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I. HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES

Throughout this country, state governance structures for public higher education have
taken many forms, reflecting the interests of citizens, the expectations of policymakers,
and the regard for past institutions and organizations. Nevada is no exception to this.
From time to time, public debate has centered on the means of selection of members of
the Board of Regents of the University and Community College System of Nevada
(UCCSN). At other times, the discussion has focused on the powers and duties of the
Board. Other debates have drawn attention to the role of public higher education in the
state’s overall economic and societal well-being.

In recent years, a number of states have changed their governance structures:
Consolidation of power has occurred in some states, while decentralization has resulted
in others. Proposals to alter the governance structure of the UCCSN Board of Regents
are anticipated in the 72" Session of the Nevada Legislature. A review of these
structures and the history of the composition of the UCCSN Board of Regents is,
therefore, timely.

A. Source of the Authority

Among the 50 states, 31 have established their governance structures by statute.
Sixteen states have provided for a governing structure in their constitutions. Because
their university systems have been separated from community college systems,
two states establish their structures through a combination of constitutional provisions
and statutes. One state, Vermont, does not have a statewide governance structure for
higher education. With powerful institutional governing boards, Michigan provides
very limited statewide coordination through its state board of education.

B. Extent of the Authority

The 49 states that do provide for some form of statewide governance of public
postsecondary education have erected a system either that governs the institutions or
that serves as a coordinating and planning agency. Typically, those states that elect to
coordinate postsecondary education are part of a structure that includes powerful
institutional governing boards. In some state structures with one statewide governing
board, an institutional advisory board may exercise a limited role. Some states provide
separate governing boards for four-year colleges and universities and for two-year
community colleges and technical institutes.

A statewide governing board has control and broad administrative powers over all state
postsecondary public institutions assigned to it. These powers typically include setting
policy, developing budgets, approving academic programs, hiring and evaluating
presidents of institutions, awarding academic degrees, advocating for the needs of the
institutions under the board’s control, and planning and maintaining a statewide
delivery system. Under this structure, the governing board is usually a single corporate



entity with rights and responsibilities assigned by state statute, while the individual
institutions under its jurisdiction are not.

The authority of a coordinating board will depend upon the statutory provisions creating
it. A coordinating board, however, is likely to hold some combination of the following
responsibilities: developing comprehensive statewide plans for postsecondary
education, which might include private institutions; approving new institutions or new
academic programs; providing advice and consultation to the governor and legislature;
reviewing the annual budgets of the state institutions; collecting data; conducting studies
and recommending policies related to the conclusions of those studies; serving as an
adjudicator in disputes among institutions, which may include articulation, for example;
and administering federal and state financial aid programs. Typically, coordinating
boards do not have corporate status.

In addition to the governing boards and coordinating boards, a third model, the limited
planning, regulatory, or service agency, is used in some states. These kinds of
agencies often administer financial aid programs, register and license career schools,
negotiate interstate reciprocity agreements, oversee library planning, and collect and
maintain data. They typically exist to supplement services, when states have powerful
institutional governing boards. (See Appendix A for McGuinness, Education
Commission of the States, Models of Postsecondary Education Coordination and
Governance in the States, 2002.)

C. Process of Selection

Most of the boards, whether constitutional or statutory, are appointed by the state’s
governor. Some states provide guidance through statute to ensure that the members
thus appointed represent specific groups of people, geographic areas of the state, or
elected officeholders. For example, a number of states include a student member. A
few provide that a member of the faculty is appointed. Some specify that a member
must be appointed from each congressional district or from each state-drawn district.
Several states include ex officio members, such as the administrative head of the state
department of elementary and secondary education, the chairs of certain legislative
committees, or representatives of public and private higher education institutions.

The state legislature plays a role in selecting members in some states. In California,
for example, the governor, the Senate Rules Committee and the speaker of the
Assembly each appoint a designated number. Further, Minnesota, New York, and
North Carolina provide that the state legislature elects or appoints the members of those
boards, rather than the respective governors of those states.

Although Michigan elects its state board of education, which has a very limited
coordinating function in higher education, and elects the Board of Regents of the
University of Michigan, Nevada appears to be the only state where the voters elect
members of the statewide higher education governing board. (See Appendix B for
the table Postsecondary Education Governance or Coordination Structures; and
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Appendix C for Education Commission of the States, State Comparisons of
Postsecondary Governance Structures, 2003.)

II. NATIONAL TRENDS IN GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES

According to Aims McGuinness, Education Commission of the States, unlike Nevada,
few states had statewide governing structures in the first half of the 20" Century.
To manage the increasing number of institutions and to prevent or slow duplication
in academic programs, beginning in the 1960s, many states moved to some form
of statewide management of public institutions of postsecondary education. In the last
five years, McGuinness cites eight states that eliminated, established, or changed the
authority of state-level boards. These states include Arkansas, Colorado, Florida,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Utah, and West Virginia. Another five states, Hawaii,
Maine, Maryland, North Dakota, and Texas, made less significant changes in
governance or the roles of state-level boards or systems. McGuinness places these
changes into four major categories:

o Comprehensive reforms linked to a public agenda for the future of the state;
° Establishment of K-16/K-20 structures;

o State structures for community and technical colleges; and

o Decentralization and deregulation.’

McGuinness notes that the state-level boards are increasingly distinguished as one of
two kinds. One kind of board has made the transition from the regulatory coordination
of the past to a new role of policy leadership in the public interest. The other kind of
board maintains policies and regulatory practices of the past. He asserts that in states,
where the latter holds, there is little current demand from the state’s policy leaders for
an agency focused on policy leadership.”> (See Appendix D for McGuinness, Education
Commission of the States, Reflections on Postsecondary Governance Changes, 2002;
and Appendix E for an excerpt from Association of Governing Boards, Center for
Public Higher Education Trusteeship and Governance, State Governance Action Report:
Recent and Pending Legislative, Executive, and Citizen Action on Governance,
Trusteeship, and Institution-Related Foundations, 2001.)

' Aims McGuinness, Reflections on Postsecondary Governance Changes, Education Commission of the
States (2002), p. 4.
2 McGuinness, Reflections, p. 6.



III. NEVADA’S BOARD OF REGENTS
A. History of the Composition of Nevada’s Board of Regents

Section 7 of Article 11 of the Constitution of the State of Nevada provides for
the election of a board of regents. At statehood, a temporary board composed of
the governor, secretary of state, and superintendent of public instruction was to govern
for four years until their successors could be elected, according to Article 11.
A cursory review of the Official Report of the Debates and Proceedings of
the Constitutional Convention of the State of Nevada, by Andrew J. Marsh,
Official Reporter (1866), does not reveal a debate on the process whereby Nevadans
would become members of the Board of Regents. If any method of filling the positions
besides general election was contemplated, such a debate was not recorded.

The establishment of a state university in Nevada was influenced by the enactment of
the Morrill Act by Congress in 1862. This act provided the states the grants of land
that could be sold or leased to generate revenues to support public colleges and
universities. The Morrill Act required a state to act within a specified number of years
to establish a college or university. The Nevada Legislature petitioned Congress to
grant extensions, which it did in 1866 and again in 1873. The Legislature opened the
University at Elko in 1874. Between 1864 and 1869 the governor, secretary of state,
and superintendent of public instruction served as the Board of Regents.

In 1869, the Legislature declared that the Board of Regents would consist of three
electors, who would be elected by the Legislature in joint convention. These regents
would hold their offices for four years and until their successors would be
elected. (Chapter 80, Statutes of Nevada 1869) During the 1881 Session, the
Legislature continued the manner of election of regents by the Legislature. It provided
for staggered terms with one regent to be elected by the 1881 Legislature and two
regents to be elected by the 1883 Legislature. The governor was authorized to fill
vacancies that might occur between sessions (Chapter 53, Statutes of Nevada 1881).

In 1885, the Legislature provided for the relocation of the University from Elko to
Reno (Chapter 71, Statutes of Nevada 1885). In 1887, the governor, secretary of state,
and superintendent of public instruction once again served as the Board of Regents until
1889, when they would be replaced. Effective January 1, 1889, the Board would be
constituted by three members, two to be elected for terms of four years and one to be
elected for a term of two years. They were to be elected in the same manner as other
statewide officers (Chapter 37, Statutes of Nevada 1887).

In 1905, the Legislature increased the number of regents to five members, effective
January 1, 1907. The Legislature provided for the election of “Long-Term Regents”
who would be elected for four-year terms and “Short-Term Regents” who would be
elected for two-year terms (Chapter 88, Statutes of Nevada 1905).



In 1917, while maintaining the number of members of the Board of Regents, the
Legislature increased the terms of office to ten years, providing a staggered
implementation of the increase in length of terms over the elections of 1918 and 1920
(Chapter 189, Statutes of Nevada 1917). In 1941, the Legislature reduced the term of
office for the five regents to four years. Those currently in office at the general
election in 1942 were to continue in office until the expiration of their terms. Persons
elected to fill those vacancies would serve four-year terms (Chapter 68, Statutes of
Nevada 1941).

In 1957, the Legislature increased the membership from five to nine members. It also
established the seat of the University at the campus in Reno and authorized a regional
branch campus in Clark County to be known as Nevada Southern. Assembly Bill 342
of that Legislative Session contains the first election of regents by district;
Washoe County was to be District No. 1, Clark County became District No. 2, and the
remainder of the state was designated as District No. 3. Each district was authorized to
elect three members to the Board.

Other provisions of A.B. 342 are noteworthy. Subsection 1 of the act is provided
below:

1. By the provisions of chapter 284, Statutes of Nevada 1955, on page
463, the legislative commission was authorized and instructed to engage
the services of a firm of management consultants or other expert
assistance for the purpose of making an investigation into the
administration and academic operation of the University of Nevada and
to report the results thereof and make recommendations in connection
therewith to the legislative commission. As required by law, the report
and the recommendations of the expert assistance engaged by the
legislative commission have been transmitted to the 48" session of the
legislature. The legislature specifically finds and declares, as a result of
such investigation into the administrative and academic operations of the
University of Nevada, that the emergency situation respecting the
University of Nevada is a special occasion calling for extraordinary
action on the part of the legislature and that an emergency exists now
whereby it is necessary that the number of the board of regents of the
University of Nevada be increased and that such increased number
should be inducted into office prior to their election by the people.

Assembly Bill 342 further provided that the four vacancies created by the act would be
filled by appointment by the Legislature in joint convention immediately after the
effective date of the act. The act was approved on March 21, 1957. Those appointed
would serve until positions could be filled by election (Chapter 122, Statutes of Nevada
1956-57).

In 1967, the Legislature increased the Board membership to 11. The membership from
Clark County grew from three to five regents (Chapter 191, Statutes of Nevada 1967).

5



In 1971, however, the Legislature again reduced the size of the Board from 11 to nine
members. The membership from the district consisting of Washoe County and from
the district encompassing the remainder of the state was reduced from three to
two regents in each district, while the five members from Clark County was maintained
(Chapter 650, Statutes of Nevada 1971).

In 1973, the Legislature established sub-districts within the districts, which were
defined as encompassing specific Assembly districts and enumeration districts. All
terms would be for the length of six years, beginning with the 1978 general election
(Chapter 183, Statutes of Nevada 1973). In 1981, the Legislature further defined the
number of regents from specific districts (Chapter 730, Statutes of Nevada 1981).

In 1991, the Legislature increased the membership from nine to 11 members. It further
specified districts by census voting districts and added Lincoln County and portions
of Nye County to District 2, which had been limited to Clark County until then
(Chapter 411, Statutes of Nevada 1991).

Finally, in a special session in 2001, the Legislature increased the number of regents
from 11 to 13. The districts were defined by census tracts (Chapter 23, Statutes of
Nevada Special Session 2001).

B. 1956 Legislative Study of the University of Nevada

As noted above, in 1955, the Legislature authorized the Legislative Commission to
contract with consultants to conduct an investigation into the University of Nevada
administration and academic operations. As a result of that report, the Legislature
found that an emergency existed and that extraordinary actions were required on its part
to address the situation.

According to the consultants’ report, titled The University of Nevada: An Appraisal,
Dr. Minard W. Stout became president of the University in 1952. Dr. Stout’s
accomplishments included raising faculty salaries, improving the physical plant,
reorganizing the administration, admitting more Nevada high school graduates,
broadening University offerings, and revising the system of faculty committees
and councils.” He was also successful in doubling the state appropriation in four years.
Dr. Stout, however, became mired in several disputes with faculty over academic
freedom, some of which attracted national media coverage. Some disputes resulted in
litigation, while others ended with faculty resignations.

According to the legislative report, the “principal uproar of 1956 was caused by
students,” who staged a demonstration in Reno over grievances against the Stout
Administration.  Seven students were expelled, apparently without a hearing or

3 Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau, The University of Nevada: An Appraisal (December 1956), p. 27.
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investigation.  Protests from parents and citizens, coupled with advice from the
attorney general, persuaded the University to rescind the expulsion.*

Subsequent to these events the Legislative Commission contracted for the study. The
special investigation was conducted by a team of consultants, three of whom were
current or former presidents of colleges or universities located in the western states,
one academic vice president and one vice chairman of a faculty university senate also
from institutions in western states, and one Nevada author. Three main issues were
identified:

o How much democracy in university government is desirable?
o What is the proper role of the University of Nevada? and
o How can the University’s relations with the state be improved?

In discussing improvements in relations between the University and the state, the
consultants urged an amendment to the Constitution of the State of Nevada to abolish
direct election of regents in favor of a process of gubernatorial appointment. In support
of their suggestion, the consultants cited, among other sources, the 1917 Survey of the
University of Nevada made by the United States Bureau of Education, which advised
against the election of regents.” The consultants also urged expansion of the
membership of regents, which the Legislature did in 1957 by increasing the number
from five to nine. (See Appendix F for an excerpt from Nevada Legislative Counsel
Bureau, Bulletin No. 28, The University of Nevada: An Appraisal, 1956, relating to the
composition of the Board of Regents.)

The consultants also advanced a concept grounded in the grant of authority in Section 7
of Article 11 of the Constitution of the State of Nevada to the Legislature to “provide
for the election” of a board of regents. The consultants suggested that an election by
the Legislature was not prohibited by the Constitution. As noted above, the Legislature
did, in fact, elect the four additional members that it added to the Board via A.B. 342.
Subsequently, the Nevada Supreme Court in State ex rel. Dickerson v. Elwell, 73 Nev.
187, at 189, 33 P.2d 796 (1957) declared that the “election” contemplated by the
Constitution is an election by the people.

C. Joint Resolutions to Change the Board of Regents

Since 1957, a number of joint resolutions have been introduced in the Legislature to
amend Article 11 of the Constitution of the State of Nevada. Some have proposed
appointment of regents, while others have put forward separate boards of regents as the
nature of postsecondary education has evolved in Nevada.

* Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau, p. 30-31.
> Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau, p. 55.



Closely following the report on the University of Nevada, the Legislature passed
Assembly Joint Resolution (A.J.R.) No. 12, which would have called for the
appointment of regents. It passed both houses in 1957 and passed the Assembly
in 1959. It was not reported from committee in the Senate. In 1959, however,
Senate Joint Resolution (S.J.R.) No. 10, providing for appointment of regents, passed
both houses. It failed to be reported from committee in the Senate in 1961, although
S.J.R. 8, which would have set the number of regents at nine members and provided
for a method of election as prescribed by law, did pass both houses that year. In 1963,
this measure was referred to Senate committee, where it died. Once again, in 1963, a
new joint resolution, S.J.R. 12, was filed. It passed the Senate but was not reported
from the Assembly Committee on Education.

In 1967, S.J.R. 20 proposed to place the University of Nevada under the control of the
Legislature to be exercised through a board of regents appointed by the governor. This
measure passed the Senate, but died in the Assembly.

In 1969, A.J.R. 31 would have established separate boards of regents for the two state
universities, although both boards would have been elected. This proposal was not
reported from committee in the Assembly. Also in 1969, A.J.R. 41 provided for the
appointment of regents by the governor. It passed the Assembly but died on third
reading in the Senate.

Assembly Joint Resolution No. 42 in 1975 would have subjected the Board of Regents
to the control of the Legislature. It was not reported from the Assembly committee to
which it was referred.

In 1979, S.J.R. 12 proposed the appointment of the University of Nevada Board of
Regents. It also would have authorized the Legislature to create a five-member board
of trustees for a system of community colleges. This measure passed the Senate but
failed to be reported from the Assembly committee.

In the 1980s, proposals to appoint the Board of Regents were made in 1981 with
A.J.R. 22 and in 1985 with A.J.R. 21. In 1983, once again a separate board of regents
for the community colleges was introduced in A.J.R. 3. All three of these resolutions
failed in the Assembly. No constitutional changes have been proposed since 1985.

IV. KEY ISSUES IN HIGHER EDUCATION RESTRUCTURING

Nevada appears to be the only state that elects the members of its statewide higher
education governing board. In any discussion of reorganization of the structure to
govern public higher education, McGuinness offers the following guidelines for
consideration:

o Set clear goals and objectives based on demographic, economic, and education
trends;



o Be explicit about the specific problems that are the catalyst for the reorganization
proposals;

o Determine whether the proposed reorganization can address those problems or
whether the sources of those problems lie elsewhere;

o Weigh the costs of reorganization against the short- and long-term benefits;
o Weigh state needs with institutional needs;
e  Distinguish between coordination and governance; and

e Examine the total policy structure and process, including the roles of the
governor, the legislature, and other executive branch agencies, not just the formal
postsecondary education structure.®

V. CONCLUSION

Nevada appears to be the only state in the nation that elects its statewide higher
education governing board. Over the last several decades the Nevada Legislature has
considered changes to the governance structure for public higher education. These
proposals have ranged from the size and composition of the Board of Regents to the
means of selection of members to the separation of governance into more than one
board.

Nevada is not alone in examining its governance structure. In recent years, a number
of states have altered their structures, whether it is to increase or decrease the authority
and independence of the board reflects the circumstances unique to each state.

Most statewide governance structures encompass one of three models: governing
boards that administratively control institutions assigned to them; coordinating boards
that organize the delivery of postsecondary education through management,
consultation, and review; and planning or service agencies that provide bureaucratic
functions.

Any restructuring of governance might examine the role of higher education in the
future development of Nevada and the most appropriate structure to realize that role.

® Aims McGuinness, Guidelines for States Considering Reorganization, Education Commission of the
States (2002), pp. 1, 2.
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Models of Postsecondary Education Coordination and

Governance in the States

Aims C. McGuinness
March 2002

Introduction

The models in this paper are intended to illustrate the diversity of postsecondary education governance
structures in the states; they are not intended to be precise organization charts. The three major types of
states are: Governing Board States, Coordinating Board States and Planning/Regulatory/Service Agency

States.

Symbols Used in Models

These are boards with governing or line responsibility for
Governing Board institutions. The governing refationship to institutions is shown
with a solid line:

These are boards with coordinating responsibility for institu-
tions. The actual authority for these boards varies significantly
from state to state. The coordinating relationship {o institutions is
shown with a dotted fine: —=rremrermmemmme

Coordinating
Board

Planning, These are boards with either limited or no formal governing nor
Regulatory coordinating authority, and which carry out regulatory and service
functions (e.g., student aid). Because there is limited or no governing
or coordinating relationship to institutions, there is usually no line,

Univer-
sity or
State
College

Technical
Coliege or
2-Year Campus

g These are boards with governing and coordinating authority
o State-Level for state-operated universities and locally governed commu-
| Governing/Coordinating nity colleges. The governing and coordinating relationship to uni-
\ Board versities and community colleges is shown with a solid or dotted

17



1. Governing Board States

State-level governing boards are distinguished according to whether they are responsible for consolidat

ed systems or mulicampus systems. Con
pendently governed institutions that were

solidated systems are composed of several previously inde-
iater consolidated to make a system. Mullicampus systems

were developed primarily through extensions of various branches or campuses.

Combined Consolidated Governing Board for Universities
and Coordinating Board for Community Colleges
All public institutions are under a single statewide board. The board has goveming responsibility for uni-

versities, but only coordinating responsibility for locally governed community colleges. There is no other
state higher education planning or regulatory agency between the board and the governor and the legis-

lature. This model is unique to Kansas.

State-Level Governing
Board

Two
or
More

Universities

2-Year
Campuses

Governing Board for State University, and Governing Board
for State Colleges and Community Colleges

There are two separate state-level boards that are responsible for all public institutions, one for universi-

ties and one for state colleges and comm

unity colleges. There is no state-level planning or regulatory

agency between the boards and the governor and the legislature. This model is unigue to Vermont.

State-Level Governing
Board

State-Level Governing
Board

University

Educaticn Commission of the States

Colieges
Community
Colleges

700 Broadway, Suite 1200  Denver, CO 802033460 303.299.3600 Fax: 303.296.8332 www.80s.01g
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Consolidated Governing Board for All Public Institutions

A single statewide consolidated governing board governs all public institutions. Two-year campuses may
include two-year primarily transfer campuses and/or community or technical colleges. This structure is
found in Alaska, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, idaho, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Puerto Rico,
Rhode Isjand, South Dakota and Utah, The Idaho State Board of Education is responsible for all levels

of education.

Two

More
Universities

State-Level Governing
Board

or

Campuses

2-Year

Consolidated Governing Board for Universities and Two-Year Colleges,
and Separate State Board for Technical Colleges

Two separate boards govern public institutions, one for the research university and other university cam-
puses, as well as two-year primarily transfer colleges and one for technical colleges. This structure is

found in Georgia and Wisconsin,

State-Level
Governing Board

2-Year
Colleges

Education Commission of the Stales

19

State-Level
Governing Board

Technical
Colleges

700 Broadway, Suite 1200 Denver, CO 80203-3460 303.200.3600 Fax: 303.296.8332 www.ecs.org



Consolidated Governing Board for Universities, Separate Governing Board
for Community or Technical Colleges, and No State Coordinating
or Planning/Regulatory Agency

Two separate state-level boards are responsible for all public institutions, one for universities and one for
community or technical colleges. There is no state-level postsecondary education planning or regulatory
agency between the boards and the governor and the legislature. Boards for community or technical cok
leges are state-level governing boards. This structure is found in Maine, New Hampshire and North
Carolina. In Maine, the Maine Maritime Academy has an independent governing board. In New
Hampshire, a planning/regulatory agency has limited authority.

State-Level State-Level
Governing Board Governing Board

Two
or
More

CCor
Technical
Colleges

Universities

Consolidated Governing Board for Universities, Separate Coordinating Board for
Community or Technical Colleges, and No Coordinating Board or
Planning/Regulatory Board

Two separate state-level boards are responsible for ail public institutions, one for universities and one for
community colleges. There is no state-level postsecondary education planning or regulatory agency
between the state boards and the governor and the legistature. This structure is found in Arizona, lowa,
Mississippi, Oregon, South Dakota and Wyoming. South Dakota technical institutes are governed by
local school districts and regulated by the state board of education. There is only one university in

Wyoming.

State-Level
Coordinating Board
for
State-Level Locally Governed
Governing Board institutions

¥
+
1
i

Two
or
More
Universities

CC or
Technical
Colleges

Education Commission of the States 700 Broadway, Suite 1200 Denver, CO 80203-3460  303.289.3600 Fax; 303.296.8332  www.ecs.org
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2. Coordinating Board States
Coordinating boards vary significantly in formal authority and informal power and influence.

State-Level Coordinating Board for All Education Levels, Separate Governing
Boards for Each Public University, and Local Boards for Community Colleges

Each public university has a governing board, and each community college has a local governing board.
There is a state-level coordinating board for all levels of education. This structure is unique to Florida.

