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A History of the Task Force for Higher Education Governance
On November 7, 2017, Governor Doug Burgum, by means of Executive Order 2017-19,
created the Task Force for Higher Education Governance (Task Force). The Task Force
consisted of 15 members, appointed by the Governor, representing the interests of students,

faculty, business leaders, community members and all branches of state government. The
Task Force was selected from a state-wide applicant pool of over 230 citizens. This record
number indicated the strong level of interest in improving on the current governance system.

Beginning January 2018, the Task Force met 10 times to review the history of North
Dakota’s university system, research the structure of higher education governance systems
across the country and determine how governance of the North Dakota University System
(NDUS) could be improved to better meet the needs of the 21* century. While there are
many aspects of higher education that could have been reviewed, this Task Force was
directed to review only the governance structure. The work of this Task Force was difficult,
and the state shares its gratitude for the time, energy and thoughtfulness of each Task Force
member.

Purpose of the Governance Task Force
As outlined within the executive order, the purpose of the Task Force was to:

a. Assess the strengths and weaknesses of the current higher education governance
structure and determine whether the current structure promotes optimal efficiency,
effective operations and desired results;

b. Determine whether the current governance structure complies with Article VIII, Section
6 of the North Dakota Constitution;

c. Identify best practices for governance of a higher education system;

d. Provide written recommendations outlining proposed changes to the governance
structure that promote effective operations and desired results, focused on educational
and workforce needs of North Dakota in the 21 century.

The full executive order can be found in appendix A

Task Force Members (Listed alphabetically by last name)
Brad Bekkedahl, ND State Senator
Doug Burgum, Governor
Dr. Debora Dragseth*
Thomas Erickson
Tim Flakoll, Provost
Joan Heckaman, ND State Senator
Dr. Angie Koppang
Dr. Paul Markel
Katie Mastel, Student Representative
Don Morton, Chair of the State Board of Higher Education
Mike Nathe, ND State Representative
Shannon Roers Jones, ND State Representative
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Jonathan Sickler
Gerald VandeWalle, ND Supreme Court Chief Justice
Jetfry Volk

*Dr. Dragseth was preceded by Dr. Ellie Shockley. Dr. Shockley resigned her appointment
after accepting a position as an Institutional Researcher within the NDUS.

The titles and additional background information for each Task Force member can be found
in appendix B.
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Executive Summary

The Task Force held 10 meetings over the span of 11 months to better understand the needs
and challenges of the NDUS and the State Board of Higher Education (SBHE). There are
many challenges facing higher education today, and the Task Force was created to focus on

governance because it is the key to making a positive impact across all facets of higher
education. With the correct governance structure, many challenges will be resolved, and new
and innovative goals will be set and achieved.

Current Governance Structures

With research support and meeting facilitation provided by the Association of Governing
Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB), the consulting firm hired by the Task Force, the
Task Force members were able to compare and contrast higher education governance
structures from across the country. Throughout the United States:

e 9 states have a single, consolidated statewide governance system like the current

North Dakota system;

e 13 states have multiple higher education governance systems;

e 11 states have separate governing boards for each of their senior institutions;

e 17 have a combination of these governance structures.
It became evident that there is no single governance approach that can be universally applied
in higher education; a governance system must be based on the specific needs of a state at a
given point in time. To accomplish this, Dr. Thomas Meredith of AGB challenged Task
Force members to ask themselves, “What form of a university governance system will best
allow higher education in North Dakota to thrive during a digital and economic disruption,
among other challengesr”

Goals and Recommendation
In addition to seeking a governance structure to meet the specific needs of North Dakota
and improving accountability, the Task Force identified seven features of a high-functioning
governance structure: nimbleness, an innovative spirit, an enterprising culture,
technologically advanced, institutional autonomy, partnership-oriented and cost-conscious.
When reviewing these key features and the current structure, the Task Force voted
unanimously (15-0) to recommend the current governance structure be changed to meet the
needs of 21" century higher education.

To accomplish the goals of North Dakota, add improved accountability for higher education
and provide the seven key features of a high-functioning governance structure, the Task
Force recommended, by an 11-1 vote, with three members absent, a three-board governing
structure: one board serving the community/regional institutions and one boatd each for the
state’s two research institutions. Under a three-board governance structure, institutional
leaders are held more accountable by board members focused on the institutions’ specific
missions and roles within the state. These multiple boards would provide expanded
capability to serve each North Dakota institution and its students, faculty and staff, as well as
the citizens of North Dakota. Under our current system, university presidents have a dual
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reporting system to both the North Dakota SBHE and the Chancellor. Under the proposed
governance system, each university president would report directly to their respective
boards. Lastly, the new structure would provide even greater expertise and breadth to each
board, specific to the institutions they represent.

Challenges Identified to Current Approach

Task Force discussions identified several challenges within the current governance structure.

One of the challenges identified was attracting large, diverse pools of candidates for board
membership. The three-board structure would better align with the missions of the
institutions, attracting greater numbers of passionate board members dedicated to the
specific goals of each board. In addition, the Task Force recommended that the existing
appointment process be made less cumbersome and more efficient and expedited, thus
removing barriers for potential board members.

A second challenge identified was managing the responsibilities, oversight and scope of an
eight-member board. When the current structure was created in 1938, the entire system
enrolled only approximately 7,000 students; today it is responsible for approximately 45,000
students, 2,600 faculty and 5,800 staff, with a combined biennial budget of approximately
$2.6 billion. Today, board members are expected to possess expertise and in-depth
knowledge of institutions with a wide array of missions and of widely varying sizes in terms
of students, faculty, staff, budgets, endowments and academic offerings, making the process
for onboarding difficult.

Using North Dakota school districts as an example, providing a more localized approach
would help hold North Dakota institutional leadership more accountable. When the system
was put in place in 1938, the board member to student ratio was approximately 1:1000 and
today it stands at 1:6,555. This contrasts with North Dakota school districts, where
representation is more equally disbursed, with the largest district, Bismarck School District,
having a ratio of 1:2,590. The proposed three-board recommendation would change the
ratio to 1:1,824 for the Community and Regional Institution Board and approximately
1:1,728 for each of the research institutions. Figure one, on page six, highlights the
enrollments of the top 16 school districts in North Dakota and how the current NDUS and
institutional enrollments, as well as the proposed three-board enrollments would compare.

Moving to the three-board structure and increasing the total board membership would
narrow board members’ responsibility and provide more distributed representation for
students, faculty and staff. Under this new structure, 40 percent of students would be
governed by the Community/Regional Institutional board, 30 percent by the North Dakota
State University board and 30 percent by the University North Dakota board. In addition to
student representation more evenly distributed, so too would representation for faculty,
distributed almost equally at 33 percent under each board.
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Figure 1.

School Districts and NDUS Institutions
Ranked by 2018-2019 Headcount Enrollment
District/Institution Number of Number of
Board Students
Members
(non-student)

Existing NDUS 7 45882
Proposed Community/Regional Board 10 18239
Proposed North Dakota State University Board 8 13796
Proposed University of North Dakota Board 3 13847
North Dakota State University (NDSU) 13796
University of North Dakota (UND) 13847
Bismarck 1 5 12948
Fargo 1 9 11373
West Fargo 6 7 10799
Minot 1 5 7523
Grand Forks 1 9 7342
Williston 1 5 4349
Mandan 1 9 3890
Bismarck State College (BSC) 3778
Dickinson 1 5 3759
Minot State University (MiSU) 3189
North Dakota State College of Science (NDSCS) 2957
Jamestown 1 9 2138
Lake Region State College (LRSC) 2072
McKenzie Co 1 7 1802
Devils Lake 1 6 1668
Belcourt 7 7 1620
Valley City State University (VCSU) 1547
Dickinson State University (DSU) 1392
Wahpeton 37 9 1188
Mayville State University (MaSU) 1184
Williston State College (WSC) 1124
Valley City 2 5 1078
New Town 1 5 1015
Dakota College at Bottineau (DCB) 996

Central Cass 17 7 928

Retaining Positive Elements of the Current Higher Education System
While the Task Force was able to identify challenges, it also confirmed aspects of the system

that are working well. The current transferability of students between institutions is one of

the best of any system in the country, largely due to the use of common course numbering.
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Continuing that success, the Task Force recommended requiring that transferability of
credits and common course numbering be maintained moving forward. The group also
recommended maintaining a single statewide funding formula, basing general fund higher
education investments on credit hour production. In addition, the Task Force recommended
maintaining some shared technology services across all eleven institutions. To manage and
maintain these critical pieces of the current system, the Task Force recommended the
current NDUS office be transformed to an Office of Higher Education led by a Higher
Education Administrator. In addition to these duties, the administrator would serve as a
liaison between the three governing boards, supporting collaborative efforts and board staff.
Finally, the Task Force recommends the three boards maintain full authority over the
institutions under their control as currently outlined within Article VIII, Section 6 (6)(B) of
the North Dakota Constitution for the current SBHE.

Concerns
Large-scale change, such as what is being proposed for North Dakota higher education
governance, is bound to be met with some skepticism and concern. Some believe replacing
one governing board with three boards would minimize response to state-wide public needs.
However, state-wide needs may more easily be represented through a more localized
approach, much like the existing K-12 governance structures, by allowing governing boards
to respond quickly to the needs of businesses seeking trained professionals from state
institutions. Others have expressed concern over the research institutions being separated
and potentially influencing the budgeting process for their individual gain. However, the
funding formula and the legislature retain the power to drive the budget and require
accountability. The guardrails proposed in this report would manage these concerns by
maintaining what is working and increasing collaboration.

Closing
The Task Force advances this report as a tool for the Governor and the 66" Legislative
Assembly during the 2019 session to make positive changes for the future of North Dakota
higher education. This report should be utilized for detail, explanation and understanding
when the people of North Dakota have an opportunity to vote on potential constitutional
changes. This recommendation would create three boards that hold institutions more
accountable; create a system that can attract a greater number of high-quality board members
while creating more balanced expectations; develop stronger mission focused boards to
enhance effectiveness of governance for students, faculty, staff and tax payers. Today, we
need these boards to navigate their way through external forces that are impacting higher
education around the world.

The Task Force encourages all with a vested interest in higher education to be open-minded,
bold in their thinking and focused on the needs of students when considering these
recommendations. These recommendations would improve the governance structure of
North Dakota higher education, allowing it to serve as a nimble and effective structure for
decades to come.
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Key Features of Successful Governance Structures Across the U.S.
The Task Force reviewed benefits and challenges of higher education governance structures
across the United States. As shared by Larry Isaak, President of the Midwestern Higher
Education Compact and former Chancellor of the NDUS, at the February Task Force
meeting, according to the State Constitutional Provisions and Higher Education Governance

Document (2013), 23 states have governing structures with a mixture of types and numbers
of governing and coordinating boards, 14 states have two boards to split authority between
two-year, and four-year institutions and nine states have one board overseeing all public
institutions.

AGB provided greater detail in that nine states have a single, consolidated statewide system,
13 states have multiple higher education systems of various styles, 11 states have separate
governing boards for each of their senior institutions, and the remaining 17 states have a
combination of these structures. As shared by AGB, these various models underscore that
no one type of governance structure guarantees student, faculty and/or staff success. A state
must develop its own structure to best meet its needs in the 21* century.

An AGB report titled “Consequential Boards: Adding Value Where It Matters Most” (2014),

provides seven recommendations to consider when discussing governance structures

1. Boards must improve value in their institutions and lead a restoration of public
trust in higher education itself;

2. Boards must add value to institutional leadership decision making by focusing on
their role as institutional fiduciaries;

3. Boards must act to ensure the long-term sustainability of their institutions by
addressing changed finances and the imperative to deliver high quality education at a
lower cost;

4. Boards must improve shared governance within their institutions through attention
to board-president relationships and a reinvigoration of faculty shared governance;

5. Boards must improve their own capacity and functionality through increased
attention to the qualifications and recruitment of members, board orientation,
committee composition and removal of members for cause;

6. Boards must focus their time on issues of greatest consequence to the institution by
reducing time spent reviewing routine reports and redirecting attention to cross-cutting
and strategic issues not addressed elsewhere;

7. Boards must hold themselves accountable for their own performance by modeling
the same behaviors and performance they expect from others in their institutions(s).
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Overview of Task Force Meetings
January Task Force Meeting

The Task Force was provided a presentation by Legislative Council on past legislation
related to higher education governance within the state. Following are highlights of historical
information provided by Legislative Council:

At the creation of the state in 1889, the constitution required there be seven
institutions within the state: a “state university and school of mines” in Grand Forks,
an “agricultural college” in Fargo, normal schools in Valley City and Mayville, a
“Scientific School” in Wahpeton, a school of forestry, and an “industrial school and
school for manual training” in Ellendale. At this time, governance of higher
education was placed under the “absolute control of the state” until the creation of
the Board of Education in 1913.

Since the Board of Education, governance of higher education within the state has
evolved through constitutional amendments, legislative changes, and internal board
policies. Of the changes, three have been exceptionally significant: the creation of
the Board of Regents in 1910; the creation of the new Board of Administration with
governing authority over higher education; and the 1938 constitutional amendment
to create the SBHE. While the overall structure has remained largely unchanged
since the first meeting of the SBHE, on July 6, 1939, the board composition, duties
and authorities have evolved to present day. One of the significant evolutions of the
board was the creation of the North Dakota University System as a unified system of
higher education under the leadership of a system leader known as the chancellor.

In addition to Legislative Council, Isaak provided a presentation on the governance structure
of North Dakota and how it compared to structures across the country. The Task Force also
heard an NDUS overview presentation from Tammy Dolan, Vice Chancellor for
Administrative Affairs/CFO. The meeting concluded with the first presentation by AGB to
assist in the facilitation of task force meetings and in the exploration and development of
recommendations for North Dakota. For January meeting materials see appendix C.

February Task Force Meeting
Two presentations were provided. Pat Traynor, the President of the Dakota Medical
Foundation, shared how higher impact boards can dramatically increase the productivity of
foundations and organizations across a variety of spectrums. Dr. Thomas Meredith of AGB
provided a framework for thinking within the Task Force and challenged the members to
ask themselves, “What form of a university governance system will best allow higher
education in North Dakota to thrive during digital and economic disruption, among other
challenges?” Dr. Meredith shared that knowledge in 1900 was doubled every 100 years, by
1945 knowledge doubled every 25 years and today, knowledge doubles every 12 months.
Through this discussion, AGB urged the group to think about how this massive knowledge
change may be altering higher education in North Dakota. The Task Force was encouraged
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to identify the barriers, if any, to creating the most effective higher education governance
structure for the state. For February meeting materials see appendix D.

March Task Force Meeting
Chancellor Mark Hagerott of the NDUS concluded the presentation that was started at the
February Task Force meeting. During this presentation there was a focus on enrollment
numbers, with an understanding of full-time and part-time as well as online or traditional
student types. Additionally, the Chancellor provided an update on the Envision 2030 effort
led by the NDUS. The meeting concluded with a presentation by the governor’s staff on the
mission of the Task Force, what the report could include, as well as the timeline for the work
for the Task Force. For March meeting materials see appendix E.

April Task Force Meeting
AGB consultants presented an overview of the proposed timeline for the Task Force work
to be completed within the year. Throughout April and May, AGB consultants conducted
interviews with stakeholders including business leaders, Task Force members, members of
the SBHE, legislators, faculty, staff, students and North Dakota citizens. The April Task
Force meeting served as an opportunity to gather information requests from Task Force
members, research that information and report back. The NDUS provided information
during the April meeting based on the requests highlighted in March. For April meeting
materials see appendix F.

May Task Force Meeting
AGB prepared an overview of governance structures across all 50 states. AGB concluded
that nine states have a single, consolidated statewide system, 13 states have multiple higher
education systems of various styles, 11 states have institution-level governing boards, and the
remaining 17 states have a combination of structures. For May meeting materials see

appendix G.

June Task Force Meeting
Over a 60-day time frame, AGB consultants interviewed over 60 North Dakota citizens to
understand their perspectives of the NDUS. In addition to these interviews, the public was
invited to provide input through a newly created feedback mechanism by the Governor’s
Office from which the Task Force received 67 responses. Responses provided a variety of
opinions and recommendations ranging from the creation of 11 boards to keeping the
current structure with large modifications. Of the 67 online responses, 44 of the respondents
indicated that they were current or former NDUS employees and at least 10 were NDUS
alumni. For June meeting materials see appendix H.

No task force meeting was held in the month of July
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Augnst Task Force Meeting

The Task Force held discussion related to the goals of the higher education governance and
the need for a focus on accountability. Within the umbrella of accountability, AGB provided
an overview of the goals identified by Task Force members for a high-functioning
governance structure as compiled from discussions over the past six Task Force meetings.
While greater detail was provided, seven key features of a high functioning 21* century
governance structure were identified:

e Nimbleness

e Innovative spirit

e Enterprising cultures

e Technologically advanced

e Institutional autonomy

e Partnership-oriented

e Cost-conscious
Following discussion on these features, AGB consultants developed, with Task Force input,
seven possible governance structures that could be utilized within North Dakota. The
options were as follows: the current structure; improvements to the current structure; a four-
board option (two-year Community College Board, Regional University Board, NDSU
Board and a UND Board); a three-board option (Community/Regional Institution Board,
NDSU Board and UND Board); retaining the SBHE as a coordinating board and adding 11
institutional governing boards; a three-board option (Research Institution Board, a
Community/Regional Institution Board and a coordinating Board); and a two-board option
(Research Institution Board and a Community/Regional Institution Board).

