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citizens.  Upon request, Legislative Post Audit can provide its audit reports in large print, audio, or other 
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This report contains the fi ndings, conclusions, and recommendations 

from our completed performance audit, State Universities: Can State Universities 
Provide Postsecondary Education More Effi ciently To Reduce Costs? (A K-GOAL 
Audit).   

The report also contains an appendix showing the total amount of general 
use and restricted use expenditures reported by the six universities for fi scal years 
2005 and 2008.  

The report includes a recommendation for the Board of Regents and 
university offi cials to consider the merits implementing changes in each of the 
effi ciency areas mentioned in the report.  We’ve also reccomended  that the Board 
of Regents ask university offi cials to prepare and submit more current data to 
Board staff in all the areas discussed in this audit.  

We would be happy to discuss the fi ndings and recommendations presented 
in this report with any legislative committees, individual legislators, or other State 
offi cials.  These fi ndings are supported by a wealth of data, not all of which could 
be included in this report because of space considerations.  These data may allow 
us to answer additional questions about the audit fi ndings or to further clarify the 
issues raised in the report.

Barbara J. Hinton
   Legislative Post Auditor



READER’S GUIDE
 

The Big Picture

Audit Highlights
The highlights sheet, 

inserted in each report, 
provides an overview of the 

audit’s key fi ndings

Conclusions and 
Recommendations

Located at the end of the 
audit questions, or at the 

end of the report

Agency Response Included as the last
Appendix in the report

 

The Details

“At-a-Glance Box”

Table of Contents, 
and lists of fi gures 
and appendices

Lets the reader quickly 
locate key parts of the report

Used to describe key aspects 
of the audited agency; 

generally appears in the fi rst 
few pages of the main report

Side Headings Point out key issues and 
fi ndings

Charts, Tables, 
and Graphs

Visually help tell the story
of what we found

Narrative Text Boxes
Highlight interesting

information or provide 
detailed examples

This audit was conducted by Joe Lawhon, Amy Thompson, Ivan Williams, Heidi Zimmerman, 
Nathan Ensz and Lynn Retz. Chris Clarke was the audit manager.  If you need any additional 
information about the audit’s fi ndings, please contact Joe Lawhon at the Division’s offi ces.  
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800 SW Jackson Street, Suite 1200

Topeka, Kansas 66612
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E-mail: LPA@lpa.ks.gov

Web: www.kslegislature.org/postaudit



Table of Contents
Question 1: How do costs per student and staffi ng levels compare for Kansas’ six major universities?

The Primary Measures Of Effi ciency for Universities Are Expenditures per Student And 
 Teacher Workload.  ........................................................................................................................... page 13

In Fiscal Year 2008, Emporia State and the University of Kansas Spent About $2,000 More 
 Per Student Than Their In-State Counterparts.  ............................................................................... page 14

For Educational Programs, Staffi ng and Salary Levels Appeared To Account for Most 
 Differences in Spending .  ................................................................................................................. page 19

Overall, Emporia State and Kansas State Had More Total Staff per Student in 2008 
 Than Their Counterparts.  ................................................................................................................. page 22

Data Limitations Hindered Our Ability To Compare Kansas Universities With 
 Out-of-State Peers .  ......................................................................................................................... page 28
 

Question 2: What actions could universities take to reduce their academic spending?

Numerous Options Exist For Delivering Universities’ Academic Programs and 
 Courses More Economically or Effi ciently.  ....................................................................................... page 30

Eliminating or Combining Low-Enrollment Course Sections Within a University  .................................... page 31

Eliminating or Combining Academic Departments Within a University  ................................................... page 38

Collaborating with Other Universities To Share Course Content, Teachers, and 
 Instructional Programs. .................................................................................................................... page 43

Increasing the Number of Courses and Programs Offered Online or Through 
 Distance Learning.  ........................................................................................................................... page 45

Increasing Faculty Workloads.  ................................................................................................................ page 48

Reducing or Eliminating Remedial Courses, or Changing Who Teaches Them.  .................................... page 52

  
Question 3: What actions could universities take to reduce their institutional spending?

Maximizing the Use of Existing Classroom and Laboratory Space  ......................................................... page 59

Consolidating or Changing Administrative Functions and Processes.  .................................................... page 62

Outsourcing Some Non-Academic Services  ........................................................................................... page 64

Taking Other Steps to Reduce Costs.  ..................................................................................................... page 66

University Offi cials Also Identifi ed Several Laws Or Practices That Inhibit Their Ability
To Provide Services More Economically .................................................................................................. page 68

 Audit Conclusion . ...................................................................................................................... page 70
 Audit Recommendations for executive action . ...................................................................... page 71