State-Leve!
Coordinating Board
for All
Education Levels

Institution-Level l.ocal Governing
Governing Board Board for Each
for Each University Community College

Several Several
Community

Colleges

Universities

Combined Coordinating Board for All Public Higher Education, and Governing
Board for State Colleges and Community Colleges

Two separate boards govern public institutions — one governs the research university and other universi-
ty campuses and one governs the state colleges and community colleges. The second board also has
responsibility for planning and coordinating alt public postsecondary education. This structure Is unique
to Massachusetts.

State-L.evel
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Coordinating Board in Agency for All Education Levels, State-Level Governingl
Coordinating Board for Universities and Community Colleges, and Governing
Boards for Universities and Community Colleges

One board coordinates all postsecondary education in the state. Two separate boards have responsibili-
ty for public institutions. One board governs state-operated universities and coordinates locally governed
community colieges. The other board governs city universities and community colleges. This structure is
unigue io New York.
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Board e

Community
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Community
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State-Level Coordinating Board, State-Level Governing Board for Universities,
and Consolidated Governing Board for Universities, Community Colleges
andlor Technology Centers
There is a state-level coordinating board and two separate state-level governing boards, one for univer-

sities and one for universities, community colleges and technical institutions. This structure is unigue to
Tennessee.
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State-Level Coordinating Board, State-Level Governing or Coordinating Board
for Community Colleges, and Individual Boards for Each University

Each public university has a governing beard. State boards for community colieges either govern the
colleges or coordinate locally governed community colleges. Coordinating boards plan and coordinate
the whole system. This structure is found in Kentucky, Virginia and Washington. Kentucky and Virginia
community college boards are statewide governing boards, whereas the Washington community college
board is a coordinating board for locally governed colleges.
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State-Level Coordinating Board, State-Level Governing Boards for Universities,
and State-Level Coordinating or Governing Board for Community Colleges

There is a state-level coordinating board. Public institutions are organized under three state-level
boards: a governing board for research universities, a governing board for other state universities, and a
coerdinating or governing board for locally governed community colieges. This structure is found in
California, Connecticut, Louisiana and Nebraska. In Nebraska, a statewide association performs Emited
statutory functions,

e - State-Level
Coordinating
' Board rd
_ ' __/
------------- R
- E —— -
State-Level E ? Statfe-Le:vel '\}
Governing Board : N Coordipatlng or
' Governing Board .~
i
Research State-Level

Universities
and Related
Campuses

Governing Board

Community
Colleges

Universities
or
Campuses

State-Level Coordinating Board, and Single-Institution
and Multicampus Governing Boards

This structure is made of a complex system of institutional governance, including some muiticampus
systems with governing boards and some individual institutions with governing boards. The state-level
board is responsible for coordinating the whole system. This structure is found in Arkansas, New
Mexico, Ohio, Oklahoma and West Virginia. Some West Virginia community colleges are administrative-
ly linked to other institutions.
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State-Level Coordinating Board, and Single-institution
and Multicampus Governing Boards
This structure is made of 2 complex system of institutional governance, including some multicampus

systems and some institutions with individual governing boards. The state-level board is responsible for
coordinating the whole system. This structure is found in Maryland, Missouri and New Jersey.
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State-Level Coordinating Board, State Coordinating or Governing Board for
Community Colleges, and Single-institution and MultiCampus Governing Boards

This structure is made up of a complex system of institutional governance, including some multicampus
systems with governing boards and some individual institutions with governing boards. The state-level
board is responsible for coordinating the whole system. This structure is found in Alabama, Colorado,
lttinois, Indiana, South Carolina and Texas.
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3. Planning/Regulatory/Service Agency States
Planning/Regulatory/Service Agency states have limited or no formal coordinating or governing authority.

Three Separate Governing Boards and a Planning/Regulatory Agency

Each public institution has a governing board. The planning/regulatory agency has no formal coordinat-
ing authority. This structure is unigue to Delaware.

Planning or
Regulatory
Agency

State State

University University

Community
College

Separate Governing Boards for Each Public University, Local Boards
for Community Colleges, and Planning/Regulatory Agency
for Locally Governed Community Colleges

Each public university has a governing board. Each community college has a local governing board. A
state-level planning/regulatory agency for community colleges either governs the colieges or coordinates
locally governed community colieges. This structure is unigue to Michigan. The Michigan state board of
education has limited coordinating authority related to locally governed community colieges.
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State-Level Governing Board for Universities, Separate Consolidated
Governing Board for Universities and Community and Technical Colleges,
and a Planningl/Service Agency

Two separate state-level boards are responsible for all public institutions. The planning/service agency
has no ceordinating authority related to governing boards. This structure is unique 1o Minnesota.
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Multiple Forms of System and Institutional Governance
and a Planning/Regulatory Agency

This structure is made up of a complex system of institutional governance, including some multicampus
systerns with governing boards and some individual institutions with governing boards. The state-level
board has limited planning and regulatory authority related primarily to community colleges. This struc-

ture is unique to Pennsylvania.
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Postsecondary Education Governance or Coordination Structures

Ie

m mh
Alabama Commission on | Coordinating Appointed by Governor Public, No More Than Two
Higher Education from a Congressional District
Alaska Board of Regents Governing Constitution Appointed by Governor Public, Student
Arizona
University Board of Regents Governing Constitution Appointed by Governor Public, Student
Commmunity College | State Board of | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public, Ex Officioc Office-
Directors for holders
Community Colleges
Arkansas Higher Education | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public
Coordinating Board
California Postsecondary Educa- | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor, | Public, Ex Officio Represent-
tion Commission by Senate Rules | ing Various Higher Education
Committee, by Speaker of | Governing Boards
Assembly, Ex Officio by
Statute
Colorado Commission on | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public
Higher Education
Connecticut Board of Governors | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor, | Public
for Higher Education by Legislative Leadership
Delaware Higher Education | Coordinating Executive Order, | Appointed by Governor Public, Public and Private
Commission Then Statute Institutions, State Departments
Florida Board of Governors Governing Constitution Appointed by Governor Public, Student, Faculty,
Commissioner of Education
Georgia Board of Regents Governing Constitution Appointed by Governor Public At-large, Each
Congressional District
Hawa Board of Regents Goveming Constitution Appointed by Governor Public
Idaho State  Board  of | Governing Constitution Appointed by Governor, | Public, State Superintendent
Education/Board  of Ex Officio by Statute of Public Instruction
Regents
{Hlinois Board of Higher | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor, | Public, Ex Officio Represent-
Education Ex Officio by Statute ing Various Offices, Student




[4>

it

Higher Education

Indiana Commission of Higher | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public, Student, Faculty
Education
lowa State Board of Regents | Governing Statute Apvointed by Governor Public, Student
Kansas State Board of Regents | Governing Constitution Appointed by Governor Public
Kentucky Council on  Post- | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public, Faculty, Student,
secondary Education Commissioner of Education
Louisiana Board of Regents Coordinating Constitution Appointed by Governor Public, Student
Maine Board of Trustees of | Goveming Statute Appointed by Governor Public
the  University of
Maine System
Maryland Higher Education | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public, Student
Commission
Massachusetts Board of Higher | Coordinating Plus | Statute Appointed by Governor, | Public, Student, Com-
Education Some Governing Ex Officio by Statute missioner of Education
Michigan State  Board  of | Coordinating (very | Constitution Elected (According to Elections Laws
Education limited) of State)
Minnesota
University Board of Regents Governing Constitution Appointed by Legislature | Public
State Colleges and Board of Trustees Governing Statute Appointed by Governor Public
Universities
Mississippi Board of Trustees Governing Constitution Appointed by Governor Public
Missouri Coordinating  Board | Coordinating Constitution Appointed by Governor Public
for Higher Education
Montana Board of Regents Governing Constitution Appointed by Governor, | Public, Ex Officio Office-
Ex Officio by Statute holders
Nebraska Coordinating  Com- | Coordinating Constitution Appointed by Governor Public At-Large, State
mission for  Post- Digtricts
secondary Education
Nevada Board of Regents Governing Constitution Elected Public, State Districts
New Hampshire Postsecondary Educa- | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor, | Public, Public  Institution
tion Commission Ex Officio by Statute Presidents,  Students, Ex
Officio Officeholders
New Jersey Commission on | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governior Public, Student, Faculty,

Ex Officio Officeholders




£e

Coordinating Board

s ate el oo Name:od v | Source of Authority | - - On: b ]
New Mexico Commission on | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governo: Pubilic, Student
Higher Education
New York Board of Regents Coordinating With | Constitution Elected by Legislature At-Large, Each  Judicial
Some  Governing District
Through Policy
North Carolina Board of Governors Coordinating With | Statute Elected by Legislature Public, Special Members as
Some Governing Ex Officioc Former Office-
Through Policy holders
North Dakota State Board of Higher | Governing Constittion Appointed by Governor Public
Education
Ohio Board of Regents Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public
Oklahoma State  Regents  of | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public
Higher Education
Oregon
University State Board of Higher | Governing Statute Appointed by Governor Public, Student, Faculty
Education
Community College | State Board of | Govemning Statute Appointed by Governor Public
Education
Pennsylvania State Board of | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Goverpor Public
Education
Rhode Island Board of Govemors | Governing Statute Appointed by Governor, | Public, Ex Officio Chair of
for Higher Education by Statute Elementary and Secondary
Education, Chairs of Senate
and House Finance
Committees
South Carolina Commission of Higher | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public from Congressional
Education Districts, Ex Officio Repre-
senfatives of Public and
Private Higher Education
South Dakota Board of Regents Governing Counstitution Appointed by Governor Public, Student
Tennessee Higher Education | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor, | Public, Ex Officio Office-
Commission Ex Officio by Stamute holders, Student
Texas Higher Education | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public
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L Stat Sou ; i
Utah State Board of Regents Govcrmng Statute Appomteci by Govemor Public, Student Ex Ofﬁcm
Ex Officio by Statute State Board of Education
Vermont NO STATEWIDE
AGENCY
Virginia State  Council  of | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public
Higher Education
Washington Higher Education | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor Public
Coordinating Board
West Virginia Higher Education | Coordinating Statute Appointed by Governor, | Public, Ex Officio Secretary of
Policy Comnmission Ex Officio by Statute Education, State Superinten-
dent of Schools
Wisconsin Board of Regents Goveming Statute Appointed by Govemor, | Public, Ex Officio Superinten-
Ex Officio by Statute dent of Public Instruction,
Representative of Technical
College System  Board,
Student
Wyoming Education  Planning | Coordinating Statute Ex Officio by Statute Various Officeholders
and Coordinating
Council
Sources: State Comparisons - Education Commission of the States. State Comparisons - Postsecondary Governance Structures, System/Institutional

Governing Boards, downloaded November 25, 2002. Excerpted with permission from the ECS Tool and Resources “Postsecondary Governance Structures
Database,” published by ECS, Denver, Colorado. ®1999 from ECS Web site www.ecs.org. All rights reserved. Voters Approve Florida Governance Shift,

Major Bond Measures in California and Virginia, November 15, 2002, The Chronicle of Higher Education, hitp://chronicle.com/cpi2-
bin/printable verity.cgi, accessed November 25, 2002,
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State Comparisons - Postsecondary Governance Structures
Thursday February 13, 2003 5:41:22 PM

Details:

Alabama

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Commission on Higher Education, the statutory coordinating
agency for public postsecondary education, was established in 1969.
The commission is composed of 12 members, 10 appointed by the
governor and 1 each by the lieutenant governor and speaker of the
house. All are subject to confirmatior: by the Senate. No more than 2
members can be from any one congressional district and each is
charged with representing the state as a whole. Commissioners
serve S-year terms. The staluiory authority of the commission
includes planning, coordination, budget review for individual
institutions, recommendations of a consolidated budget and program
review for the state's public senior and junior institutions. Program
review involves new program approval authority for all public
postsecondary institutions. The commission has advisory authority
relative to the review of existing programs. The commission also has
approval authority for off-campus instruction and programs offered in
the state by out-of-stale institutions. The State Board of Education is
a constitutional entity with responsibility not only for K-12 but also for
governing 1 upper-division college, 3 junior colieges, 18 community
colleges and 7 technical colleges.

Alaska

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The University of Alaska, established in 1817, is the single,
multicampus public institution of postsecondary education in the
state. The University is governed by the Board of Regents, which is
constitutionally founded, and consists of 11 members appointed by
the governor and approved by the legislature. Ten of the members
serve 8-year terms and 1, a student, serves for 2 years. The board
has statulory authority for all public postsecondary education, which
includes three regional university campuses, community colleges and
centers. A restructuring in the mid-1980's eliminated the position of
college president and the separate community boards at 10 of the 11
community colleges. These colleges were grouped into 3 districts
and now serve as branch institutions of the 3 campuses of the
University of Alaska in Fairbanks, Anchorage and Juneau. The
community of Valdez was able to retain independent status for its
community college and its own governing hoard by agreeing to
underwrite 30% of the school's cost. The Commission on
Postsecondary Education, established by statute in 1874, is the
coordinating agency for all postsecondary institutions and programs.
There are 14 members of the commission: 2 members from the
legislature, 2 members from the regents of the University of Alaska, 1
member of the governing body of a private institution, 1 member
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representing proprietary institutions, 1 member representing the
State Board of Education, 1 member representing the State Advisory
Council on Community Colieges, 1 student member and 5 members
broadly and equitably representative of the general public. Members
of the Commission serve from 1- to 7-year terms depending on the
sector they represent with a 3-year term being the average. The 5
general public members are appointed by the governor with approval
of the legislature and the other 9 members are designated by their
respective agencies. The Commission is a departmeni within the
Department of Education and Early Development for budgetary
purposes only. The Commission's executive does not report to the
Commissioner of Education nor to the State Board of Education. The
commission’s responsibilities include: (1) coordinating development
of comprehensive plans for the orderly, systematic growth of public
and private postsecondary education, including community colleges
and occupational education, and submitling recommendations on the
need for and location of new facilities and programs; (2) providing
advisory services {o the governor, the legislature, other state and
federal officials and to the governing boards of public and private
institutions of posisecondary education; (3) reviewing and
commenting on the annual budgets and capital outlay requests of the
public university and private colleges; (4) functioning as the state
agency for appropriate sections and titles of the Federal Migher
Education Act of 1965; and {5) serving as adjudicator when
necessary in consortia agreements. The commission is not a cabinet
department, and its executive director is appointed by and serves at
the pleasure of the commission.

Arizona

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

There are 2 statewide boards in Arizona for public-supported
institutions: 1 for the universities and 1 for community colleges. The
Arizona Board of Regents was created to govern the 3 universities in
1945, The board is composed of 12 members, 8 appointed by the
governor with the consenti of the state senate, who each serve for 8-
vear terms, and two students appointed by the governor with the
consent of the senate, who each serve a 1-year term. The governor
and state superintendent of public instruction serve as voting ex-
officio members by the virtue of the office that he or she holds. The
board has jurisdiction, control and broad general administrative
powers as provided by the state constitution and statutes, Their
responsibilities include coordination, planning, budge! review and
approval and program approval as well as other functions. Although
the board is not a formal cabinet department, a ciose coordinating
relationship between the governor's office and the major state
government department head is maintained through frequent
planning sessions. The executive director of the Board of Regents
represents the universities at these meetings. The State Board of
Direclors for Community Colleges, autherized by the stale legisiature
in 1960, coordinates 10 community college districts, which consist of
18 campuses. The board is composed of 17 members, 15 appointed
by the gevernor for 7-year terms, and 2 serving as ex-officio
members by the virtue of the office that he or she holds. The State
Board of Directors for Comrmunity Colleges is responsible for
providing governance, oversight, planning and coordination for
Arizona's community college system, in order to provide an
integrated statewide system of community colleges that satisfies the
differing educationat needs of the people of Arizona. The
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Commission for Postsecondary Education was created by executive
order to assume the planning responsibilities under Section 1202 and
1203 of the Federal Higher Education Act amendments of 1972 and
to administer other assigned programs. The commission continues in
existence and is composed of 13 members appointed by the
governor for 3-year terms. Of these members, 1 represents the
general public, 4 represent public institutions, 6 represent
private/nonprofit and proprietary institutions, and 2 represent
secondary education.

Arkansas

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Arkansas Department of Higher Education, established in 1671,
functions as a statutory cabinet department of the state government
and is charged with the coordination of postsecondary education in
Arkansas. The department administers the policies set by the Higher
Education Coordinating Board, which replaced the State Board of
Higher Education in 1997. Consisting of 12 members who are
appointed to 6-year terms by the governor, the Higher Education
Coordinating Board has statutory responsibility for the planning and
coordination of public 4-and 2-year institutions. The Board also has
statutory authority for budget review and recommendation, approval
of institutions role and scope, and the review and approval of new or
existing degree programs for public postsecondary institutions. The
executive officer of the agency is appointed by the Higher Education
Coordinating Board with substantial input from the Presidents Council
and is confirmed and serves at the governor's pleasure.

California

State-Level Coordinating andfor
Governing Agency

In 1974, the Catifornia Postsecondary Education Commission
replaced the Coordinating Council for Higher Education, with duties
and powers greater than those assigned to its predecessor. The
commission is not a regulatory agency or governing board. Rather, it
is an advisory group to the legislature, governor and postsecondary
institutions regarding major education policies. It is required to
establish a siatewide database coniaining extensive information
gathered from all institutions, public and private. The commission has
statutory authority to review institutional budgets, to advise on the
need for and location of new campuses, and 1o review all proposals
for new academic programs in the public sector. The commission's
primary purpose is to prevent unnecessary duplication and to
coordinate efforts among the education segments. The commission's
efforts are directed by its work plan, which sets out education goals
and statewide issues, particularly those that concern large numbers
of colleges, universities and proprietary schools. The commission is
composed of 16 members. 9 members are appointed from the
general public - 3 by the governor, 3 by the Senate Rules Commiitee
and 3 by the California Assembly speaker. Five members represent
varicus sectors of education 1 member from the Board of Regents of
the University of California, 1 member from the Board of Trustees of
the California State University, 1 member from the Board of
Governors of the California Community College, 1 member from the
State Board of Education, and 1 member appointed by the governor
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to represent independent California colleges and universities. Length
of service on the commission varies depending upon the appointing
body: public members serve 6-year ierms, education sector
representatives serve at the pleasure of the appointing authority, the
independent colleges representative serves 3 years, and the student
representatives serve 2 years. The remaining 2 members are
students, both appointed by the governor, The commission is not a
cabinet department. The executive officer is appointed by the
commission and serves at its pleasure.

Colorado

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Gaverning Agency

The Commission on Higher Education is the statutory agency for
planning and coordination of postsecondary education in Colorado.
State responsibility for higher education coordination was established
in 1965, with responsibilities amended formally 10 times since 1970.
The most recent changes were made in 1995. Legislative desire for
more centralized policy and coordination of the state's public
postsecondary education reflects the 1985 legislature abolishing the
existing commission and reestablishing a new commission consisting
of 9 public members appointed by the governor with the consent of
the senate, each serving 4-year terms. Among iis respeonsibilities are:
{1} developing percentages of total state allocation for each
governing board of higher education and presenting its decisions to
the governor and legisiature; (2) reviewing and approving new
academic and vocational program proposals; {3) defining geographic
and programmatic service areas for extension offerings; (4)
prescribing uniform standards for development of capital construction
programs, reviewing and approving program plans for capital
construction projects or property leasing, and recommending capital
construction and funding priorities to the legistature and governor; (5)
establishing enrollment policies and differentiated admission and
program standards consistent with institutional roles and missions;
{(6) developing review criteria and distributing allocations for
institutionai quality incentive grants recognizing centers of
excelience; (7) establishing and enforcing student transfer
agreement, including those resulting from reciprocal interstate
exchanges; (8) adepting and implementing affirmative action policies
for the commission, governing boards and institutions; {9)
undertaking statistical, programmatic and other higher education
studies; (10} pursuing foundation and other grants for state
programs; and {11) seeking cooperation and advice of public and
private institutions and governing boards in the state. The executive
director is appointed by the governor and approved by the legislature,
serves as a member of the governor's cabinet, and is, by statute, the
executive director of the Department of Higher Education. This
department comprises the commission, the state's public institutions
of higher education, the Colorade Historical Society, the Council for
the Arts, the Colorado Student Loan Program, the Division of Private
Occupational Schools and the Colorado Advance Technology
Institute.

- At A —————
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Connecticut
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State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Board of Governors for Higher Education, staffed by the
Department of Higher Education, was created March 1, 1883, The
Board of Governors consists of 11 tay members 7 appointed by the
governor and confirmed by the senate and 4 appointed by the
leadership of the house and senate, each approving one member,
The initial chairman was appointed by the governor for a 2-year term.
Since then the board has elected its own chairman, Board members
serve staggered 4-year terms. As the coordinating agency for the
public higher education system, the Board of Governors is
responsible for statewide planning, budget development and
policymaking. 1t is charged with preparing criteria to govern the
merger or closure of institutions; making decisions to merge or close
institutions; providing for the initiation, consolidation or termination of
programs; and evaluating institutional effectiveness. The board also
is responsible for preparing annuat consolidated operating and
capital budgets and for maintaining academic quality through
licensure and accreditation of programs and institutions, both public
and independent. The Commissicner of Higher Education is
appointed by the board and serves at its pleasure.

Delaware

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Delaware Higher Education Commission was established by
executive order in 1974 and revised by executive order in 1977 and
1991, In June 2001, the General Assembly formalized the
relationship between the Depariment of Education and the Higher
Education Commission in statute. The law expanded on provisions of
existing executive orders, added new responsibitities and reduced
the number of members from 21 to 13. Five members represent the
general public, 4 represent public institutions, 2 represent private
institutions and 2 represent state departments. Members are
appointed by the Governor to 3-year terms and legislative consent is
not required. The executive director is appointed by and reports to
the chairman of the Higher Education Commission and the secretary
of education. The commission is responsible for student aid, data
collection and reporting, and oversight of interstate agreements.
While the commission is not a cabinet department, the commission is
a division of the Depariment of Education, which is a cabinet
department.

00000000

District of Columbia

State-t evel Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The University of the District of Columbia Board of Trustees governs
the university. Of the 16 members on the board, 11 are appointed by
the mayor with the advice and consent of the D.C. Councii, 3 are
alumni members chosen by the University of the District of Columbia
Alumni Association, 1 is a student, and the president of the university
serves as the ex-officio member by virtue of the elected office he or
she holds. The term of the student members is 1 year, and the terms
of the other members are 5 years, with initial terms staggered from 2
to 5 years. The Board of Governors of the District of Columbia School
of Law consists of 7 members. Four are appointed by the mayor, with
the advice and consent of the D.C. Council; 2 are appointed by the
District of Columbia Bar; and 1 is elected by the alumni through a
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postai-baliot election. The District of Columbia does not have a
designated office of secretary of education, and the university's
governing board does not serve as a cabinet depariment. The District
has an Office of Posisecondary Education, Research and Assistance
within the State Education Office, which serves as the state agency
for postsecondary education. The Subcommittee on Postsecondary
Education, D.C. Advisory Committee on Education, is the advisory
body to the Office of Posisecondary Education, Research and
Assistance required by the Higher Education Act of 1965, section
1203k, and also assists with policy matters pertaining to related
programs. The Mayor's Office of Policy and Evaluation advises the
mayor on education issues, and assists in performing statutory duties
and responsibilities required by the D.C. Code, Municipal Regulations
and Federal Laws,

Florida

State-Level Coordinating andfor
Governing Agency

The chief governing body for public education in Florida is the State
Board of Education, which has been in place since 1845, Effective
January 2003, the State Board of Education will be replaced by a
governor-appointed, 7-member Florida Board of Education.This
change is the result of an amendment to the State Constitution
adopted in 1988. The current State Board has 7 members, each of
whorn serves in an ex-officio capacity by virtue of the elected office
he or she holds: the governor, secretary of state, state treasurer,
attorney general, commissioner of agriculture, state comptrolier and
commissioner of education. in July 2001, the appoeinted Florida Board
of Education began operation. Beginning in 2003, this new board will
appoint the commissioner of education. in the interim, a governor-
appointed secretary of education is overseeing the transition process
in cooperation with the elected commissicner of education and both
the elected and appoinied boards. Legislation enacted in 2000 and
2001 has provided a framework for the implementation of this
change. Effective July1, 2001, existing statewide boards and
commissioners related to postsecondary education, including the
State University System Board of Regents (established in 1965), the
State Board of Community Colleges (1983), the State Board of
Independent Colleges and Universities (1974), the State Board of
Non-Public Career Education (1874), and the Postsecondary
Education Pianning Commission (1980), were repealed and, in most
cases, their duties transferred to the Florida Board of Education. The
staff of the Postsecendary Education Planning Commission was
assigned to a newly authorized Councit for Education Policy
Research and Improvement, which is administratively housed in the
Office of Legislative Services. The council consists of 5 members
appointed by the governor and two members each appointed by the
president of the senate and the speaker of the house and shall
conduct long-range planning and independent policy research and
analysis.