At the conclusion of the August meeting, a consensus of the Task Force members, moved
forward with four options: the current system with modifications, a two-board system
(Research and Community/Regional), a three-board system (Community/Regional board,
NDSU board, UND board) and a four-board option (Community board, regional board,
NDSU board, UND board). The Task Force also requested that the coordinating board
option and higher education administrator option be kept on the table, to assist with
collaboration and shared services, in conjunction with each of the potential governance
structures. The Task Force also requested that additional details on each of the options be
provided at the next meeting. For August meeting materials see appendix 1.

September Task Force Meeting
The September meeting was the final meeting at which AGB consultants provided a full
presentation. During this presentation, AGB consultants shared further details regarding
each of the four models moved forward by the Task Force at the August meeting. In
addition to discussing the models, they shared the differences between a potential
coordinating board and higher education administrator structure. Throughout the meeting,
the Task Force requested further details to assist in making decisions about potential
reductions of options at the October task force meeting. The Task Force also requested
information regarding student enrollment, as well as the amount of faculty and staff that
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would be represented by each board configuration. In addition, potential duties and
responsibilities for each proposed option were requested. The Task Force agreed to put “in
the parking lot,” or set aside, the option of retaining the current system with modifications.
The task force decided a more significant change could be made to create more impactful
results and thus decided to study further options. The Task Force was confident that many
of the discussions regarding board make up and terms could be transferred to that of the
current model and there would certainly be conversations regarding modifications on the
current model by others during the legislative session. For September meeting materials see

appendix J.

October Task Force Meeting
The Task Force was presented with three potential governance structures with details
requested at the September meeting. Discussion took place regarding term lengths,
requirements to serve on the various boards, responsibilities of the boards, aspects of the
current system that could remain in place based on historical success and the enrollment,
faculty, staff and budget totals for the institutions that each board would govern. There was
additional discussion and comparison between a coordinating board and a higher education
administrator. After much deliberation, the Task Force recommended removing a separate
coordinating board as a potential option. It was decided that having a full coordinating board
would add unnecessary bureaucracy and slow down the work of the governing boards. To
assist with collaboration for the various multiple board options, the Task Force agreed that
an advisory committee, created with representation from the existing governing boards,
would satisfy the need. In addition, the Task Force advanced a recommendation to adjust
the current system office with an office, administrator and staff to continue the successful
aspects of the current system and to assist the governing boards. The Task Force
recommended that all three remaining governance structure proposals (two-board, three-
board and four-board) remain for consideration and that further demographic details be
provided at the November meeting. For October meeting materials see appendix K.

November Task Force Meeting
The November meeting was the final formal meeting of the Task Force. During this
meeting, additional demographic information was shared for each of the three potential
governance structure recommendations. At the beginning of the meeting, the Task Force
unanimously supported (15-0) the need to change the current structure of higher education
governance to meet the needs of 21* Century higher education in North Dakota.
Throughout the discussions there were members present who indicated support for the
four-board alternative and two-board alternative, however at the conclusion of the meeting,
a motion was made to advance the three-board governance structure (one board for the
community and regional institutions and one board each for the two research institutions).
This motion passed 11-1, with three members having departed prior to the vote. For
November meeting materials see appendix L.
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Governance Structure Recommended

Following 11 months of research, learning and deliberation, the Task Force unanimously

(15-0) agreed that the current system of governance needs to be altered to meet the changing
needs of the state. While opinions varied on the specific structure that should be
recommended to the Governor, Legislature and the people, the Task Force voted 11-1, with
three members absent, to advance a three-board structure with the community and regional
institutions governed under one board and the two research institutions each governed
under their own board. In conjunction with the three-board model, the Task Force
recommended a Higher Education Administrator serve as a leader of a higher education
office to maintain collaboration and shared services, and that a small advisory committee be
created to assist with collaboration.

According to the AGB consultants, with a three-board governance structure, North Dakota
would join four states that combine the four-year (non-research) institutions with the
community and/or technical colleges under the same boatd: the Minnesota State Colleges
and Universities, under the MinSCU Board of Trustees; the Connecticut State Colleges and
Universities, under the Connecticut Board of Regents; the Vermont State Colleges System
under its Board of Trustees; and the Massachusetts community colleges and state universities
under the Massachusetts Board of Higher Education.

During the August Task Force meeting, AGB consultants provided advantages and
disadvantages of a three-board governance structure. Advantages included attracting greater
number of qualified board members, providing greater accountability through a more
narrowed board focus, moving responsibility closer to the individual institutions,
empowering institutional executives to develop solutions with their boards and balancing
enrollment size thus creating greater equity of governance for students with their respective

boards.

Additional details within the recommendation are outlined to follow:

Board Structure: Three-Board Governance Structure
Community and Regional Institutions Governing Board

e 14 total members, of which 11 would be voting members and 3 non-voting
members

e DPresidents of BSC, DCB, LRSC, NDSCS, WSC, DSU, MaSU, MiSU and VCSU
would report to the Board with advisement and support from the executive
director.

NDSU Governing Board

e 12 total members, of which nine would be voting members and three non-voting
members

e President of NDSU would report to the Board.
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UND Governing Board
e 12 total members, of which nine would be voting members and three non-voting
members
e President of UND would report to the Board.

Term Number and Length (Six- year term with a maximum of two non-consecutive)
For all boards, the Task Force recommends a six-year term with a maximum of two non-
consecutive full terms per lifetime across all governing boards. A full term must be fulfilled
within one board and may not be divided among the three governing boards. A one-year
student, faculty or staff appointment would not count toward the two-term-per-lifetime
limit. At the creation of the three-board system, the terms would be staggered. Additionally,
individuals selected for the first appointments may hold one full term consecutive to the
initial term according to the following schedule:

Initial Staggering of Appointments (Graph of creation stagger can be found in appendix M)

¢ One member appointed to each board for 1 year, with the ability to hold two full
terms again in lifetime

e Two members appointed to each board for 2 years, with the ability to hold two
full terms again in lifetime

e Two members appointed to the Community/Regional Institution Board and one
member appointed to each of the research institution boards for 3 years, with the
ability to hold two full terms again in lifetime

e One member appointed to each board for 4 years, with the ability to hold one
tull term again in lifetime

e Two members appointed to each board for 5 years, with the ability to hold one
tull term again in lifetime

e Two members appointed to the Community/Regional Institution Board and one
member appointed to each of the research institution boards for 6 years, with the
ability to hold one full term again in a lifetime

Vacancy of Positions

Should a vacancy arise during an unfulfilled term, the new member would be appointed
utilizing the normal appointment process. If the new member is appointed to fulfill three
years or less of a previous board member’s term, the appointment would not count toward
the limit of two full terms per lifetime and may be consecutive to one full term.

Support Staff to the Governing Boards
The Community and Regional Institution Board would have an executive director as well as
four staff to support the required work of the board. Both the NDSU and UND Governing
Boards would be responsible for providing support staff, utilizing current full-time positions
within the institutions. The duties of the executive director and support staff are discussed
on page 17.
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Requirements to be a Board Member
Voting Members

Each board would be required to have a minimum of five voting members who
reside within the state.
Each board would be required to have one full-time student, in good academic
standing, as a voting member, appointed; process discussed in selection of student
voting members section on page 17. A student may not hold more than two
consecutive student appointments.
Remaining voting positions may be filled by any of the following:
o Residents of the state of North Dakota
o Out-of-state residents based on the following requirements:
®  Out-of-state residents holding an undergraduate degree from a
North Dakota public higher education institution governed by
one of the three boards or
* A maximum of two voting members may be out-of-state
residents without a degree from a North Dakota public higher
education institution
No board member may be a full-time employee of any higher education
institution within the state, including tribal and private institutions, or be a full-
time employee of the state office of higher education while serving on the board
or for a period of two years following completion of employment.

Non-voting Members

One faculty member would be appointed as a non-voting member to each
governing board; appointment process discussed on page 18.

One staff member would be appointed as a non-voting member to each
governing board; appointment process discussed on page 18.

The North Dakota Superintendent of Public Instruction or designee shall serve
as a non-voting member on each of the three governing boards.

Additional Requirements for Community/Regional Institution Board

There may be no more than two voting members holding an associates or
bachelor’s degree from one of the Community or Regional Institutions,
excluding the student member.

The student members may not be attending the same institution for more than
two consecutive years

Both the faculty and staff representatives of a single board may not be
representatives of the same institution during the same term

The faculty and staff members may not be representatives of the same institution
for more than two consecutive years

During discussions of the Task Force, consideration was given to having faculty and staff

serving as voting members rather than non-voting members on their respective boards.
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Though much discussion was had, there was not a consensus recommendation for having
those two positions as voting or non-voting. To proceed with the recommendation, the Task
Force has included faculty and staff as non-voting members, as aligned with the current
process today. Further discussion should be encouraged on this topic.

Responsibilities of each board

Appoint one member of the board to serve as chair for one year

Represent the full educational value and intent of students and the state within the mission
of each individual institution

Maintain high-quality academic programs
Ensure excellence in programs, faculty, staff and students

Provide responsible policies and procedures for proper governance and to hold each
institution’s leadership accountable

Undertake periodic strategic planning to guide institutions overseen by the board and to
advance the needs of the state and compete within the global higher education market

Appoint, monitor, advise, motivate, support, evaluate and if necessary or advisable, replace
an institution president

Ensure collaboration and partnership with other public institutions within the state and the
private sector

Serve as a court of appeals when appropriate
Regulatly evaluate the board member’s performance
Ensure regular and proper training of board members

Receive proposed budgets, tuition modifications and ranked capital construction projects
from campus presidents to promote equity and appropriate investment of state resources
through each institution

Approve tuition levels, within the framework of the Century Code, of institutions
represented by the board

Provide a final budget recommendation to the executive and legislative branches for
consideration

Approve new and discontinued programs

Engage with, listen to and deliver value to stakeholders who provide direct financial support
such as students, the state, alumni and the private sector

Shield institutions from direct political and other outside interference

Ensure there is an ongoing reporting mechanism for accountability in research enterprise,
collaboration and student learning.

NDSU and UND boards would also be required to hold one joint meeting per year,
dedicated to reviewing current collaboration efforts and determining where additional
collaboration could be advanced

Ensure academic freedom, as defined by AAUP is followed

16| Page



Responsibilities of the Executive Director and Support Staff (Community College and
Regional University Board)

Provide administrative support to the Community College and Regional University Board
Coordinate with the board chair, to develop agendas and supporting material for board
meetings

Support the institutional presidents in advancing educational opportunities within the state
Administer presidential searches

Support the board in administrative duties as assigned, including evaluations of institution
presidents

Serve as the liaison to the Higher Education Administrator (outline of responsibilities for
administrator to follow), the legislature and the executive branch

Draft, maintain and coordinate procedures and policies for the boards

Selection of Board Members

Selection of Voting Members
The Task Force did not formally advance a specific recommendation for
appointment of voting members. However, the Task Force did recommend that the
appointment process be expedited and made more efficient. An informal
recommendation was shared with the Task Force, while no formal action was taken.

Potential for Appointment Process Identified

The following potential option could be utilized to create an appointment process
that is more efficient and streamlined than the current process: The Governor would
accept applications from the general public to fill vacant board positions. The
Governor would then nominate one individual per open board position to a review
committee. The committee would then be required to provide consent of the
nomination within 30 days of receiving the notification from the Governor’s Office.

The review committee would be chaired by the Superintendent of Public Instruction
or designee, with other members being the President Pro Tempore of the Senate or
designee, the Speaker of the House or designee, the Secretary of State or designee
and a representative from North Dakota United or successor organization. To
consent to a nomination, four of the five review committee members must approve
the appointment. If a nomination is not approved, the Governor would be required
to submit another nomination for remaining vacancies.

The Governor and the review committee shall ensure that the board membership is
maintained in a balanced, equitable and representative manner.

Selection of Student Voting Member
Each year, by a date determined by the Governor, the North Dakota Student
Association or successor organization must submit a minimum of two names and a
maximum of four names of students, for nomination to the Community and
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Regional Institution Governing Board, attending the respective institutions governed
by that board, to the Governor.

Each institution’s student government organization from the community colleges
and regional institutions, may also submit a maximum of one name to the Governor
for consideration by a date determined by the Governor. This student does not need
to be an official member of the institution’s student government. The Governor
would then appoint one student member from the list(s) provided for the respective
governing board. Student appointments would begin every year on July 1 and end on
June 30" of the following year.

Each year, by a date determined by the Governor, both NDSU’s and UND’s student
governments must submit a minimum of two names and a maximum of four student
names to the Governor for consideration of appointment on their respective board.
These students do not need to be an official member of the institution’s student
government. The Governor would then appoint a student member from the list
provided to the respective governing board. Student appointments would begin
every year on July 1 and end on June 30™ of the following year.

Appointment of Faculty and Staff Non-voting Members
Each year, on or before July 1, the North Dakota Council of College Faculties and
the North Dakota Staff Senate or successor organizations would appoint one faculty
and one staff member, respectively, to the Community and Regional Institution
Governing Board. The faculty and staff members must be in a benefited position
within their institution.

Each year, on or before July 1%, the NDSU and UND faculty and staff organizations
would appoint one faculty and one staff member, to the institution’s respective
governing board. The faculty and staff members must be in a benefited position
within their institution.

Faculty and staff appointments would begin every year on July 1 and end on June
30™ of the following year.

Office of Higher Education and Higher Education Administrator
Over the course of the last 11 months, the Task Force identified aspects of the
North Dakota University System that have been successful in the past and would be
beneficial to maintain in the future. To accomplish these tasks, the university system
would be transformed to the Office of Higher Education and be led by a Higher
Education Administrator. The Higher Education Administrator would be selected
using the same process as the appointment process for voting members to the
governing boards.
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Below are the recommended duties and responsibilities of the Higher Education
Administrator and the office staff, as identified by the Task Force. Additionally, the
Task Force encouraged consideration of having state general funds contingent on

institutions and governing boards complying with certain shared service

requirements such as common course numberings, transferability of credits and

shared technology. Finally, the Task Force recommends the three boards maintain

tull authority over the institutions under their control as currently outlined for the
SBHE within article VIII, section 6 (6)(B) in the North Dakota Constitution.

Responsibilities of the Higher Education Administrator and Staff

Represent, articulate and advocate the needs of the state to the respective boards
as outlined by the executive and legislative branches

Support the executive director and staff of the respective boards
Maintain common course numbering across boards and institutions
Maintain student transferability agreements across boards and institutions
Administer state scholarship programs (including tribal scholarships)

Serve as the administrator of federal grant monies to North Dakota colleges and
universities when required by federal law, such as programs of the U.S.
Department of Education and the National Science Foundation

Manage State Authorization Reciprocity Agreements (SARA)

Manage loan forgiveness programs for teachers and North Dakota residents in
STEM fields

Administer student exchange/reciprocity programs with WICHE States,
Minnesota and Midwest student exchange for veterinary medicine, dentistry and
optometry

Administer student health insurance program
Manage participation in the MHEC
Manage the Challenge Fund program

Administer data support and research support for the Department of Public
Instruction

Provide institutional data to the boards, state and federal entities (i.e. IPEDS)
and for longitudinal studies

Implement statewide higher education studies
Administer the TIAA retirement plan
Administer the tele-mental health services
Administer the fraud hotline

Administer the interactive video network
Maintain a data warehouse

License in-state higher education providers and provide assurance that out-of-
state providers follow reciprocity agreements

Prepare the consolidated financial reports
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e Maintain Core Technology Services (CTS)
e Other tasks deemed necessary by governing boards, executive branch, legislative
branch and higher education office.
In addition to the duties outlined above, the Higher Education Administrator would serve as
the chair of the higher education advisory committee. The committee purpose,
responsibilities and structure are defined in the following section.

Higher Education Advisory Committee
Structure of the Advisory Committee
The Higher Education Advisory Committee is comprised of representatives from the
three governing boards overseeing the state institutions within North Dakota. The
chair of each governing board would serve on the advisory committee as well as an
additional representative appointed by the Community and Regional Institution
Governing Board.

If the chair of the Community and Regional Institution Governing Board and the
additional representative are both alumni of a North Dakota institution, the
additional appointed member must have a degree from the opposite type of
institution as the chair of the Community and Regional Institution Governing board.
For example, if the chair holds an undergraduate degree from a four-year regional
institution, the second appointed representative must have a degree from a two-year
community college.

Purpose and Responsibilities of the Advisory Committee
The advisory committee would serve as an official collaboration and communication
point for the three governing boards, outside of the organic partnerships and
collaboration formed directly by the boards. The responsibilities of the advisory
committee are as follows:
e Seek and advance efficiencies and shared service opportunities to all
governing boards
e Assist the Higher Education Administrator in coordination of collaboration
between boards

e Manage program petitions as defined below

e Other duties as assigned by the legislative and executive branches, as well as
duties agreed upon by the representatives of the advisory committee

Program Petitions:

e To meet the education and economic needs of the state and region, an
institution could propose a new program addition, cancelation or change,
that would result in new majors. These proposed program changes must be
submitted to their respective board for approval

e A simple majority of the individual governing board must approve the
program for implementation
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Each public North Dakota institution can submit a protest petition to the
board in which a program is being reviewed. The petition must be received
within 30 calendar days of the first reading of the program to the governing

board of the institution seeking program addition, cancelation or change.

e Ifa protest is delivered, each involved institution must first make a

reasonable effort to design a plan for program collaboration. If all involved

institutions are satisfied and the program is approved, then the protest is

satisfied.

e If the protest is not satisfied and the program change is approved by the

governing board, the approval moves to the Higher Education Advisory
Committee. A program would be denied only if at least 3 of 5 members of

the advisory committee vote no.

Removal of Board Members
The Task Force spent little time discussing the removal of board members, but it was

suggested that a process for removal be considered. In addition to the current process, a

second potential removal process is provided for consideration.

