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Table 1.  Public Higher Education Institutions and Enrollment for Low Population Density States (LPDS)6 

 

State 

State 
Population 

Density 
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Most of the LPDS have community colleges that are separate from baccalaureate-granting colleges and 
universities, but Nevada and Utah each have only one that is separate and handle much of the 
community college mission within baccalaureate-granting institutions.  Only Alaska, Nebraska, and 
Nevada have central administrative units that report data separately to IPEDS.   
 
On average, 78% of LPDS first-time degree-seeking college students attend in-state, a little less than the 
national average of 81%.  Alaska is well below average, at 60%.  Alaska is also very low on the proportion 
of 18 to 24-year-olds enrolled in its higher education institutions, only 29% vs. 37% for the LPDS average 
and 43% for the national average.  The high proportion of Alaska residents who leave the state to attend 
college explains nearly all of the difference in this figure compared with other LPDS, however.  Alaska’s 
slightly lower high school graduation rate (78% vs. 83% for other LPDS states) is also a factor.   
 
The University of Alaska system has fewer full-
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Table 2. Expenditures for Instruction and Student Services16 

State 

Instructional 
Salary & Wage 
Expenditure/FTE 
Student 

Full-time 
Instructional 
Employees/FTE 
Student 

Student Services 
Salary & Wage 
Expenditure/FTE 
Student 

Alaska 7,192 0.0543 1,472  
Wyoming  6,477 0.0576 1,102  
Montana  5,096 0.0464 1,012  
North Dakota  6,067 0.0515 1,129  
South Dakota  5,166 0.0526 1,118  
New Mexico   4,927 0.0488 729  
Idaho  5,283 0.0483 796  
Nebraska  6,711 0.0511 644  
Nevada  5,741 0.0353 1,117  
Kansas   5,760 
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 Table 3. Grant & Contract Revenues and Research and Public Service Expenditures23 

State 

Total Grant & 
Contract 
Revenue 
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Table 4. Administrative Costs28 

State 

https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/
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The other two states with separate central administrative offices have average institutional support 
expenditures per student.  Hence, the presence of a system office is not the determining factor by itself.   
Note that the relatively high UA expenditures are not mainly due to the number of full-time 
management-level employees/total employees29, since those are only 6% above the average for LPDS.  
UA reports 64% more office and administrative support full-time employees/total full-time employees 
than the average for IHE in other LPDS.  However, this is probably largely due to differences in college 
and university employee categorization for IPEDS reporting.  Although UA office and administrative 
support employees are relatively high in number, three other support categories are relatively low: 
business & financial services, academic support & student affairs, and computer, engineering, & science.  
The sum of these categories, added to office & administrative support employees, is within 3% of the 
LPDS average.   Other contributing factors could be the labor-intensive management of grants & 
contracts, as already mentioned, and the large number of locations, including remote rural locations, 
served by UA.  Although UA has only three universities, there are 16 campuses and a variety of other 
research and public and student services sites. 
 
Higher UA expenditures for academic and institutional support are partly due to higher salaries & wages 
overall30 (see Table 5).  When salaries of full-time employees only are considered, Alaska expenditures 
per staff employee are about 23% above the average for LPDS.  (See the following section for further 
discussion of salaries & benefits). 
 
If UA institutional support and academic support expenditures per full-time employee were reduced to 
the LPDS average, that would be a savings of about $26 million.  However, a reduction of this magnitude 
might not be prudent in terms of maintaining compliance with Federal requirements for grant & 
contract administration. 
 
 
Facilities Costs 
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Table 5. Expenditures for Salaries & Wages and Benefits33 

State 

Salaries & Wages 
Expenditures/ 
Full-time 
Employee34 

Employee Fringe 
Benefits 
Expenditures/ 
Full-time 
Employee35 

Salaries & Wages 
Expenditures/ 
Full-time Non-
medical 
Instructional 
Employee36 

Salaries & Wages 
Expenditures/ 
Full-time Non-
medical Non-
instructional 
Employee36 

Alaska       88,120       22,886           79,494           66,189  
Wyoming       75,514       36,182           74,480           53,077  
 Montana       76,043       27,497           72,080           47,522  
North Dakota       74,394       30,952           73,097           54,783  
 South Dakota       71,510       17,592  

https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/
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Table 6. Expenditures for Facilities and Other Categories39 

State 

Operations 
and 
Maintenance 
of Plant 
Expenditures/ 
Full-time 
Employee 

Depreciation/ 
Full-time 
Employee 

Interest 
Expenditures/ 
Full-time 
Employee  

Other 
Expenditures 
and 
Deductions/ 
Full-time 
Employee40  

Operations 
and 
Maintenance 
of Plant 
Expenditures/ 
FTE Student 

Other 
Expenditures 
and 
Deductions/ 
FTE Student41 

Alaska       18,184       24,445          1,783  42,559          3,833  8,972  
Wyoming       14,473       14,846          2,008  18,005          2,775  3,453  
Montana       16,493          9,899 

https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/
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high amount for UA42—nearly twice the LPDS average—inflates those expenditures.  It is not prudent for 
UA to dramatically reduce its physical plant operating and maintenance costs; such actions could 
damage facilities and lead to higher costs in the future.  However, some reductions (e.g., divesting off-
campus properties, outsourcing some maintenance) are underway and should be continued to the 
extent possible.  
  