Georgia

State-Level Coordinating andfor
Governing Agency

The University System of Georgia's Board of Regents was crealed in
1631 as a part of the regrganization of Georgia's state government.
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With this act, public postsecondary education in Georgia was unified
for the first ime under & single governing and management authority.
The structure and the responsibility of the board was made

. constitutional in 1843, The governor appoints members to the board,
with confirmation of the senate, for staggered 7-year terms. The
Board of Regents is composed of 16 members, 5 of whom are
appointed from the state-al-izrge, and 1 from each of the 11
congressional districts. It is anticipated that 2 new members will be
added to the board from the 2 recently created congressional
districts, due to reapportionment. The board has constitutionat
responsibility for planning and coordination, institutional budget
review, including recommendations for a consolidated budget and
program approval. The board elects a chancellor who serves as its
chiet executive officer and the chief administrative officer of the
University System. The board oversees 34 institutions: 4 research
universities, 2 regional universities, 13 state universities, 2 state
colleges, and 13 2-year coileges. in 1983, the governor established
by execulive order a State Board of Technical and Adult Education,
which was made statutory in 1886. This 15-member board is
appointed by the governor with the consent of the senate. All
members represent business, industry or economic development and
serve 5-year terms. The board has statutory respensibility for
teadership, management and operational control of 33 public
postsecondary technical institutions.

Hawaii

Qate-i_evef Coordinating and/or The Board of Regents of the University of Hawaii, established in
Governing Agency 1907, serves as the constitutional governing board for the University
of Hawail, a statewide multicarmpus system of 7 community colleges,
a complex land-grant university campus, a comprehensive
undergraduate campus and an upper-division campus. The 12
members of the Board of Regents are appointed by the governor with
consent of the senate and serve 4-year terms limited to 2
consecutive terms. The board has statutory authority in all areas of
system policy, budgeting, programming, evaluating and governance.

Idaho

State-Level Coordinating and/or The State Board of Education/Board of Regents of the University of
Governing Agency ldaho serves as a single constitutional board for all public education,
including elementary, secondary and postsecondary leveis. First
established in 1890, the board became 1 of 19 executive branch
departments established through governmental reorganization in
1974, The board consists of 8 members 7 appointed by the governor
and confirmed by the senate to 5-year terms and the superintendent
of public instruction, elected to a 4-year term. All appointed members
represent the general public. The board governs the Siate
Department of Education, the 4 public senior institutions of
. postsecondary education, the 1daho School for the Deaf and the
Biind, Professionai-Technical Education, the Eastern idaho Technical
College, Vocational Rehabilitation, the Office of the State Board of
Education and the statewide Educational/Public Broadcasting
System. It also appoints members to the boards of the State Library
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and the State Historical Society and has general supervision of the
public school system and the state's 2 iunior colleges. The board has
responsibility in all areas of planning and coordination for all senior,
junior and professional-technical public institutions and has statutory
authority for program approval for junior and senior public institutions.

Illinois

State-Level Coordinating and/for
Governing Agency

The Board of Higher Education functions as a ¢oordinating agency
for public and private postsecondary education in lllinois. The board
was established in 1961 and its structure and responsibilities have
been amended a number of times since then, most recently in 1995.
The board consists of 15 members: 10 public members appointed by
the governor with the consent of the senate for 6-year terms; a
member representing public university governing boards and a
member representing independent college and university trustees,
both appointed by the governor for 1-year terms; the chair of the
Htinois Community College Board and the chair of the lllinois Student
Assistance Commission, both of whom serve as ex-officio voting
members by virtue of the office that he or she holds and serve at the
pleasure of the governor; and a student board member who serves a
1-year term. Legislation enacted in 1895 reduced the membership of
the board from 17 to 15 members, eliminating the chairs of the then 4
public university governing boards and adding 2 members, 1
representing independent colleges and university boards of trustees.
This same legislation abolished 2 of the 4 public university governing
boards, the Board of Governors and the Board of Regents;
transferred 1 of their campuses to the governance of the University of
lltinois; and established individuatl institutional governing boards for
the remaining 7 institutions, formerly governed by the Board of
Governors and Board of Regents. The board has responsibility for
planning and coordination of public universities, public community
colleges, independent not-for-profit coileges and universities and
degree-granting proprietary institutions. The board has statutory
responsibilities for the state-level planning function, program review
and approval, and development of budget recommendations for all
public universities and community celleges. Also, the board has
statutory authority to grant operating and degree-granting authority 1o
independent and out-of-state institutions. The board is designated to
administer a number of state and federal grant programs, and further,
to establish and maintain a college and university information system.
The lllinois Board of Migher Education is not a cabinet department,
and lllinois does not have a secretary of education. The executive
officer of the board is appointed by and serves at the board’s
pleasure. The illinois Community College Board serves as the
coordinating board for 39 public community college districts that have
a combined total of 48 campuses. Each public community coliege
district is governed by a locally elected board of trustees. There are 9
public university governing boards; 7 govern a single campus and 2
govern multiple campuses.

Indiana

State-t evel Coordinating andfor

Established in 1971, the Commission of Higher Education functions
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Governing Agency

as the statutory coordinating agency for postsecondary education in
the state. The commission has 14 members--12 are appointed by the
governor for four-year terms and represent the general public; one
student and one faculty member serve iwo-year terms. The
commission is charged with six responsibilities by statute: (1) iong-
range planning for postsecondary education in Indiana; {2) defining
institutional roles; (3) approving new campuses or extension sites; (4)
approving new program requests; {5) reviewing existing programs;
{6) reviewing budget requests and recommending consolidated
requests to the executive and legislative branches of state
government. Indiana does not have an office of secretary of
education and the coordinating agency is not a cabinet department.
The executive officer of the commission is appoinied by the
commission and serves at its pleasure,

0 A o

Iowa

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The State Board of Regents, established in 1909, serves as the
statutory gaverning body for ali public senior postsecondary
education in the state. The board is composed of 9 members
appointed by the governor with the consent of the senate — eight
represent the general public and there is one student representative
with ail serving 6-year terms. The board has statutory governing
authority for 3 public senior institutions, including program approval,
planning and coordination, review and approval of institutional
budgets, and recommendations for a consolidated budget. The State
Board of Education’s Bureau of Community Colleges and Workforce
Preparation has jurisdiction over the community colleges in lowa,
Community Colleges are governed by locally elected boards of
directors. The State Board of Education, which has statutory
oversight authority, is also made up of @ members appointed by the
governor and confirmed by the senate o serve 6-year terms. lowa
does not have an office of secretary of education, and the agency is
not a cabinet department within the state. The executive officer of the
Board of Regents is appointed by the board and serves at its
pleasure. The state director of education serves at the governor's
pleasure.

Kansas

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The State Board of Regents, established in 1925, functions as the
constitutiona!l governing agency for six public universities in the state.
The structure and responsibilities of the agency were amended in
1966, 1970, 1975, 1976, 1978 and 1921. The nine members of the
board, appointed by the governor with the consent of the senate,
represent the general public and serve four-year terms. Community
celleges are under individual governing boards that are supervised
by the State Board of Education. Designated postsecondary area
vocational schools, which are not community colleges, also are
supervised by the State Board of Education. One municipal university
has its own governing board. The State Board of Regents, however,
has coordinating responsibility for the municipal university in the
areas of budget requests and academic program approval. The
Board of Regents has statutory responsibility for planning and
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coordination, program approval, and institutional budget review,
including consolidated budget recommendations for ali state senior
institutions. The agency does not serve as a cabinet department, and
the director of the Board of Regents is appointed by and serves at
the board's pleasure. The Legislative Education Planning Committee
{(LEPC}, created in 1974, is a joint commitiee of the house and
senate. s statutory charge is {o "plan for postsecondary education in
Kansas, including both public and private institutions and vocationai
education.” The committee coensiders specific legislative proposals,
oversees data collection activities and conducts studies of
postsecondary education issues. Study lopics also may be assigned
to the commitiee by the Legislative Coordinating Council (LCC). The
LCC appoints the committee’s membership, which consists of six
members from the House of Representatives and five from the
Senate.

Kentucky

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Councit on Postsecondary Education was established in May
1997 by & legislative act replacing the Council on Higher Education.
The original council was established in 1934 and amended in
striucture and function in 1966, 1972, 1982, 1994 and 1996. The
council is the statutory coordinating agency for Kentucky's state-
supported universities, and the new Kentucky Community and
Technical Coliege System is comprised of 13 community colleges
and 15 postsecondary vocational-technical schools. The 1997 reform
legislation gave the Council on Postsecondary Education new
membership and stronger coordinating powers. The council cansists
of 16 members appointed by the governor, inttuding 13 citizen
members, 1 faculty member and 1 student member, and the state's
commissioner of education as a nanvoting ex-officio member by
virtue of the elected office he or she holds. All appointed members
may vote. Citizen members serve 6-year terms; faculty members
serve 4 years and the student serves a 1-year term. The restructured
Council on Postsecondary Education has statutory authority to:
develop and implement a sirategic agenda for postsecondary
education; revise and approve missions and pians for the state-
supported universities and the Kentucky Community and Technical
College System; ensure a system of accountability; protect against
unnecessary duplication; establish standards for admission to state-
supported institutions; determine tuition rales; approve, modify or
eliminate academic programs; make biennial budget
recommendations; approve capital construction projects over
$400,000; and ensure the transfer of credits and develop a financial
reporting system. The state has a Secretary for the Education, Arts
and Humanities Cahinet. The council, however, is an independent
board reporiing to the governor and is responsive to the legislature.

— N S

l.ouisiana

!ate-Level Coordinating and/or

Governing Agency

The Board of Regents serves as the constitutional statewide
coordinating and policymaking agency for public higher education.
The board consists of 15 lay members appointed by the governor
with the consent of the senate, and 1 student member elected by the
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student-body presidents. The 15 lay members represent the general
public end serve overlapping §-year terms of office. The student
member serves a 1-year term. The board has both constitutional and
statutory authority for planning and coordination for all public senior
and junior institutions of higher education and responsibility for
institutional budget review and recommending a consolidated budget.
Proposed and existing degree programs are subject to board
approval. The state does not have an office of secretary of education,
and the agency is not a cabinet department. The executive officer of
the board is appointed by and serves at the board's pleasure.

Maine

State-level Coordinating and/or The Board of Trustees of the University of Maine system, established

Governing Agency in 1968 is the principal statutory governing agency for public
postsecondary education in the state. The board consists of 16
members, appointed by the governor for a maximum of two five-year
terms. The commissioner of education serves in an ex-officio
capacity. There is also one student member who serves a two-year
term. The Board of Trustees has siatutory responsibility for planning
and coordination, institutional budget review, and consolidated
budget recommendations and program approval for all campuses of
the university. As the governing and planning body of the University
of Maine system, the board is responsible for developing and
maintaining a cohesive structure of public postsecondary education
in the state.

Maryland

State-Level Coordinating and/or The Maryiand Higher Education Commission {(MHEC) was created in
Governing Agency 1988 to serve as the coordinating body for Maryland's postsecondary
education system, which includes the following 6 segments:
University System of Marytand, Morgan State University, St. Mary's
Coliege of Maryland, Community Colleges, independent Colleges
and Universities, and Private Career Schools. Effective July 1899,
jegislation was enacted that changed the coordination, governance
and funding structure for the University System of Maryland. This
change also impacted the statutory responsibilities of MHEC. Major
statutory responsibilities include: (1) review and approve campus
mission staiements; (2) review campus performance accountability,
{3) establish and implement an early intervention program, (4)
{administer statewide programs of student financial assistance; (5)
prepare and biennially review a statewide plan for postsecondary
education; (6) review operating and capital budgets and capital
projects of public institutions and make budget recommendations to
the governor and legislature consistent with the statewide plan; (7)
review capital budget requests of the community coileges and
independent institutions and make recommendations to the governor
and legislature consistent with the statewide plan; (8) prescribe
. minimum degree requirements for public and private institutions; (9)
review and approve new and existing academic programs; (10)
administer state funds for private institutions according to the aid to
nonpublic institutions of higher education law; (11) coordinate
education policies with the Maryland State Department of Education

47



and the University System of Maryland through the K-16 Partnership;
and (12) serve as the coordinating agency for the 18 iocally governed
and e¢ne state-operated communily colleges. The Secretary of Higher
Education is the commission chief executive officer and a member of
. the governor's cabinet. The secretary is appointed by the governor

and serves at the commission's pleasure. The commission consists
of 12 lay voling members, including 1 student member, all appointed
by the governor for 5-year terms with the advice and consent of the
senate. Commission members are eligible for reappointment, but no
member may serve more than 2 full 5-year terms.

Massachusetts

State-Level Coordinating and/or The Board of Higher Education, renamed in 1998, is the statewide

Governing Agency coordinating agency responsible for overall coordination and broad
poticy development with respect to the University of Massachusetts
and its 5 campuses, the 9 state colieges and 15 community colleges.
Board responsibilities include statewide planning, mission definition,
the transfer compact and approval of new academic programs. The
board has authority to consolidate, discontinue or transfer programs,
to approve campus mission statemenis and conduct programs for
assessment of student learning. Its responsibilities include oversight
of the state financiat aid program, licensure of independent
institutions, data collection and certain other "consumer protection”
and regulatory functions. With respect to the state and community
colleges, or the University of Massachusetts, the board receives and
allocates approgriations to the institutions. The board has the

. authority to establish tuition charges for the University of

Massachusetts and its five campuses, the 9 state colleges and 15
community colieges. i also has governance powers in such areas as
compensation of presidents and collective bargaining for state and
community colleges. The board includes 11 voting members and the
commissioner of education, who serves as an ex-officie, nonvoting
member by virtue of the office he or she holds. The members serve
staggered S-year terms, except for the student member, whose term
is limited to 1 year. The chancellor of higher education is appointed
by and serves at the board's pleasure,

R —

Michigan

State-Level Coordinating and/or Michigan does not really have a state-level coordinating or governing
Governing Agency agency for postsecondary education. Under the 1963 state
constitution, very limited state postsecondary coordinating functions
are assigned to the Staie Beard of Education, which has primary
responsibility for elementary and secondary education. The board's
responsibilities are limited to: the coordination of services for public
two-year and four-year colleges and universities through policy
recommendations to the legislature with regard to budgetary and
programmatic matters; licensing authority for vocational and
proprietary institutions; and charter approvat and reimbursement
authorization for private colleges awarding certain degrees.
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Minnesota

.ate-LeveI Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

There are currently 2 statewide, multicampus governing boards in
Minnesota: (1) the legislature-appointed, 12-member Board of
Regents of the University of Minnesota with constitutional authority
for the 4 public senior universities and (2) the govemor-appeinted,
15-member Board of Trustees of the Minnesota State Colleges and
Universities (MnSCU). As of 1995, the former technical colleges,
community colleges and state universities were consolidated under
the newly merged MnSCU system. Both boards have responsibility
for planning and coordination, institutional budget review and
recommendation, and program approval. in 1895 the Minnesota
legisiature abolished the Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating
Board, which existed for 30 years and transferred many of its key
duties to the new Minnesota Higher Education Services Office.
Functions of the new office include: administration of siudent financiai
aid programs, approvai, registration and licensure of private
collegiate and career schools; negotiation and administration of
interstate tuition reciprocity programs; administration of the
Minnesoia Education Telecommunications Council; library planning,
cellection and maintenance of data on postsecondary education
programs; information on students and parents; and administration of
federal postsecondary education pragrams. The 1895 legislation also
established a Higher Education Services Council (HESSC),
consisting of 8 citizen members and 1 student member appointed by
the governor. The council is responsible for appointing the director of
the Services Office and communicating and making
recommendations to the governor and legislature. Minnesota does
not have an office of the secretary of education and the Services
Office does not serve as a cabinet department.

Mississippi

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Board of Trustees of State Institutions of Higher Learning,
established in 1910 and reorganized in 1944, exercises constitutional
governing authority over the 8 public institutions in the state. The
board consists of 12 members, who are appointed by the governor
with the cansent of the senate and who represent the general public.
The members serve 12-year terms. The board has statutory authority
for planning and coordination, institutional budget review and
consolidated budget recommendations, and program approval for the
& senior public institutions in Mississippi. The state does not have an
office of secretary of educaticn, and the board does not serve as a
cabinet department. The executive officer of the board is appointed
by the board and serves under a 4-year contract. The State Board for
Commiunity and Junior Colleges (SBCJC) was established on July 1,
1986, and is comprised of 10 members who serve staggered, §-year
terms. The governor appoints the SBCJC members of which none
may he an elected official and none may be engaged in the
education profession. The governor is charged with appointing
members from Mississippi's congressional districts with no 2
appointees residing in the same junior college district. The govermnor's
appointees are made with the advice and consent of the state
senate. The SBCJC functions as a coordinating agency for the
state's 15 public junior colleges responsible for; (a) authorizing
disbursements of state appropriated funds to Community and Junior
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Colleges (CJCs} through orders in the minutes of the board; {b)
making studies of the needs of the state as they relate to the mission
of the CJCs; {c} approving new, changes to and deletions of
vocational and technical programs to the various colleges; (d)
requiring CJCs o supply such information as the board may request
and compile, publish, and make available such reports based thereon
as the board may deem advisable; (e) approving proposed new
attendance cenlers, as the local board shail determine to be in the
best interest of the district; {f) serving as the state approving agency
for federal funds for proposed contract to borrow money for various
purposes; (g) appreving apptlication from CJC’s for state funds for
vocational-technical education facilities; (h) approving any university
branch campus offering lower undergraduate level courses for credit;
(i) appointing members to the Post-Secondary Education Assistance
Board; (j) appointing members to the Authority for Educational
Television; (k) contracting with other boards, commissions,
government entities, foundalions, corporations for individuals for
programs, services grants and awards when such are needed for the
operation and development of the state CJC system; {I) fixing
standards for community and junior colleges to qualify for
appropriations, and qualifications for community and junior colleges
teachers; and (m) having sign-off approval on the State Plan for
Vocational Education which is developed in cooperation with
appropriate units of the State Department of Education.

Missouri

Qate-i.evel Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Coordinating Board for Higher Education, staffed by the
Department of Higher Education, was established in 1963 and
functions as the constitutional coordinating agency for postsecondary
education in the state. The board has 9 members appointed by the
governor with the consent of the senate. All 9 members represent the
general public and serve 6-year terms of office. The coerdinating
board is a cabinet-level agency and its executive officer, the
Commissioner of Higher Education, is appointed by the board and
serves atits pleasure. The board has statutory responsibility for
planning and coordination of the state's system of postsecondary
education, including public 4-year institutions, community colleges
and independent and proprietary schools, colleges and universities.
The board is responsible for conducting studies of popuiation and
enroliment trends affecting institutions of higher education in the
state; identifying higher education needs in the state in terms of the
requirements and potential of the young people and labor force
requirements (commerce and industry) and of professional and public
services; developing more effective and economical specialization
among institutions in types of education programs offered and
students served and for more effective coordination and mutual
support in the utilization of facilities, faculty and other resources;
coordinating reciprocal agreements with out-of-state
institutions/entities; approval of new state-supported senior colleges
or residence centers; establishing admission guidelines to facilitate
transfer of students between institutions of postsecondary education
in Missouri; institutional budget review and recommendations; and
program approval for all public institutions, data collection and
research. The board also administers the state's grant and
scholarship programs and is the designated guaranty agency for the
Federal Family Education Loan Program.
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Montana

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Board of Regents of Higher Education, established and
amended with regard to structure and function in 1973, functions as a
constitutional governing agency for the Montana University System
and has supervisory and coordinating authority over the state’s
community colleges. The Board of Regents and the Board of Public
Education together compose the State Board of Education, a single
board for all public education in the state. The Board of Regents
consists of 10 members 7 appointed by the govermor with the
consent of the senate and 3 members who serve in an ex-officio
capacity by virtue of the elected office he or she holds. Of those
appointed, six represent the general public and one is a student. The
ex-officio members inciude the commissioner of higher education, the
state superintendent of public instruction and the governor. With the
exception of the student, ali appointed members serve 7-year terms
of office. The Board of Regents has constitutional authority for
planning and coordination, reviewing institutional budgets and
making consolidated budget recommendations, and reviewing and
approving programs for public senior institutions. it has statutory
authority for the same functions with respect to community colleges.
The state does not have an office of secretary of education, and the
agency does not function as a cabinet department. The
commissioner of higher education is appointed by the board and
serves at its pleasure. The Board of Regents 1994 restructuring plan
has now been implemented. Under the new structure, the four 4-year
institutions (Montana Tech, Western Montana College, Montana
State University-Northern and Montana State University-Billings)
have been administratively merged with the 2 comprehensive,
doctoral-level universities {The University of Montana and Montana
State University). In addition, each of the 5 Colleges of Technology
(former vocational-technical centers) have been absorbed into 1 of
the 2 universities.

Nebraska

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

In November 1990, the people of Nebraska voted to amend their
constitution, assigning comprehensive statewide planning for
postsecondary education to a Coordinating Commission for
Postsecondary Education. This commission replaced a previous
coordinating commission, which lacked the actual authority to truly
coordinate postsecondary education. The new commission, which
became effective January 1, 1891, has statutory responsibility to
review and recommend modification of public institutions’ budgets to
the legistature and governor, and to review and approve capital
construction projects and new academic programs at public
postsecondary institutions. Other functions of the commission include
administering state student financial aid programs, coordinating the
higher education portion of the Eisenhower Professional
Deveiopment program, administering the IPEDS (Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System), and approving new 2- and
4-year postsecondary institutions. The cormmission is comprised of
11 members appointed by the governor from the general public. 6 of
the commissioners represent districts of the state and 5 are
appointed at-large. Each serves a 6-year term. The executive officer
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is appointed by and serves at the commission's pleasure. Nebraska
does not have a secretary of education, and the commission does
not serve as a cabinet department.

A - A S S

Nevada

State-Level Coordinating and/or The Board of Regents of the University and Community College
Governing Agency System of Nevada, established in 1864, functions as the
constitutionat governing agency for postsecondary education in the
state. The board consists of 11 members elected by the public for 6-
vear terms of office. The board will increase to 13 members in
January 2003. The board has statutory authority for planning and
coordination of public senior, junior and vocational-technical
institulions. In addition, the board has statutory responsibility for
budget review and consolidated budget recommendations and
program approval for senior and junior public institutions. The board
does not function as a cabinet department, and its executive officer is
appointed by the board and serves at its pleasure.