Two Forms of Removal Recommended
The members of the Community/Regional Institution Governing Board, NDSU

Governing Board and UND Governing Board may be removed by impeachment for the
offenses, in the manner and according to the procedure provided for the removal of the

1.

Governor by impeachment proceedings.

Additionally, should a board member in any of the three governing boards not fulfill the

duties and responsibilities assigned to them through the Constitution, Century Code and

internal policy, the Governor may recommend removal of said board member. Upon

recommendation of removal from the Governor, the review committee, as defined in the

selection of voting members section on page 17, must research the claims and vote within 30

days of the recommendation of approval or denial of the recommendation. If 4 out of 5

agree with the removal, the removal is finalized and takes effect immediately.
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Conclusion and Next Steps

The Task Force on Higher Education Governance has provided a comprehensive

framework to advance the higher education governance structure in North Dakota. This
report serves as a framework for enhancing governance based on research, expert testimony
and deliberation among representatives from all three branches of government, as well as
faculty, students, business leaders and education experts.

The Task Force encourages the executive, legislative and judicial branches to work together
to determine how these recommendations best fit within the North Dakota Constitution, the
Century Code and/or internal higher education policy. Most notably the Task Force
recommends maintaining that each board have full authority over the institutions under each
boards control, as currently provided to the SBHE within the North Dakota Constitution.

The Task Force advances this report as a tool for the Governor and the 66" Legislative
Assembly during the 2019 session to make positive changes for the future of North Dakota
Higher Education. Lastly, this report should be utilized for detail, explanation and
understanding when the people of North Dakota have an opportunity to vote on
constitutional changes. The Task Force believes that these recommendations would improve
the governance structure of North Dakota higher education, allowing it to serve as a nimble
and effective structure for decades to come.
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State of

North Dakota

Office of the Governor

Doug Burgum
Governor

Executive Order 2017-19

WHEREAS, it is critical to North Dakota’s economic success that its institutions of higher
education prepare individuals to be competitive in the wotkplace; and,

WHEREAS, building a wotkforce and an economy for the 21st century requires that North
Dakota examine its existing approaches to higher education; and,

WHEREAS, North Dakota cutrently operates eleven institutions of higher education: two
tesearch universities, four regional universities and five community colleges; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to 2 1939 amendment to the North Dakota Constitution, governance
of the eleven institutions tests with the State Boatd of Higher Education; and,

WHEREAS, ovet the last eight decades, North Dakota has experienced economic, social
and demographic changes that have profoundly impacted the educational needs and demands on all
institutions of higher education; and,

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 2003, enacted by the sixty-fifth legislative assembly, directs the
State Board of Higher Education to conduct a limited study to teorganize the five community
colleges, focused on the workforce and educational needs of the state; and,

WHEREAS, given the significance of higher education in North Dakota, it is important to
undetstand whether the governance system is operating to its fullest potential, and whether strategic
improvements would better serve the educational and workforce needs of our state; and,

WHEREAS, an evaluation of the governance structure of higher education in North
Dakota, by an independent task force, will determine whethet the collective system of higher
education is operating at the highest level, furtheting the educational and workforce needs of the
state; and,

WHEREAS, the Governor is vested with executive authotity pursuant to Article V, Section
1 of the North Dakota Constitution to convene groups dedicated to addressing issues of importance
to the state.

NOW, THEREFORE, Doug Butgum, as Governot of the State of North Dakota, hereby
establishes the Task Force for Higher Education Governance. The Task Fotce shall consist of 15
membets, appointed by the Governor, representing the interests of the students, faculty, business
community, and all branches of state govetnment. The Governor shall designate the Chair of the
Task Force.

L The Task Force for Higher Education Governance shall:
a. Assess the strengths and weaknesses of the current higher education governance

sttucture and determine whether the cutrent structutre promotes optimal
efficiency, effective operations, and desited results;
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Executive Order 2017-19

Page 2

b. Determine whether the current governance structure complies with Article VIII,
Section 6 of the North Dakota Constitution;

c. Identify best practices for governance of a higher education system;

d. Provide written recommendations outlining proposed changes to the governance
structure that promote effective opetations and desired results, focused on
educational and workforce needs of Notth Dakota in the 21™ Century.

L The Task Force shall meet monthly ot at the call of the Chair. A simple majotity of
the Task Force shall constitute a quorum fot purposes of taking any official action,
II. The Task Force may create wotking groups to consult with, and elicit, the expertise

of educational leaders and North Dakota citizens.

The Governor is vested with executive authotity to issue this Otder putsuant to Article V,
Section 1 of the North Dakota Constitution.

This Order is effective immediately, and it shall remain in effect until further notice.

Executed at Bismarck, North Dakota, this 7* day of November 2017.

Doug Bu@n U
t

Govetno

ATTEST:

Secretary of State

Deputy
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State of

North Dakota

Office of the Governor

Doug Burgum

Governor

NEWS: FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Contact: Mike Nowatzki, 701.328.2424; Kelly Ivahnenko, 701.328.2937

Burgum appoints members to newly created Task Force for
Higher Education Governance

BISMARCK, N.D. (Dec. 21, 2017) — Gov. Doug Burgum today announced the members of a task
force that will evaluate the governance structure for North Dakota’s higher education system
and determine if improvement opportunities exist to better meet the state’s educational and
workforce needs for the 215 century.

The 15-member Task Force for Higher Education Governance was created by executive order
last month and consists of the governor as chair and 14 members appointed by the governor.
Burgum appointed the members from a pool of more than 230 applicants.

“We are incredibly grateful for the intense interest in serving on this Task Force, which
demonstrates the passion North Dakotans feel toward their higher education system,” Burgum
said. “This group represents a wide range of backgrounds and expertise that will ensure a
thoughtful assessment of our nearly 80-year-old governance structure and whether the higher
education system is operating at its full potential to prepare students for success in a world
undergoing rapid technological disruption.”

The Task Force members are:

® Gov. Burgum, who earned a bachelor’s degree from North Dakota State University and a
master’s of business administration (MBA) from Stanford Graduate School of Business.

o North Dakota Supreme Court Chief Justice Gerald VandeWalle, who under the state
Constitution is a member of the State Board of Higher Education nominating committee.
VandeWalle earned a bachelor’s degree from the University of North Dakota and a law
degree from the UND School of Law.

e State Board of Higher Education Chairman Don Morton, a retired Microsoft executive
and former head coach of the North Dakota State University football team. Morton
earned a bachelor’s degree from Augustana College in Rock Island, Ill., and a master’s
degree in education from Western lHlinois University.

e State Sen. Brad Bekkedahl, a dentist from Williston and finance commissioner on the
Williston City Commission since 1996. Bekkedahl earned bachelor’s degrees from the



University of Jamestown and University of Minnesota and a doctor of dental surgery
degree from the University of Minnesota School of Dentistry.

State Sen. Joan Heckaman, a retired teacher from New Rockford. Heckaman earned a
bachelor’s degree from Valley City State University and a master’s degree in special
education from Minot State University (MSU).

State Rep. Mike Nathe, a funeral home owner from Bismarck and former chairman of
the House Education Committee. Nathe earned a bachelor’s degree in mortuary science
from the University of Minnesota.

State Rep. Shannon Roers Jones of Fargo, attorney for Roers Companies. Roers lones
earned a bachelor’s degree from the College of St. Benedict in Collegeville, Minn., an
MBA from the University of St. Thomas in St. Paul, Minn., and a law degree from the
UND School of Law.

Dr. Ellie Shockley, institutional research analyst at Bismarck State College and a former
postdoctoral fellow at the University of Nebraska Public Policy Center. Shockley earned
a bachelor’s degree from Duke University and master’s and doctoral degrees in social
psychology from the University of Chicago.

Dr. Paul Markel, professor of psychology at MSU and former president of the Council of
College Faculties. Markel earned a bachelor’s degree from the University of Mary in
Bismarck and master’s and doctoral degrees in psychology from the University of
Colorado Boulder.

Dr. Angie Koppang, vice president of quality assurance for AdvancED, a nonprofit that
conducts reviews of educational institutions and systems. Koppang earned an
associate’s degree from BSC, a bachelor’s degree from the University of Mary and a
master’s degree and doctoral degree in philosophy from UND.

lonathan Sickler of Grand Forks, chief legal officer for AE2S, an environmental and civil
engineering consulting firm. Sickler earned a bachelor’s degree from UND and a law
degree from Harvard Law School.

Tim Flakoll, provost of Tri-College University in Fargo-Moorhead, current chairman of
the Midwestern Higher Education Compact and a former state senator. Flakoll earned
bachelor’s and master’s degrees from NDSU and graduated from executive programs at
Harvard Kennedy School of Executive Education and the University of Oxford in England.
Thomas Erickson, CEO of the Energy & Environmental Research Center at UND. Erickson
earned bachelor’s and master’s degrees in chemical engineering from UND.

Jeffry Volk, president and CEO of West Fargo-based Moore Engineering Inc. Volk earned
a bachelor’s degree in civil engineering from NDSU.

Katie Mastel of Bismarck, a marketing major and student body vice president at NDSU.

The Task Force has received broad support since Burgum announced it Nov. 7. The student
senates at NDSU and UND recently passed resolutions supporting creation of the Task Force.

The governor is working with Task Force members to schedule the group’s first meeting in
January. Thereafter, the Task Force will meet monthly or at the call of the chair. The group will
provide recommendations for the Legislature to consider during its 2019 session.

-HitH-
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RGENDA

1. Constitutional basis for higher education governance

2. Ballot measures for constitutional and statutory amendments
regarding higher education since statehood

3. Role of the Legislative Assembly and recent legislation
governing the State Board of Higher Education and
institutions under board control

4. University System and institution policies and procedures

@

This presentation covers the main documents providing for the governance of the board
and university system.



1889 CONSTITUTION

= The first state constitution adopted in 1889 placed governance
of higher education under the “absolute control of the state.”
= To fulfill that mandate, the Legislative Assembly created a Board of
Educationin 1913, and transformed it to a Board of Regents in 1915.
= The 1889 constitution required a school of forestry to be
located in McHenry, Ward, Bottineau, or Rolette County, and
educational institutions in Grand Forks, Fargo, Valley City,
Mayville, Ellendale, and Wahpeton.

@

The State Board of Higher Education can trace its roots back to Article VIl of the state's first
constitution, which placed the governance of higher education under the "absolute and
exclusive control of the state.” However, the 1889 constitution did not provide for a higher
education governing body. The Legislative Assembly created a Board of Education in 1913
to consolidate governance over educational institutions.

Article XIX of the 1889 constitution required:

1. A “State University and School of Mines” in Grand Forks,

2. An “Agricultural College” in Fargo,

3. A normal school in Valley City,

4. A normal school in Mayville,

5. A “Scientific School” in Wahpeton,

6. A school of forestry to be located in McHenry, Ward, Bottineau, or Rolette County (the
exact location to be determined by a vote of the electors of those counties), and

7. An “industrial school and school for manual training” or, in the discretion of the
Legislative Assembly, another kind of educational or charitable institution in Ellendale.

In 1883, prior to statehood, the territorial Legislative Assembly established the University
of North Dakota and a Board of Regents to govern it.



1910-1916 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS

» Voters approved constitutional amendments requiring:
= A state normal school in Minot (1910).
» Placement of the state forestry school in Bottineau (1914).
= A state normal school in Dickinson (1916).




1919 LEGISLATIVE CHANGES

* In 1919, the Legislative Assembly vested a new Board of
Administration with governing authority over higher education.
The members of the Board of Administration were:

» The Superintendent of Public Instruction (ex officio),
= The Commissioner of Agriculture and Labor (ex officio), and

= Three individuals appointed by the Governor.

» The institution presidents were responsible to the board, and
the Governor could remove board members for cause.

@

Following the elections of 1918, in which the Nonpartisan League candidate for
Superintendent of Public Instruction was defeated, Governor Lynn

Frazier, who was also a member of the Nonpartisan League, orchestrated the legislative
creation of a new Board of Administration and assigned to it the functions of the Board of
Education. (Chapter 71 of 1919 Session Laws) The newly elected Superintendent of Public
Instruction and the Commissioner of Agriculture and Labor were made ex officio members
of the Board of Administration. The three other members of the board were appointed by
the Governor and had 6-year terms.



DEVELOPMENTS UNDER
GOVERNOR LANGER

= In 1937, the Board of Administration fired seven faculty
members at the North Dakota Agricultural College and the
director of the Experiment Station and Extension Service.

= After a series of events, the college’s accreditation was
revoked.

» This led to a 1938 initiated measure for a constitutional measure
to change the governance of higher education in the state.




1938 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

= Voters approved the 1938 measure, which created the State
Board of Higher Education, and:

« Gave the new board the powers and duties of the Board of
Administration.

= Required institutions of higher education in Grand Forks, Fargo,
Wahpeton, Valley City, Mayville, Minot, Dickinson, Ellendale,
Bottineau, and allowed “other [institutions] as may hereafter be
established,”.

= Provided for a board with seven members appointed by the
Governor with the consent of the Senate for 7-year terms.

)

The measure passed 93,156 to 71,448. It became Article 54 of the Constitution of North
Dakota, and much of it remains intact today.

A handout of the article is included.

The provision naming the institutions has precluded consolidation or closure of institutions
in the University System for 80 years. The one exception is the institution in Ellendale which
was closed after the passage of an initiated measure removing it from the constitution in
1972.

Although the locations of the institutions in the constitution have remained unchanged
(except for Ellendale), the names or missions of the institutions have changed over time
despite being set out in the constitution. The language of the 1938 amendment identifying
those names and missions was: “(1) The State University and School of Mines, at Grand
Forks, with their substations. (2) The State Agricultural College and Experiment Station, at
Fargo, with their substations. (3) The School of Science, at Wahpeton. (4) The State Normal
Schools and Teachers Colleges, at Valley City, Mayville, Minot and Dickinson. (5) The
Normal and Industrial School, at Ellendale. (6) The School of Forestry, at Bottineau. (7) And
such other State institutions of higher education as may hereafter be established.”



1938 CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT CONT.

= Defined eligibility requirements for board members.

= Provided for nomination of potential appointees by state officials,
» Permitted impeachment of board members.

» Provided for compensation of board members.

= Required the Legislative Assembly to appropriate funds for the
board in one bill.

» Required institution presidents to submit budgets to the board and
required the board to revise and consolidate them into a unified
budget for the Legislative Assembly.

@

Board members had to be qualified electors and taxpayers of ND and had to have resided
in ND for at least 5 years immediately preceding their appointment. Employees of
institutions under the control of the board were ineligible for board membership during
their employment and for a period of 2 years after their employment. No more than one
“alumnus or former student” from any institution under the board’s control could sit on the
board at any one time.

The President of the ND Educational Association, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, and
Superintendent of Public Instruction, sent the Governor a list of three names from which
the Governor had to appoint a board member.

This amendment included the concept of a higher education system. The board was
required to “revise the [budgets from the institutions] as in its judgment shall be for the
best interests of the educational system of the State.”



1938 CONSTITUTIONAL
RMENDMENT CONT.

= Gave the board control over higher education funds but prohibited
moving funds for one institution to another.

» Provided for a board-appointed ‘“State Commissioner of Higher
Education” with enumerated eligibility criteria to serve terms of not
more than 3 years as the “Chief Executive Officer” of the board and
to carry out all duties prescribed by the board.

@

The board could not take funds appropriated or otherwise provided to one institution and
transfer them to another.

The constitutional amendment made the commissioner wholly responsible to the board
with no oversight from the Governor or Legislative Assembly. The board was given the
authority to appoint the commissioner, assign the commissioner’s duties, and remove the
commissioner for cause. The amendment also specifically designated the commissioner as
the “Chief Executive Officer” of the board, indicating the commissioner was required to
execute the will of the board.

A commissioner had to be “a graduate of some reputable college or university” and “by
training and experience [be] familiar with the problems peculiar to higher education.”



REJECTED 1956 CONSTITUTIONAL
RMENDMENT

» In 1956, voters rejected a measure for a constitutional
amendment to establish a trade school in Williston.
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1964 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

» In 1964, voters approved a constitutional amendment allowing
the Experimental Station and the NDSU Extension Division to
submit separate budgets to the Legislative Assembly.

= Voters had rejected this amendmentin 1962 by a narrow margin.
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1968 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

= In 1968, voters approved a constitutional amendment allowing
the Legislative Assembly to authorize tuition, fees, and services
charges for institutions of higher education.
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1976 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

= In 1976, voters approved a constitutional amendment changing
the qualifications and compensation of Board of Higher
Education members.

» Compensation was changed from a set dollar amount to an amount
“determined by the Legislative Assembly for the time actually spent
devoted to the duties of [the] office.”

» Before the amendment, no more than one “alumnus or former
student” of any one institution under board control could serve on
the board at a time. The amendment changed “alumnus or former
student’ to “graduate.”

@

Reimbursement for state officials’ expenses is set by statute. This amendment tied board
members’ reimbursement to those statutes.

The change to “graduate” made it possible to appoint board members who graduated from
different schools even if they attended the same school for a portion of their educational
careers. For example, someone who attended UND but graduated from NDSU could serve
on the board alongside someone who graduated from UND.
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1978 REFERENDUM

* In 1978, voters approved a referred statutory measure allowing
the board to sell land owned by the Dickinson Experiment
Station and to buy replacement land. This did not require a
constitutional amendment.
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REJECTED 1982 CONSTITUTIONAL
RMENDMENT

= In 1982, voters rejected a measure for a constitutional
amendment that would have replaced the President of the
North Dakota Education Association with the Speaker of the
House on the nominating committee that sends three names to
the Governor when the Governor needs to appoint a new
member of the board.
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1983 SB NO. 2073 AND
REJECTED 1984 STATUTORY AMENDMENT

» 1983 5B No. 2073 placed the “junior colleges” in Bismarck, Devils
Lake, and Williston under the control of the State Board of Higher
Education.