Capital revenues have been subtracted from the “Other” expenditures shown in Table 6, since capital 
appropriations tend to vary substantially from year to year.  “Other” expenditures are very high for the 
two states with large teaching hospitals.  If they are omitted from the LPDS average, then UA 
expenditures per full-time employee are 38% above the average for the other LPDS states.  Per FTE 
student, UA is 77% above the average.   UA “Other” expenditures are mainly for services, and 
commodities are the second largest category (Table 7).  Many grants & contracts include funds for 
commodities, services, and travel, and since UA secures more grants & contracts per student and per 
employee than the other LPDS, that explains part of UA’s high expenditures in this area.   If an 
adjustment is made for likely grant & contract expenditures in the “other” category,43 UA’s expenditures 
are still 28% and 66% above the LPDS average per full-time employee and per FTE student, respectively.  
High Alaska costs likely explain the remaining elevated expenditures, since Fairbanks, Anchorage, & 
Juneau cost-of-living is about 1.3X the national average.44   If “Other” expenditures were reduced to the 
LPDS average on a per student basis, after adjustment for grant & contract expenditures, that would be 
a savings of about $48 million per year.  However, such a large reduction is likely to be infeasible, 
because UA does not control the costs of goods and services and most cannot be done without.  Before 
any decision to sharply reduce “Other” expenditures, the nature of those expenditures needs to be 
examined in more detail. 
 
 
UA State Appropriation 
 
UA has been severely criticized and financially penalized for having high expenditures per student and 
for receiving more State General Fund appropriation per student than universities in other states.  Table 
8 shows the comparison to other LPDS states.  UA receives 2.5 times the LPDS average in State General 
Fund appropriation and 2.1 times the LPDS average in all government appropriations, with the 
difference in the two being mainly due to larger local government appropriations for community 
colleges in other LPDS states.   
 
The amount of the additional per-student cost is summarized in Table 9.  The second column of Table 9, 
which is the focus of this discussion, presents the cost or revenue in excess of the LPDS per-student cost.  
In the case of salary & wage costs for instruction, student services, academic support, and institutional 
support, only the portion attributable to a higher number of employees is shown in those categories,  

 
42 UA uses a componentization method to calculate depreciation, which yields a higher value than another 
acceptable method used by other universities (Myron Dosch, personal communication).  UA also has a relatively 
high facility value per student and per employee. 
43 The amount of “other” categories of expenditure was estimated at 0.2 times the total grant & contract revenue.  
Most grants & contracts support mainly salary, wage, and benefit costs (including the portion allocated to ICR).  
Checking the sensitivity of the results to the 0.2 factor, substituting 0.3 changes the percentages to 22% per full-
time employee and 58% per FTE student above the LPDS average. 
44 Neal Fried, “The Cost of Living in Alaska”. Alaska Economic Trends, July 2019. 
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reductions in instruction did not reduce tuition revenue and that losses of faculty and staff did not 
impair the UA ability to secure and manage grants & contracts.  Unfortunately, however, it appears 
likely that revenue would be affected.   Cutting faculty numbers will require eliminating programs or 
offering fewer courses face-to-face or both.  It is not clear whether UA’s traditional-age students would 
continue to attend or would choose a more conventional college experience Outside.   Additional non-
traditional and place-committed students might enroll, but they already have many options for online 
programs offered in Alaska by Outside institutions.  UA would need to implement effective strategies to 
be competitive in that arena. 
 
UA research and public service unrestricted fund expenditures are already in line with those of other 
LPDS states, given UA’s much better performance in garnering grants & contracts.  UA unrestricted fund 
expenditures for research and public service (about $39 million in addition to the grant & contract 
revenue) could be cut, but that would risk losing up to $34 million in annual ICR funding for facilities and 
administration cost reimbursement, as well as the approximately $150 million in restricted fund support 
for UA research and public service.50  
 
Overall, the planned $70 million reduction to UA General Fund support cannot be compensated for 
through improved efficiency or increased revenue generation.  It will almost certainly mean than UA 
offers fewer programs to fewer students and brings much less Federal funding to the State.   While it will 
be difficult to avoid negative effects entirely, priority should be given to protecting UA revenue-



 

16 
 

Table 9. Above LPDS Average UA Expenditures by Category, Compared with Unrestricted Revenues51   

Expenditure Category 

Added Cost Relative 
to Other LPDS if UA 
Cost/ FTE Student 
were Average 
(millions of $) Reason for the Added Cost 

Total FY 2018 
Expenditure 
(millions of $) 
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Table 9, continued.    

Revenue Category 

Added UA Revenue 
Relative to LPDS 
Average (millions of $) Explanation 

Total Revenue in 
Category (millions 
of $) 

Tuition and Fees* 15.0 

UA tuition & fees per FTE 
student are 13% above the 
LPDS average. 134.7 

Indirect Cost Recovery 18.6 

UA grant and contract 
revenue (operating) per FTE 
student is 2.2 times the LPDS 
average. 34.3 

State General Fund 
Appropriation 