New Hampshire

te-Level Coordinating andfor New Hampshire has 2 institutional governing boards with compiete

.erning Agency authority for governing and pianning, budget review and
recommendation, and program approval: 1} The Board of Trustees of
the University of New Hampshire System, created in 1963, has
statutory authority for 3 public senior colleges. The board is
comprised of 27 members — 11 appointed by the governar and the
executive council, 4 alumnae of the University of New Hampshire, 1
alumni each from Keene State College and Plymouth State College,
2 student trustees and 7 ex-officio. 2) The Community Technical
College System, established in 1999, has statuiory authority for 7
vocationa! institutions. s 25 members include 12 governor and
council appointees ~ 1 from law enforcement, 1 from the community
services sector, 2 from the general public, 2 from the field of labor, 1
from the health services profession, 1 from the federal/technical field,
1 alummi, 1 high school vocatienal director, and 4 from the business
and industry sectors. Members also include 2 students and 9 ex-
officio. The Postsecondary Education Commission, established in
1973, functions as the statutory coordinating agency for
postsecondary education in the state. The commission is composed
of 22 members — 3 state college presidents, the chancellor of the
university system, the president of 1 of the colleges in the Community
Technical College System, 2 fuil-time resident undergraduates
appointed by the trustees of the university system, the Commissioner
of Education, the Commissioner of the Community Technical Coltege
System and 12 cthers appointed by the governor. The commission's
primary duties deal with licensure approval and student aid. The
commission also provides support and coordination as needed by
other organizations and agencies in the state who have a

. commitment to posisecondary organization.
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New Jersey

ge—Levei Coordinating and/or

Governing Agency

The Higher Education Restructuring Act of 1994 abolished the State
Board and Depariment of Higher Education. The act gave increased
auionomy to institutionat boards of trustees and created 2 new
entities, the Commission on Higher Education and the Presidents’
Council. It also established the Higher Education Student Assistance
Authority (formerly part of the Department of Higher Education and
previously known as the Office of Student Assisiance) as a separate
entity to administer student financial aid programs. The governor
appoints the Commission on Higher Education’s 8 public members 6
with the advice and consent of the senate, 1 recommended by the
senate president and 1 recommended by the assembly speaker. The
governor also appoints a faculty representative, with the advice and
conseni of the senate and 2 student representatives; the chair of the
New Jersey Presidents' Council serves an ex-officio, by virtue of the
office that he or she holds, with voting privileges as does the chair of
the Higher Education Student Assistance Authority, for a total of 13
voting members. The executive director of commission staff,
appointed by the Commission, is an ex-officio nonvoting member by
virtue of the office he or she holds. The 8 public members serve for 6
years, the length of service of the 3 ex-officio members coincides
with tenure in their official capacities; and the student and faculty
representatives serve for 1 year. The commission's responsibilities
include systemwide planning, research and advocacy; final decisions
on institutional licensure, university status and mission changes;
policy recormmendations for higher education initiatives and incentive
programs and an annual coordinated (systemwide) budget policy
statement; and, upon referral frem the New Jersey Presidents’
Council, decisions on new academic programs that exceed an
institution's mission or are unduly costly or duplicative. In addition,
the commission generally supervises the Educational Opportunity
Fund (EQF), a program of both financial aid and academic support
for disadvantaged students. The commission's coordinating
responsibitities extend to all sectors of New Jersey higher education:
senior publi¢ colleges and universities, community colleges, privaie
institutions (religious instifutions, as well as those receiving state
support), and degree-granting proprietary institutions. Public
vocational-technical institutions and proprietary schools that do not
offer college degrees are under the State Department of Education.
The New Jersey Presidents’ Council consists of the presidents of the
state's 31 public institutions, the 14 independent institutions receiving
state aid and 4 representatives of the 11 other nonpublic degree-
granting institutions licensed by the Commission on Higher
Education. Service of the 45 presidents of public and public-mission
independent institutions on the council coincides with their tenure as
presidents. The 4 presidents representing the 11 degree-granting
proprietary and religious schools serve as long as the institution's
enroliment is large enough to qualify for membership. A 14-member
executive board guides the activities of the Presidents' Council.
Executive board membership is established in statute and consists of
presidents selected by presidents from the various sectors of New
Jersey higher education: 5 from community coileges, the 3 public
research university presidents, 3 from the state colleges/teaching
university sector, and 3 from public-mission independent institutions.
The Presidents’ Council's responsibilities include reviewing and
commenting on new academic programs; providing research and
public information on higher education; advising the commission on
planning, institutional licensure/mission and costiy/duplicative new
academic programs; making recommendations on statewide higher
education issues, state ai¢ and student assistance; and encouraging
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regional and cooperative programs and transfer articulation
agreements.

New MeXxico

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Commission or: Higher Education functions as the state
coordinating agency for postsecondary education. Its structure and
responsibility were amended in 1967, 1973, 1975, 1977, 1985, 1987,
1988, 1994, 1995 1996 and 1999. The commission consists of 15
members 13 representing the general public appointed by the
governor and confirmed by the senaie to serve 6-year terms of office,
and 2 student members appointed by the governor to serve 1-year
terms {1 as a voling member and the other as an ex-officio member
by virtue of the office he or she holds). The commission has statutory
responsibility for planning and coordination for all sectors of
postsecondary edugation (pubtic senior, iunior, vocational-technical,
private and proprietary). In addition, the agency has statutory
responsibility for: budget review and recommendation for public 2-
and 4-year institutions, approval of new associate degrees at
vocational-technical institutes and new graduate programs in public
senior colleges. The commission is not a cabinet depariment, and the
executive officer of the commission is appointed by and serves at the
commission's pleasure.

New York

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The University of the State of New York consists of all elementary,
secondary and postsecondary education institutions, which are
incorporated in the state and other libraries, museums, institutions,
schools, organizations and agencies for education as may be
admitted to or incorporated by the university. The term "university” as
used here is a broad term encompassing all the institutions offering
education in the state. The university is empowered to charter,
register and inspect education institutions; to license and supervise
the professional conduct of practitioners in nearly all the professions;
to certify teachers and librarians; and to apportion certain state
financial assistance to pubtlic and private education institutions. The
Board of Regents of The University of the State of New York,
established by the legislature in 1784, is responsible for the general
supervision of and setting of policy for all education activities within
the state and presides over the university and the state education
department. The regents and the university are established under the
state constitution, and the 16 regents are elected by the legislature, 1
from each of the state's 12 judicial districts plus 4 elected at-large, for
terms of 5 years without pay. The chancellor and vice chancellor are
elected from among their number by a majority of the regents, and
the regents have legisiative, executive and judicial powers. The
regents and the department have authority and responsibility for
planning and coordination, degree powers and program approval for
all sectors and levels of postsecondary education, including all
degree-granting institutions. The president of the University of the
State of New York is appointed by the regents and serves at their
pleasure. The president serves also as the commissioner of
education and the chief executive officer of the state education
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department, whose duties are both executive and judicial.

o — _

North Carolina

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Board of Governors of the University of North Carolina (UNC)
was created by legislative action of the 1971 General Assembly on
July 1, 1972. Iis broad purpose is to plan and develop a weli-planned
and coordinated higher education system, to improve the quality of
higher education, to extend its benefits to all citizens, and to
encourage an economical use of state resources. it also governs 16
public senior institutions in the state. The Board of Governors is
responsible for program approval; preparation of a single, unified
sudget request for all 16 public senicr institutions; setting enroliment
levels and other matters not delegated {o institutional boards of
trustees. It maintains close liaisons with the governing boards for the
public schools and the community colleges. The chief executive
officer of the university, the president, is elected by and serves at the
pleasure of the board. The board does not serve as a cabinet
department, but gives advice and recommendations concerning
higher education to the governor, the general assembly, the advisory
budget commission and the institutional boards of trustees. The
board is composed of 32 members, 16 of whom are elected by the
legislature every 2 years. All 32 members, serving 4-year terms, are
deemed members-at-large, charged with the responsibility of serving
the best interests of the entire state. Special members of the board
include former governors, past board chairs and the president of the
UNGC Asscciation of Student Governments; these ex-officio members,
who serve by virtue of the office he or she holds/held, may not vote.
At-targe members may serve only 3 successive terms. The State
Board of Community Colleges was established by action of the 1979
General Assembly and hegan operations in 1981. The board has
governing authority for the 58 comprehensive public 2-year
institutions and 1 technology center. The State Board of Community
Colleges consists of 20 members: 10 members appointed by the
governor (4 at-targe and 6 regional members}, 8 at-large members
elected by the legislature, and the lieutenant governor and the state
treasurer, who serve as ex-officio members by virtue of the elected
office he or she holds. The State Board of Community Colleges
establishes policies, regulations and standards for the administrative
offices and the institutions that comprise the North Carolina
Community Coliege System. It elects the president of the system,
who is its chief executive officer.

North Dakota

State-Level Coordinating andlor
Governing Agency

The State Board of Higher Education was established in 1939 and
functions as the constitutional governing body for North Dakota's &
publicly supported universities (2 of which were administratively
merged in 1993, now served by 1 president), 3 2-year branches, and
5 2-year colleges. In 1990, the Board of Higher Education created the
North Dakota University System whereby all 11 institutions are
accountable to a chancellor appointed by the board. The chancellor
is the chief executive officer of the North Dakota University System.
The North Dakota University System central office is responsible for
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recommending policy changes and ensuring that the policies set forth
by the board are carried out by the institutions. The board consists of
7 members appointed by the governor with the consent of the senate.
All'7 represent the general public and serve 4-year terms. A voting
student member was provided by statute in 1995. The voting student
member is appointed by the governor and serves a 1-year term. A
nonvoting facully advisor also was provided by siatute.

Ohio

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Ohio Board of Regents, established in 1963, serves as the
statutory ceordinating agency in the state, The board consists of 9
members serving 9-year terms representing the general public and
appoinied by the governor with the consent of the senate and 2 ex-
officio members {chairpersons of the house and senate education
committees) who serve by virtue of the elected office that he or she
holds. The board has statutory authority for planning and
coordination for private institutions and public senior, community and
technical institutions. The board has statutory responsibility {o review
institutional requests for state support, review and make
recommendations for 2 consolidated budget and approve programs
for public senior and 2-year colieges, private colleges and
universities and diploma schools of nursing. The siate does not have
an office of secreiary of education, and although the agency is nota
cabinet department, the current and former governor have invited the
chancellor to participate fully in cabinet events and activities. The
chancellor, the executive officer of the board, is appointed by and
serves gt the board's pleasure.

Oklahoma

State-Level Coordinating andfor
Governing Agency

The State Regents for Higher Education, established by
constitutional amendment in 1941, is the coordinating board of
control for public postsecondary education in Oklahoma.
Constitutionally, private institutions may be coordinated with the state
system. The membership of the regents is set by the constitution at 9
members, appoinied for 8-year overiapping terms by the governor
with the consent of the senate, all representing the general public.
The regents have constitutional responsibility for prescribing
standards, granting degrees, setting fees, determining budget needs
and making budget allocations to all public institutions of higher
education, both senior and iunior, In addition, the regents have
constitutional authority for pianning and coordination of all
postsecondary institutions, both public and private. The executive
officer of the regents is appointed by the regents and serves at their

pleasure.

Oregon
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State-Level Coordinating and/or
Geoverning Agency

The Department of Higher Education, established in 1929, functions
as a statutory cabinet depariment of siate government. It is charged
with coordinatien of the Oregon University System, the public
postsecondary higher education system in Oregon. The department
administers the policies set by the Cregon State Board of Higher
Education, which is composed of 11 members (including 1 faculty
member and 2 students) appointed by the governor and confirmed by
the senate. Members of the Oregon State Board of Higher Education
serve Up to 2 consecutive 4-year terms for regular members and up
to 2 consecutive 2-year terms for faculty and student members. The
board has statutory authority for 6 public universities and 1 institute of
technology and is responsibie for planning a comprehensive system,
approving all degree programs {including those of an affiliated health
and science university), granting degrees, developing and approving
budget requests (both cperating and capital construction), and
controlling and managing real property. The chancellor, chief
administrative officer, is hired by and serves at the board's pleasure.
The State Board of Education, established in 1951, is comprised of 7
members appointed by the governor and confirmed by the Senate for
up to 2 consecutive 4-year terms. The State Board of Ecucation has
statutory authority for the supervision and regulation of 17 community
colleges, each of which has its own elected governing board. The 2
boards, per statute (ORS 348.890), meet jointly to coordinate their
activities and reach joint agreement on matters of education policy
and opportunities of mutual inierest to the 2 boards and to the
popuiations served by the boards. The Office of Degree Authorization
{ODA), under the purview of the Oregon Student Assistance
Commission, reviews proposed new publicly funded postsecondary
programs and locations, and oversees the process if ancther school
or education segment believe the new program or location wiil cause
detrimental duplication or significant adverse impact. The Oregon
Student Assistance Commission appoints the ODA administrator
{ORS 348.599).

Pennsylvania

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The State Board of Education has statutory authority for the planning
and coordination of Pennsylvania's postsecondary education sectors.
The General Assembly created the State Board of Education in 1963.
It repiaced the College and University Council, created in 1895, and
the State Council of Education, created in 1828, The board is
organized into 2 councils whose members are appointed by the
governor with the advice and consent of the Senate for overlapping
terms of 6 years. Of the 22 members, 10 serve as members of the
Council of Basic Education and 10 are members of the Councii of
Higher Education, with the chairman of the board serving on both
councils. In addition, 1 non-voting member serves on the State Board
of Education, but is not required to serve on either council. There is a
statulory office of the secretary of education with the State
Department of Education as a cabinet-level agency. The Department
of Education regulates the community colleges and performs other
regulatory functions, such as program approval responsibilities for
the various postsecondary education sectors, dependent upon each
institution’s articles of incorporation and various statutes.

Puerto Rico
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rning Agency cowrginating agency for ali higher education institutions, public and
private. PRCHE was originally established in 1945 with iis current
structure established by law in 1993. It is cormposed of 9 members
appointed by the governor with the consent of the Senate. 8
members represent the general public and serve &-year terms, and
the secretary of the Puerto Rico Department of Education is an ex-
officio member by virtue of the office he or she holds. The Board of
Trustees of the Unijversity of Puerlo Rico is the statewide governing
body of the major public university system of 11 campuses. The
board has been in existence since 1903, and its current structure was
established by law in 1993, It is comprised of 13 members -- 10
represent the general public and serve from four- to eight-year terms;
one student and two facuity members serve one-year terms. The 13
members are appointed by the governor and the 10 members
representing the general public require consent of the Senate.

Siite-i_evel Coordinating andfor The Puerto Rico Council on Higher Education {PRCHE) is the
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Rhode Island

State-Level Coordinating and/or The Board of Governors for Higher Education, established in 1981,

Governing Agency serves as the statutory governing agency for the Community Coliege
of Rhode Island, Rhode Island College and the University of Rhode
Island. The Board of Governors consists of 156 members: 12
appointed by the governor (including one student), the chairperson of

. the Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education (also
appointed by the governor), and the chairpersons of the Senate and
House finance committees or their designees. Governor appointees
reguire confirmation by the Senate. Public members serve a 3-year
office term, and they may be reappointed to a total of 3 terms (except
students who may serve only 1 2-year term). The powers and duties
of the board inciude: developing a postsecondary education
information system, state-level planning approving postsecondary
institutions and programs, budget preparation and property
management for public postsecondary education, and general
oversight of public posisecondary education. The executive officer of
the board is the commissioner of higher education, who is appointed
by the board with the approval of the governor and serves at the
‘board's pleasure. The board maintains an office of higher education.
There is a Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary
Education and a Public Telecommunications Authority. Prior to 1981,
the responsibilities of these 2 entities, together with those of the
Board of Governors, were vested in a single Board of Regents for
Education.

South Carolina

erning Agency statutory coordinating agency for higher education. In 1978, 1988
and 1995, the General Assembly adopted amendments to the
enabling legislation, which restructured the commission membership.
The current commission consists of 14 members appointed by the
governor - 1 at-large member to serve as chairman, 1 from each of 6

‘e-i.evel Coordinating and/or The Commission of Higher Education was established in 1967 as the
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congressional districts appointed upon the recommendation of the
majority of the legislative delegationr from the respective districts, 3
members appointed from the state at-large (afl of the above for 4-
year terms), 3 ex-officic voting members, who serve by virtue of the
office that he or she holds, to represent the public colleges and
universities (1 must serve on the board of trustees of 1 of the public
seniof research institutions, 1 must serve on the board of trustees of
1 of the 4-year public institutions and 1 must be a member of 1 of the
local area technical commissions on the State Board for Technical
and Comprehensive Education} and 1 ex-officio nonvoting member,
who serves by virtue of the office that he or she holds, of the
Advisory Council of Private Coliege Presidents to represent the
independent colleges and universities. The four ex-officio members
are appointed upon the advice and consent of the Senate and serve
2-year terms. The current version of the legislation requires a
comprehensive sirategic planning and institutional effectiveness
program, as well as a performance funding system where the
institutions are funded based entirely on performance indicators
categorized under nine critical success factors. The institutions must
submit their budgets 1o the commission, which presents a unified
appropriation reguest to the governor and appropriate standing
commitiees of the General Assembiy. The commission must approve
all new programs proposed by the senior institutions and all degree-
granting programs from the two-year technicai colieges. It also must
approve all requests for facilities and establish procedures for
transferability of courses at the undergraduate level. The commission
also has responsibility for licensing both nondegree- and degree-
granting institutions to operate in the state and to approve programs
for veterans’ benefits. It administers several siate student aid
programs, a variety of federal and state programs, as well as several
Southern Regional Education Board contract programs. The
executive officer of the commission is appointed by and serves at the
comumission's pleasure. Although South Carolina government has
been recrganized so that there are some cabinet-level departments,
education is not inciuded in this cabinet structure, and there is no
secretary of education.

South Dakota

State-lLevel Coordinating andior
Governing Agency

The Board of Regents serves as the constitutional governing body for
the 6 public universities, a schoo! for the deaf and a scheal for the
blind and visually impaired. The board was expanded by statute to 9
voting members, which includes 1 student representative, appointed
by the governor with Senate confirmation to serve 6-year office terms
{(the student serves for 2 years). There are no public junior colieges in
the state. The executive officer of the Board of Kegents is appointed
by and serves at the board's pleasure.

-~ - I S

Tennessee

!tate-Level Coordinating andfor

Governing Agency

The Higher Education Commission was created by the General
Assembly in 1967 {o serve as the statutory coordinating agency for
postsecondary educalion in Tennessee. The commission consists of
15 members -- 8 represent the general public and are appointed by
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the governor for 6-year terms {legislative consent is not required), the
comptroller of the treasury, secretary of state and the state treasurer
serve as ex-officio voling members by virtue of the elected office that

. he or she holds, and 2 student members {1 student from each
governing sysiem, with the alternating right to vote). Also the
execulive directer of the State Board of Education serves as an ex-
officio member by virtue of the office that he or she holds. The
commission has statutory responsibility for planning and coordination
for technology centers, public technical institutes, community
colleges and 4-year institutions, and as 2 matier of policy for private
institutions. The commission has statutory responsibility to license
and regulate private trade schools operating within the state. By
statute, the commission reviews institutional budgets and makes
budget recommendations for public technical institutes, community
colleges and senior universities, as well as the system of 26
nondegree-granting siate area vocational-technical schools, In
addition, the commission has statutory authority {o approve new
degree programs for this same set of institutions. Tennessee does
not have an office of secretary of education, and the commission
does not serve as a cabinet departiment. The executive officer is
appointed by and serves at the commission's pleasure.

Texas

State-Level Coordinating and/or The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board serves as the
verning Agency statutory coordinating agency for public postsecondary education in
‘ the state. The board is composed of 18 members representing the
general public, who are appointed by the governor with Senate
confirmation for 6-year overiapping terms, The board has statutory
responsibility for approving or disapproving all degree programs and
off-campus activities for public community and technical colleges and
universities. The board also develops formulas for use by the
governor and Legislative Budget Board in recommending legisiative
appropriations needed to finance pubiic higher education institutions.
The board is responsible for authorizing elections to create public
community college districts and the adoption of standards for the
operation of public community colleges. !t also approves or
disapproves most major new construction and repair and
rehabilitation at public universities. Texas does not have an office of
secretary of education, and the board does not function as a cabinet
department. The commissioner of higher education (the agency's
chief executive officer) is appointed by and serves at the board's
pleasure.

Utah

State-Level Coordinating and/or The State Board of Regents, established in 1969 and amended in

Governing Agency structure and responsibility in 1974, 1981, 1991 and 2001, has
statutory governing authority for a total of 10 public institutions: 4
. universities, 2 state colleges, 3 community colleges and 1 college of
applied technology. The board is composed of 18 members -- 15

represent the general public and are appointed by the governor with
Senate confirmation for 6-year terms; 1 student serves a 1-year term
and is appointed by the governor from a list of 3 students nominated
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by the Statewide Council of Student Body Presidents and 2 members
of the State Board of Education serve as nonvoting members. The
Board of Regents has statutory authority for coordinating and
planning for all segments of public postsecondary education {junior,
senior and vocational-technical). In addition, the board has authority
to approve programs, review institutional budgets and make
consolidated budget recommendations for public senior and junior
institutions. The board also is responsible for hiring the presidents of
each of the 10 institutions, setting their salaries, and reviewing their
performance. Utah has no secretary of education, and the Board of
Regents is not a cabinet department. The executive officer, known as
the commissioner of higher education, is appointed by and serves at
the board’s pleasure.

Vermont

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

There is no statutory or constitutionat statewide postsecondary
coordinating or pianning agency in Vermont. The Vermont Higher
Education Council is a voluntary body created for informal
communication and planning. The Boards of Trustees for the
University of Vermont, the State Agricultural College and the Vermont
State Colleges govern the 2 institutional systems in the state.

Virginia

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The State Council of Higher Education, established in 1956 and
amended in structure and responsibility in 1970, 1974, 1977, 1980,
1989, 1991, 1993, 1986, 1998 and 2001 serves as the statutory
coordinating agency in the state. The council consists of 11 members
appointed by the governor with cenfirmation by the legisiature. All
members represent the general public and serve 4-year office terms.
The councit has statutory responsibitity for planning and coordination,
program approval for public senior and junior institutions, and
respensibility for the development of all budget guidelines and
formuias. in addition, the councii reviews institutional budgets and
makes budget recommendations. 1t alse administers a number of
higher education programs, including several pertaining to affirmative
action and conducts numerous studies at the request of the governor
and the general assembly. Virginia has a statutory office secretary of
education established in 1972. The State Council of Higher
Education is not a cabinet department, and the executive officer of
the council is appointied by and serves at the council's pieasure,

Washington

‘te-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Higher Education Coordinating Board replaced the Councit for
Postsecondary Education in 1985, The board is composed of 9 at-
large citizen members appointed by the governor with Senate
confirmation. 8 board members serve 4-year terms. The chair is
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appointed by and serves at the governor's pleasure. The Higher
Education Coordinating Board has statutory responsibility for: (1)
developing role and mission statements; (2) preparing a master plan;
(3) reviewing and evaluating operaiing and capital budget requests
for each of the 4-year public institutions and for the community and
lechnical college system; {4} recommending legistation; (5)
recommending tultion and fee policies; {6) establishing financial aid
priorities; (7} preparing recommendations on merging or closing
institutions; {8) developing criteria for identifying need for new
baccalaureate institutions; {9) approving and reviewing degree
programs; and (10} overseeing telecommunicated education. The
board does not function as a cabinet department. The executive
officer of the board is appointed by and serves at the board's
pleasure, The State Board for Community College Education was
created by the Community Coilege Act of 1867 and modified in 1891
by the state legislature to become the State Board for Community
and Technical Colleges (SBCTC). 9 members serve on the SBCTC
for 4-year terms and are appointed by the governor with consent of
the Legislature. The SBCTC is the central acministrative agency for
the 27 public community colleges and 5 technical colleges. The state
board is responsible for policies covering concerns of a statewide
nature {budget and funds aliocations, sitandard policies and
institutional locations).