List of Figures
Figure OV-1:  Total Expenditures and FTE Student Enrollment For the Six Regents’ 
 Universities Fiscal Year 2008  ................................................................................................................page 7
Figure OV-2:  University Tuition Rates Per Semester and Percent Change Full-Time 
 Undergraduate Students (a) Academic Years 1997 and 2008 ...............................................................page 9
Figure OV-3:  University Tuition Rates Per Semester and Percent Change Full-Time 
 Graduate Students (a) Academic Years 1997 and 2008 ......................................................................page 10
Figure OV-4:  Estimated Total Cost of Attendance (a) Fall 2003 to 2007   ................................................. page 11
Figure 1-1:  General Use Operating Expenditures Per FTE Student Fiscal Year 2008  .............................page 15
Figure 1-2:  Universities’ Expenditures per FTE Student, and the Sources of Funding for 
 Those Expenditures Fiscal Year 2005 and 2008  ................................................................................page 16
Figure 1-3:  Percent Change in Total General Use Expenditures, and in the Tuition 
 Revenue and the State Appropriations Used To Fund Those Expenditures On a Per 
 FTE Student Basis Academic Years 2005 to 2008 ..............................................................................page 18
Figure 1-4:  Student Enrollment Levels (Fulltime Equivalents) and Percent Growth 
 Academic Years 2005 and 2008  .........................................................................................................page 19
Figure 1-5:  Summary of Information Related to Universities’ EDUCATIONAL Programs 
 Fiscal Year 2008 ..................................................................................................................................page 20
Figure 1-6:  Summary of Information Related to Universities’ GENERAL Programs 
 Fiscal Year 2008 ..................................................................................................................................page 22
Figure 1-7:  Staffi ng Ratios for Kansas Universities Fall 2007 ...................................................................page 23
Figure 1-8:  Staffi ng Ratios per 1,000 FTE Students for Kansas Regional Universities and 
 Their Out-of-State Peers Fall 2007 ......................................................................................................page 24
Figure 1-9:  REGIONAL UNIVERSITIES percentage Change in FTE Staff 
 Academic Year 2005-2008 ...................................................................................................................page 26
Figure 1-10:  RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES percentage Change in FTE Staff 
 Academic Year 2005-2008 ...................................................................................................................page 27
Figure 2-1:  Percentage of Undergraduate Low-Enrollment Organized Sections by 
 University and Average Class Size (a)  Fall 2007 & Spring 2008 Semesters  .....................................page 33
Figure 2-2:  Top Five Departments at Each University with the Highest Percentage of 
 Undergraduate Organized Low-Enrollment Sections (a) Examples of Courses (b), and 
 Number of Students in the Section  Fall 2007 and Spring 2008 Semesters  .......................................page 34
Figure 2-3:  Low-Enrollment Sections University Offi cials Reported They Could Have 
 Combined or Offered Fewer Times During the Year ............................................................................page 36
Figure 2-4:  Number of Departments (a), Average Number of Student Credit Hours per 
 Department, and the Range of Student Credit Hours at Each University Fall 2007  ...........................page 39
Figure 2-5:  Examples of Possible Department Reorganizations   .............................................................page 41
Figure 2-6:  Undergraduate and Graduate Online Student Credit Hours (SCH) 
 Earned for Fall 2007 & Spring 2008 Semesters and The Number of Bachelor’s and 
 Master’s Online Degree Programs Offered as of 2008 ........................................................................page 46
Figure 2-7:  Standard Semester Instructional Workload Expectation  ........................................................page 49
Figure 2-8:  Percentage of PROFESSORS (a) Teaching Credit Hours at Certain 
 Thresholds (b) Fall 2007 and Spring 2008 Semesters  .......................................................................page 50
Figure 2-9:  Average Credit Hours Per FTE Instructional Staff With a 10% Workload Increase and 
  Estimate of Salary and Benefi ts Associated with Those Positions Using 
 Fall 2007 Semester Data .....................................................................................................................page 52
Figure 2-10:  Actions States Are Taking to Address the Teaching of Remedial Courses  ..........................page 53
Figure 2-11:  Number of Undergraduate Sections for Organized and Remedial Classes and 
 Number of Students Enrolled in Organized and Remedial Classes 
 Fall 2007 and Spring 2008 ...................................................................................................................page 55
Figure 2-12:  Number of Students Taking a Remedial Course, By Type of Instructional 
 Staff (a) Fall 2007 and Spring 2008 .....................................................................................................page 56
Figure 2-13:  Comparing the Estimated Coat of Teaching Remedial Courses at 
 Universities and Community Colleges Fall 2007 and Spring 2008  .....................................................page 57
Figure 3-1: Classroom and Teaching Laboratory Square Footage for the Six 
 Kansas Universities Fall 2008 .............................................................................................................page 60
Figure 3-2: Applying the Board of Regents’ Space-Usage Criteria to the Six Universities’ 
 Classroom and Laboratory Space Fall 2008 .......................................................................................page 61
Figure 3-3: Summary of Effi ciency Efforts Taken by Universities To Reduce 
 Costs (a) As Reported to the Board of Regents in Fall 2008  ..............................................................page 67



List of Appendices
Appendix A:  Scope Statement  .................................................................................................................page 73
Appendix B:  Fiscal Year 2005 and 2008 General Use and Restricted Use Expenditures 
 Reported by the Six Universities  .........................................................................................................page 75
Appendix C:  Assumptions and Methodologies Used For Estimating the Impact of A 10% 
 Increase in the Workload of Instructional Staff  ....................................................................................page 82
Appendix D:  Assumptions and Methodologies Used For Estimating the Cost of Teaching 

Remedial Courses at State Universities and Community Colleges .....................................................page 84
Appendix E:  Agency Response.................................................................................................................page 87



























































































































































































































PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
08PA24  AUGUST 2009

109



PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit

08PA24  AUGUST 2009

110



PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
08PA24  AUGUST 2009

111


