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All students are not considered equal, according to this analysis of state support for institutions
of Higher Education in Utah. When it comes to capital facilities and annual appropriations, the
results indicate that students at the University of Utah and Utah State University receive

significantly more support from the Utah State Legislature than the other institutions of higher

education. While some underfunded institutions are catching up, others are falling further
behind.
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Higher Education Funding Discrepancies

This analysis started with a simple objective: compare annual appropriations and capital facilities funding
for institutions of higher education. Why? To learn how state resources were being allocated to higher
education. The process was simple. First, identify the level of state appropriations per full-time equivalent
student. Second, calculate the net financial support for facilities inclusive and exclusive of special revenue
bonds (or similar arrangements) per full-time equivalent student. Third, sum to get the estimated total
state support. Once complete, take one more step and look at the change from 2014 to 2015.

Following is the table showing state annual support for fiscal year 2015. It is clear that on a full-time
equivalent basis the funding levels vary widely among institutions.

Utah Institutions of Higher Education, Year Ended June 30, 2015

State CANP/FTE Debt
Institution Appropriations/FTE CANP/FTE Service Equivalent Total State Support FTE

(A) (B) (c) (D) (B + D) Enrollment
UofU $10,699 $56,446 $2,851 $13,550 26,911
uvu $4,435 $13,455 $679 $5,114 22,591
usu $8,229 $25,743 $1,300 $9,529 22,141
WSuU S4,573 S8,474 S428 S$5,001 16,046
SLCC $5,812 $14,615 $738 $6,550 15,553
SUU 54,804 $14,749 $745 $5,549 6,929
DSU $5,008 $14,307 $723 $5,730 6,381
SC $6,206 $19,567 $988 $7,194 3,909

CANP is Capital Assets less Depreciation less Total Bonds, Notes, and Contracts

FTE is full time equivalent student

The institutions are readily identifiable. State Appropriations is the annual state appropriations per full-
time equivalent student. CANP (capital assets net position) is total capital assets on the balance sheet,
less accumulated depreciation, less total bonds, notes, and contracts. It is reflective of the capital
contributed to the institution by the State of Utah and donations to the institution that went toward
capital expenditures. The number shown is the CANP/FTE to make the appropriate comparison among
institutions.

To calculate the debt service equivalent, we assumed that the capital assets would be amortized over 40
years at 4% interest. This creates a factor of 5.05%, which means that for every $100 of capital assets, it
creates a debt service payment of $5.05. It doesn’t matter if the state gave the money to the institution
or borrowed the money, the opportunity cost to the state is approximately 5.05%. Total state support is
the state appropriations/FTE (column B) plus CANP/FTE Debt Service Equivalent (column D). For
reference, the 2015 full-time equivalent enrollment is provided for each institution.

It is clear that students at the University of Utah and Utah State University receive more state support
than the students at the other institutions. Students at the U and USU also pay more tuition. These
universities have access to significantly more resources that the other institutions in the state.
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Comparing the levels of funding would not be appropriate without looking at the change in funding from
year to year. In creating the same table for 2014 and then showing the difference, it will give an indication
of which institutions are catching up and which are falling behind.

UVU and SLCC are making up some ground while SUU and WSU are falling behind in comparison to the
University of Utah. USU was essentially flat year to year based on these metrics, although the significant
increase in enrollment meant they did get considerably more resources than even UVU with a slightly
higher increase in enrollment. This is because USU gets $9,529/student while UVU gets $5,114/student.
For the same 1,250 student increase, UVU received $6,400,000 while USU received $11,900,000.

Utah Institutions of Higher Education, 2015 less 2014

CANP/FTE Debt
State Service
Institution  Appropriations  CANP/FTE Equivalent Total State Change in FTE
(A) /FTE (B) (C) (D) Support (B+ D)| Enroliment
UofU $459 (5449) ($23) $437 169
uvu $1,094 $1,173 S59 $1,153 1,256
usu ($13) $216 S11 ($2) 1,242
WSsu $366 ($5,145) ($260) $106 57
SLCC $1,103 $411 S21 $1,123 (379)
SUuU ($324) ($2,579) (s130) (5454) 779
DSU $954 ($3,135) (5158) $796 (24)
SC $849 (51,178) (S60) $789 163

CANP is Capital Assets less Depreciation less Total Bonds, Notes, and Contracts

FTE is full time equivalent student

Are the Discrepancies Justified?

This is a really important question. In some cases the discrepancies are justified. USU and the U carry a
higher proportion of graduate students. They are doing more primary research. The U has a top tier
medical school. Their athletics cost more to run and generate more revenue. There is a legitimate
argument to be made that that equal funding per FTE is the wrong resource allocation.

There are also some strong arguments that the discrepancies are too wide and should be addressed. For
example, this analysis doesn’t consider the grant income, ticket income, royalty income, and other
revenues attached to the additional activities at the U and USU. Ought these high value functions like
research and athletics carry a significant portion of their operating and facilities costs? If they do, then
why the large discrepancy relative to the other institutions? Why do the institutions with the strongest
balance sheets get the most access to state facilities resources when it is the other schools that are
growing and elevating their stature who need the most help?

This paper doesn’t propose answers to the questions. Simply to illustrate observations and start a
conversation about higher education resource allocation.
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