West Virginia |

.te-Leve! Coordinating and/or
erning Agency

The West Virginia Higher Education Policy Commission is the state-
level coordinating agency for public postsecondary education in West
Virginia. Established in 2000, the commission tekes the place of the
Board of Trustees of the University System of West Virginia and the
Board of Directors of the State College Systern. The commission is
composed of 9 members, who serve overlapping terms of 4 years.
The governor appoints 7 members, and two ex-officio members ~ the
Secretary of Education and the State Superintendent of Schools —
also serve on the commission. The commission is charged with
developing, gaining consensus around and overseeing the
implementation of a public policy agenda for postsecondary
education in West Virginia.

Wisconsin

State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency

The Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System was
gstablished in 1871 and serves as the statutory govemning agency for
the state's 13 public 4-year universities and 13 freshman-sophomore
university centers and university extension. The board consists of 17
members -- 14 appointed by the governor for 7-year terms, subject to
Senate confirmation; 2 serve as ex-officic members {the
superintendent of the department of public instruction and a
representative of the Wisconsin Technical College System Board) by
virtue of the office that he or she holds; and 1 student regent,
appointed by the governor and confirmed by the Senate, serves a 2-
year term. The Wisconsin Technical College System Board was
established in 1971 and is composed of 13 members. 3 employers, 3
employees and 3 members-at-large are appointed by the governor

62

M —— B



for 6-year terms, subject to Senate confirmation. A student member
appointed by the governor and confirmed by the Senate serves a 2-
vear term. The president of the Board of Regents, the superintendent
of the Department of Public Instruction and the secretary of the
Department of Industry, Labor and Human Relations serve as ex-
officio members by virtue of the offices that each holds. The state is
divided into 16 technical coliege districts operating 42 campuses,
with 3 offering & lower-division, coliege-level liberal arts program. The
agency is charged with the statutory mission of providing programs in
vocational, technical and short-term and apprenticeship programs.
The board has statutory responsibility for program planning,
coordinating, approval and evatuation, and accountability for the use
of state and federal funds.

Wyoming

State-l.evel Coordinating andfor
Governing Agency

In 1897, the Wyoming Legislaiure established the Wyoming
Education Planning and Coordinating Council to take the place of the
Postsecondary Education Coordinating Council, which was
established in 1991. The governor serves as council chairman and
the superintendent of public instruction serves as vice-chairman.
Other members inciude; chairman of the Senate education
commitiee; chairman of the House education committee; the
president of the University of Wyoming; the executive director of the
Wyoming Community Coliege Commission; 2 state citizens
appointed by the governor; 1 member of the Wyoming legislature
from the minority party; the president of the Wyoming Community
College President's Council; the chairman of the Wyoming
Community College Commission; a certified K-12 teacher appointed
by the superintendent of public instruction; the chairman of the State
Board of Education; the president of the Wyoming School Boards
Association; the president of the Wyoming Association of School
Administrators; the chairman of the Wyoming Workforce
Development Councl within the governor's office; the president of the
University of Wyoming Board of Trusiees; and a University of
Wyoming instructor selected by the University of Wyoming Board of
Trustees. The council identifies goals for education in Wyoming and
coordinates a means to attain those goats. it also identifies, collects
and disseminates issues and information affecting Wyoming
education and facilitates cooperative arrangements among state
education institutions.

Please contact us at tzieharth@ecs.org with questions or comments about the database.
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Details:
Alabama
System/institutional Governing The state has 2 mullicampus governing boards established by the
Boards state constitution with powers delineated by the state legislature. The

Beard of Trustees of the University of Alabama System was
established in 1821, is comprised of 17 members, and governs 3
senior institutions. The Board of Trustees of Auburn University was
established in 1801, is comprised of 12 members, and governs 2
senior institutions. The Troy State University Governing Board was
established in 1967 (prior to 1967, Troy was governed by the State
Board of Education), is comgrised of 12 members, and governs 3
senior institutions. 5 other state universities each have a separate
governing board. The governing boards are responsible for the total
governance of the institutions under their control other than the
reguiator functions given to the commission for program approval and
off-campus approval.

'Y

Alaska
System/Institutional Governing The University of Alaska is the single, multicampus public institution
Boards of postsecondary education in the state governed by the Board of

Regents. The community college in Valdez has its own governing
board separate from the Board of Regents of the University of
Alaska. See the State-Level Coordinating and/or Governing Agency
section for additional information.

— T —
Arizona
System/Institutional Governing The Arizona Board of Regents governs 3 universities and the State
Boards Board of Directors for Community Colleges coordinates 10

community college districts, which consist of 18 campuses. See the
State-l.evel Coordinating and/or Governing Agency section for more
information.

. Arkansas
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System/Institutional Governing Arkansas has B public senior institutional governing boards whose

Boards powers are delineated by statute. The University of Arkansas Board
of Trustees was established in 1871 and became a system board
. with mergers that began in 1069. The Arkansas State University
Board of Trustees became a system board in 2001 through separate

personnel approvals for a system office. The Southern Arkansas
University - Magnolia Board of Trustees acts on behalf of the 2-year
coliege {Southern Arkansas University - Tech) affiliated with the
University. The University of Arkansas System and the Arkansas
Siate University Systemn are responsible for multipie campuses, The
Southern Arkansas University - Magnolia Board is responsible for 2
campuses. Each of the other boards governs a single institution. The
number of members on the governing boards range from 5 to 10,
with ali appointed by the governor and confirmed by the senate.
Since 1996, two community colleges (Phillips County Community
College renamed Phillips County College-University of Arkansas;
Westark College renamed University of Arkansas-Fort Smith) and
four technical colleges (Red Hope; Gateway Technical College
renamed University of Arkansas Community College-Batesville; Petit
Jean Technical College renamed University of Arkansas Community
College-Morrilton; Cossatot Technical Coliege renamed Cossatot
Community College-University of Arkansas) have merged into the
University of Arkansas system. Westark College became a four-year
institution as part of the merger. One vocational-technical institute
merged with the Arkansas State University Systemn in 2001.
Legislation passed in 1895 gave community college boards the
choice of being elected or appointed by the governor. The technical
colleges each have a local board of seven members appointed by the

governor.
. " 0 S
California
System/Institutional Governing Institutional governing beards in the state include: (1) the Board of
Boards Regents of the University of California comprised of 26 members,

was established under Article 1X, Section 9 of the California
Constitution, 1878 and exercises constitutional powers over 10 public
senior colleges, 3 research laboratories and numerous agricultural
extension stations; (2) the Board of Trustees of the California State
University and Colleges is comprised of 25 members, was
established by the Donohae Higher Education Act of 1960, and
exercises statutory authority over 23 public senior colleges; and (3)
72 local community college district boards of trustees responsible for
governing the 108 pubiic 2-year colleges with general direction and
leadership provided at the state level by the Board of Governors of
the California Community Colleges.

T— N A N
Colorado
stem/Institutional Governing Colorado's public postsecondary education institutions are under the
‘ards direciion of 6 governing boards. The regents of the University of
Colorado (the only public elected governing board) are responsible

for the operation of the university on its 4 campuses in Boulder,
Colorado Springs, Denver {Auraria) and at the Health Sciences
Center in Denver. The Board of Agriculture serves as the governing
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board for Colorado State University, the University of Southern
Colorado and Fort Lewis College. The Colorade School of Mines and
the University of Northern Colorado each has its own Board of
Trustees. The trustees of the state colleges are charged with the
governance of 4 institutions: Adams State College, Mesa State
College, Metropalitan State College of Denver and Western State
College. The 12 institutions comprising the state system of
community cofleges are under the contro! of the State Board for
Community Colleges and Cccupational Education, which also serves
as the state's board for vocational education and has oversight for
much of the programming of the state's 3 local district colleges and
area vocational schools. This board also serves as the siate's
approving agency for veterans' programs. In addition, a Board of
Directors of the Auraria Higher Education Center has certain special
responsibilities with respect to nonacademic programming at the
University of Colorado at Denver, Metropolitan State College of
Denver and the Community College of Denver.

Connecticut

System/institutional Governing
Boards

There are 4 statutory governing boards in Connecticut: (1) the Board
of Trustees of the University of Connecticut, which is comprised of 19
members and is responsibie for the state's land-grant university,
medical center, law school and 5 branch campuses; (2) the Board of
Trustees of the Connecticut State University, which is comprised of
18 members and is responsible for 4 4-year state universities; (3) the
Board of Trustees of the Community-Technical Colleges, which is
comprised of 24 members and is responsible for 12 2-year colleges;
and {4) the Board for State Academic Awards, which is comprised of
9 members and is respensible for a nonieaching institution,
empowered to certify credits and grant degrees as Charter Oak State
College. These 4 system/institutional governing boards were
established simultaneous to the establishment of the Board of
Governors in 1983, Subject to the policies and guidelines of the
Board of Governors, each board administers their systems; plans for
expansion and development of its institutions and submits such plans
to the Board of Governars for review and recommendation; appoinis
and/or removes its Chief Executive Cfiicer and institutional chief
executive officers; determines the size of staff, their duties and
conditions of employment (subject to Board of Govemnors guidelines);
employs staff; fixes compensation; confers degrees; and makes rules
for governance of institutions, admission of students and expenditure
of funds,

Delaware

System/Institutional Governing
Boards

Delaware has 3 institutional governing boards: (1} the Board of
Trustees of the University of Delaware comprised of 32 members,
was established in 1834, and has statutory respaensibitity for 1 public
senior college; (2) the Board of Trustees of Delaware State University
comprised of 12 members, was established in 1890, and has
statutory responsibility for 1 public senior college; and (3) the Board
of Trustees of Delaware Technical and Community Colleges is
comprised of 8 members, was established in 1986, and has statutory
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authority over 4 public communily colleges {1 community college with
4 campuses). The Board of Trustees of the University of Delaware is
responsible for the duties set forth in DEL. CODE ANN § 5108. The

. Board of Trustees of Delaware State University is responsible for the
duties set forth in DEL. CODE ANN § 6505. The Board of Trustees of
Delaware Technical and Community College is responsible for the
duties set forth in DEL. CODE ANN § 9105, These statutes are
available in the Additional information section.

District of Columbia

System/institutional Governing The University of the District of Columbia Board of Trustees governs

Boards the university and the Board of Governors of the District of Columbia
School of Law governs the Schoel of Law. See the State-Level
Cceordinating and/or Governing Agency section for additional

information.
[ I VO SO
Florida
System/institutional Governing Effective July 1, 2001, each of the 11 state universities has a
Boards governor-gppointed 12-member board of trustees. In addition, the
. student body president serves as a voting member of each board.
Ao
Georgia
System/institutional Governing The University System of Georgia's Board of Regents oversees 34
Boards postsecondary institutions. See the State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency section for additionat information.
R - O P
Hawaii
System/Institutional Governing The Board of Regents of the University of Hawaii serves as the
Boards constitutional governing board for the University of Hawaii. See the

State-Level Coordinating and/or Governing Agency section for
additional information.

Idaho

]

System/Institutional Governing The State Board of Education/Board of Regents of the University of
Boards Idaho serves as a single constitutional board for alt public education,
including elementary, secondary and postsecondary levels. Junior
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colleges are responsible to locally elected boards of trustees. See the
State-Level Coordinating and/or Governing Agency section for
additional information,

IHinois

System/Institutional Governing

Each public university and community coliege has a governing board
of trustees made up of 7 members. The public university governing
boards were established in January 1996 and are responsible for
adopting budgets, setting institutional policies, establishing tuition
and fees, personnel and student admissions.

Indiana

System/Institutional Governing

Indiana has eight public institutional governing boards: (1) Ball State
University Board of Trustees; {2) Indiana State University Board of
Trustees; (3) tvy Tech Siate College Board of Trustees with authority
over 22 campuses and centers and the newly created Community
College of Indiana in parinership with Vincennes University; (4)
indiana University Board of Trustees with authority over seven
campuses; (8) IUPU Ft. Wayne campus administered by Purdue
University maintains duai program responsibilities, with some
academic uniis answerable to Purdue and others to Indiana
University; (6) Purdue University Board of Trustees responsible for
four campuses; (7) Vincennes University Board of Trusiees with
jurisdiction over the newly created Community College of Indiana in
partnership with Ivy Tech State College; and (8) University of
Southern Indiana Board of Trustees.

Iowa

System/Institutional Governing

The State Board of Regenis serves as the statutory governing body
for all public postsecondary education in the state and the State
Board of Education’s Bureau of Community Colleges and Workforce
Preparation has jurisdiction over the community colleges in lowa. For
additional information, see the State-Leve! Coordinating and/or

Governing Agency section.

O

Kansas

tem/Institutional Governing

(See State-Level Coordinating and/or Governing Agency.)
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Kentucky

‘temi!nstitutional Governing There are 8 institutional governing boards for the state-supporied

Boards universities and a governing board for the Kentucky Community and
Technical College System. The University of Kentucky, which was
founded in 1865, operates two institutions: the main campus and the
separately accredited Lexington Community College. 20 members
serve on the University of Kentucky's Board of Trustees. Each of the
other 7 boards governs a single institution: the Board of Trustees of
the University of Louisville consists of 20 members and was
established in 1970, the Board of Regents of Eastern Kentucky
University consists of 11 members and was established in 1966; the
Board of Regents of Kentucky State University consists of 11
members znd was established in 1886, the Board of Regents of
Morehead State University consists of 11 members and was
estabiished in 1966; the Board of Regents of Murray State University
consists of 11 members and was established in 1966; the Board of
Regents of Northern Kentucky University consists of 12 members
and was established in 1973, and the Board of Regents of Western
Kentucky University consists of 11 members and was established in
1966. The dates listed indicate when boards' current legal structure
was established. The governing boards are bodies corporate charged
with the responsibility for the overall management and control of the
institutions. Among those are the appointment of the president and
faculty, management of ali institutional finances, and responsibility for
setting all policies. The Board of Regents for the Kentucky
Community College and Technical Colleges System consists of 14
members, was established in 1897 and administer muitipie

. campuses.

O
Louisiana
System/institutional Governing 3 institutional governing boards were created by the 1974
Boards constitution. Each board has 17 members appointed by the governor

with the consent of the senate and 1 student member elected by
student body presidents. The 3 governing boards are: (1) the Board
of Supervisors of Louisiana State University and Agricultural and
Mechanical Coliege, governing 2 public junior colleges, 3 public
senior colleges, a law center, a medical center and an agricultural
science center; (2} the Board of Supervisors of Southern University
and Agricultural and Mechanical Colliege, responsible for 1 public
iunior college and 2 public senior institutions; and {3) the Board of
Trustees for the University of Louisiana Systern, governing 8 public
senior institutions and 2 public junior colleges.

Maine

%temlinstitutionai Governing The Board of Trustees of the University of Maine System is the
ards system/institutional governing board in the state.
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Maryland

‘temilnstitutionat Governing

Boards

Maryiand's postsecondary education system consists of 6 segments:
University System of Maryland, Morgan State University, St. Mary's
College of Maryland, Community Colleges, independent Colieges
and Universities, and Private Career Schools. The Board of Regents
of the University System of Maryland governs 11 constituent
institutions. St. Mary's College of Maryland and Morgan State
University have individual governing boards, as does Baltimore City
Community Coliege. Local boards govern the community colleges.
The independent colleges and universities have their own governing
boards and the private career schools are independently operated.
The Board of Regents for the University System of Marviand consists
of 17 members and was established in 1988. The board is
respansible for managing the system and developing policies,
guidelines and plans. The board is also responsible for establishing
standards for funding, reviewing, modifying and approving
sonsolidated budge! requests with respect to the operating and
capital budgets of constituent institutions. The Board of Trustees for
St. Mary's College of Maryiand consists of 26 members and was
established in 1978. The board is respensible for management and
control of the college. The board reviews plans for the college, which
are prepared by the president, prepares and implements capital and
operating budgets, and establishes personnel policy and procedures.
The Board of Regents for Mcrgan State University consists of 15
members and was established in 1999. It is responsible for the
management of Morgan State University. It may review and adopt
precedures regarding accreditation, programs and functions, actual
and potentiat capabilities, admissions, curricula, graduation, awarding
of degrees and general policymaking. It may prepare and submit
budgets and estabiish general standards and guidelines governing
the appointment, compensation, advancement, tenure, and
termination of all facully, executive staff, and professional
administrative staff and other personnel. The Board of Trustees for
Baltimore City Community Coliege consists of 9 members and was
established in 1990. The board is responsible for the management
and control of the college. In addition, the board establishes fees and
tuition, entrance requirements, courses and programs, etc. The board
appoints the president of the college and reviews and approves
operating and capital budgets.

Massachusetts

System/Institutionat Governing
Boards

Massachusetis has 2 statewide boards with governing authority. The
Board of Trustees of the University of Massachusetts is responsible
for govemning the 5-campus university system. The Board of Higher
Education, in addition to its responsibility for overall coordination of
all public postseconcdary education, has residual governing authority
with respect to the state and community colleges. Management
responsibility, however, for each of these colteges is vested in
institutional boards of trustees for each of these colleges. The state
and community college boards of trustees appoint and remove
presidents, subject 10 approval by the Board of Higher Education.
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Michigan

.temllnstitutionai Governing

Boards

All governance is undertaken by separate institutional governing
boards which include: {1) 10 boards of control of trustees appointed
by the governor for four-year public colieges and universities, each
responsible for a single institution; {2) the elected Board of Regents
of the University of Michigan, a constitutional board governing three
branches of the university; (3) the elected Board of Governors of
Wayne State University and the Board of Trustees of Michigan State
University, both constitutional boards responsible for a single senior
public institution. The 29 public two-year community colleges each
have regionally elected governing boards.

Minnesota

System/Institutional Governing
Boards

The Board of Regents of the University of Minnesota and the Board
of Trustees of the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities
{MnSCU) serve as the institutional governing hoards in the state.

Mississippi

!ystemllnstitutionai Governing

Boards

The Board of Trustees of State Institutions of Higher Learning
exercises constitutional governing authority over the 8 public
institutions in ihe state. The State Board for Community and Junior
Colleges funclions as a coordinating agency for the state's 15 public
junior colleges. See the State-Level Coordinating and/or Governing
Agency section for additional information.

Missouri

Systemfinstitutional Governing
Boards

Institutional governing boards in the state are: (1) the Board of
Curators of the University of Missouri comprised of 9 members, was
established in 1839,and has constitutional authority for 4 campuses;
{2) the statutory Beard of Curators of Lincoln University is comprised
of 9 members was estabiished in 1929 with the University being
founded in 1879; (3) 7 Boards of Regents of state colleges and
universities, exercising authority over 4 public regional universities
and 3 public state colleges generally founded in 1939 with boards
having either 6 or 7 members; {4) the Board of Governors of Truman
Stete University (formerly Northeast Missouri State University) is
comprised of 10 members was established in 1879, (5) the Board of
Regents of Linn State Technical College comprised of 8 members
was established in 1995; and (6) 12 locally elected Boards of
Trustees for the state's 12 community college districts. The Boards of
Trustees for the community college districts have 6 members serving
on each of the boards and were generally established in 1963.
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Montana
System/Institutional Governing The Board of Regents of Higher Education functions as a governing
Boards agency for the Montana University System and has supervisory and

coordinating authority over the state’s community coliteges. See the
State-Level Coordinating and/or Governing Agency section for
additional information.

Nebraska

System/Institutional Governing Two constitutional governing boards for public institutions exist in the
Boards state: the Board of Regents of the University of Nebraska responsible
for general governance of 4 public senior colieges, including a
medical center, and the Board of Trustees of Nebraska State
Colleges responsible for general governance of 3 public senior
institutions. The Board of Regents of the University of Nebraska is
comprised of 8 regents and was established in 1875, The Board of
Trustees of Nebraska State Colleges is comprised of 7 trustees and
was established in 1920. There are 6 community college areas, each
governed by a locally elected board of 11 members,

. Nevada

System/Institutional Governing The Board of Regents of the University and Community College
Boards System of Nevada funclions as the constitutional governing agency
for postsecondary education in the state. See the State-Level
Coordinating and/or Governing Agency section for additional
information,

New Hampshire

The Board of Trustees of the University of New Hampshire System
and the Community Technical Coliege System are responsible for
postsecondary systems and institutions in the state.

System/Institutionai Governing
Boards

New Jersey

Qemlinstitutiona! Governing There are 31 governing boards for public institutions in the state of
ards New Jersey. The Board of Governors of Rutgers University
comprised of 15 members, was established in 1956 succeeding a
Board of Trustees established in 1768, which was retained with
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certain specific responsibilities for university assets acquired before
1956, and has statutory authority over that multicampus institution,
which is the State University of New Jersey. The Board of Trustees of
the University of Medicine and Denlistry of New Jersey comprised of
12 members, was established in 1970, and has statutory authority
over 3 medical schools, a dental school, 2 graduate school of
biomedical sciences and a school of health-related professions. The
Board of Trustees of the New Jersey Institute of Technology
comprised of 17 members, was established in 1967 and has statutory
authority over that institution. In addition, there are 19 individual
community college boards and 9 state college/university boards,
each governing & single public nstitution. The governing board of
each public institution of higher education is responsible for
institutional planning; fulfillment of the institution's mission and of
statewide goals; effective management of the institution, including
investment of institutional funds and requests for state support;
institutional operations, including establishment of tuition and fees
and of standards for admission and graduation; and accountability to
the public for institutional management and operations.

New Mexico

System/institutional Governing
Boards

There are 15 institutional governing boards in the state: the statutory
boards of Albuguerque Technical-Vocational Institute, Luna Area
Vocational-Technical Institute, Mesa Technical College, New Mexico
Junior Cotlege, San Juan College, Santa Fe Community College and
Clovis Community College; and the constitutional regents of New
Mexico Military Institute and Northern New Mexico Community
College, each a single public 2-year institution; the University of New
Mexico governing 4 public 2-year institutions, 1 public 4-year college
and medical center; New Mexico Highlands University, Western New
Mexico University, and New Mexico Institute of Mining and
Technology, each with authority over a public 4-year institution; New
Mexico State University governing 4 public 2-year institutions and a
public 4-year institution; and Eastern New Mexico University
governing 2 public Z-year institutions and 1 public 4-year college.
There are 7 members on the University of New Mexico Board, 5
members on the other 5 university boards and each of the locally
elecied community coilege boards are comprised of 5 members. 8 of
the governing boards were established in the state constitution in
1912 and the remaining 7 were established at different times since
1980. The functions of these boards is typical of boards nationally.

New York

System/Institutional Governing
Boards

There are 2 statulory public institutional governing boards in the
state: the Board of Trustees of the State University of New York (32
2-year institutions and 32 4-year institutions) and the Board of
Trustees of the City University of New York {6 2-year and 13 4-year
institutions).
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North Carolina

!stemiinstitutional Governing

Boards

Under the staiute creating the Board of Governors, a 13-member
board of trustees was created for each of the 16 pubiic senior
institutions. The Board of Governors elects 8 members; the governor
appoints 4 members; and the student body president serves as an
ex-officio, voting member by virtue of the elected office he or she
holds. Trustees serve 4-year terms and are responsible for promoting
the sound deveiopment of the campus and advising the Board of
Governors and the chancellor. The Board of Governors has
delegated many responsibilities to the trustees. The trustees
recommend names of chancellors to the president, who recornmends
a candidate to the Board of Governors. Similarly, each public 2-year
institution is governed by a board of trustees consisting of 12
members and a student body president who serves as an ex-officio
member by virtue of the elected office he or she holds. The board is
responsible for electing the president of the institution.

North Dakota

System/Institutional Governing
Boards

The State Board of Higher Education functions as the constitutional
governing body for North Dakota's 6 publicly supported universities, 3
2-year branches, and 5 2-year colleges. See the State-level
Coordinating and/or Governing Agency section for additional
information.