= In 1984, voters rejected a measure that would have returned
those institutions to local school board control.

The state constitution does not address these institutions.
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REJECTED 1388 CONSTITUTIONAL
RMENDMENT

* In 1988, voters rejected a measure for a constitutional
amendment that would have cleaned up constitutional
language and changed the membership and powers of the
board.

= The amendment would have:

- Removed the prohibition on having two or more graduates of the
same institution serve on the board.

= Removed the requirement that the board’s secretary reside in
Bismarck.

» Granted the Legislative Assembly authority to permit flexibility in
how the higher education budget is submitted.

= Eliminated the eligibility criteria for the commissioner.
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REJECTED 1990 CONSTITUTIONAL
RMENDMENT

* In 1890, voters rejected a measure for a constitutional
amendment that would have defined “graduate” for purposes
of the 1976 constitutional amendment as a “person who has
received a baccalaureate degree” only.
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1994 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

= In 1994, voters approved a constitutional amendment providing
for a Governor-appointed student member of the board.
» The appointee must be a full-time student in good academic
standing at an institution under board control and may serve no
more than 2 terms of 1 year each.

= The appointment must be made from a list recommended by the
executive board of the North Dakota Student Association and is not
subject to Senate confirmation.

= The student member may be employed by an institution under
board control and is exempt from the “one graduate” rule.

« This amendment created an eight-member board and the
possibility of tie votes.
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1996 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

= In 1996, voters approved a constitutional amendment:
« Reducing board members’ terms from 7 to 4 years and immposing a
2-term limit.

= Changing the “one graduate" rule to read “no more than one
person holding a bachelor’s degree from a particular institution
under [board control]” may serve at any one time.

= Changing the nominating process and committee.

@

Before the amendment, the nominating committee was the President of the ND
Educational Association, the Chief Justice, and the Superintendent of Public Instruction.
They had to unanimously agree on the three names they sent to the Governor for possible
appointment to the board any time there was an opening on the board.

After the amendment, the nominating committee grew to five members. The original three
members were retained, and the President Pro Tempore of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives were added. The amendment also removed the requirement
for unanimity. It required four of the five members to agree on a list of three names to send
to the Governor for possible appointment to the board whenever there was an opening on
the board.

The amendment also said the Governor had to “ensure that the board membership is
maintained in a balanced and representative manner” but did not specify what that phrase
means.
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REJECTED 1998 CONSTITUTIONAL
RMENDMENT

= In 1998, voters rejected a measure for a constitutional
amendment that would have removed the lists of higher
education institutions thereby allowing those institutions to be
consolidated or closed.

21



2000 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

« In 2000, voters approved a constitutional amendment that
allows two members with bachelor’s degrees from the same

institution under board control to serve together on the board.
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REJECTED 2014 CONSTITUTIONAL
RMENDMENT

= In 2014, voters rejected a measure that would have amended
the constitution to replace the board with a three-member
commission appointed by the Governor.

= The measure would have required the 11 institutions under
board control to remain in place, and would have allowed the
Legislative Assembly to provide for an advisory body including
faculty and student representatives.

®

Under the proposed amendment, the Governor would have selected each commission
member from a list of three nominees agreed to by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, the President Pro Tempore of the Senate, the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court, the Superintendent of Public Instruction, and a “representative of an educational
interest group selected by three of the four [other nominators].”

The Governor’s appointments would have been subject to Senate confirmation, as they are
now.

The amendment would have authorized the Legislative Assembly to provide for the
appointment of an advisory board including a faculty representative and a student
representative.

The president of each institution would have reported to the commission.
One member of the commission would have been required to have “leadership

experience” in the private sector and another member would have been required to “hold
a professional position within the higher education sector.”
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ROLE OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY

» The Legislative Assembly passes a higher education
appropriations bill each session.

= The bill appropriates funds for the board, system office, and
institutions.

» Other legislation regarding higher education generally is
codified in Title 15 of the Century Code.
= Chapter 158-10 governs the State Board of Higher Education, but
sections in other chapters also reqgulate the board (e.g., Sections
15-62.4-01 through 16-62.4-05)

= Section 15-10-01.2 states the institutions under board control
“‘are a unified system of higher education, as established by the
board, and are designated as the North Dakota University
System.”

@

The appropriations bill is either House Bill No. 1003 or Senate Bill No. 2003, with the
introduction alternating each session between the House and Senate.

Many statutes throughout the Century Code and Title 15 in particular govern the board and
the institutions under board control. Sections 15-62.4-01 through 15-62.4-05, which
pertain to student financial aid are only some examples.

The State Board of Higher Education website states: “In 1990, the Board established a
unified system of higher education...”

The quoted language in section 15-10-01.2 was codified in another section of the Century
Code in 2001. The legislative history shows the bill was supported by the State Board of
Higher Education, the chancellor, and the Greater North Dakota Association. Testimony
from the board said the colleges and universities operated largely autonomously prior to
1990 but “the potential for unnecessary duplication of programs and services became a
concern of citizens and legislators,” leading to the board’s creation of the unified university
system in 1990.
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EXAMPLES OF RECENTLY ENACTED
LEGISLATION

= 2011 HB No. 1213 provided for a staff senate appointee to serve
as a nonvoting board advisor

= 2011 SB No. 2323 recquired the board to provide periodic
variance reports to OMB for certain construction projects

= 2013 HB No. 1258 adjusted eligibility criteria for North Dakota
Academic Scholarships

®

These are just a few of the many laws regarding higher education introduced or enacted in
recent years.

Additionally, federal law governs some aspects of higher education such as sexual assault
reporting, student information privacy, sex equality under Title IX, and other issues.

2011 SB No. 2323 required the variance reports for construction, renovation, and repaid
projects valued at more than $250,000 on campuses of institutions under board control.
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EXAMPLES OF RECENTLY ENACTED
LEGISLATION CONT.

= 2015 HB No. 1051 required a systemwide email system and
retention policy for all institutions under board control.

» 2017 SB No. 2295 made university research records exempt
from open records requirements and made personally
identifiable study information confidential to the extent it was
not confidential already.

@

“University research records” are “data and records, other than a financial or administrative
record, produced or collected by or for faculty or staff of an institution under the control of
the state board of higher education in the conduct of or as a result of study or research on
an educational, commercial, scientific, artistic, technical, or scholarly issue, regardless of
whether the study or research was sponsored by the institution alone, or in conjunction
with a governmental or private entity, provided the information has not been publicly
released, published, or patented.”

“Personally identifiable study information” generally is information about an individual
participating in an Institutional Review Board approved or exempted human research study
or project at an institution under board control.
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INTERNAL UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
GOVERNANCE DOCUMENTS

* The board is not an administrative agency and does not adopt
rules. Instead, it approves policies that apply to the University
System office and institutions under its control.

» Policies are presented to the board and are passed with a majority
vote.

* The University System office develops procedures to

implement some board policies. Procedures are not submitted
to the board for approval.

@

The board is specifically excluded from the definition of “administrative agency” under the

Administrative Agencies Practices Act (Chapter 28-32 of the Century Code), which governs
administrative rulemaking.

Policies generally are drafted by the University System office staff. A general review or
rewrite of the policies has not be completed in many years.



INTERNAL UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
GOVERNANCE DOCUMENTS

= Several institutions under board control adopt their own
policies and procedures that vary in size and scope.
= If there is a conflict between board and institution policies, the

kboard policy generally trumps the institution policy under the
constitution.
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1938 Constitutional Amendment

Initiated measure of the citizens

Response to political intrusion

— NDSU President and staff fired

— Loss of accreditation at NDSU

State Board of Higher Education (SBHE) created...one
governing board

SBHE given broad authority/responsibility
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Key Provisions of Constitution Article

SBHE “created for control and administration of the
institutions”

Governor appoints board members

Beginning of a unified system

— Constitutional provision requiring SBHE to submit a unified budget is an
early reference to “unified” as it applies to higher education
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Key provisions (cont.)

“The SBHE shall have the control of the expenditure of the
funds belonging to, and allocated to such institutions and also
those appropriated by the legislature, for the institutions of
higher education in the state; provided, however, that funds
appropriated by the legislature and specifically designated for
any one or more of such institutions, shall not be used for any
other institution”

= MIDWESTERN
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Key provisions (cont.)

“The Legislature shall provide adequate funds for the proper
carrying out of the functions and duties of the SBHE”

“The SBHE shall have full authority over the institutions under
its control....”

“The SBHE shall have full authority to organize or reorganize

within constitutional and statutory limitations, the work of
each institution under its control...."

MIDWESTERN
HICHER EDUCATION
I COMPACT

)

1/4/2018



1939-1990

8 state institutions until 1984

7 board members serving 7 year terms

Usually one board member from each campus region
Board members were designated as campus “liaisons”
Individual campus agendas dominate board agenda
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1939-1990 (continued)

- Board focused on regulation of campuses(examples)
— Approve hiring and salaries of deans and above

— Heavy construction oversight:
* Board approves architects, designs and contractors
* Board office approves all change orders

— Budget detail, detail
— All employment actions for every position approved by board office
— Focus is on separate campus agendas and less on state public agenda
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1939-1990 (continued)

« However, there are some steps in evolution of system:
— Starting in late 60's, all campus budget requests are based on a formula
primarily based on credit hour production (workload)
— Establishment of Higher Education Computer Network (HECN) in late 70's

— Establishment of statewide library system in 80's (ODIN). All campuses
except NDSU.

— In mid 80's board begins submitting prioritized capital construction budget
request encompassing all campuses

— Statewide interactive video network begins in late 80's
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1939-90 (continued)

« In 1984 the Legislature and vote of people place 3 additional
two-year campuses under board governance
— No more one board member per campus
— New issues emerge

* Collaboration

« Different campus missions more evident

— Went from 6 four year campuses, one two-year campus and one branch campus, to 6 four year
campuses and five two year campuses
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1939-90 (continued)

« 1983-84 legislative study of higher education budgeting:

— Committee develops separate input formulas for:
* Instruction (based on credit hour production/workload)
« Student services
« Academic Support
« Institutional Support/administration
» Physical plant operations
* Physical plant repairs

, B HIDWESTERN
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1939-90 (continued)

* 1986... first Bush Foundation study of higher education in ND.
Recommendations:
— Create a cohesive system
— Shared vision for higher education needed
— Link higher ed. to economic development
— Board should focus on long-range planning
— Create higher education centers
— Flexible funding needed
— Build coalitions
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1939-1990 (continued)

— State University of North Dakota (SUND) created by Board in mid 80's in
attempt to respond to Bush Foundation study

— However, 1987 legislature gives “university” status to four campuses and
renames them, and makes community college in Devils lake a branch of
UND. Result is undoing of SUND

— In late 80's legislature enacts law requiring board to develop six year plans
in line with earlier Bush Foundation study recommendations
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1939-90 (continued)

 During 1981-90 there are several interim reductions of
appropriations because of state revenue shortfalls creating
recurrent financial uncertainty

* In 1980s, board challenges in court the governor’s authority to
impose mid-biennium reductions, (allotments), based on board's
constitutional authority to manage appropriated funds belonging
to the board, even though the board plans to voluntarily comply.
Case is not resolved as governor writes a letter requesting the
board to make the reductions.

* By early 1990, the budget formulas adopted in 1984 are not
adhered to because of low state revenues
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December 1989

Voters reject tax increases
Major confidence and financial crisis
Board holds meetings on creating a

“true state system” as recommended in 1986 Bush Foundation
study

Supported publicly by many legislators and governor

Policy makers frustrated with no clear focused agenda and
spokesperson
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1990 Board creates NDUS

Policies defined on role of board, chancellor, presidents
From Commissioner to Chancellor

Presidents now report directly to chancellor, instead of to the board
through the commissioner (more on this later)

Board retains presidential hiring and firing final authority, but requires
chancellor to make recommendations

More responsibility given to presidents to manage institutional affairs

New administrative and reporting systems recommended (seed of
Connect ND)

Collaboration on academic and administrative issues is stressed
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Why the System was created

« Board recognized that ND higher education is comprised of very diverse
campuses and there was §r0w1ng concern among policy makers about the need
for a focused, coordinated, and collaborative higher education enterprise and
for creating a public agenda for higher education

« Board believed that institutional diversity was a strength that can bring value
to all North Dakota citizens through collaboration when needed and when it
makes sense

« The system was created to use the diverse collective capacity of the campuses
to serve citizens wherever they lived and provide administrative efficiency
where it makes sense. i.e. nursing program, workforce training, technology, on-
line programs, payroll, library system, purchasing, skills training center.

« The system was not created to make campuses “look alike".

MIDWESTERN
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Why System was created (cont.)

- Board recognized that a system of diverse campuses is also
major challenge requiring different approaches, policies, time
and attention of board
— Size (from 400 students to over 12,000 students)

— Location (Small town to small cities)

— Missions

— Students

— Focus was on collaboration, not regulation
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October 1990-June 1994

« Significant early turnover of NDUS leadership until 1994:

— UND President Clifford is appointed chancellor from Oct. 1990-june 1991
(9 months)

— New chancellor from July 1991-Feb. 1994 (32 months)

— Several long-term presidents retire

— Co-interim chancellors from Feb-June 1994

— July 1994 Board appoints chancellor who serves nearly ten years
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1991-1999

Board member terms reduced from 7 to 4 years
Student member becomes a voting member
Legislature creates non-voting faculty representative to board

Legislature and governor continue push for “focused” state
higher education policy agenda
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1991-99 (continued)

« Atmosphere of collaboration and consistency takes hold:

— More collaborative academic programs implemented
* i.e. Joint nursing program among two year institutions

— Common course numbering system implemented

— Interactive video network expands many programs from campus to campus
sites.

— Board creates College Tech. Ed. Council (CTEC)
— Major workforce training effort begins in late 1990’s
— Skills Training Center established in Fargo
MIDWESTERN
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1991-99 (continued)

 Atmosphere of collaboration and consistency takes hold
(cont.):

— Board engages in major effort to focus campus missions by creating
“principal participating institutions” to focus diverse campus missions to
better serve all of North Dakota

— Board eliminates/streamlines many administrative policies
— Board establishes presidential goal and evaluation process
— NDUS is codified in statute
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1991-1999 (continued)

 Second Bush Foundation governance study in 1996-97

— Board needs to elevate its role...enhance its leadership position...develop a
public agenda

— Board appointments process should change

— Legislature should ensure oversight is focused on major policy items
— Resolve number of institutions issue

— Need better information infrastructure for decision making

— Use collective resources to serve all of ND

~ Empower campus leaders

— Change budget structure
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1991-99 (continued)

* 1998-voters reject constitutional amendment to remove
campus names, locations and mission
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1999-2003

* As a result of major changes, the Bush Foundation study,
continuing ambiguity about the roles of the Governor, Legislature
and Board, and the 1998 vote the Legislature in 1999 creates the
Higher Education Roundtable.

» Roundtable recommendations result in major laws and policy
changes:

— Board and legislature embrace roundtable recommendations

— Recommits to unified system

— Lump sum campus budgets

— Accountability reporting defined

— Board charged with helping define and connect to a public agenda
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1999-2003 (continued)

« Major laws and policies change (cont.)
— Board given authority to set tuition

— Legislature makes Lake Region and Williston independent campuses (no
longer UND branches)
— Board charged with developing new finance plan
* Peer funding model developed
— Board and campus alignment planning process tied to Roundtable goals
(replaces six year planning process)

» New System vision and mission statements developed (“The NDUS is the vital link to
a brighter future”)
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1999-2003 (continued)

« Major laws and policies change (cont.)
— Board reviews policies that are “barriers” for campuses
— 2002 annual accountability report to the legislature begins

— In 2003, Board again defines roles and responsibilities and system core
values

— Centers of Excellence established
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Section II:
HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE IN THE UNITED STATES
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Higher Education Governance (cont.)

» Examples of extensive constitutional autonomy:
— University of California System
— California State University System
— University of Minnesota and its branch campuses
— Michigan institutions

Source: Hutchens, N. H. (2010). Preserving the independence of public higher education: An examination of state constitutional
autonomy provisions for public colleges and universities. Journal of College and University Law, 1-30; and State Constitutional
Provisions and Higher Education Governance, Midwestern Higher Education Compact, May 2013
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Higher Education Governance (cont.)

» Examples of moderate-limited, varying degrees of
constitutional autonomy:

— Idaho, Louisiana, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Kansas

» Examples of constitutional autonomy subject to extensive
legislative control:

— Nebraska, South Dakota

Source: Hutchens, N. H. (2010). Preserving the independence of public higher education: An
examination of state constitutional autonomy provisions for public colleges and universities,
Journal of College and University Law, 1-30; and State Constitutional Provisions and Higher
Education Governance, Midwestern Higher Education Compact, May 2013
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Higher Education Governance (cont.)

« Examples of low level of or no constitutional autonomy:

— Arizona, Colorado, Missouri, Utah, Florida, Georgia, Alabama, Alaska,
Hawaii, Mississippi, Wisconsin, Minnesota State Colleges and Universities,
Ohio, Indiana

Source: Hutchens, N. H. (2010). Preserving the independence of public higher education: An examination of state
constitutional autonomy provisions for public colleges and universities. Journal of College and University Law, 1-30; and
State Constitutional Provisions and Higher Education Governance, Midwestern Higher Education Compact, May 2013
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Higher Education Governance (cont.)

- State approaches to governance:

— Consolidated Governing Board.

* Broad authority over finances, degrees, personnel, property. Authority over a
state’s system of public higher education.

