and the System OfficEhese
totals were divided by th&ystemvide total of FTE student® determine
Systemwide expaditures per FTE Student by function
(2) Similar éta fortwo groups ofcomparisorsystems were compiledThe group
labeledas the Large Group is comprisefall public systemexceptthose
systems thatnclude only tweyear institutiong(such as the Virginia Community
College Systejn The group labeled as the Small Group was selected by NCHEMS
from among thesmaller systems in the Large Groufhe sgtems included in
each of thesagyroups are enumerated iRigures A7 and A8 of the repor
(3) In each case the dafar each expenditure categoryor the System Oftesand
all of the constituent campuses weseimmedand dividedby the totalnumber
of FTE students.
(4) For each comparison group the vafoe UA is divided by the group average.
(5) These procedures were repeated Wiésearch and Public Service removed
from the calculation.The rationale was the same asit&d previously to focus
on expenditures directly and indirectly attributable to Instruction and remove
the anomalous results thaiccur because of the relatively high amount of
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(6) As with the campus by campus calculatistgres of expenditures by function
were calculated byividing expenditures per FTE Studémteach function by
the total expenditures per FTE Student

(7) To create comparative statistics for shares of expemesdevoted to each
functional category, the UA shares were divided by the shares for each of the
two comparison groupsThis yields picture of howthe UA System utilizes its
resources versugatterns in other systems. For those functions in whighUA
System spends a smallgnare of its resources than comparison systems the



NCHEM$ocused on systems (System Offices piessum of all constituent campuseand on
just the System OfficesThe following categories of personnel were includethmanalyses:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

Fullime facultyvinstruction, research, public service professionals
Parttime faculty

Fulktime Academic Support

Fulktime Management

Fulktime Finance

Fullime Computing/ITProfessionals

Fulltime Administrative Support

Part-time employees inategoriesother than faculty werenot included in the analyses because
experience indicates that theme very few such employees most systems.The analyses
involved:

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

Compiling data omumbers of employeem each category for each system and System
Officefor each of the two comparison groups

Compiling data on FTE Students in each system

Dividing number of FTE Studentsriyymber of employees in each system and System Office
for each of the two comparisorrgupsto determine number of FT&tudents served per
employee in each category.

ComparindJA values to comparison group averageslivyding UA values [the valuesfor
the comparison groupgielding a ratio of relativetaffing intensity

In interpretingthe results, ratiowith values less than 100ftean that UA has more
employeesper student that comparison group systems. Ratiogrefiter than 100%
indicate conditions in which UA has few employeesgtedent than comparison systems.



These expendituresover direct System Office expendituigsd outlays for centralized

services.

2) If these expenditures are not counted as System O#iqeenditures, the UA Systemf(oé
experditures as a share of total System expendituredightly below the average System
Officeshares for the comparison system&dmittedly,other systems may also have such
"% -8§Z EIUPZ A YummheEptant of such expenditures is netudilyknowable.

Even if other systems have such expenditures, it is reasonable to conclude that the level of

UA System Office expenditures is not out of line.

3) The expenditures that are made at the System Office can be categanipettvo groups:

a) Thosemade for functions that are specific toe System Office WE ] vS[e K((] U
Board of Regentdnternal Audit State and Federal Relations, University Budget, etc.
These are uniformly small officaad most are smaller thatmey were 5-7 years ago.

b) Thosemade for centralized services thsgrvethe entirety of the Systermthe System
Office and all of the constituent campuse$hese are fewer in numbdut substantially
larger in staff and expenditurlevels There are three functionthat fall intothis second
categoryv Finance/Accounting, HR, afdatewide Networks.

4) These three functiomemploy almost % of the System Office employe&d46 out of the
202 employee counin 2020. If there are anyneaningful cuts in System Office
expendituresthey will haveto be made in one or more of these three functions.
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The final step in the process wasraview the results of these analyses and draw a set of
conclusions. In summary the conclusions are that:

1) Expenditures per FEStudent at UA are high in comparison to comparison groups
a) Each of the constituent campuses
b) The System Office



c) TheUA System Officdbears a higher share abtal system administrative costs than is
true for the average of other systems

d) These data reflecUA choices that have centralized some functions leading to lower
campus expenditures artigher System Office expenditures.

4) Staffing comparisonwith other systems indicate thaA

a) Has more faculty both ful- and parttime vper FTE StudentAs with administrative
staff this can bgartially explained by the fact that UA institutions are comparatively small
for the breadth of their offerings

b) Has fewer academic support staff

c) Hasmore management staff. The fact that the difference is mleds visa-vis small
systems than largeuggests thathis is largely attributabléo the very small size of the
UA System Systems have one President/Chancellor whether the system enrolls 17,000
students @ 400,000.

d) Has fewer finance and IT staff

e) Hasmore administrative support staff.

5) A review of internal UA data reveals that:

a) Onethird of the expenses attributed to thBystem Officare expenses made on behalf
of the campuses. Removal of this amowuduld put the UA System very muchline
with other systems.

b) The core System Office function®resident, Board support, Internal Auditor, et@re
leanly staffed. There are very few, if ariyrther savings to be wrungut of these
functions.

c) The major expenditures in theyStem Officeare made in supporof three functionsv
FinanceAccounting, HRand IT HR has recently beerentralizedresulting in acost
savings of approximately $0.5 millioT.he other two areas are ones in which UA has
made substatial cuts in recent years. Further, they are areashichthe data showJA
to be staffed more efficiently than other systemi.is highly unlikely that cost savings
can be realized by devolving these functions to ¢henpuses.

The bottom line is thathere is little to be gained blpoking to the Systa Office as a source of
substantial amounts of money that can be reallocated to instructional and aiherpusbased
purposes.