Ohio

System/institutional Governing
Boards

The statuiory institutionat governing boards in the state are as
follows: the Board of Trustees of Bowling Green State University; the
Boards of Trustees of the University of Akron and Wright State
University, each governing one public branch and one senior
university; the Boards of Trustees of Central State University,
Cleveland State University, Shawnee State University, the University
of Toledo and Youngstown Staie University, each governing a single
senior public institution; the Boards of Trustees of Chio University
and Ohio State University, each responsibie for 1 senior institution
and 5 public branches, the Board of Trusiees of Kent State University
with 7 public branches and & singie public senior institution; the
Boards of Trustiees of the University of Cincinnati and Miami
University with 2 public branches and a single public senior
institution. The number of members of the institutions' governing
boards varies. 6 community colleges are governed by boards
representing the state and county, 8 technical colleges are governed
by boards representing the state-appointed boards of trustees. The
Medical College of Ohio at Toledo is an independent institution with a
separate governing board and the Northeastern Chio Universities
College of Medicine has a @-member hoard of trustees reflecting its
consortial nature. The functions of the individual boards for each
institutions and/or type of institutions are spelled out in Ohio Revised
Code: ORC 3335-3362.
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Oklahoma

System/Institutional Governing
Boards

Oklahoma's public higher education institutions are operated by 16
governing boards, 3 are constitutional and 3 govern more than 1
institution. The constitutional boards are: the Board of Regents of the
Uriversity of Oklahoma, comprised of 7 members, was established in
1919, and governs the University of Oklahoma, Cameron University
and Rogers State University; the Board of Regents of Oklahoma
Colleges, comprised of 9 members, was established in 1947 and
previousiy governed by a different board and governs 6 senior
institutions; and the Board of Regents for the Oklahoma Agricultural
ant Mechanical Colleges, comprised of 9 members, was established
in 1945 and previously governed by a different board and governs
Oklahoma State University, 2 additional public senior colleges and 2
public junior colleges. Other governing boards in Oklahoma include:
the Board of Regents of the University of Science and Arts of
Okiahoma, established in 1965 and comprised of 7 regents; the
Board of Regents of Carl Albert State Coliege, established in 1971
and comprised of 7 regents; the Board of Regents of Eastern
Oklahoma State College, established in 1972 and comprised of 7
regents; the Board of Regents of Murray State College, established
in 1972 and caomprised of 7 regents; the Board of Regents of
Northern Oklahoma College, established in 1965 and comprised of 5
regents; the Board of Regents of Cklahema City Community College,
established in 1970 and comprised of 7 regents; the Board of
Regenis of Redlands Community College, established in 1972 and
comprised of 7 regents; the Board of Regents of Rose State Coliege,
established in 1968 and comprised of 7 regents; the Board of
Regents of Seminole State College, established in 1971 and
comprised of 7 regents; the Board of Regents of Tulsa Community
College, established in 19698 and comprised of 7 regents; the Board
of Regents of Western Oklahoma State College, established in 1971
and comprised of 7 regents; the Board of Trustees of Ardmore Higher
Education Program, established in 1985 and comprised of 10
trustees; and the Board of Trustees of McCurtain County Higher
Education Program, established in 1985 and comprised of 9 trustees.
These institutional governing boards are responsible to: employ and
fix compensation and duties of personnel, enter contracts, purchase
supplies, materials and eguipment, adopt rules and regulations
necessary for governance, receive and make disposition of monies,
grants, and property and administer same, accept gifts, direct
disposition of all state and federal appropriated funds, acquire and
take title to real and personal property, institute legal action,
supervision and charge of construction, establish and maintain plans
for tenure and retirement of employees, maintain inventory of all
property, audit all accounts against funds aliocated to institution, and
do all things necessary and convenient {o carry out duties.

Oregon

.temilnstitutional Governing

rds

The Department of Higher Education is charged with the coordination
of the Oregon University System, the public postsecondary higher
education system in Oregon. The State Board of Education
supervises and regulates 17 community colleges, each of which has
its own elected governing board. See the State-Level Coordinating
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and/or Governing Agency section for additional information.

‘ Pennsylvania

System/institutional Governing The State System of Higher Education is governed by a board of

Boards governors with a chanceiior as chief executive officer. The board of
governors has fiscal, personnel and education policy control gver the
system's institutions. Each university in the State System of Higher
Education has a council of trustees, which operates in accordance
with statute and regulations adopted by the board of governors, The
Board of Trustees of Fennsylvania State University has authority for
the university, its 18 branch campuses and 4 specialized campuses,
The Beard of Trustees of Temple University, with 1 branch campus,
the Board of Trustees of the University of Piitsburgh and the Board of
Trustees of Lincoln University have authority for their respective
institutions. All other institutions, including the community colleges,
have their own governing boards.

Puerto Rico

System/institutional Governing The Puerto Rico Council on Higher Education is the coordinating

ards agency for all higher education institutions, public and private. See
6 the State-Level Coordinating and/or Governing Agency section for

additional information.

Rhode Island

System/Institutional Governing The Board of Governors for Higher Education serves as the
Boards governing agency for the Community College of Rhode Island,
Rhode Island College and the University of Rhode Island. See the
State-lL.evel Coordinating and or Governing Agency section for
additional information.

South Carolina

The 11 institutional governing boards include Boards of Trustees for
Clemson University, Coastal Carolina University, the Ccoliege of
Charleston, Francis Marion University, Lander University, the Medical
University of South Carolina, South Carolina State University,
Winthrop University, and the Board of Visitors for the Citadel, each
governing a single institution; the Board of Trustees of the University
of South Carclina, which governs the main campus, 2 seniorand 5 2-
year branches; and the State Board for Technical and
Comprehensive Education, which governs 16 2-year technical
colleges. The governing boards are responsible for hiring the

System/Institutional Governing
Boards

77



president, setting tuition and establishing admissions standards.

o
South Dakota
System/institutional Governing The Board of Regents serves as the constitutional governing body for
Boards the 6 public universities, a school for the deatf and a school for the

blind and visually impaired. See the State-Level Coordinating and/or
Governing Agency section for additional information.

Tennessee

System/institutional Governing There are 2 public institutional governing boards in the state: (1) the

Boards Board of Regents of the State University and Community College
System, which exercises statutory responsibiiity for 6 senior
institutions, 12 community colleges, 1 technical institute, and 26
nondegree-granting area technology centers; and (2) the Board of
Trustees of the University of Tennessee, which exercises statutory
authority for 5 senior institutions, as well as statewide units of
extension and public service. The Board of Regents of the State
University and Community College System was established in 1972
and is comprised of 19 members. The Board of Trustees of the
University of Tennessee was established in 1784 and is comprised of

. 24 members.

Texas

System/institutional Governing There are 50 public community coilege districts in the state and one
Boards public technical college system. Of the 10 statutory university
governing boards, 6 are responsible for multiple campuses and 4 for
a single institution. Governing boards responsible for more than 1
institution, and the number of institutions they govern are: (1) the
University of Texas System -- 9 universities, 2 health science
centers, 1 medical branch and 2 medical centers; (2) Texas A&M
University System -- 8 universities, 1 health science cenier, 1 upper-
level institution and 1 college of marine sciences; (3) Texas State
University System -- 5 universities, 1 upper-level center and 3 lower-
division state colleges; (5) the University of Houston System -- 2
universities and 2 upper-level institutions; {6) University of North
Texas -- 1 university and 1 health science center; and (7) Texas Tech
University System - 1 university and 1 health sciences center. The
hoards of the following universities govern single institutions:
Midwestern Siate University, Texas Woman's University and Stephen
F. Austin State University. The Board of Regents of the Texas State
Technical College System was established in 1965 and is
responsibie for 4 technical colleges. 8 members serve on each of the
. foliowing boards: Midwestern State University Board of Regents
established in 1961, Stephen F. Austin State University Board of
Regents established in 1969, Texas A&M University System Board of
Regents established in 1875, Texas Southern University Board of
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Regents established in 1971, Texas State University System Boeard
of Regents established in 1948, Texas Tech University System Board
of Regents established in 1923, Texas Woman's University Board of

: Regents established in 1901, University of Houston Board of Regentis

. established in 1945, University of North Texas System Board of

Regenis established in 1948, and University of Texas System Board
of Regents established in 1881. Each board is autheorized and
directed to govern, operate, support and maintain institutions under

its purview.
- I
Utah
System/institutional Governing I addition to the State Board of Regents, each of the 10 institutions
Boards has a board of trustees, appointed by the governor, with Senate

consent. 8 of the institutional governing boards have 16 members
and were established in 1969. The Utah College of Applied
Technology (UCAT) has a governing board comprised of 15
members and was established in 2001. UCAT also has 10 regional
colleges, each of which has a board with representatives of the iocal
school districts and business/industry, ranging in size from 11 to 21.
The institutional boards of trustees have specific statutory authority,
but derive their principal campus governance powers by delegation
from the State Board of Regents.

. Vermont

System/institutional Governing Vermont has 2 institutional governing agencies: (1) the Board of
Boards Trustees of the Universily of Vermont and State Agricultural College
exercises statutory authority for that single institution; and (2) the
Board of Trustees of the Vermont State Colleges exercises statutory
authority for 3 senior colleges, a single technical college offering 2-
and 4-year degrees and a statewide, open, noncampus community
college. The Board of Trustees of Vermont State Colleges is
comprised of 15 members -- 4 Legislative frustees who serve 4-year
terms and are elected by the state legisiature, 9 trustees appointed
by the Governor who serve 6-year terms, 1 student trusiee elected by
the Vermont State Colleges Student Association who serves a 1-year
term and the governor, who is an ex-officio member by virtue of the
elected office that he or she holds. The Vermont State Colleges
Board of Trustees was established along with the Vermont State
College System in 1961, Each governing board submits its budget
and a requested appropriation amount for the upcoming fiscat year to
the governor. Recommendations regarding the annual appropriation
amounts are submitted o the General Assembly, which makes
appropriations for the support of the university and state colleges.

. Virginia

System/Institutional Governing The State Board for Community Colleges, comprised of 15 members
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Boards

and established in 1966, has statutory authority for 23 public juntor
coileges under the council's coordination. There are 14 other
institutional governing boards in the state, The governing boards for
single senior institutions are: the Board of Visitors of Christopher
Newport University, comprised of 17 members, was founded in 1693
and became public in 1906; the Virginia Military Institute was
established in 1839, and 16 members serve on the board; George
Mason University was established in 1972, and 16 members serve
on the board; Longwood Coliege was established in 1864, and 15
members serve on the board; James Madison University was
established in 1964, and 15 members serve on the board; Mary
Washington Coliege was established in 1972, and 16 members serve
on the board; Norfolk State Universily was established in 1968, and
13 members serve on the board; Old Dominion University was
established in 1962, and 17 members serve on the board; Radford
University was established in 1964, and 11 members serve on the
board; Virginia State University was established in 1964, and 11
members serve on the board; Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University was established in 1964, and 11 members serve on the
board; and Virginia Commonwealth University was established in
1968, and 16 members serve on the board. The Beoard of Visitors of
the College of William and Mary, comprised of 17 members, was
founded in 1693 and became public in 1906, and has constitutional
governing authority for 1 senior and 1 iunior public institution. The
Board of Visitors of the University of Virginia has statutory authority
for 2 sentor public institutions. (It should be noted that many of the
established dates represent when an institution became its own entity
and not tied 1o another state college or state board.) The governing
boards of the public colleges are responsible for providing general
policy direction and management oversight of the university,
setection of the college presidents, determining the president's duties
and setting the admissions policy for each institution. Additionally, the
Code of Virginia contains specific roles that can be found in the
Addiiona! Information section.

Washington

System/Institutional Governing
Boards

Each 4-year public institution is governed by an individual statutory
governing board with 8 trustees serving on the Boards of Trustees of
Centrai Washington (established in 1890), Eastern Washington
{established in 1890), Western Washington Universities (established
in 1885) and Evergreen State College {established in 1967}, and 10
regents serving on the Boards of Regents of the University of
Washington (established in 1861) and Washington State University
{established in 1881). These governing boards are respansible for
operation of the college/university, determination of curricula,
awarding of degrees and establishment of tocal administrative rules
and policies. Each of the state-supporied colleges also has its own
iocal governing board.

West Virginia

System/institutional Governing
Boards

The West Virginia Higher Education Policy Commission is the state-
level coordinating agency for public postsecondary education in West
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Virginia. Established in 2000, the commission takes the place of the
Board of Trustees of the University System of West Virginia and the
Board of Directors of the State Coliege System. The commission is

. composed of @ members, who serve overiapping terms of 4 years.
The governor appoints 7 members, and two ex-officio members — the
Secretary of Education and the State Superintendent of Schools —
also serve on the commission. The commission is charged with
developing, gaining consensus around and overseeing the
impiementation of a public policy agenda for postsecondary
education in West Virginia.

Wisconsin

System/Institutional Governing The Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System governs
Boards the siate's 13 public 4-year universities, 13 freshman-sophomore
university centers and university extension. The Wisconsin Technical
Coliege System Board functions as the governing board for 16
technical college districts operating 42 campuses. See the State-
Level Coordinating and/or Governing Agency section for additional
information.

Wyoming

@

System/institutional Governing By state constitution, governance of the University of Wyoming, the
Boards sole public senior institution in the state, is vested in 12 trustees
appointed by the governor and confirmed by the Senate. A statewide
Community Coliege Commission sets overall policy for the 7
community colleges in the state, each of which has a local board.

Please contact us at tziebarth@ecs. org with questions or comments about the database.

@ 2002 Education Commission of the States
760 Broadway, Suite 1200 - Denver, CO 80203-3460
PHONE: 303-299-3600
FAX: 303-296-8332 - E-mail: ees@ess.org - Internet:
WWW.ECS.0r(
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Viewing Changes from a Long-Term Perspective

The last 25 years of the 20th century witnessed fundamental changes in state postsecondary education structures.
These changes reflect broader societal trends, including shifting economic conditions, as well as movements in the
prevailing views about the role of government in domestic policy. Notwithstanding these changes, though, certain
policy issues appeared consistently in the debates about governance throughout this period.

Changes Reflecting Broader Societal Trends
A few states established statewide governing or coordinating structures in the first half of the 20th century, but the
most dramatic increase in states with these structures occurred in the 1960s. Two forces spurred these changes:

Pressures to manage proliferation of institutions and programs, and to curb unnecessary duplication as states
esponded to dramatic enrollment increases

* The prevailing public management approaches of the time emphasizing rational planning and quantitative
analysis.

By 1971, all but four states (Delaware, Michigan, Nebraska and Vermont) had established either statewide
governing boards encompassing most, if not all, their public institutions or statewide coordinating boards.

A requirement in the federal Education Amendments of 1972 that states establish postsecondary education planning
commissions in order to be eligible for planning and other categorical grants spurred a number of states to revise
their structures. Later in the 1970s, severe economic conditions led states to turn more to regulatory policies such as
mission definition and program review in efforts to get institutions to contain costs and eliminate unnecessary
duplication.

As the economy improved in the early 1980s, a shift occurred in the prevailing views about the role of government
in not only postsecondary education but also other dimensions of state responsibility. Reflecting what later became
known as the neo-liberal approach to public policy, political leaders began advocating decentralization,
deregulation and privatization balanced by increased reliance on performance measures and incentive funding to
ensure responsiveness of institutions to public purposes. These trends were reflected in changes in the statutory
mandates of state higher education agencies as illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Changes in Underlying Assumptions About the State Role in Postsecondary Education

A SHIFT FROM:

TO:

onal planning for static institutional models

Strategic planning for dynamic market models

Focus on providers, primarily public institutions

Focus on clients, students/learners, employers and
governments

Service areas defined by geographic boundaries and
monopolistic markets

Service arezs defined by the needs of ciients served by
multiple providers

Tendency toward centralized control and regulation
through tightly defined institutional missions, financial
accountzbility and retrospective reporting

More decentralized management using policy tools to
stimulate desired response (e.g., incentives, performance
funding, consumer information)

Policies and regulation to limit competition and
unnecessary duplication

Puolicies to “enter the market on behalf of the public” and
to channe! competitive forces toward public purposes

Quality defined primarily in terms of resources (inputs
such as faculty credentials or library resources) as
established within postsecondary education

Quality defined in terms of outcomes and performance as
defined by multiple clients (students/learners, employers,
government)

Policies and services developed and carried out primarily

Increased use of nongovernmental organizations and

mixed public/private providers to meet public/client
needs (e.g., developing curricula and learning modules,
providing student services, assessing competencies,
providing guality assurance)

ugh public agencies and public institutions

During the recession of the late 1980s and early 1990s, some states reverted to the more regulatory approaches
reminiscent of the recession in the 1970s, but as the economy recovered, the basic trends begun in the 1980s

reemerged.

Recurring Policy Issues

Governance changes often occur because of — or are heavily influenced by — societal trends, as summarized above.
But throughout the past half-century, remarkably similar policy issues have triggered most significant
reorganizations.

Changes in Political Leadership

Newly elected governors often propose state government reorganization for both substantive and symbolic reasons.
Since the mid-1980s, governors have played an increasingly aggressive role in shaping postsecondary education
policy and reorganization to improve public accountability and efficiency. Less frequently, reorganizations are
triggered by changes in party control in the state legislature or at the initiative of legislative leaders.

Long-standing “Irritants” in the Politics of the State Postsecondary Education System

These irritants tend to be long-standing problems that may fester for years but then, especially at points of changes
o litical leadership or severe economic downturns, they trigger debates, lead to special study commissions and
‘ eventually result in full-scale reorganization. Examples of several of the most common issues are:

®  Access 10 high-cost graduate and professional programs. In most states, regional economie, political and
cultural differences present serious challenges to state policymakers. These regional stresses are amplified and
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played out in conflicts within the states” postsecondary education systems. A common scenario begins with
pressure from a growing urban area to have accessible graduate and professional programs. Subsequent local
campaigns and state lJobbying efforts to expand these initiatives from a few courses to full-scale programs and
hen new campuses lead to opposition from existing universities and other regions. The same scenario often
plays out when isolated rural areas struggle to gain access to programs for place-bound adults. Local and
regional end-runs to the governor or legislature to get special attention either to advance or block such
initiatives usually spark political struggles that inevitably lead to major restructuring proposals,

*  Conflict between the aspirations of two institutions (often under separate governing boards) in the same
geographic area. Again, conflicts tend to be over which institution should offer high-cost graduate and
professional programs. Major reorganization proposals, usually mergers or consolidations, frequently occur
afier years of other efforts to achieve improved cooperation and coordination.

*  Political reaction to institutional lobbying. As governors and legislators face politically difficult and
unattractive choices to curtail rather than expand programs, intense lobbying by narrow, competing institutional
interests can spark demands for restructuring. Political leaders seek to push such battles away from the
immediate political process by increasing the authority of a state board, with the hope that the board will be able
to resolve the conflicts before they get to the legislature. The reverse situation also occurs frequently. A state
board will act to curtail an institutional end-run and then face a legislative proposal, frequently stimulated by the
offending institution, to abolish the board. Short-term victories gained through end-running the established
coordinating structures usually lead to greater centralization.

*  Frustrations with barriers to student transfer and articulation. Cumulative evidence that student transfer
between institutions is difficult, or the number of credits limited, often leads to proposals to create a “seamless”
system. Before the mid-1990s, most of the reorganization proposals were limited to postsecondary education
{e.g., consolidating institutions under a single governing board), but an imcreasing number of states are debating
proposals to create P-16 (primary through postsecondary education) structures.

Concerns about too many institutions with ill-defined or overlapping missions. At issue may be small,
isolated rural institutions or institutions with similar missions in close proximity to one another. The governance
debates often emerge from proposals to merge, consolidate or close institutions or to make radical changes in
mnstitutional missions. The intense lobbying and publicity by persons who oppose the changes often lead to
proposals for governance changes. In some cases, the proposals are to abolish the board that proposed the
changes. In other cases, just the opposite is proposed — to increase the board’s authority out of frustration with
its inability to carry out a recommended closure or merger.

* Lack of regional coordination among institutions (e.g., community colleges, technical colleges, branch
campuses) offering one- and two-year vocational, technical, occupational and transfer programs. Many
states have regions or communities where two or more public institutions, each responsible to a different state
board or agency, are competing to offer similar one- and two-year programs. In the worst situations, this may
involve a postsecondary technical institute, a community college and two-year lower-division university
branches competing for an overlapping market in the same region.

®  Concerns about the current state board’s effectiveness or continuing relevance to state priorities.

Reorganizations often result from efforts to change leaders or leadership styles. As illustrated by the brief

summary of changes over the past 25 years, state leaders tend to see the importance of statewide coordination in

times of severe fiscal constraints, but when the economy is strong and these leaders face fewer difficult choices

among competing priorities, the relevance of state agencies is less evident. Common triggers for change

include:

« A sense that a board, or its staff, is ineffective or lacks the political influence or judgment to address critical
issues facing the state, which are often one or more of the other perennial issues. They may be perceived as

. unable to resolve problems before they become major political controversies, or they may have handled

difficult issues poorly in the past.

+ A desire to change leadership style or underlying philosophy of the state role. This may be a reaction to
aggressive, centralized leadership and an effort to shift to a more passive, consultative leadership approach —
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or the reverse. The change may be to move from a focus on administrative, regulatory or management issues
internal to postsecondary education to a focus on policy leadership relative to a broader public agenda.

»  State leaders also may propose reorganization not because the structure has problems but simply to change
. the leadership or personalities involved in the process.

Recent Significant Changes in State Structure

In the five-year period from 1997 to 2002, eight states enacted significant changes in state-level postsecondary
education structure, with “significant” defined as eliminating, establishing or changing the authority of state-level
boards. These states were Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Utah and West Virginia.

Several other states made less far-reaching but nonetheless important changes in governance or the roles of state-
level boards or systems. These included Hawaii, Maine, Maryland, North Dakota and Texas. In the previous five-
year period, roughly from 1992 to 1996, four states enacted significant changes. These states were Illinois,

I1]

Four major categories of change occurred in the 1997-2002 period:

Minmnesota, Nebraska and New Jersey.

»  Comprehensive reforms linked to a public agenda for the future of the state

®  Establishment of K-16/K-20 structures
®  State structures for community and technical colleges

»  Decentralization and deregulation.

Comprehensive Reforms Linked to a Public Agenda for the Future of the State
The governance changes in Kentucky and West Virginia were elements of comprehensive reforms intended to
ieve long-term improvements in the state’s economic competitiveness and quality of life. In both cases, changes
te financing policy were as important as governance changes. The changes in structure were seen as essential
to put in place the capacity to lead and sustain the reforms.

»  Kentucky. Legislation in 1997 replaced the Council on Higher Education with the Council on Postsecondary
Education. The new entity has broader authority to lead the reform agenda and to affect change through
financing policy. The regulatory emphasis of the previous entity was replaced by a new emphasis on policy
ieadership. The reforms also created a new statewide governing board — the Kentucky Community and
Technical College System — to oversee the community and technical colleges.

®  West Virginia. Legislation in 2000 established a new policy leadership/coordinating board — the Higher
Education Policy Commission — to replace the two previous state-level governing boards — the Board of
Trustees for the West Virginia Universities and the Board of Directors for the West Virginia State Colleges. At
the same time, the legislation created governing boards for each of the public institutions and established a step-
by-step process for establishing independently accredited community and technical colleges separated from

sponsoring four-year institutions.

»  Arkansas, The changes in Arkansas focused more narrowly on the role of the Department of Higher Education
and the state-level board. In 1997, the Higher Education Coordinating Board replaced the Board of Higher
Education.