» 23 states have consolidated governing boards.
« 9 states have one board overseeing all public institutions
* 14 states have two boards to split authority between two and four year institutions

Source: State Constitutional Provisions and Higher Education Governance, Midwestern Higher Education Compact, May 2013

MIDWESTERN
HIGHER EDUCATION

I COMPACT

)

32

1/4/2018

16



Higher Education Governance (cont.)

« Coordinating Boards work alongside governing boards:
— These boards do not govern institutions

— Many approve institution programs, submit budget requests to the governor and legislature, or
may make recommendations on institutional budget requests.

— Some may allocate lump sum aJ)propriatiqns from legislature, recommend tuition and fee
levels, and/or develop statewide articulation and transfer agreements

— Most are responsible for statewide strategic planning and information gathering and reporting

— Several administer state financial aid programs, state approval process for out-state
institutions and other functions.

— Generally, states with coordinating boards have separate governing boards for each institution,
(four year institutions and comm. colleges)

~ 24 states have coordinating boards

Source: State Constitutional Provisions and Higher Education Governance, Midwestern Higher Education Compact, May 2013
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Higher Education Governance (cont.)

- One state (Michigan) has no state coordinating board or state
governing board

— All four year institutions and community colleges have individual
governing boards.

— There is an independent non- profit President’s Council comprised of four
year institutional presidents, and a community college association
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Higher Education Governance (cont.)
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Higher Education Governance (cont.)

« Association of Governing Boards (AGB) Report: Consequential
Boards: Adding Value Where it Matters Most (2014), makes
seven recommendations for boards:

1. Boards must improve value in their institutions and lead a restoration of
public trust in higher education itself.

2. Boards must add value to institutional leadership decision making by
focusing on their role as institutional fiduciaries.

3. Boards must act to ensure the long-term sustainability of their
institutions by addressing changed finances and the imperative to deliver
high quality education at a lower cost.
= DIRVERTERN
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Higher Education Governance (cont.)

« AGB recommendations (cont.)

4. Boards must improve shared governance within their institutions through
attention to hoard-president relationships and a reinvigoration of faculty
shared governance
« (All boards and presidents should have clear understanding of the respective roles

and responsibilities.)

5. Boards must improve their own capacity and functionality through
increased attention to the qualifications and recruitment of members,
board orientation, committee composition and removal of members for
cause.
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Higher Education Governance (cont.)

« AGB recommendations (cont.)

6. Boards must focus their time on issues of greatest consequence to the
institution by reducing time spent reviewing routine reports and
redirecting attention to cross-cutting and strategic issues not addressed
elsewhere.

7. Boards must hold themselves accountable for their own performance by
modeling the same behaviors and performance they expect from others
in their institution(s)
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Governance Observations:
General Attributes of Successful Systems

» Governing board is focused on state policy issues and
developing public agenda

 Governing Board is charting system and institutions’ paths

« System and institutions are flexible and responsive to
changing conditions that present opportunities

« Governing Board maintains its independence and is a
safeguard to political and special interest intrusion

MIDWESTERM

HIGHER EDUCATION

I COMPACT

0

Governance Observations:
General Attributes of Successful Systems

» Successful systems are based on structure and, as
importantly, on relationships:
— Clear and unambiguous reporting relationships are defined by the board
(More on this later)
— Open communication and input from Board, system CEO, campus CEQ's,
employees, students

— Confidence of and communication with governor, legislative and business
leaders is critical

— Significant coalition building both internally and externally
IDWESTERN
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Governance Observations:
General Attributes of Successful Systems
* Governing board provides leadership to create and
communicate expectations and desired results

« The board(s), governor and legislature meet regularly to come
to an understanding of respective roles

« Entire enterprise is student focused plus focused on
enhancing the economic and social vitality of the state
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Section IV:
BEST RECOMMENDED PRACTICES
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Best Recommended Practices
State/System Governing Boards

« State/system governing boards vs. separate institution
boards:
— A state/system governing board is common in small to medium populated

states like ND, Montana, Utah, South Dakota, Kansas, lowa, Minnesota,
Wisconsin, Nevada, Arizona

— In 2014 the ND citizens voted to keep their governance structure
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Best Recommended Practices (cont.)

« Definition 1: Three components of authority:
— Governance
— Policy
— Management

« Definition 2:

— “System”: The system is comprised of institutions which are comprised of
students. The system is not the system office and/or the board. The
system office is part of the system, it is not apart from the system.
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Best Recommended Practices (cont.)

« Governors and Legislatures:

— Ensure boards fulfill and comply with state law, the constitution and their
(the board's) fiduciary responsibility

— Ensure governors and legislatures comply with state law and constitution
regarding higher education

— Maintain and enact formal ways for collaboration with boards to pursue
agreed upon ways in which the system can:

* Meet state needs for qualified workforce, relevant research and civic and cultural
needs

* Meet other defined state goals

MIDWESTERN

=
‘Q HIGHER EDUCATION
gl el COMPACT

Best Recommended Practices (cont.)

« Governors and Legislatures:
— Appropriate adequate funds (stated in the constitution as it applies to ND)

— Target some level of appropriations (examples)

» Institutional incentives for completion based on need for a more highly educated
workforce.

« Link state financial aid grants to requirements for student completion (Indiana)

« Target some measure of appropriations to specific state goals tied to major
economic sectors(STEM workforce, energy workforce, agricultural workforce,
healthcare workforce, others)
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Best Recommended Practices (cont.)

— Governors and Legislatures:

— Oversight: Define expectations for accountability measures along with the
board. Get agreement among the governor, board, legislature. This
strengthens institutions ability to deliver and should eliminate excessive
reporting requirements

« Limit to no more than ten measures.
* Focus on big goals, not regulation

— If enacting tuition policy, the discussion encompasses all finance
sectors...institution costs, financial aid, program costs, state
appropriations.

MIDWESTERN

HIGHER EDUCATION
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Best Recommended Practices (cont.)

* Governors/Legislatures:
— Provide adequate support for Boards to effectively carry out their role.

— Ensure seamlessness between K-12 and higher education such as requiring
reporting systems between the two sectors that inform on student success

— Expect long term financial plan for the system
— Expect long term capital plans for the system

o T LPWESTERN

sl COMPACT

1/4/2018
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Best Recommended Practices (cont.)

* Boards:

— Because of its constitutional status in ND, the board has primary
responsibility for the success of the system and the system institutions.

— Successful systems are comprised of successful institutions

MIDWESTERN

HIGHER EDUCATION
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Best Recommended Practices (cont.)

* Boards: Three major roles

— Identify key needs of state and its citizens (the public agenda) utilizing
institutions to collectively respond

— Govern the institutions
— Buffer/safeguard to political and special interest influence/intrusion

. B YIDWESTERN

il COMPACT

1/4/2018
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Best Recommended Practices

* Boards should establish the “what” is to be accomplished and
“whether” it is being accomplished

* Boards delegate to system and campus leadership the “how”
things are accomplished

MIDWESTERN

HICHER EDUCATION

I COMPACT
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Best Recommended Practices

« Boards define clear and unambiguous roles, responsibilities
and employment conditions for system CEQ, and, for campus
CEOs unless delegated to system CEO

— The structure works best when board actions  follow their own policies
on these roles

s HIBWERTERN
54 esil COMPACT
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Defining Reporting Relationship (cont.)
Current SBHE policy

* Current SBHE policy states:
— that the Chancellor serves as the CEO of the Board and the NDUS.

— “The president reports and is responsible to the Chancellor for all matters
concerning the institution.....”

— The Chancellor makes recommendations to the board on presidents’
appointments, compensation and other terms of employment

— The Chancellor evaluates president’s performance

— The Chancellor “serves as the channel of communication between the Board and
all subordinate administrative officers and personnel including presidents”, and
“directs the activities of the presidents in a manner which promotes the general
welfare of the NDUS while, at the same time, ensuring support for the approved
mission of each institution”
== MIDWESTERN

> Bl COMPACT

Defining Reporting Relationships
Current SBHE Policy (cont.)

« SBHE adopts Roles and Responsibilities Report in January
2015. (Board states that these are not board policies)

» Adopted Report States:
— “The Chancellor is the CEO of the University System”

— “The presidents work for the Board. However, through various policies the
Board delegates authority to the Chancellor....”
« (This may leave the question of who the presidents report to open to interpretation

since board policy says the presidents report to the chancellor, and this report says
they “work” for the board.)

MIDWESTERN
HICHER EDUCATION

I COMPACT

)
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Defining Reporting Relationships
Current SBHE Policy (cont.)

— The 2015 SBHE report also states:

* “The most common channel of communication with the Board is through the
Chancellor to the Board"; and

* “Any president who would like to brief the board on an item can request to have
time on the Board agenda to do so; however, items requiring Board action must be
coordinated with the chancellor”.

(This appears to provide that presidents can discuss matters with the board at Board meetings
without informing the chancellor. Does this create any misunderstanding with board policy or
does it clarify board policy which states: The Chancellor “serves as the channel of communication
between the Board and all subordinate administrative officers and personnel including
presidents”, and “directs the activities of the presidents in a manner which promotes the general
welfare of tSJe NDUS while, at the same time, ensuring support for the approved mission of each
institution”,

MIDWESTERN
HIGHER EDUCATION

I COMPACT
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Defining Reporting Relationships
Current SBHE Policy (Cont.)

» The 2015 report adopted by the SBHE states in conclusion that
“major revisions to policies are required to streamline
operations, define delegated authorities, and eliminate
conflicting requirements”

MIDWESTERN
HICHER EDUCATION

1 COMPACT
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Best Recommended Practices (cont.)

* Boards:
— Responsible for strategic planning for system and individual institutions
— Monitor institutional performance against institutional strategic plans

— Define clear institutional missions, and expect institutional plans
consistent with mission and state priorities

— Define accountability measures for campuses (this is different than
defining accountability measures for the system which was discussed
earlier)

MIDWESTERN

HICHER EDUCATION

I COMPACT
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Best Recommended Practices

» Boards:

— To help institutions be successful, boards ensure that institutions have leadership,
mission, infrastructure, policy, resources, and independence from political and special
interests

— Multi-campus systems can be very diverse in size and mission. Therefore, boards
should understand and nurture the unique attributes that become the institutions’
strengths

— Oversee that educational quality is being delivered:

» Understand accreditation
* Ensure institutions are complying with accreditation

— New academic program approval should undergo rigorous review and be performed in
the context of all programs in the system. Consider a review of all programs over five
years to determine relevancy and financial feasibility

o N HiDwESTERN

nail COMPACT
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Best Recommended Practices

 Boards:
— Develop budget requests to the governor/legislature
— Establish tuition and fee policies
— Establish budget polices for institution budget execution

— Develop capital plans and policies (Institutions manage capital projects
within board policy)

MIDWESTERN

HICHER EDUCATION

I COMPACT
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Best Recommended Practices

* Boards

— Review all policies and reporting requirements regularly to determine
where policies and reports can be eliminated, streamlined or where new
policies are necessary. (The same could be done by governors and
legislatures with state statutes and reporting requirements.)

— Regularly review student, faculty and employee governance at campuses
to ensure there is an avenue to gather factual and relevant information
about institutional policy and other issues.

|~ ] W
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Best Recommended Practices

* Boards:

— Develop human resource policies (Institutions are responsible for human
resource management within board policy)

— Review system and institutional plans for long term financial sustainability
— Review long-term enrollment and demographic trends and enrollment
plans of institutions
— Monitor compliance with board policies and laws
* Audit function
* Fiduciary responsibility

MIDWESTERMN

HIGHER EDUCATION

I COMPACT
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Best Recommended Practices

e Boards:

— Boards have a legal fiduciary responsibility for the system and each
institution (This is a very important role that boards sometime do not give
enough attention). The board should have in-depth training and
understanding of this role. This encompasses policies on conflicts of
interest, facilitating open discussion, risk assessment, roles of an
individual board member vs. that of the board as a whole, confidentiality,
disciplining board members, and maintaining independence from political
or special interest influence.

MIDWESTERM
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Best Recommended Practices

» Boards:

— Public boards are a buffer/safeguard for the institutions they govern to political
and special interest influence/intrusion. This role is important to protect the
academic integrity for the institution’s students and faculty, and to fulfill the
board's statutory/constitutional obligations.

— This is a difficult role at times but it is a board's job even though it is difficult.

— Effective communication with state leaders is key to carrying out this role
effectively. But, it should not deter a board from doing what they believe is right
and in the best interest of academic integrity for the faculty and students, and
as required by their statutory/constitutional obligation.

& B MIDWESTERN
al COMPACT

Best Recommended Practices

* Boards

— Boards and system CEOs have effective and experienced staff advising them on
academic and financial/administrative affairs who have credibility, experience
and comparable standing with campus peers

— Boards have frequent professional development on good governance practices
and fiduciary responsibility requirements

~ Professional development is also important on a board's role in strategic
planning, academic programs, budgeting, etc.

— Boards should initiate annual meeting with governor and legislative leaders to
understand and agree on state and system goals

— Boards have a regular evaluation conducted of the board

DWESTERM

|~ Wul!
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Questions
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AGGCONSULTING

Task Force on Higher
Education Governance for
North Dakota
Dr. Thomas Meredith

February 21, 2018
Fargo, ND

BUILD A BETTER BOARD | AGB.ORG/CONSULTING

Tom Meredith Former Chancellor, University of Alabama
System and University System of Georgia;
Former Commissioner of Higher
Education, Mississippi; and Former
President, Western Kentucky University

Dr. Meredith consults in the areas of presidential
mentoring, development and performance appraisal
(more than 70 presidents have reported to him);
presidential compensation; leadership training; board
development and self-evaluation; board relations; and
multi-institutional system matters.
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SBHE and NDUS:
Coordination and Governance

* Develop state higher education plan and set priorities

* Clarify missions and distinctive programs of 11 colleges and
universities

* Workforce preparation/employment, human & economic
development

SBHE (cont’d)

¢ Maximize value of system for efficiency and effectiveness: shared
services, system-wide alignment of curriculum, hire leaders (system
chief executive and campus presidents)

* Determine institutional & system budget requests, set tuition and
fees

* Set policies and keep them current
* Oversee compliance, financial integrity, educational quality, etc.
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Does Our Current Structure of Governance
and Organization...

* provide the flexibility to move quickly while ensuring the quality the
people of North Dakota expect?

* have the technology available to do all we should be doing?

* have the right financial model to deal with the financial constraints of
declining state funding, concerns about tuition and student debt, as
well as rising costs surrounding personnel and technology?

If We Have The Right Structure,
Then What'’s Missing?

Are there barriers that dissuade or block obvious actions from
being taken?

= Policies? Priorities?
" Leadership?  Organization?
=  Resources? Relationships?

* If so, how can they be addressed?
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What’s Happening in Other States?

* University System of Georgia

* PASSHE (Pennsylvania)

* Oklahoma

* Tennessee BOR and U of TN System
* Oregon

* Connecticut

* LSU System

* South Carolina

Statewide Systems That Look Like North Dakota

Single Statewide System, One Comprehensive Coordinating and
Governing board for 2 & 4 Year Institutions:

1.

LN WN

North Dakota
Alaska

Hawaii

Idaho

Kansas
Montana
Nevada
Rhode Island
Utah

14 other states have two boards—one for two-year colleges, one for four-years.

10
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Discussion Questions

* How well are the institutions fulfilling their mission?
* Do they share teaching and research expertise?

* Do they share “Best Practices”

* Are shared services maximized?

* To enhance access, are 2-year and 4-year campuses sharing
programs?
* What is the vision for ND?

* What are the new careers, jobs, and industries ND should be
pursuing?

11
Discussion Questions
* What are those 13K jobs that are empty and who is addressing this
question? Higher Education?
» What thoughts and suggestions do key stakeholders have for HE in
ND?
* What do campuses think we could be doing better?
* Are we fully utilizing available technology to help ND citizens live a
more full life?
* Are we preparing today’s students for a fast-paced changing
workplace? Short shelf life!
12
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Knowledge Doubling Curve

* 1900 knowledge doubled every 100 years
* 1945 knowledge doubled every 25 years

* Today knowledge doubling every 12 months

13

Changing Nature of Workforce Preparation

* Today’s workers changing jobs 12 times
* Millennials change jobs 4 times by age 32

* Frequently involves change in careers

14
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Discussion Questions

* Are we preparing students to continue learning, be flexible and
adaptable?

* Is future learning going to center around Google, Alexa and YouTube?

* Do we have the technology in place to prepare and renew our students
and citizens?

* Are we prepared to address all of the forces impacting HE?

* Given all of these questions and many more, does our current
structure and organization allow us to be nimble enough to answer

them?

15

Discussion Questions

* Do we have the technology available system-wide to help address
these questions?

* If we have the right structure, then what is missing?
* What are the barriers that dissuade or block? How can they be
addressed?

* The State Board has updated its Strategic Plan and has an initiative
underway called Envision 2030. How does this fit into the work of this

Task Force?

* Given the uncertain funding, do we have the right financial model for
HE?

AGn

16
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Next Steps

* There are many questions that should be answered in order to reach
the best recommendation.

* You are critical to a recommendation that will best serve ND!

* Your suggestions, feedback and work will guide this study and lead to
the right conclusion and recommendations.

* A look at AGB'’s plan.