Establishment of K-16/K-20 State Structures

Several states established state-level structures for K-16/K-20 policy coordination between 1997 and 2002, but
most of these structures were established not through formal new legislation but by Governors® Executive Orders or
means. With the exception of Florida, no state established a new K-16/K-20 structure that merged,
lidated or eliminated separate K-12 or postsecondary education state structures. Examples of new statutory
structures that emphasize coordination rather than consolidation include:

" Georgia’s A-Plus Education Reform Act of 2000 created an independent Office of Educational Accountability
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and a new coordinating council for education to strengthen accountability data and cooperation across educational
sectors and to oversee the new accountability office.

Indiana’s Education Roundtable, chaired by the governor, was established to coordinate education policy
cross the education sectors.

The most far-reaching reorganization took place in Florida through the 1998 constitutional amendment that
replaced the State Board of Education previously composed of the state’s constitutional officers with a new State
Board of Education appointed by the governor. Sweeping reforms enacted in the Education Governance
Reorganization Act of 2000 defined the responsibilities of the new state board. In 2001, the legslature enacted the
Education Reorganization Implementation Act that further defined the organizational structure. Among other
points, the legisiation abolished the Board of Regents for the state universities and created separate governing
boards for each university within the overall policy framework of the State Board of Education.

While the scope of the changes in Florida cannot be denied, it is important to recognize certain aspects of the state’s
context that are unique to that state and not necessarily applicable to other states:

®  The formal jurisdiction of the previous Florida State Board of Education encompassed the whole Florida
education system, including the state universities, community colleges and the K-12 system. Therefore, the
concept of a unified K-20 system was not new to Florida. The new structure gives that concept greater focus

and coherence.

* The driving force behind key elements of the reform, especially the abolition of the Board of Regents and the
creation of governing boards for each state university, was the political controversies related to the Board of
Regents’ approval — or disapproval — of new graduate and professional programs. These issues were unrelated

to the theme of creating a K-20 state structure.

State Structures for Community and Technical Colleges

!taﬁes made significant changes in state structure related to community and technical colleges. These changes
cted the intersection of two pressures: (1) the drive to create a capacity to improve the competitiveness of the
states” workforce and (2) the frustration with long-standing policy disputes about responsibility for states’ two-year

institutions.

»  Kentucky. As described above, a major element of the 1997 reform legislation was the Kentucky Community
and Technical College System, which includes the community colleges formerly under the University of
Kentucky and the technical institutions formerly under the state Cabinet for Workforce Development.

» 1 ouisiana. Legislation and a subsequent constitutional amendment in 1998 created the Louisiana Community
and Technical College System, which includes the technical colleges formerly controlled by the Board of
Flementary and Secondary Education, and community colleges governed by other public governing boards.

* Indiana. Legislation in 1999 created the Community College of Indiana, a joint undertaking of Vincennes
University and the Indiana Technical Colleges (Ivy Tech).

*  Waest Virginia. As described above, the comprehensive reform legislation in 2000 (and further refinements in
2001) advanced a decade-long process of creating a community and technical college system by establishing a
timeline for further separation of the community and technical colleges from sponsoring four-year institutions.

»  Kansas. Legislation in 2000 reconstituted the Board of Regents and transferred to the new board the
responsibility for coordinating the locally governed community colleges.

Utah. Legislation in 2001 resolved a 30-year battle over the governance of the state’s applied technology
centers. The act reconstituted the five applied technology centers and four regional programs previously
verseen by the State Board of Education as 10 regional applied technology colleges within the new Utah
Qoilege of Applied Technology.

Decentralization and Deregulation
Several states enacted changes that decentralized governance and deregulated the relationship between the state and
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postsecondary education. In all these cases, the changes included provisions for increased public accountability in
exchange for decentralization and deregulation. For example:

na As described above, the major reform legislation in Florida in 2001 and West Virginia in 2000 established
overning boards for each of the states’ public institutions (in Florida, each commumnity college already had a
governing board). Each public institation in West Virginia must enter into a compact with the Higher Education
Policy Commission specifying performance goals to be achieved over a multi-year period.

*  North Dakota enacted legislation in 2000 significantly changing the state’s budgetary process to emphasize
state priorities and granting the institutions increased flexibility on matters of fiscal and personnel policy.

*  Maine enacted legislation in 2000 creating boards of visitors for each campus within the University of Maine
System.

*» Maryland enacted changes in 1999 granting the institutions within the University System of Maryland
increased fiscal and procedural flexibility.

» Colorado enacted legislation in 2001 authorizing the Colorado School of Mines to negotiate a performance
agreement with the Colorado Commission on Higher Education 1n exchange for increased independence from
state oversight. Further statutory changes in 2002 separated two Colorado public institutions — Metropolitan
State College of Education and Fort Lewis College — from their systems and established separate governing

boards for each institution.

"  Voters in Hawaii approved a constitutional amendment in 2000 to allow the University of Hawaii to formulate
policy and exercise control over its internal operations without prior legislative approval.

“Public Interest” States vs. “Regulatory” States

Based upon the formal changes in state structure summarized above, as well as other more subtle chahges in the
ority and influence of state postsecondary education boards taking place, what is increasingly evident is the
ction between two kinds of states:

®  States in which the state board has made the transition from the regulatory coordination of the past to a new
role of policy leadership in the public interest — a transition that is recognized and supported by both policy and
postsecondary education leaders.

»  States in which the state board remains mired in the policies and regulatory practices of the past, and there is
little current demand from the state’s policy leaders for an independent state agency focused on policy
leadership in the public interest. Consequently, these state boards are increasingly irrelevant to state

postsecondary education policy.

States that have successfully made the transition from regulatory coordination to policy leadership in the public
interest share certain characteristics:

*  Policy leaders (the governor and state legislative leaders) recognize the fundamental distinction between the
public interest in higher education and the interests of the postsecondary education institutions and sectors. It is
not that these leaders see the public interest and institutional (provider) interests as necessarily in conflict; in
contrast, they recognize the need for an independent state board focused on ensuring an alignment of the
institutional interests with the public interest.

®»  State board members insist on a consistent board focus on the public interest, and understand the distinction
between the public interest and institutional perspectives.

* [Institutional leaders recognize the value of advocacy of the public interest in postsecondary education as a
omplement to institutional advocacy. While not always supporting the actions of the state board, these leaders
‘cognize that effective policy leadership in the public interest is in the long-term interest of the institutions.

»  The public agenda is focused on the link between postsecondary education and the needs of the state’s
population, and the state’s economy and quality of life. The state boards most often lead in shaping these
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agendas, using information to define the major demographic, education and economic challenges, and building
consensus among the state’s policy, business and education leaders around a set of long-term goals.

Willingness to reach beyond the state’s public institutions to draw on multiple and often unconventional
roviders, as well as new modes of provision to ensure the state’s postsecondary education needs are met.

®  Links between financing policy and other market-oriented incentives and the public agenda. State boards in
these states play central roles in ensuring links between the budget and the priorities defined in the public

agenda.

"  Use of information not only to shape the public agenda, but also to monitor and report to the public on progress
toward goals.

=  Consistent attention to the public agenda over a multi-year period spanning two or more election cycles. In
each of these states, the board has played a role in shaping an agenda with wide, bipartisan support thereby
ensuring leaders from both parties will sustain the focus on key priorities.

® Partnerships linking postsecondary education policy to K-12 through K-16/K-20 leadership groups and
networks, as well as ones linking postsecondary education and economic development/workforce development.

In contrast, in those states that have failed to make the transition, there is little current demand for postsecondary
education policy in the public interest. The state boards, whether coordinating or governing, remain bound by
statatory mandates and modes of operation defined as long as 25 years ago. In addition:

* Coordinating boards in these states remain focused primarily on coordinating public institutions and core staff
capacity is focused on the regulatory tasks of program approval and review, budget analysis and on
administration of state and federal categorical grant programs. Little attention is given to shaping and building
consensus around a public agenda, few connections are made between public priorities and budget/resource
allocation, and links with K-12 and workforce development are driven more by externally funded initiatives

.')an by the board’s leadership and priorities.

® State-level governing boards in these states remain focused primarily on internal system and institutional
issues. Institutional advocacy more than advocacy of the public interest is the highest priority — especially when
the board perceives a threat to institutional interests. The boards responsible for systemwide collective
bargaining find themselves deeply involved in issues of human resource policy. The weight of policies and
practices built up over many years severely limits the capacity of these boards to shift to the broader role of
policy leadership in the public interest.

As emphasized by the foregoing summary, the capacity of a state to make the transition to a state-level structure
focused on policy Jeadership i the public interest depends fundamentally on the demand for such a transition by
the state’s leaders. A number of trends, however, are working against this demand, including:

*  Growing perception that postsecondary education is a private good. This perception is reinforced by the
increasing evidence of the individual benefits in terms of increased lifetime earnings of those with
postsecondary education coupled with the increasingly independent, “private” behavior of public institutions.
States are moving away from their traditional roles as “owner-operators™ of public institutions and, for
pragmatic as much as ideological reasons, are moving to selective subsidy of either institutions or students. This
selective subsidy is linked to a narrower definition of how postsecondary education contributes to the public
good. Examples include subsidy of students for access or performance or targeted subsidies related to workforce
development, regional economic development, and applied research and technology linked to the state’s

economy.
These changes call for an entirely different approach to the state role in postsecondary education than the one
‘revailing at the time when most state coordinating and governing boards were established. Rather than

verseeing a set of public institutions that were perceived as critical to the public interest, state boards are being
called upon to oversee initiatives to ensure an increasingly “private” system responds to a more sharply defined

set of public priorities.
® Turnover in state government leadership, State coordination as it evolved in the mid-1900s presumed a
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degree of stability in the structure and Jeadership of state government. A small number of key leaders in each state

were responsible for shaping the structures established in the 1960s and 1970s. The continuing success of the
structures they shaped depended, at least partially, on the ability of these people to remind each generation of

.zolitjcal leaders about why the structure was formed and the basic values that should guide state-institutional

elationships. Today, few of the people who shaped the current structures are still in positions of influence. The
influx of many new players makes it difficult to sustain mandates over time as new players ignore or seek to

change their predecessors’ actions.

The turnover in legislators, accelerated in many states by term limits, has increased the focus on short-term
issues and the influence of interest groups with the political and financial clout to shape legislative agendas.
There are few demands for a long-term agenda spanning more than one election cycle. In this environment,
lobbying by individual institutions for support from local legislators — always a reality of state postsecondary
education politics — can have far greater impact than an effort by a state board to advance a long-term agenda
for the public interest. In short, there is no audience for the broader public agenda.

Development of alternative sources of analysis. In the 1960s and 1970s when many of the state
postsecondary education agencies were first established, governors and legislators turned to these entities as
sources of independent, objective analysis and advice. There was a clear understanding among policy leaders
that the unique culture and complexity of postsecondary education required a capacity for analysis that was
unobtainable through executive branch or legislative staff.

Now, the situation has changed dramatically. Governors’ budget staffs have specialized competence to review
and analyze postsecondary education issues and legislative staff competence also has increased. Legislative
turnover has strengthened the influence of legislative staff agencies as the tenure of staff members is often far
Jonger than the elected members. State postsecondary education boards, especially boards that have not made
the transition to a public interest focus, are often perceived as “just another interest group,” rather than as
sources of objective analysis and recommendations. Policy leaders are more inclined to tumn to their own staffs
or to external consultants than to the state board.

ncreasing challenge of finding and retaining competent professional leadership for state coordination. A
state board’s strength depends, in part, on its ability to develop and sustain a long-term agenda over several
political cycles and to build a continuing consensus around the agenda among the state’s leadership. The
board’s ability to conduct objective, independent policy analysis and policymaking is a key tool in this process.
The skills needed to lead a state board today from the perspective of policy leadership in the public interest are
fundamentally different from those of the past when the task was primary coordination of institutions and
regulatory oversight.

Yet the capacity of state boards to attract and retain these leaders is increasingly problematic. In the period from
1998 to mid-2002, the state higher education executive officers changed in 29 states. While frequent turnover
has always been a characteristic of these difficult positions, the pace of change has clearly increased. In some
cases, this instability can be attributed to the increased political involvement in the appointment process. In the
1990s, several states modified their structures to give governors a more direct role in appointing either the state
board chairmen or the executive officers. The price for increased responsiveness to public priorities in the short
term, however, may be a high degree of instability as political leaders and priorities change..

A more fundamental problem is the limited opportunities for a new generation to develop skills necessary for
these positions. Experience at a junior level at a state board still focused on the coordinating and governing
tasks of an carlier time is unlikely to develop the skills needed for leadership in the new environment. At the
same time, neither experience as an institutional president nor as a political leader or staff member likely to
provide the skills and substantive background for policy leadership in the public interest.

Increasing difficulty in obtaining board members with sufficient influence and background to lead from
a public interest perspective. As emphasized above, those states that have made the transition to policy

Qadership in the public interest are characterized by strong policy leaders (governors and state legislators) who

re committed to change and by strong effective board members who understand the difference between public
interest advocacy as opposed to institutional advocacy. Lacking a clear demand for the public interest
perspective, however, governors tend to make their strongest appointments to the more prestigious institutional

boards.
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Conclusion

Viewed from a long-term perspective, changes in state postsecondary education structures reflect changes in the
vailing views about changes in the economy, the role of government and the unique political issues facing each
. The most significant trend over the past 25 years has been a shift in the basic assumptions about the state role
in postsecondary education — from a focus on oversight and control of public institutions to the use of financing
policy and incentives to meet the needs of the state’s population through multiple institutions and modes of

provision.

The extent to which states have made the transition from coordination of institutions to policy leadership in the
public interest varies significantly across the country. Many states remain mired in the regulatory and governance
modes of the past. The extent to which states make the transition will depend greatly on the demand from the public
and policy leaders for such a change, and on the development of a new generation of board members and
professionals with the knowledge, skills and commitment to lead in the new policy environment.

© Copyright 2002 by the Education Commission of the States (ECS). All rights reserved. ECS is a nonprofit, nationwide crganization
that helps state leaders shape education policy.

To request permission 1o excerpt part of this £ECS Policy Brief, either in print or electronically, please fax a reguest to the attention of
the £CS Communications Department, 303.296.8332 or e-mieil ecs@ecs.org.
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Hl For detailed information on recent governance changes, see Association of Governing Boards, Center for Public Higher Education
Trusteeship and Governance, State Governance Action Report, available at www.agb.org.
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00 and 2001 at a

cross the country in 2000 and 2001, changes in public higher education
a governance were on the table for discussion—and action. From boardrooms to
legisiative chambers to governors’ offices, everyone from higher education leaders
to policymakers to business people to citizens took a hard look at the missions and
performance of their states’ institutions and systems.

in fact, from Hawaii to New York to Florida, more than half the states have debated
or ehacted changes in public higher education governance in recent vears. In just the
past two years, at least nine states have considered recommendations from
commissions, task forces, or studies focused on some aspect Of higher education.

Just last November the voters ratifled major higher education measures as well.
Hawaii voters, for example, rofled up big margins for a constitutional amendment
granting greater independence to the University of Hawaii System—and Alabamans
passed a constitutional amendment to establish a screening committee for
appointing new members to the Auburn University Board of Trustees.

Ciose scrutiny of higher education Is not new. But it is accelerating. Econormic, techno-
logical, and demographic changes—and evolving views of the role of government—
are prompting states to amend constitutions and founding statutes, restructure the
size and number of boards, and change how trustees are selected and trained.

The pace, variety, and scale OF state action are new. And they have
both positive and negative implications for college and university
governance, trusteeship, and institution-related foundations.

£..rom Hawaii to Florida,

changing governance

Higher sducation governance restructuring—as well as governance
studies and legisiative proposais—ied the news. While Florida's Educa- enacted changes In pubiic higher education

more than half the states have gebated or

ticn Governance Reorganization and Implementation Acts are perhaps
the most sweeping, West Virginia's statewide changes already are having
an impact on institutions and state policy goals.

governance in recent years.

97



The Colorade legisiature mandated a wide-ranging study of the roles and mission of the state's col-
leges and universities, institutional governance, and the roie and authority of the Coiorado
Comimission on Higher Education. Released iate last year, the study sparked a spirited statewide con-
versation—and 2 change in the relationship between the state and the Cotorado School of Mines.

it Utah, a thirty-yvear battle reached resolution when Governor Mike Leavitt (R) signed
a bill overhauling governance of the state’s applied technology programs.

In Nevada, the Board of Regents of the University and Community Coliege
2..egents of the University System in January 2001 began to review the draft fingings of a report i com-
missioned on system goals that include access, attainment, and diversity. The

and Community College System in Nevada o . ]
regents are aiming for a new systemwide strategic plan by the end of the year

are addressing system ¢oals-—access,

) o And in Arizona, Republican Governor Jane Dee Hull's Task Force on Higher Education
attainment, and diversity—to
recommended reviewing the system’s “governance structures and relationships” to
draw up a new systemwide gauge whether they are helping the state to meet the goals of the state’s higher edu-

i ¢ation master ptan.
strategic plan.

In January 2001 New Mexico's Legisiative Council released its Education initiatives and
Accountabllity Task Force report. Among the recommended changes that a House joint resaolu-
tion would have codified: 2 new cabinet department directed by a secretary of education ap-
pointed by the governor. Although the bill passed the Senate by a wide margin, it died in the House.

A package of bills introduced early in the Nebraska 2001 legisiative session would have amended the
state’s constitution to create a unified Nebraska Higher Education Board of Regents, effective July 4,

2003.

The controversial Floridga Education Governance Reorganization and implementation Acts of 2000 and
2001 define the responsibilities assumed by the Fiorida Board of Education that was created by a
voter-approved constitutional amendment in 1998, The seven-member Board of Education, appointed
by the governor, replaced both the elected K-12 board and the two higher egucation system govern-
ing boards, effective July 1, 2001. New governing boards at four-year institutions are assuming many
of the responsibilities of the now-abolished Fiorida Board of Regents.

Effective July 1, 2000, the west Virginia legislature eliminated the state’s two existing governing
boards, one of which encompassed West Virginia University, Marshall University, and their branch cam-
puses, and the other of which covered West Virginia's seven state colleges and three community col-
teges. The bill also created an independent statewide community and technical college system. An in-
{erim governing board oversaw the state's colleges and universities untit July 1, 2001, when newly
crested advisory boards for each institution became institutional governing boards. A new nine-mem-
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per statewide Higher Education Policy Commission has quickly assumed its state palicy development
and implementation responsibilities.

And with the support of many higher education leaders, Hawsaii voters cverwhelmingly approved a

constitutional amendment tc allow the University of Hawaii to formulate policy and exercise control
over its internal operations without prior legisiative authorization.

reforming trusteeship

AGB has long championed the need for reforming how states select and train trustees. (See A

leue Drief o noMINatingG committess) These issues have been picking up steam in the states—and
generating some heat. Michigan has competing proposals for changing the trustee selection process
for the state's three flagship institutions. Kentucky has codified nominating commissions for the
state’s community college boards. And New York and Hawaii are considering such panels for their uni-

versity system boards.

in February 2001 New York State Comptroller M. Carl McCall (D} joined 2 group of higher education
leaders to recommend establishing a nominating committee to recruit and screen trustee candidates
for the City University of New York and the State University of New York. Currently, CUNY trustees
are jointly appointed by the governor and the mayor, and SUNY trustees are appointed by the gover-
nor, subject to confirmation by the state Senate. A bill to create similar screening committees died in
the prior legisiative session.

In January 2001, aichigan Senator John Schwarz (R) reintroduced his joint resolution to

refer a constitutional amendment to the voters to grant the governor appointment

power for all members of the governing boards of Michigan State University, the

University of Michigan, and Wayne State University, These boards currently are é (
elected. Within a week, Governor John Engler {R} offered an aiternative as part

of a package of proposed constitutional changes that would affect selection of

state Supreme Court justices and the state Board of Education. Engier proposed

that the Legislature consider referring to the voters a constitutional amendment

o aliow the next governor to appoint seven additionai members to the elected eight-
rmember boards of these three universities, with the advice and consent of the Senate. to those Willing to run on &

# oard service

should not be iimitecd oniy

“This reform, which would not take effect until after the next gubernatorial election, re- party ticket,” argues
jects the idea of abelishing board eiections,” Governor Engler argued In his state of the covernor John Engier of
state address, “Instead, this plan strengthens existing boards by vastly expanding the
pool of gualified candidates. Board service shoutd not be limited only to those willing to Michigan.

run on a party ticket.”
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olorado

A hillin Hawait would put 2 constitutional amendment on the baliot to create a Board of Regents
Selection Committee that would nominate candidates for gubernatorial appointment to the
University of Hawali board.

Last vear, Kentucky Governor Paul Patton (D) signed a bill reaffirming his 1998 executive order es-
tablishing nominating commissions for the state’s 13 iocal community college boards of trustees.
This act complements Kentucky's statutory nominating commission for the boards of the state's
eight universities.

And while Catifornia Governor Gray Davis (D) resisted an attempt to reserve a seat on the California
State University Board of Trustees for a non-faculty staff member, several cther states, among them
west Virginia, specified that certain college and university governing board seats be for students,
facuity, or staff.

boosting administrative

Hexibility and accountability

In many states—among them Colorado, Texas, Virginia, and Georgia—the push is on to strengthen ac
countability in exchange for greater institutional authority. Tennessee—a performance-funding
pioneer—is among those states taking a fresh look at how to measure institutional putcomes and fink

resources to performance.

Colorado Governor Bill ©wens (R) signed z bill autheorizing the Colorado School of Mines
t0 negotiate a performance agreement with the Colorado Commission on
Higher Education, subject to approval by the state's General Assembly. This
agreement will specify measurable goals for which the schoo! will be held ac-
countabie. The act directs the general assembly to make the school's annual

iegistature enacts negotiated general fund appropriztion through a single block grant, and grants the school

“performance agreement” with

Cojerado School-of Mines.

the sole authority to establish resident and nonresident tuition rates, In addi-
tion, the act enables the Coiorade Schooi of Mines Board of Trustees to create,
modify, or efiminate programs without consulting with CCHE, and to appoint new
nonvoting mermbers,

In a similar vein, Texas Governor Rick Perry (R} proposed that “the Legislature, with
the advice of the Texas Higher £ducation Coordinating Board, develop compacts with
institutions of higher education whereby the state would agree €0 a substantial amount of
lessened regulation in exchange for an agreement to abide by specific academic and financiat ac-
countability performance measures.” In 2001 the Legislature enacted a broad higher education pack-
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sge infusing miflions of new dollars into the system, while deregulating some procurement and other

administrative systems.

North Dakota Governor John Hoeven (R} led a successful effort to boost investment in the North
Dakota University System, authorize new budget and programmatic flexibility, and strengthen system

and institutional accountability.

virginia Governor Jim Giimeore (R) and Secretary of Education Wil Bryant had planned to develop so-
called “institutional performance agreements” for George Mason University, Norfoik State University,
tiniversity of Virginia, Virginia Commonwealth University, and Virginiz State University for consideration
by the General Assembly in 2004, But a stowing economy and other legislative priorities postponed de-

veiopment of the proposed agreements.

Georgia's “A Pius Education Reform Act of 2000" created an independent Office of
Educational Accountability responsible for assessing and tracking academic per-
formance from pre-kindergarten through postsecondary education. The legisla-
tion also created & new coordinating council for education to strengthen account-
ability data and cooperation across educational sectors and to oversee the work

of the new office estabfished an independent

Office of Educational
And tennessee’s 2000-01 budget bill cornmissioned “a study addressing po-
tential outcome measures and perfermance benchmarks that could be used
0 measure progress toward specific goals for access to, and utilization, acadenmic perFOrMance in the state's
guality, and competitiveness of, Tennessee’s higher education system.” The
study, released in March 2001, is expected to spark considerabte discussion
of the efficacy of higher education performance measurement and its postsecondary education.
links to planning and budgeting in Tennessee, which has been widely consid-

Atcountablity 40 assess and track

schools from preK through

ered a performance-funding pioneer.

strengthenin
institution-related foundations

Biils creating and funding increasingly popular state matching funds programs continued to move
forward in a number of states. Other key issues affecting institution-related foundations included ieg-
islation addressing donor confidentiality and conflict of interest.

The Wyoming Legislature established the state's first institution-refated matching fund, the University
of Wyoming Fndowment Challenge Program, The state agreed to match dollar-for-dollar individual, cor-

101



porate, or foundation gifts to the University of Wyoming of $50,000 or more. Remarkably, the iegisla-
ture appropriated the full $30 million general fund match to the challenge account.

In New York, companion Senate and Assembty bills would establish the State University Eminent
Scholars and Chatlenge Grant Program in order to endow chairs, professorships, and chailenge grants,
as well as to provide for private matching contributions, Another New York bill would require mem-
bers of every institution-related foundation board (or governing board) to disclose any confiict of
interest that may arise between board members’ outside activities and duties.

g And z bill before the IHineis legislzture in 2001 would appropriate $1 million to the
’ i IHinois Community Coliege Board for making community coilege foundation matching
% Dill efore funds awards under an existing program.

the Hindis legislature in 2001
californiz’s 2000-2001 Higher Education Omnibus Bill would have authorized hicher ed-

would appropriate $1-mifion ucation auiliary organization boards to meet in closed session to protect donor confi-

dentiality. Unrelated technical problems with the bill prompted a veto by Governor Davis.
The Board of Trustees of the California State University has resolved to push again for
foundation matching adoption of this provision during the 2001-2002 legislative session.

for community college

grant awars.

understanding the value of
effective governing boards

7o be sure, there arg some troubling signs of efforts to weaken citizen trusteeship or preempt the
authority of governing boards. But a number of states are seriously considering legitimate
trusteeship reforms that could strengthen institutional and system governance. The best of these
recognize the responsibility of governing boards to batance institutional autonomy with accountabii-
ity. Aithough the fate of a number of these reforms is unknown at this writing, they reflect the fact
that a number of governors, legislators, and other policymakers understand the vaiue of effective, in-
dependent boards composed of individual trustees chosen for their knowledge and experience.

And major governance restructuring efforts in no iess than six states aiso demonstrate that radical
changes to university governance—for better or worse—represent a trend 1o be reckoned with.
As state policymakers work with presicents and trustees to boost the responsiveness and accountabil-
ity of their higher ecucation systems, the need for timely information on developments across the
states remains the most compelling motivation for AGB’s Center to produce the State Governance

Action Report.
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CHAPTER III
OVERHEAD ORGANIZATION

The top-level organization of the University of Nevada looks similar
to that of other land-grant colleges and state universities. Constitu-
tiopal provision for a university is not universal; neither is it unique.
Yet the Board’s real independence is no greater than average, and
might bave been considerably less except for the intervention of the
Supreme Court in the King Case. The Board is one of the smallest
boards, but so is Nevada one of the smallest universities, and the term
of office is short. Popular election of regents is not usual, but several
other states cling to it. The Nevada presidency is cut to the prevailing
pattern for American academie executives, publie and private.

THE BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE STATE UNIVERSITY

In reviewing the history and constitutional position of the Univer-
sity, a great deal about the Board of Regents has been uncovered. It
bears the primary responsibility to the people of Nevada for the proper
funectioning of the University. It has ultimate authority for decisions
concerning educational policy, academic personnel, and business man-
agement. The acceptance of many of the recommendations made in
this report must depend upon the will of the Board of Regents.

Selection of Board Members

As written in 1864, and as it stands today, Section 7 of Article XI
of the Nevada constitution reads:

The governor, secretary of state, and superintendent of
public instruection shall, for the first four years and until
their sunecessors are elected and qualified, constitute a board
of regents, to control and manage the affairs of the univer-
sity and the funds of the same, under such regulations as may
be provided by law. But the legislaiure shall at its regular
session next preceding the expiration of the term of office of
said board of regents, provide for the election of a new board
of regents, and define their duties.

The three officers named served until 1869, when “An Act to provide
for the election of the Board of Regents, to fix their term of office, and
prescribe their duties” went into effect.! This statute provided that
the Board should consist of three qualified electors of the State, elected
for terms of four years by the Legislature in joint convention. For
eighteen years University regents were elected by the Legislature.
Election by the Legislature was abandoned in 1887, when the Leg-
islature enacted “An Act relating to the State University and matters
properly connected therewith.” 2 It provided that, after a transitional
period of two years during which the governor, secretary of state,

* Ch, 80, Statutes of Nevada 1869, p. 134.
* Ch. 87, Siatutes of Nevada 1887, p. 42.
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and superintendent of public instruction were t0 constitute the Board
of Regents, members should be elected by the people for terms of four
vears. Although the number of regents and the term of office have
been altered, popular election has prevailed continuously since Jan-
uary 1889,

‘When the 1891 Legislature sought to add the Governor and the Attor-
ney General to the Board,? bringing the total membership to five, the
act was reviewed by the Supreme Court of Nevada and declared
invalid.* The court appears to have overlooked the legislative history
of election by the Legislature from 1869 to 1887 and the ex-officio
composition of the Board from 1887 to 1889. Neither did the court
provide an answer to the question: Could the two constitutional officers
validly have been added to the Board after the next election?

In the King Case,® in which provision for an advisory board of
regents was invalidated, a conecurring opinion by Justice Bigelow
appears to construe the word “election” in Section 7 of Article X1 to
mean “popular election,” declaring:

But if in accordance with the requirements of the consti-
tution, we hold that the regents must be elected by the people,
this places the institution upon a sure and safe foundation
that should eventually lead to the careful scanning of eandi-
dates and the election of the best men for the positions.

‘Whatever the constitutional problem involved in securing it, one or
more ez officioc members on the Board can help bridge some of the acute
misunderstandings and the tensions between the Board of Regents and
the executive and legislative branches. If a constitutional amendment
is required to achieve membership on the Board of Regents for the
Governor, then such a proposition should be submitted to the people
forthwith. In the meantime the Governor might be placed on the Board
by statute, to take effect after the next gubernatorial election.

Of .the two prineipal methods now employed in the selection of
regents or trustees of public colleges and universities in the United
States—popular election and appointment—the latter is much to be
preferred in the organization and management of a state university.
Popular election is not nsed in a vast majority of state universities and
students of the problem advise strongly against it. Writes Professor
R. M. Mclver:

Direet election- of trustees has sometimes been hailed as
laudably demoeratie, but this elaim is based on a false though
very prevalent conception of the nature of democracy. Where
special training, expertness, or background qualifications are
essential for the proper performance of a particular function,
popular election is a hit-or-miss method. * * * No one would
regard it as desirable that the direction of an atomic labora-
tory, or a museum of fine arts * * * or a great industrial cor-
poration, should be determined by popular vote or on grounds
of political expedience or party service. The standards of

:Ch. 65, Statutes of 1891, p. 77.
+ State ». Torreyson, 21 Nev. 517 (1898)
5 King ». Board of Regents, 65 Nev. 533 (194R).
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fitness for board membership are similar, whether the insti-
tution is a state university or a private corporation. * * *
‘We have learned not to choose our regular civil servants by
political nomination or by popular vote—why then choose in
these ways trustees whose task demands a mature understand-
ing of the complex problems of higher education

1t is interesting 1o note in this connection that the 1917 Survey of
the University of Nevada made by the U. S. Bureau of Education at
the request of the Governor of Nevada advised against the popular
election of regents. “The committee,” says this report,
unhestitatingly endorses the appointment of university
regents by the Governor with confirmation by the Senate, as
against popular election. * * * The drawback to popular elee-
tion which overshadows all others is that the university is thus
drawn unavoidably into the turmoil of partisan politiecs ®* * * |
It may also be strongly urged that popularly elected boards
do not in the long run command ability of as high an order
as boards chosen by other methods.
* * * The men who should sit on state board of regents should
be sought. The office of regent then becomes a post of honor
bestowed for distinguished merit and integrity, a post which
no citizen, however eminent, can refuse to accept.’

One need not endorse completely these strictures on the method of
popular election of regents. Nevada has been, at least in recent years,
singularly fortunate in avoiding some of the worst evils associated
with it. And the level of competence and dedication among those who
have served on the Board of Regents has been high. Nevertheless, the
weight of evidence and informed opinion is against popular election.

The constitution and the law in Nevada should therefore be changed
to provide for appointment of the regents by the Governor, with con-
firmation by the Senate. Article XI, Sections 4 and 7, might be
amended either to require appointment or to authorize statutory
arrangements for appointment. A recommendation to this effect has
been made, not only by the 1917 Survey but repeatedly since that
time, most recently by Governor Russell in his message to the Legis-
lature in 1955.

It would be unwise to restrict the Governor in his choice of regents
beyond the restraints arising from the necessity for overlapping terms
of individual members. To attempt either in the constitution or by law
to define in detail the qualifications of regents, or to require repre-
sentation on the Board of particular geographic areas, political parties,
religions, and civie or economic interests would be a mistake, A wise
Governor (and a watchful Senate) will make sure that the Board
is not dominated by any narrow geographie, partisan, or economie inter-
ests. They will realize that neither partisan nor pressure politics has a
place in the government of a university, and that only men and women
with a deep and abiding interest in education, the economie, social,

*R. M. McIver, Academic Freedom in cur Time (New York, 1858), pp. 81-82.
" Report of @ Survey of the University of Nevada, Burean of Education,
~ Department of the Interior, Bulletin, 1§17, No. 19, pp. 24-25.
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and cultural welfare of the State, and with an understanding of the
nature, purpose and spirit of a university are qualified to serve as
regents. Moreover, tradition, eustom, and & decent respect for the

opinion of mankind are more powerful foreces than any law for

insuring honor, integrity, and intelligence in the selection of members

of the Board.

And the Governor will need to remind himself again and again that
regents are servants of higher education in its service to all the people
and pot representatives or lobbyists for particular interests, creeds, or
theories. He might be wise, in making his selections, to consult with
alumni of the University, members of visiting committees, the Presi-
dent and faculty of the University itself, as well as leaders of business,
industry, agriculture, journalism, the arts and professions. But to say
by law that any one or all of these should have representation on the
Board would be to impair both the discretion and the responsibility
of the Governor to select the best men and women he can. In com-
menting on this problem the 1917 Survey said:

[The governor as] the appointing officer has an opportunity
to weigh the qualifications of the appointee * * * with a care
that the electorate can never exercise. He is sensible also of
the effect on his own reputation and political fortunes of an
unfit appointment. * * * The safeguard against improper
gubernatorial appeintments made for political reasons is to
render it impossible for any governor to appoint a controlling
fraction of the board.?

Pending the adoption of a constitutional amendment, however, a
larger and more representative Board is urgently needed. In order to
secure reform before the four years or more required for amending
the constitution have elapsed, the Survey proposes immediate enlarge-
ment by addition of three members elected by the Legislature in joint
session. Because this method was used for eighteen years without sue-
cessful challenge, it seems unlikely to fall afoul of the coprts. If it
does, the vacancies thus ereated could be filled by the Governor as
the law now provides.

Accordingly, two phases of Board reorganization are anticipated.
First, the 1957 Legislature would proceed to enact an “Organie Act”
governing the University, which would enlarge the Board to nine: Five
popularly elected, three legislatively elected, and the Governor (from
January 1959). In elections held during the transitional period, the
popularly elected members would be chosen by numbered ‘“offices”
rather than by running at large. Incumbents will hold specific offices;
their challengers can file specifically against them rather than running
against the whole field. This device will reduce to some extent the
“orab bag” features of election at large.

Second, in 1957 and in 1959 the Legislature should adopt a consti-
tutional amendment specifically authorizing gubernatorial appoint-
ment of Board members and making other necessary provisions regard-
ing the powers and duties of the regents. The electorate then could
vote on the proposal at the 1960 general election.

* Ibid., p. 28.
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Size of Board and Length of Term

The case for a larger Board rests on a number of arguments. A small
Board is more likely to meddle in details, to personalize University
business, to ride hobbies, to constitute a clique, to be unrepresentative
or less than representative of the whole State and its people. One of
the real weaknesses of the Board in Nevada is its lack of working com-
mittees. A Board of five members simply is not large enough to man a
genuine standing committee system. Through committees, members of
a Board get a close look at proposals and probe deeply into problems.

As both a representative and a deliberative body, the Board of
Regents would be improved by enlargement. Experience, both in
Nevada and in other states, indicates that under any system of selee.
tion a board of regents of only five members is too small to provide
adequate representation, not only of geographical areas but of the
varied interests in the state served by the university and upon which
it ultimately depends for support. Moreover, if a university, as is the
fact in Nevada, is the sole institution of higher learning in the state,
it is imperative that its governing board be as widely representative
as possible, And this is particularly true where the regents are elected
by popular vote on a general ticket. Although there is, of course, no
sacred number, most states prefer boards of from nine to fifteen mem-
bers. For Nevada a board of nine or eleven would seem reasonable and
much to be preferred to the present small Board of five.

Just as there is no sacred number to govern the size of a university’s
governing board, so there is no sacred number to control the period
during which any single member should serve. The present term of
four years for members of the Nevada Board of Regents corresponds
to the term of governing boards in approximately one fourth of the
states. Most states, and virtually all private colleges, prefer a longer
term varying from life tenure to five or six years. During most of the
history of the University of Nevada, the four-year term has been the
pattern. From 1917 to 1941, however, the law provided a ten-vear
term. Combined with the popular election feature, ten years is too
long.

In the transitional period, until a counstitutional amendment govern.
ing the University is adopted, real advantages will acerue from leav-
ing the term at four years. To lengthen the term by statute would
give incumbents and those elected during the transitional era such
tenure that reorganization under the appointive sysetm would be long
delayed.

With the adoption of a constitutional amendment that authorizes
gubernatorial appointment, the term of nine years should be put in
force. The number of years could be identical with the number of
appointive regents, thus permitting a staggered arrangement, with one
regent appointed each year, and preventing a governor, in one term
of office, from appointing to full terms a majority of the Board. We
recommend a Board composed as follows:

Governor ez officio
Superintendent of publie instruction ex officio
Nine persons appointed by the Governor for nine-year terms.

109



The University of Nevada: An Appraisal

If the University of Nevada is, since the retirement of President
Walier E. Clark the “lengthened shadow of a yuan,” that man is Silas
E. Ross. After earlier connections with the University as a student,
teacher, and coach, he was appointed to fill a vacaney on the Board
of Regents in 1932, When his present term ends in January 1957, he
will bave served a quarter-century, longer than any other Nevada
regent, and he has been chairman during much of that time.

This is not the place for a full evaluation of his great service to
the University. The citation when he was awarded an honory degree
in 1946 summarized his record since his own graduation as follows:

Faculty member of his own university; an inspiring
teacher, friend and companion of youth;

Devoted aggressive Alumnus in every worthy cause for
the upbuilding of his Alma Mater;

Regent of long service; fair, patient, discerning and broad-
visioned, sustainer of presidents, encourager of faculty, pro-
tector of the good name and high ideals of the university,
anonymous helper of generations of deserving needy stun-

dents * * * |

His decision not to run for re-election in 1956 and his eonsequent
retirement bring to an end an era of University history. At such a
time, when so many are joining in deserved tributes, the Survey team
notes that even his severest crities have not doubted his devotion to
the University. In the wake of Mr. Ross’s retirement, many changes
will be in order. The Board, so long led by one man who knew the
University intimately, will no longer be closely held. Board members
of the future surely will be unable to equal the time and attention
he gave to campus affairs. The timing is right for a larger and more

representative Board.

Functions of the Board of Regents
In describing the Board of Regents as the governing board of the
University we have In mind a legisiative rather than an executive
function. And as the Regents quite properly seek a broad measure of
autonomy in their relations with the State government, so they should
grant as much freedom and discretion as possible to the President and
faculty of the University in the internal management of its affairs.
It is a sound rule of administration that leaves the greatest possible
discretion to those at the base of any administrative pyramid, maxi-
mizes the decisions that can be made at that level, and minimizes those
that must be made at the top. Nowhere is this a more salutary rule
than in the government of a university. The 1917 report on the Uni-
versity of Nevada states this principle with admirable clarity in
warning against a “meticulous attention to the details of administra-
tion” by the Board of Regents. “Nothing,” says the report,
is more disastrous to the proper functioning of an institution.
It is essential that the legitimate limits of board action should
not be transgressed. The committee understands the sphere
of the governing board to embrace three main activities. These
are, (1) the deftermination of the general policies of the insti-
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fution * * * in consullation with the executive officers; (2)
the appropriation of moneys or the approvel of the disiribu-
tion of appropriations made by public appropriating bodies

~ (the state legislature); (3) and the appointment of institu-
tional employees on the recommendaiion of the institutional
ezecutives. In other words, the function of the governing board
is in the broadest sense of the word, legislative. If it atiempls
to usurp executive functions, chaos usually follows.®

In addition to these three functions, the Board of Regents has two
more of equal importance. These are (1) responsibility for interpreting
the University to the people of the State and enlisting both popular
and legislative support for its program, and (2) being ever alert to
explain, maintain, and defend the freedom of the University and its
faculty to test, pursue, and teach knowledge for its own sake without
fear or favor from special interests, be they political, economic, social,
or cultural, and to participate as citizens not only in the life of the
University as a whole but in the life of the greater community of
which the University is & part.

In discharging its responsibilities, the Board of Regents will, except
under special or emergency conditions, aet upon recommendations
coming to it normally from the President. As we have said earlier,
the Regents determine policy, allocate funds, and appoint personnel
mainly by giving or withholding their approval of recommendations
made by the President or the faculty through the President. When
the Regents find it pecessary to jnitiate policy independently of the
President, or repeatedly to disapprove recommendations made by him,
it is probably time for a change in the executive leadership of the
institution.

This is by no means to say that the Board of Regents is a mere
rubber stamp or sounding board for the President. On the contrary, it
brings to bear upon the problems of the University a speeial guality
of collective iInsight, experience, and judgment that not infrequently
results in the revision, amendment, or even withdrawal of proposals
presented by the President. Just as few legislative proposals coming
to the Legislature from the executive officers of the State, from indi-
vidual legislators, or interested citizens emerge from the legislative
hopper exactly as they went in, so few proposals coming from the
President of the University or through him from deans, department
heads, faculty committees, or even individual teachers, students, or
alumni, will emerge unchanged from a Regents’ meeting. Indeed, the
government of the University will exhibit the strength and weakness
of democratic government everywhere. And however frustrating it
may be at times, there is no better system for the government of men,
ineluding college professors, in a free society.

The general powers and responsibilities of the Board of Regents
should be more carefully and more broadly set forth, either in the
constitution or by law. The language of such an amendment or statute
should make it clear that all aspects of edueational policy, including
all matters concerning courses of study, curricula, schools, colleges,

¥ Jbid., p. 27. Italies supplied.
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departments, or divisions of instruction, all academic and adminis-
trative appeintments and all matters concerning the internal marage-
ment and administration of the University are left to the Board of
Regents for final determination. The internal organization of the
Board, including the choice of a chairman and such other officers and
committees as may be deemed necessary, the adoption of rules of pro-
cedure, and the time and place of meetings, should be left to the Board.

Among the first and major acts of the Regents should be the adop-
tion of a code of rules, standing orders, or by-laws, defining clearly the
basie policies to be followed with reference to: (1) the delegation of
responsibility to the President for the day-by-day administration of
the University; (2) the delegation to the faculty of responsibility
through agencies of its own (4.e., Academiec Council or Senste, ete.)
for making, through the President, recommendations concerning aca-
demic matters; (3) the definition of principles and procedures gov-
erning personnel administration, ineluding principles of academic
freedom and tenure.

The Regents should only on rare occasions initiate academie poliey
and on even rarer occasions of emergency intervene in the detailed
management of the University. But it needs equally to be emphasized
that the Board is a representative legislative and deliberative body,
and should make sure that no major matter of policy or even of inter-
nal administration receives approval without adequate consideration
and without opportunity for all points of view to be heard.

At the University of Nevada important matters of eduecational
policy profoundly affecting jts budget and basic orientation have too
often been approved on the basis of skimpy evidence presented in
ezx-parte fashion and with only the most brief and cursory discussion.
The record shows little or no consideration of opposing points of view
concerning certain important policy decisions or of adequate or judi-
cious inquiry into decisions affecting teaching personnel that have
engendered deep and widespread misgivings in the faculty. The Rich-
ardson Case, with all of its attendant evils, need never have happened
had the Board of Regents been alert to its responsibilities and loyal
to its own proclaimed principles. It is a sad commentary on both the
President of the University and the Board of Regents that the
Supreme Court of Nevada had to teach them to honor not only ele-
mentary principles of academic freedom and tenure, but their own

exemplary rules.

Visiting Committees

An Honorary Board of Visitors is provided for by law in Nevada.
This Board now consists of one member from each county and the
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, ez-officio, appomted by the Gev-
erpor for a term of two years from among persons “interested in
higher education” and who are residents of the county from which
they are appointed. These honorary visitors are authorized annually
“during commencement week’ to investigate the University and report
within thirty days to the Governor “for the information of the people
of the State and the next succeeding Legislatare * * * 7
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Qur impression is that the reports of the Board of Visitors have
been of minimal value although, potentially, some such body might
be of considerable usefulness as a source of information. To become
useful, such a Board of Visitors will require more staff assistance,
more time for its investigations, and greater co-operation from the
Regents, staff, and faculty of the University. 1o any case “‘commence-
ment week” is scarcely the best time in which to study the life and
work of a university, if the study has in view the formulation of policy
and not merely publie relations.

Anpother kind of visiting committee is primarily for the information
of the Regentis rather than the Governor and the Legislature. The
Regents might establish a number of sub-committees composed not
only of members of the Board but also of distinguished citizens and
even visiting scholars, who have special knowledge of or interest in
a particular field. Thus, at Nevada, one might envisage visiting com-
mittees for agriculiure, mining engineering, education, business
administration, and Liberal arts and sciences, or where this 1s possible,
for even more epecialized fields such as physies and chemistry, history
and political science, literature, bumanities and the fine arts. Such
committees would, from time to time, visit the University, inspect the
physical plant of a particular college or department, talk with mem-
bers of the faculty and students, and even attend regular lectures or
semipars without prior notice.

Visiting committees of this kind, functioning through the years,
can be an invaluable source of information for the Regents and an
effective vebicle for direct communication between Regents and fac-
ulty on 8 basis entirely consistent with the principle that the President
should be the sole official channel of communication between Regents
and the faculty and staff of the University. By including interested
and informed nonmembers on such committees the Regents also get
the benefit of valuable counsel within the context of the University
community itself, and without in any way impairing their own author-
ity and responsibility.

Visiting committees may, of course, take a variety of forms and &
Board of Regents will be wise {0 experiment in this as in other fields.
Much can be learned from the reports of Harvard’s visiting commit-
tees, which have been published since 1909. In recent years Harvard’s
Board of Overseers bas set up no less than forty-four visiting com-
mitlees to cover nearly every aspeet of the University’s work. At Har-
vard and elsewhere these committees have made a rich contribution to
better morale, better understanding, improved educational policies,

and vastly better public relations.
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Section 7, Article 11, Constirution of the State of Nevada
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The Constitution of the State of Nevada

Article XI. Section: 7. Board of regents: Election and duties. The Governor, Secretary of State, and
Superintendent of Public Instruction, shall for the first Four Years and until their successors are elected and
qualified constitute a Board of Regents to control and manage the affairs of the University and the funds of
the same under such regulations as may be provided by law. But the Legislature shall at its regular session
next preceding the expiration of the term of Office of said Board of Regents provide for the election of a

new Board of Regents and define their duties.
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