17
Timeline and Activities
Based on AGB’s work in 35 states over the last three years, we recommend a three-phase approach to the
work of the Task Force:
I. Data Gathering and Assessment  Monthly Meetings of Task Force: Assessment
February - May ¢ Ongoing communication with Governor
* Request data from state and system
* Gather input from college and university presidents (11), key business and
community leaders, Task Force members, system administrators, and others
1. Exploration of Options Monthly Meetings of Task Force: Catalysts for Innovation and Change
June — August * Ongoing communication with Governor
» Discussion of Preliminary Findings and Themes for Report
Hll. Report Monthly Meetings of Task Force: Report and Recommendations
September - December ¢ Ongoing communication with Governor
* Draft Report
® Revise Report
¢ Presentation of Final Report
18
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Task Force Meetings Work Plan Chart - DRAFT
“ m AGE Consultant
January 12 Legislative history of structure of higher education in North Dakota Bismarck NONE
February 21 Work plan for Task Force over next 10 meetings; discussion of key areas for focus Fargo Tom Meredith present plan and discuss
options
March 27 Governance review SBHE/NDUS; deep dive on data; comparative data on systems; T8D Rich Novak & Tom Meredith present and
harnessing the value of systems facilitate
April 25 Focus groups—two listening sessions around state, half of member at each (2 days in a Varies— 2 Tom Meredith—facilitator/listener
row) days
May 29 Focus groups—Ilistening sessions around state, half of member at each (2 days in a row) Varies— 2 Terry MacTaggart—facilitator/listener
days
June Catalysts for Change: data analytics and student success; educational quality; attainment T8D Terry MacTaggart & Rich Novak plan and
goals and gaps; leading change—proven change strategies at colleges, universities and facilitate panel discussions
systems
July Catalysts for Change: information technology and online learning; innovations in TBD Tom Meredith & Terry MacTaggart plan and
instructional delivery; certificates, degrees and stacked credentials facilitate panel discussions
August Catalysts for Change: public-private partnerships; the future of work; workfarce needs in T8D Tom Meredith & Terry MacTaggart plan
North Dakota and beyond facilitate panel discussions
September  Themes for report TBD Tom Meredith, Terry MacTaggart, & Rich
facilitate Task Force discussians
October First draft of report Bismarck Tom Meredith & Terry MacTaggart facilitate
Task Force discussions
November Revisions of report Bismarck Tom Meredith & Terry MacTaggart facilitate
Task Force discussions
December Final paper approved by Task Force Bismarck Terry MacTaggart & Tom Meredith present
highlights, discuss final changes, if any
AGB
19

Dr. Terrence MacTaggart,

Mrs. Cristin Grigos,

AGH

Additional AGB Consultants and Staff

Former Chancellor, Minnesota State University System and University of
Maine System. Author, The 215t Century Enterprise Presidency (AGB Press,
2017) and Leading Change (AGB Press, 2011).

Mr. Richard Novak,
Former Senior Vice President for Programs and Research, AGB
Dr. Merrill Schwartz,

Senior Vice President for AGB Consulting

Director of Public Policy and Statewide Programs for Board Members, AGB

20
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About AGB

The Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB)
is the premier organization centered on governance in higher
education. Governing boards must focus now more than ever on
promoting central missions while running their institutions as
effectively as possible. It is critical that they reinforce the value of
higher education, innovate through the smart use of technology, and
serve the needs of a shifting demographic. AGB provides leadership
and counsel to member boards, chief executives, organizational staff,
policy makers, and other key industry leaders to help them navigate the
changing education landscape.

21

AGBCONSULTING

Questions & Answers?

BUILD A BETTER BOARD | AGB.ORG/CONSULTING

11



AGBCONSULTING

BUILD A BETTER BOARD | AGB.ORG/CONSULTING

12/26/2018
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TASK FORCE FOR HIGHER
EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

TASK FORCE MISSION

The Task Force for Higher Education Governance has been
charged with evaluating the governance structure of higher
education in North Dakota and determining whether the
collective system of higher education is operating to its fullest
potential, furthering the educational and workforce needs of the
state for the 215 century.
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POTENTIAL SCHEDULE: 3 PHASE APPROACH

Phase |.Data Gathering and Assessment: January - May

- Data collection from NDUS system, gather input from community & system
leaders, build basis of knowledge for Task Force members.

Phase 2. Exploration of Options: June - August

Discussion of potential options to consider and preliminary findings and

themes for recommendation.

Phase 3. Report: September - November

: Presentation of final report with committee recommendations.

PHASE |: DATA GATHERING AND ASSESSMENT
(FEBRUARY — MAY)

> April: Consultant conduct
interviews with stakeholders across
the state (students, faculty, staff,
university presidents (current and
past), legislators, SBHE members, and
task force members, community
leaders).

+ Meeting as needed

' May TF Meeting: Report on

Results of the interviews and other
data gathered with a facilitated
discussion on the findings.
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PHASE 2: EXPLORATION OF OPTIONS
(JUNE — AUGUST)

June Meeting: Discussion on other
specific state structures and their
effectiveness as well as restructuring
initiatives in other states and their
impacts (Particular states of interest can
be raised by committee members.)
Committee begins to focus on possible
options.

July TF Meeting: Consultant/staff
presents draft options per June meeting's
directives and facilitates a discussion with
the Task Force in preparation for the final
report.

August TF Meeting: Time reserved for
final decision discussion and creation of
Task Force recommendations (TF meets
only if needed).

PHASE 3: REPORT
(SEPTEMBER — NOVEMBER)

- September TF Meeting:
Consultant/staff presents the final
report for approval and leads a
discussion regarding implementation
of final decision.

 October/November: Legislations

drafted (if needed) and stakeholder
meetings take place in preparation
for legislative session.

> Potential buffer months for additional

meetings, if needed.
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TASK FORCE'S REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATIONS SHOULD INCLUDE:

What does the state need from its system of higher education to meet the
needs of a 21t century workforce?

What governance model best supports the creation of transformation
universities and a transformative university system?

What governance structure allows for the most nimble, responsive and
effective higher education system in the nation with proper accountability?

What system of governance and NDUS structure/staffing aligns with those
goals?

What system of governance empowers the highest quality of education to be

offered to students?

HOW DO WE GET THERE?

 Through partnership with external consultant who will provide
research, data, discussion facilitation, and help with preparation of
external report.

- OR -

- Committee takes initiative internally to research and compose
structure and rely on internal expertise.
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RESOURCES

Financial resources for the committee’s work is facilitated through
grants and donations to the state of North Dakota and the Task Force
on Higher Education Governance Fund.

Covering costs such as travel reimbursement, room rental, food,
speaker fees/travel and consultants.

9
NEXT STEPS
* Asking for feedback:

- Does this timeframe seem like an appropriate schedule for
successful completion of the Task Force’s mission?

* Would you support external support for the Task Force to achieve a
final product that is guided by the committee? L.E. — external
consultant provides information and facilitates — but does not have
heavy handed recommendation.

10
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NORTH DAKOTA
UNIVERSITY SYSTEM

ACCESS. INNOVATION. EXCELLENCE.

Bl Dr. Jennifer Weber, Director of Institutional Research
April 23, 2018

| Distance Ed versus Online



Background

IR Sy | Sl i o o 2 e il G B = R T
Institutions do frack enrollment in Distance
Education courses as they are required to
federally report this data.

[IPEDS Completion & SARA Reporting)

NDUS uses federal definition of Distance
Education, which includes “Online” as well as
other delivery modes

« Online €eof DE, but DE # online

It is important to distinguish the difference
between a distance ed (or online) course and @
distance ed (or online) student.

3 UMVIRSITY SYSTDM

Course Enrollments

All Erroliments
{Zﬁﬁ'?‘*?) Off Campus Face to Face

4%

Hybrid/Caombo

2%
Traditional/On Campus i
Face to Face

78%

Interactive Video {IVN}

1%

Online Synchronaus

1%

Independent Study

<1%

Enrollment = 1 student taking 1 course

) Data: NDUS 2017 Fall CEnsus sy senk



“Distance Education Students”

UG Non Degree
Traditional
.2%

Exclusively DE =25.8% |

i

Exclusively Traditional
=53.3%

UG Degree Seeking
Traditional

43.6% LG Degree Seeking = —
Traditional & DE Mixed = 20.9%
19.5%
*Mikod designates ANY
combination of traditional
and DE courses
UG Nan Degree
Traditional & DE
Graduate Traditional & DE 0.3%
LI1%
5 Data: IPEDS Fall2016 et sieres

NDUS DE Attendance Patterns
R R T e e Ml O v el e T S ]
All demographics of student utilize
distance education delivery, however,
some use it at higher rates:
= Undergraduate Non-Degree (High School)
= Community College Students

= North Dakofa students

When looking at “online only” a distinctive
pattern emerges of majority of these students
have addresses within same county where they
are taking coursework.



FTE by Online Enrollment Patterns

NDUS FTE by Tiaditional, Online, and Mixed Enioliment
30000

25000

Teanenn’ Oaly Ned AT Cn ne Oaby A Qrher Gnire Only %
15

@undergraduate  Wlaw, Meo, 2ol & Graduat2 :

L " UNIVERSITY SVSTEM

7

“Online Students” vs *On Campus”

. e s e nsr s mssase e i el 38 7
Online Only
The tables and figures In this section use FTE, unless otherwise noted in the table title.
Table 2. Undergraduate FTE by Mode of instruction

MODEOFINSTRUCTION BSC DCB LRSC NDSCS WSC DSU MASU MSU VCSU NDSU  UND TOTALFTE TOTAL %
Faceo-Face 1397 3 e 1701 02 6 4 1581 44 BT 1285 23101 89%

Blended 92% _oncampus
(Face-lo-Face + Onime) 642 " 196 452 1 04 155 507 442 2850 1,54 7,545 2%
Distance/Online

In North Dakota 204 82 152 75 79 9 118 149 47 18 150 13 4%

Qut-of-State 314 12 4 2% 20 3 2 47 66 ) 606 1381 4%
Table 3. Post-Baccalaureate FTE by Mode of Education

TOTAL TOTAL

MODE OF INSTRUCTION MASU  MISU  VCSU NDSU  UND FIE %
Facesto-Face 70%

Professional Law. Medical 341 512 853

Other Graduate 81 935 952 1,968 7% __oncampus
Blended T

(Faceto-Face + Online) 35 3 50 189 217
Distance/Online

In North Dakola 12 29 36 16 189 282 7%

Out-ofState 2 30 19 70 516 637 6%



Residency State of Online Only Students
T o B CIGN c mat - el oas 0 ccnt il B0 3|

Undergraduate Graduate
{not Med, Law, Prof)

By Headcount

North Dakota 45% 33%
Minnesota 11% 18%
Other out of State 44% 49%

9 UMVERSITY SYSTIM

DE/Online Courses
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How has DE changed?

Ui SR E S S RN St Y= e S e =, - = ST
Current DE programs/courses
= 314 programs
» 1,662 courses
w 2,276 sections
Increases in Students taking DE delivery
o 29%in 2008 to 38% in 2017 (+9%)
Increases in Enrollments
o 16%in 2008 to 20% in 2017 (+4%)

— O

11 UNIVERSITY 5YSTDM

SBHE Strategic Plan Dashboard

- o SRk 1 Gl oy = WS~ 0 T we By e Y e |
OBJECTIVE 2.3

Expand access to instructional opportunities through non-traditional delivery — RataSauces and Definitions
methods

2.3 A Key Indlcator: Number of non-tradilional programs offered 2.3 B Key Indlcator; Number of studenls taking non-iradillonal courses by tler
Outcome: Ulilize e-learning, online, and hybrld courses, and apen educational ‘Outcome: Easier access to sludents to partidpate In online and hybrid courses via ult
resources In response to demand, when appropriate Implementaion of Blackboard

Students with Non-Traditional Delivery Method
Non-Traditional Programs Offered ¥ hornry oty @ Bt B
12K
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Online Course Offerings
[l ol 67 o il i B e AR il T ol B3

Traditlonal Online Other Distance Education Total
Courses Sections Courses Sections Courses Sections Courses  Sections

Bismarck State College 164 356 122 212 25 34 311 602
Dakota Callege atBottineau 62 91 65 96 40 47 167 234
Lake Region State College 69 121 50 75 65 a7 184 283
North Dakota State College of Sci 135 309 54 70 92 122 281 501
Williston State College 67 108 36 57 16 18 119 183
Dickinson State University 230 327 73 85 52 61 355 473
Mayville State University 151 199 83 99 17 18 251 316
Minaot State University 259 453 97 112 65 68 421 639
Valley City State University 135 229 100 129 22 23 257 381
North Dakota State University 541 1563 168 218 52 K 761 1858
University of Narth Dakota 482 1385 291 459 77 109 850 1953

Total 2295 5147 1139 1612 523 664 3957 7423

Course offerings are determined at institutional level.
Course Utilization* has not been studied at system office.

“Definifion does nol exist al system level: does not exist or inconsistently defined at institutional level,

13 Data: Fall 2017 census

Traditional versus Online
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Profitability of Online vs
Traditional

[ T R W e R B B N W . o, - |
NDUS does not currently track this.
« Budget balancing is institutional responsibility

Price and Cost of Distance Education (2017, WCET):
= Great variability in policies and practices
« Cost same or more

The Cost of Online Education (2017, FL Board of Gov)
= More cost upfront to develop and train

= Like traditional, higher course enrollment produces higher
return on investment

= Incremental/Differential cost of $41.48 per credit hour for
online over traditional

15 UNIVERSITY 5YSTDM



Percent Composition of NDUS by Age Group - Trending
L2 T o T e R e N Uil il o™« o™y | e MR

] n
Note: Chart displayed by percent composition of group. If done by count, all S
categories would show increases because student population has increased .

(1998 N = 33,692; 2008 N = 43,442; 2017 N = 45,477)

Online/Distance Ed Delivery by Age
JETEEE T VA= S e e SRl ity

) e
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Dual Credit and Advanced Placement

19

Dual Credit (DC) vs AP
T RO T S IR e s =1 BT e e |

Definitions:
» DC - student co-enrolls in both high school d
college course, receives credit at both.
1 When enrolling in college credits are transterred
= AP —student takes course and must score 3 or higher
on AP exam (scale=5), then:

i student presents scores to college when enrolling and
they are counted as credits earn by exam

AP and DC credits do not compete

= State inifiative aimed at reducing AP testing fee has
limiting conditions (subject, amount waived)

= Generadlly speaking, students planning to attend an in-
state institution take DC

20 UNIVERSITY SYSTEM



| QUESTIONS?

Dr. Jennifer Weber,
Director of Insfitutional Research

jennifer.weber@ndus.edu
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NORTH DAKOTA
UNIVERSITY SYSTEM

ACCESS. INNOVATION. EXCELLENCE.

Tammy Dolan,
§ Vice Chancellor for Administrative Affairs & CFO




2017-2019 Projected Cost Savings
$92.9 million

NDUS has eliminated 669.5 FTE

positions since 1/1/2016 due to

reductions in available state
funding.

Buyouts totaling $8.5 million
were provided.

' FTE reductions, after
accounting for buyout costs,
are projected to be $92.9
million for the 2017-19
biennium.

Ragional
S12.440 484 "

SINNERUTY SVETIM
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Buyout Cost Distribution
Total =$8.5 million

System Office
5157.831

CT8, $418,335

Community
5634,573

Regional,
$755,027

URNERMTT SYSTEM
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FTE Reductions by Type
Total Reductions = 669.5
Jan. 1,2016 — Dec. 31, 2017

Other |I 10

I/ I

5.5

Employee/Faculty Buyout [l 12

Eanly Retirernent - - 56

m System Office ®WCTS ® Community
25

FTE Reductions by Job Band
Total Reductions = 669.5
Jan. 1, 2016 —Dec. 31, 2017

Regional ®mResedarch

o~
UNIVERSITY SYSTEM

Jan 1,2016 Distribution Distribution

Staff of of Projected

Job Band Group Distribution Reductions Savings

0000 - Executive/Administrative 3% %] | 8%
1000 - Administrative/Managerial 2% 3% 4%
2000 - Academic | 43% | 38% [ 41%
3000 - Professional | 23% | 25% | 24%
4000 - Technical & Paraprofessional | | 10% | 9% | | 7%
5000 - Office Support | 8% | 13%| | 9%
6000 - Crafts/Trades 3% 3% 3%
7000 - Services | 8% 6% 4%

26
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FTE Comparison by Job Band Group
P e S R I T T R

Services - 6659’3

Crafts/Trades 2

N
o
o
~

Office Support 702
Professional lechnical & Paraprofessional - 7%3)0
i 2,001
e 8, 1 1°
Administrative,/Managerial 1]6857
- e/ ~ini . 227
Executive/Adminishalive 201

500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3000 3500 4000

m1/1/2016 ®12/31/2017 ==
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Historical Trends

Instructional and Non-Instructional Personnel
R SR e e e ol i e el e
5000
4,500
4000
3.500
3,000

2,500

2,000
1,500
1,000
T |

Instructional Staff Instructional Staff  Support Staff - Support Staff - Suppori Staff
(FT/PT} {Temp) Non-Bioadband  Broadband (Temp)
(FT/PT) (FT/PT)

<

m1/1/2014 m1/1/2005 ®1/1/2016 ®m1/1,2017 1/1/2018

Qe

Wb LA ARGTY
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| QUESTIONS?

Tammy Dolan,
Vice Chancellor for Administrative Affairs & CFO

tammy.dolan@ndus.edu

NORTH DAKOTA
UNIVERSITY SYSTEM

ACCESS. INNOVATION. EXCELLENCE.




Undergraduate OnBne Only Headcount by Resldency State
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Data Sources/References:
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NDUS 2017 Fall Enrollment Report. (2017, NDUS).
http://cts.ndus.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/2017-Fall-Enrollment.pdf

2017 Study of Distance Education (DE) Enrcllment, (2018, NDUS].
http://cts.ndus.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/2017-DE-Report.pdf

Price and Cost of Distance Education. (2017, WICHE]).
hitps://wecet.wiche.edu/initiatives/research/price-cost-distance-ed

The Cost of Online Education. {2017, Florida Board of Governors).,

http://www.ilbog.edu/documents meeiings/025%9 1022 7699 2.3.2%2010C%2003
a 16 10 0 NAL% Cost% alc% eporl rev.p

The NDUS Edge: 2015-202 Strategic Plan. {2018, NDUS).

http://cls.ndus.edu/sits-departments/institutional-research/ndus-edge-strategic-
plan/
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April 23,2018
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THANK YOU AND CONGRATULATIONS
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Why The Association of Governing Boards (AGB)?

* Nearly 100 years of experience and leadership in higher education
governance

* Objective perspective—our goal is facilitating, focusing and
supporting the Task Force in fulfilling it’s charge

» Experienced consultants who can provide analysis of complex
situations, suggest meaningful solutions, and facilitate discussions
that lead to desired outcomes

Your AGB Consulting Team

Tom Meredith, Former Chancellor, University of Alabama System and University
System of Georgia; Former Commissioner of Higher Education, Mississippi; and
Former President, Western Kentucky University

Terry MacTaggart, Former Chancellor, Minnesota State University System and
University of Maine S(}lstem. Author, The 21° Century Enterprise Presidency
(AGB Press, 2017) and Leading Change (AGB Press, 2011).

Rich Novak, AGB Senior Fellow and Former Senior Vice President for Programs and
Research, AGB

Merrill Schwartz, Senior Vice President, AGB Consulting

Cristin Grigos, Director of Public Policy and Statewide Programs

AGB



Task Force Mission

The Task Force for Higher Education Governance has been
charged with:

* evaluating the governance structure of higher education in
North Dakota and

* determining whether the collective system of higher
education is operating to its fullest potential, furthering the
educational and workforce needs of the state for the 215t
century.

Key Points

* Every state and most systems are facing the same challenges as ND
* There is no universal answer.
* The willingness of ND to take a fresh look will benefit ND citizens.

* Our job is to facilitate your work through our combined 150 years of
experience and the research of AGB.

* The final decision is yours. Our task is to help you make an informed
decision regarding this critical topic.

* We are excited and enthusiastic to play a role as you re-envision HE in
ND. We believe you could be a model for other states.

AGH



Proposed Schedule: 3 Phase Approach

* Phase 1. Data Gathering and Assessment: April - May

* Data collection from NDUS system, gather input from community & system
leaders, explore other HE structures, build basis of knowledge for Task Force
members.

* Phase 2. Exploration of Options: June — July

¢ Discussion of preliminary findings, exploration of potential options to
consider, identification of themes. Present first draft to Task Force

* Phase 3. Report: August - September
* Preparation and presentation of the final report.

AGR

Data Gathering & Assessment: April-May

* April 23 Task Force meeting to refine work plan

* Identify and conduct in-person and telephone interviews with key
stakeholders. Research and prepare presentations for May and June
meetings.

* May 29 Task Force meeting focused on state higher education
structures: How do other states organize for coordination and
governance? What can we learn from changes in other states? What
can we do differently and what’s required for accreditation?



Exploration of Options: June-July

* June 21 Task Force meeting—discussion of findings from interviews
and research. What are the problems we are trying to solve? What

are the themes that should guide our consideration of options and
recommendations?

* July 31 Task Force meeting—discussion of potential governance
structures for North Dakota and the pros and cons of each, with wide
consideration of new future-oriented solutions. Draw on the best
thinking of the task force and expertise of consultants.

Report & Recommendations: August-September

* August Task Force meeting will engage members in revising
recommendations with the goal of a consensus report.

* September 28 Task Force meeting to discuss and finalize report.

* October 16, November 13, and December 5 Task Force meetings may
be held, if needed. If relevant, Task Force may provide input on

potential legislation based on recommendations, for the legislative
session.



Governor’s Question for the Task Force

“What form of university governance system
will best allow higher education in North Dakota
to thrive during digital and economic disruption?”

(Gov. Burgum, January 12 Task Force meeting)

Questions and Discussion

* What does the Task Force need to succeed and does this plan
provide it?

* What are we missing?
* What might prevent the Task Force from achieving its charge?

* Additional Questions? Additional Thoughts?
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APPENDIX G
May Higher Education Governance Task Force Meeting Materials
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Task Force on Higher
Education Governance for
North Dakota

May 29, 2018
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Facilitators

Terry MacTaggart

AGB Senior Fellow and Former Chancellor, Minnesota
State University System and University of Maine
System. Author, The 21° Century Enterprise Presidency
(AGB Press, 2017) and Leading Change (AGB Press,
2011).

Rich Novak

AGB Senior Fellow and Former Senior Vice President
for Programs and Research, AGB




Introduction

* Governor’s Charge

* What Governance means

* Why it matters: Making policies and making them work
* Issues raised during April 23" Task Force meeting

Governance Means

* Governance is the exercise of leadership

* Greek—"to steer”

* Uniquely American style

* Relative independence of governing boards

* System Governance and “shared governance”



The New Landscape of Higher Education

* New challenges demand fresh approaches to governance
* Eroding value proposition

* Flawed and failing business models

* Resurgent student activism

The New Landscape (cont.)

* Frayed shared governance
* Ubiquity and power of social media
* The next technical revolution is here



Governance Structures Today

* 88 total systems, 58 for senior Institutions, fewer models
* “Flagship” model
» “Classic” System model

* Mixed missions (consolidated systems) and common
missions (segmental systems)

Governance Structures (cont.)

* Public institutions with own governing boards

* Governing systems and coordinating boards and
commissions

* Do different governance models lead to different results?



12/26/2018

Challenges—Recap of Themes From
January 12

* Technology, speed of change

* New work, speed of change, 13,000 unfilled jobs in key ND cities

* ND geography, population dispersion and centers

* Changing student demographics

* Rising price of college costs, and student debt

* Competition from new providers and new approaches to delivery

* The value proposition for higher education, loss of public confidence

Ultimate Question for Task Force

What form of university governance system
will best allow higher education in North Dakota
to thrive during digital and economic disruption?

(Gov. Burgum, January 12 Task Force meeting)




Power Relationships in Governance Structures

* Structure governs the exercise of leadership
* Strong Executive model
* Systems of special relationships

Power Relationships (cont.)

* Confederations

* Voluntary coordination
* Coordinating boards

* “Big Box” models



Tensions in Governing and Coordinating Models

* Managed conflict can be constructive: The quality of
leadership makes it so--

* Collaboration/Competition
* Regulated/Entrepreneurial
* One size fits all, or not

* Flagships and other vessels

Tensions (cont.)

* Rise of the urban powerhouse

* The insurgent campus

* Intrusion or the will of the people

* System shelf-life

* “Between the dog and the fireplug”



Trends and Interesting Experiments

* Coming together, splitting apart, and a fine balance
* “One University”

* Competitive Model

* Contracts with the state

* System and local board

The Big Question

What criteria might we use to decide what a successful
North Dakota Governance model would look like?
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Public College and University Governance:
An Overview of Governance Structures in the 50 States

Prepared for the North Dakota Task Force for Higher Education

By
Richard Novak
and
Terrence MacTaggart

Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges
May 29, 2018

Basic public higher education governance structures, with the occasional nuance or
exception, are described in this brief paper.

This overview begins with a description of public college and university systems and
their many variations. Systems are the predominant structure in American public higher
education. The overview then categorizes governance structures by comparing the
various structures by state, a helpful way in which to describe and compare structures.
The overview concludes with a description of higher education coordinating boards and
agencies.

The overview addresses institutions and systems primarily comprised of senior
institutions. Community and technical college governance structures are also addressed
in recognition that the North Dakota University System includes five community colleges
in addition to its two research universities and four four-year regional universities.

Public college and university systems

The numbers show the prominence of college and university systems in the higher
education landscape:

e According to the U.S. Department of Educations Digest of Education Statistics, in
2015, 73 percent of the nation’s 19.97 million students were enrolied in public
colleges and universities, and the vast majority of these students are enrolled at
two and four-year institutions that are part of public systems.

e Some 88 public colleges and university systems exist in the United States and
oversee the majority of the nation’s public colleges and universities, from
research universities, to regional comprehensive universities, to community and
technical colleges.



e Roughly, 58 systems exist in the four-year sector, overseeing 350 public senior
institutions; twenty of these 58 also oversee dozens of two-year institutions.
Some 30 two-year college systems, comprised of statewide and district boards,
oversee community and technical colleges.

The differences among systems are significant, if not self-evident. Many systems were
the result of mergers of pre-existing institutions or small systems that were mandated
by the legislature. These systems are commonly called “consolidated” systems. The
diversity of their institutional members can include research universities along with
regional comprehensive universities and in many cases, two-year colleges, as well. The
NDUS fits into this category. “Segmental” systems govern institutions that have similar
missions and purposes, most commonly regional comprehensive universities or former
teacher-training institutions. Community college systems are segmental in that they
oversee only traditional two-year colleges.

Other systems evolved from a single institution as population growth and educational
demands increased, leading to the establishment of nearby branch campuses. In these
systems, usually dominated by the state’s flagship university, the flagship president or
chancellor can also serve as the system chief executive, in that the other campus heads
report directly to him or her. These systems include the University of Houston System,
Purdue University, the University of South Carolina System, and several others.

Systems also differ in the types and number of institutions they oversee, as well as in
the size of student enrollments. They range in size from two institutions, the Southern
lllinois University System and the University of North Texas System, for example, to the
State University of New York, which consists of 64 two and four-year institutions and
over 450,000 students.

In the majority of systems, a chief executive officer—usually called the system
chancellor or system president and commonly called the “system head” —has several
leadership responsibilities. These include working directly with a system governing
board on budgeting, planning and strategic direction for the system, being a liaison with
government and business leaders, leading the system staff, and directly overseeing the
work of the campus chief executives. The system head is usually one of a state’s top
leaders for higher education, if not the top leader. In a small number of systems, the
system head’s responsibility is limited to staffing and advising the board, overseeing
studies and reports, and managing the central office.

Member institutions in several systems have local governing boards or advisory councils
with the limits of their authority defined by legislation and/or the system governing
board. This “two-tiered” governance structure is the case for seven senior institution
systems (the University of North Carolina System and the University System of Utah
System are two), and several two-year college systems (the California Community
College System, for example).



States with a single, consolidated statewide system

Nine states have one single consolidated statewide system, with a single governing
board that oversees all public colleges and universities—all two-year and four-year
institutions, including technical colleges, if they exist. These states are Alaska, Hawaii,
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dakota, and Utah. All of
these nine systems are consolidated systems, in that they oversee a wide diversity of
colleges and universities.

States with multiple systems

Thirteen states have organized all public institutions under two or more systems, each
with its respective governing board.

Six of these 13 states have two statewide systems, one to oversee the state’s four-year
colleges and universities and the other to oversee the state’s community or technical
colleges. These states are: Florida, lowa, Maine, Mississippi, New Hampshire, and North
Carolina. In two states, Georgia and Wisconsin, a board of regents oversees both four
and two year institutions, but a second, separate board oversees a technical college
system.

Five states have multiple systems, some which are statewide, others more geographical
or regionally defined, but which again, oversee all public institutions. Most notable is
New York, with the State University of New York and the City University of New York
systems, both which include a range of institutions from two-year technical colleges to
major research universities; and California, with three segmental systems, the California
Community College System, the California State University System of regional
comprehensive institutions, and the ten research universities of the University of
California System. The other states with multiple systems are Louisiana, with four
systems—two that are flagship university dominated systems and two that are
segmental systems; and Massachusetts and Minnesota, each with a flagship university
dominated system and a consolidated system that governs two and four-year colleges
and universities.

States with institutions that are independently governed

The senior institutions in 11 states are freestanding, in that each has its own
independent governing board. These states are Delaware, Kentucky, New Jersey, New
Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Michigan is
also included here even though the University of Michigan consists of three separate
universities; it tends to think of itself as a single institution. The two-year institutions in
these states are organized separately and consist of freestanding institutions or two-
year systems—as in Kentucky, Oregon, Virginia and Washington.



Institutions in these states frequently rely on voluntary cooperation and institutional
collaboration to minimize conflicts and competition. Michigan, New Jersey, Virginia and
Washington have created non-governmental organizations to facilitate such
cooperation and collaboration for senior-level institutions. Seven of the above states
have a coordinating agency, board, or commission, or a Secretary of Higher Education
(see below) that perform such functions and more.

States with mixed governing structures of systems and independently governed
institutions

In the remaining 17 states, some combination of the governance structures described
above exists for the senior colleges and universities, in that they have a mixed structure
of systems and institutions with independent boards. Several feature systems
dominated by the state’s flagship universities, or one or more systems co-existing with
one another, plus additional four-year institutions governed outside the system with
their own independent governing boards. These states are Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas,
Colorado, Connecticut, lllinois, Indiana, Kansas, Maryland, Missouri, Nebraska,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Vermont. In the
majority of these 17 states, a university system (and in some states, two systems) is still
the predominate governing structure for the senior universities. The two-year
institutions in most of these states are organized and governed separately, although in
five of these states, four-year systems include some or all of the states’ two-year
campuses.

State coordinating boards and agencies

Approximately half of the states have a coordinating agency with a board of its own, or
an executive agency, without a board, in the Governor’s Office. In several states, these
agencies are effective entities for setting higher education policy and establishing
regulations. Their authority can approach or exceed that which is possessed by college
and university system offices or the collective influence of institutions and their
governing boards, in that they can influence or leverage the behavior of several
institutions by approving academic programs, setting tuition levels, collecting and
analyzing institutional and statewide performance data, and building a consolidated
operating and capital budget request to the state on behalf of all institutions. Some
agencies also license out-of-state providers.

Coordinating agency executives can also be the state’s leading spokesperson for higher
education. In a handful of states, the agency’s executive sits in the Governor’s cabinet
and carries the title of “Secretary of Higher Education.” In several states, however,
coordinating agencies are relatively weak, in that their influence is limited to being
advisory to state elected leaders or confined to a relatively small sphere of issues. Three
states dissolved their state coordinating agencies in the past five years—California,



Connecticut, and Washington—and dispersed their most basic responsibilities to
existing state or higher education system offices.

In states where they co-exist, conflicts can and do occur between coordinating agencies
and systems or free-standing institutions, and between executives of the respective
organizations, as well as, occasionally, their respective boards. Well-established
university systems and free-standing institutions can often thwart the legal authority of
coordinating agencies. Lastly, in all but three of the twenty-two states where single or
multiple system structures govern all colleges and universities, coordinating structures
are considered redundant and therefore, absent.



APPENDIX H
June Higher Education Governance Task Force Meeting Matetials
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Interviews

* 60-plus interviews

* Task Force, SBHE, Chancellor, Presidents, Legislators,
Employers, Faculty, Staff and Students

* 30 minute interviews

* Very positive/candid responses
* Absolute anonymity

* Survey - 60-plus respondents

General Takeaways

* Factual, Perception, Opinion

* Appreciation and support for higher education and concerns
about its future
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General Takeaways

State Board of Higher Education and NDUS

* Board supportive: best interests at heart for state, students,

staff, faculty and institutions
» Staff works hard on behalf of institutions

* Board and staff able to balance competing institutional
interests

* Current system may need strengthening but can work

General Takeaways

State Board of Higher Education and NDUS
* Lack of clear criteria for board selection

* Terms too short

* Minimal advocacy or push back; not proactive with
legislature

* Little focus on strategic issues
* System staff overworked; gaps in experience in key areas
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General Takeaways

SBHE and NDUS (cont’d)
* Failure to understand mission differences

* Board members favor some institutions over others

* Few meetings on campuses

* Processes too slow

* End runs around board and system staff too common

General Takeaways

SBHE and NDUS (cont’d)
* One size intended to fit all in decisions
* Good competition vs Bad competition
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General Takeaways

Cooperation, Trust and the Legislature

* Lack of TRUST as a barrier

* More partnerships

* Stay in your lanes

* Institutional protection vs good of the whole
* Research Universities need a bigger voice

General Takeaways

Financial

* Rising cost of attendance and student debt
* Lack of raises and operational dollars

* Loss of faculty and difficulty hiring

* Immediate and long-term damage with cuts
* Financial incentives appear to be absent

10
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General Takeaways

Technology

* Student needs preclude technology for all
* On-line classes need to be expanded
* Some concerns about pricing and student markets

11

Solutions from Interviews

In General

* Loss of appreciation for Liberal Arts and Higher Education in
general

* Excess focus on job training
* Concept of shared governance is being lost

* Reestablish the Roundtable or similar gathering of
stakeholders

12
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Solutions from Interviews

I. Keep the Current Structure but with several
changes and reforms (Most responses, 44)

* The presidents should report directly to the
chancellor, not to the SBHE.

» Strengthen the role of the chancellor with a focus on
accountability, expedited responsiveness and
legislative relations.

* Strengthen credentials for board applicants.
* Expand institutional autonomy.

13

Solutions from Interviews

Keep the Current Structure but with several changes
and reforms (l. cont’d)

* SBHE more focused and proactive on strategic issues.

* Increase the length of member terms.
* Add one board member to get an odd number.
* Consider out-of-state board members.
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12/26/2018

Solutions from Interviews

Il. Three boards: Create one governing board for the
research institutions, one for the four-year institutions, and
one for the two-year sector with no overarching authority.
(6) (Elect the members of these three boards (1).)

lll. Four boards: Keep the SBHE but with limited

authority. Add a governing board for the research
institutions, one for the four-year institutions, and one board
for the two-year institutions. (3)
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Solutions from Interviews

IV. Four boards: Create separate institutional governing
boards for NDSU and UND, one board for the four-year
institutions, and one board for the two-year institutions. (3)

V. Twelve boards: Create separate governing boards for
each institution with a statewide governing board or
coordinating board. (3)
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12/26/2018

Solutions from Interviews

VI. Three boards: Create separate institutional governing boards
for NDSU and UND, retaining the SBHE as a governing board for
the other four-year and all two-year institutions and as a
coordinating board for NDSU and UND. (2)

VII. Eleven boards: Create separate governing boards for each
institution with no overarching statewide authority. (1)

17

Solutions from Interviews

VIII. Six boards: Create one board for the research institutions,
one board for the four-year institutions, and four regional
boards for the two-year institutions. (1)

IX. Two boards: Retain the SBHE for UND, NDSU and all four-
year institutions and place two-year institutions under existing
state K-12 board. (1)

18
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Solutions from Interviews

Other ideas:

e Affiliate institutions on a regional basis, or place all
institutions under either NDSU or UND. (No governing
structure preferred). (2)

* Create charter institutions or performance contracts with
institutions. (2)

19

Solutions from the Public Comment Survey

* Keep the current SBHE and NDUS.

* One NDSU system including Valley City and Dickinson. One
UND system including Mayville and Minot. Community
Colleges remain under the SBHE.

* Keep the current SBHE and elect a Commissioner of HE with
a small staff. Statewide deans for each academic area,
statewide financial officer, and operations manager (top
administrator) for each campus.

20
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Solutions from the Public Comment Survey

* UND and NDSU would have joint curriculum committees for
each department to benefit students.

* Each institution operates independently.

* Eliminate some of the community colleges.

* Restrict duplication and close Minot and Valley City.
* Don’t close any institutions.

aGn
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Solutions from the Public Comment Survey

* Move all 100-200 level courses to the community colleges.

* Numerous comments about the need for highly qualified
SBHE members.

22
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Next Meeting

* Present up to three options fleshed out for your discussion
based on today
* Provide one or two state examples for each option

* Ready to assist in reaching a decision

23
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Governor’s Task Force for
Higher Education Governance

June 21, 2018
Bismarck, ND

Summary and Analysis of
Interviews Conducted by AGB Consultants

Introduction

e For approximately the last six weeks, we have been busy with our research and with
interviews pertaining to higher education in North Dakota.

e We have interviewed over sixty individuals, some in groups.

e Interviews were held with task force members, state board of higher education members,
chancellor, presidents, legislators, employers from the public and private sector, faculty,
staff and students.

e Interviews lasted thirty minutes with some running longer.

e The interviews were cordial, candid, professional, helpful and very pleasant.

e All interviews were conducted under an absolute condition of anonymity.

e Clarification: Although every idea heard may not be shown in the exact words they were
presented to us, the idea is incorporated into the responses.

e [n addition to these interviews, the public was invited to give their thoughts on a special
website established by the Governor’s office. Approximately sixty-seven individuals did
so. We appreciate the good work of Dr. Ellie Shockley and Dr. Paul Markel in developing
the public survey instrument.

e A special thank you should be given to Danelle Hopkins in the Governor’s office for
handling the logistics of scheduling all of our interviews.

e And thanks again to Robbie Lauf for his excellent work serving as the liaison for the Task
Force.
General Takeaways

We understand that what we heard in the interviews may have been factual, or may have been
an individual’s perception or opinion. Nevertheless, it was important to hear.

e There is a broad belief in the value of higher education for North Dakota.



The research universities are critical for their research and importance economic
development and the national recognition they bring to North Dakota.

The four-year institutions serve an important base of students with the care that is needed
for their success.

The two-year colleges serve a valuable role in much needed job training and workforce
preparation, as well as student transfer to four-year degrees.

State Board of Higher Education and NDUS

Board supportive: best interests at heart for state, students, staff, faculty and institutions
Staff works hard on behalf of institutions

Board and staff able to balance competing institutional interests

Current system may need strengthening but can work

There is some belief that the terms of the SBHE members are too short for them to be
sufficiently informed and effective for decision making.

Some feel there should be an odd number of voting members. There is no way to break a
tie.

There was a general call for the credentials necessary to apply for an appointment to the
SBHE to be elevated and the process strengthened.

Concern was expressed that the selection process for those names sent to the Governor is
not above board.

Although the selection process for SBHE members as established was a good idea, the
question raised is has it become too political. Others feel that the reappointment process
has become too politicized.

If the current NDUS structure is to be maintained, there was a strong sense that the SBHE
must be much more effective.

Concern was expressed that the SBHE does not adequately advocate for the institutions or
push back against the legislature when it encroaches on the authority of the SBHE.

The apparent dysfunction between the SBHE and the legislature was mentioned numerous
times.

There is concern that the SBHE does not meet often enough nor long enough to delve into
strategic issues.

Additionally, concern was expressed that the members of the SBHE lack an in-depth
knowledge of the system’s institutions. This has been exacerbated by not meeting on

campuses.
2



There is some feeling that some board members act as institutional representatives.

Some worry that the system staff are overworked, and few have needed experience in
essential areas.

Institutional responsiveness to new program needs is hampered by slow program approval
and competitive protectionism.

The role of the Chancellor was questioned. Presidents frequently bypass the Chancellor to
the SBHE and the legislature. The SBHE is not seen as supportive of the Chancellor’s
position.

There was concern expressed that all institutions are seen as the same with the same
blanket rules even though their missions are different.

Concern was registered that the research institutions are competitive to the point of being
detrimental to the state.

Cooperation, Trust, and the Legislature

The lack of TRUST was mentioned several times as a barrier to cooperation. More
partnerships are needed like the agricultural partnership between NDSU and Dickinson.

The lack of TRUST is also cited as the reason the SBHE, the legislature and the executive
branch “stray outside of their lanes” in terms of responsibility and authority.

There is concern that legislators are too protective of institutions in their areas and of the
research universities.

Some clearly feel the research universities should have a bigger voice on higher education
matters.

Financial

Concerns were expressed over the rising cost of attendance and student debt.

The lack of raises and the continuing cuts have caused departures and difficulty in hiring
for faculty and staff.

There was widespread concern regarding the cuts that higher education has had to endure
and the long term negative impact they are having and will have on the state.

Technology

Given the preparation of many students academically and socially coming to the
institutions, there is concern about expecting them to be successful if they are pushed to
primarily on-line classes.

At the same time, there is a recognition by some that the use of on-line classes should be
expanded.



Some expressed concerns about pricing and reaching student markets.

In General

Concern was expressed over the loss of appreciation for the value of the liberal arts and the
value of higher education in general.

Concern was presented regarding the decline of the important concept of shared
governance.

Many expressed regret over the demise of the Roundtable and expressed hope that it could
be re-established in some iteration.

Solutions Offered from the Interviews (number in parentheses is total preferring that solution)

Keep the current structure but with several changes and reforms. (44)
o The presidents should report directly to the chancellor and not to the SBHE.
o Strengthen the role of the chancellor with a focus on accountability, expedited
responsiveness and legislative relations.
Strengthen credentials for board applicants.
Expand institutional autonomy.
SBHE more focused and proactive on strategic issues.
Increase the length of member terms.
Add one board member to get an odd number.
Consider out-of-state board members.

O O O 0O 0 O

Three boards: Create one governing board for the research institutions, one for the four-
year institutions, and one for the two-year sector with no over-arching authority. (6) (Elect
the members of these three boards (1).)

Four boards: Keep the SBHE but with limited authority. Add a governing board for the
research institutions, one for the four-year institutions, and one board for the two-year
institutions. (3)

Four boards: Create separate institutional governing boards for NDSU and UND, one board
for the four-year institutions, and one board for the two-year institutions. (3)

Twelve boards: Create separate governing boards for each institution with a statewide
governing board or coordinating board. (3)

Eleven boards: Create separate governing boards for each institution with no overarching
statewide authority. (1)

Six boards: Create one board for the research institutions, one board for the four-year
institutions, and four regional boards for the two-year institutions. (1)



Other ideas offered:

Affiliate institutions on a regional basis, or place all institutions under either NDSU or
UND. (No governing structure preferred). (2)

Create charter institutions or performance contracts with institutions. (2)

Solutions from the Public Comment Survey

Keep the current SBHE and NDUS.

One NDSU system including Valley City and Dickinson. One UND system including
Mayville and Minot. Community Colleges remain under the SBHE.

Keep the current SBHE and elect a Commissioner of HE with a small staff. Statewide
deans for each academic area, statewide financial officer, and operations manager (top

administrator) for each campus.

UND and NDSU would have joint curriculum committees for each department to benefit
students.

Each institution operates independently.

Eliminate some of the community colleges.

Restrict duplication and close Minot and Valley City.
Don’t close any institutions.

Move all 100-200 level courses to the community colleges.

Numerous comments about the need for highly qualified SBHE members.

Next Meeting

Present up to three options fleshed out for your discussion based on today
Provide one or two state examples for each option

Ready to assist in reaching a decision



North Dakota Open Comment on Higher Education Governance
June 21, 2018

In May 2018, Governor Burgum invited residents of North Dakota to comment on the work of
the Take Force for Higher Education Governance. The Task Force has been charged with
evaluating the governance structure including, but not limited, to the State Board of Higher
Education (SBHE) of the North Dakota University System (NDUS). The NDUS is composed of
Bismarck State College, Dakota College at Bottineau, Dickinson State University, Lake Region
State College, Mayville State University, Minot State University, North Dakota State College of
Science, North Dakota State University, University of North Dakota, Valley City State
University, and Williston State College.

Individuals who responded to the public comment survey were informed that their identity may
be linked with their comments, and that their comments are a matter of public record. The open
call for comments and survey questions are enclosed. The survey opened on May 24" and closed
on June 11%,

Participants voluntarily responded to the following question: The Work of the Task Force is
underway. What would you like the Task Force to take into consideration? Limit to 200 words.

Information about Responses:

Of the 68 survey responses, 67 came from North Dakotans all over the state, mostly from the
cities of Grand Forks (18), Bismarck (16), Fargo (13), and Dickinson (6). Forty-four of the
respondents indicated that they are current or former NDUS employees, and at least 10 are
NDUS alumni. Four respondents work in health care and three are K-12 educators.

The Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) was asked to compile
the comments and group participant feedback into topics/themes. The following information
reflects this assignment. All responses are verbatim.

I. Comments about NDUS Structure (19)

e Elimination of at least half of the NDUS community colleges. Look at the number of
universities the state of Wyoming supports. Wyoming has a similar population to ND and
it heavily supports one institution, University of Wyoming....now that's smart business!

- NDUS employee

e [ am confused about your charge. Is it to construct better governance of higher education
or is it to change how higher education is accomplished? On another note, are you
viewing higher education as being about education defined broadly or are you viewing
higher education as job training? - NDUS employee

o The system schools are currently quite top heavy (including the Chancellor's Olffice). The
SBHE needs to meet more often. What $1 billion company meets face-to-face 4 times a



year and expects to be successful? Either do it right, or allow the 11 campuses to be
autonomous. — Employment information unlisted

1 think it's important to keep the governance model as it is today, institutions as they are.
Incorporate some of the priorities and keep the student and costs in mind but it's also
important to keep the employees in mind about what is fair and honest for pay. - NDUS
employee and alumnus

There needs to be a better way to allow the two research institutions to have distinct
influence, separate than the rest of the institutions as they have a much greater need for
certain resources. By size, they are much larger in revenue, expenses, and staff that they
should also have a more significant voice in issues surrounding higher education. -
NDUS employee and alumnus

The two research universities are different from the other NDUS institutions. Too often,
the SBHE or NDUS takes a one size fits all approach, trying to mandate uniformity
across all institutions, and that actually results in making us less efficient and less able to
provide the level of service we could. We've seen that with the email system and the
learning management system (Blackboard). Any future governance system must listen
morve to the faculty and administrators who are in each local campus and take the unique
mission and needs of each campus into account. - NDUS employee

The task force needs to clearly understand what a Research University is and the kinds of
investments and infrastructure needed to have a successful research university. Funding
and probably governance needs to be different than for other institutions in the NDUS. -
Professional services employee

Create a flexible system that allows each institution to independently exist based on
mission, status, and contribution to the state. Consider that governance does not always
mean that all institutions are the same. - NDUS employee

I have a unique perspective, but we should have one NDSU-system comprising NDSU,
VCSU, and DSU and a UND-system comprising UND, MaSU, MiSU. The remaining
community colleges can be part of the current NDUS. Why? Missions are similar among
the institutions, saves money by combining resources, and it permits true competition,
e.g. all of a sudden graduation rates means something, progress means something, as
each system would be competing at the level of the legislature. Let's get radical here.

The current NDUS requires a one-size fits all mentality, which the needs to the
institutions and their missions are different. Not a good idea to mix 2-year institutions
with 4-year, and then research institutions. Separately our institutions are all reasonably
strong, but the NDUS is more or less similar to the Confederation of States and we know
how that worked out. - NDUS employee

Clarify rules of conduct and who is in charge of what at all levels. State makes the
budget, State Board and System Office should be in charge of long range plans of all
institutions and making sure the system as a whole is heading in the right direction and



then each university/college is should be charged with living its mission to the fullest.
The State should not have to come into a college/university to bail it out of a decision
made at that level. - Finance industry employee

There is nothing wrong with the governance structure of the NDUS. The problem is with
the people who COMPRISE the governance structure. — Employment information
unlisted

I agree it is time to look at the overall functioning of the university system. Foremost,
though, 1 believe the task force's options should be limited by the prior wishes of the will
of the North Dakota voters. The referendum considering the restructuring of the SBHE
was soundly defeated. Prior referendums about closing universities/colleges: they were
also defeated. - NDUS employee

What type of institutions do we want to have, and how much does it cost to have that type
of institution? What are comparable peer institutions in terms of size, research
expectations, and teaching load? How much would we save by consolidating institutions,
or by converting existing institutions into branch campuses? - NDUS employee

We need to respect our research universities and let them become stronger economic
engines for the state. We do not address the trade and technical area strong enough and
we must encourage the ability for all students to start exploring career options earlier in
their education. - Employment information unlisted

The structure of the administrative staff at each higher ed institution should be studied.
All power seems to be in the hands of the President. On smaller campuses, personal likes
and dislikes interfere with good governance. - Health care worker

If there are creative solutions to combine some of the smaller colleges with the larger
ones, that might be an option. But let's not cut, just to cut. Priorities must be set.
Students need to be considered first. I understand that Higher Ed needs to evolve with
the times, but we can't do away with the traditional college model. - NDUS employee

Please introduce a constitutional amendment to replace the Board of Higher Education
with an elected commissioner of higher education. The superintendent of public
instruction would appoint an interim commissioner when the amendment takes effect.
The commissioner would have a small staff. Statewide deans would report to the
commissioner. These would include a dean of education, a dean of nursing, a dean of
medicine, a dean of law, a dean of engineering, a dean for aerospace, a dean of liberal
arts, and any other deans deemed necessary by the commissioner. The state financial
officer would report to the commissioner, while the operations manager for each campus
would report to the commissioner. All administrative levels between dean and
commissioner would be eliminated. The “North Dakota University System” would no
longer exist. Instead, each campus would be required to have a joint curriculum
committee with its sister campuses. In particular, the Grand Forks and Fargo campuses
of North Dakota University would be required to have joint curriculum committees



department by department so that students can have seamless integration while faculty
can have quality control. This innovation and academic integration would be simply
impossible without abolishing the upper administration of both UND and NDSU.

- Telecommunications employee

1 think the most important thing to consider at the current time is efficiencies. With
budget constraints affecting higher education and the university system, does it really
make sense to have possibly three separate governing agencies for the state-run colleges
and universities? I understand that the research universities, regional universities and
colleges have varied missions, visions and needs, but I question the need to create
separate governing bodies to oversee these activities. - NDUS employee

Stop the mission creep of the smaller state institutions and restrict duplication of
programs. We should work in collaboration if each other, not competition. Close MSU
and/or VCSU; the state can’t afford all the current institutions. - NDUS employee

II. Comments about the SBHE (4)

Make the SBHE members be more visible to the public -- regularly tour campuses, hold
open forums, and speak to students and non-administrative level staff and faculty.
Additionally, the SBHE members should be advocates for the students and employees of
the different institutions before the legislative and executive branches of the state
government. - NDUS employee

We need effective board member selection and education. Change the structure if you
wish, but structure is not the problem. Nothing better will happen unless board members
Sulfill their fiduciary responsibilities and exhibit good governance practices. For years,
members have lacked governance education, ignored their fiduciary duties, pursued
personal agendas, pandered to bullying legislators, and selected/retained unqualified
executives. Accreditors require the board to govern each institution on its merits, yet
some members have never even seen them all. In any model, select qualified, responsible
people and require them to learn governance. - Former NDUS employee

1 believe to accomplish this goal, we need to figure out how to remove political
motivations from the board to restore a focus on higher education. How do we ensure the
board stays focused on making decisions based off what is best for the NDUS rather than
how this would be perceived by the legislature or other political powers? - NDUS
employee

The SBHE needs to be composed of people who understand both the value of higher
education and the challenges it faces. The current selection process gives us political
nominees with only passing acquaintance with what universities actually do. - NDUS
employee

ITII. Comments about Shared Governance (6)



o  When it comes the SBHE, find ways to encourage grass-roots leadership and shared
governance. SBHE members should primarily be people who have first-hand experience
of what it’s like to study *and* work in the higher education industry, in order that they
can make the most well-informed decisions. - NDUS employee

e Faculty are the engines of innovation, not the enemies. Innovation cannot happen without
them. Leaders who disparage faculty engagement and shared governance are dooming
their universities. - Former NDUS employee

e Consider the combination of the Faculty and the Students. These are your two most
important stakeholders. Faculty, Staff and Students should have a strong voice in the
governance of higher education. — Employment information unlisted

o Any future governance system must listen more to the faculty and administrators who are
in each local campus and take the unique mission and needs of each campus into
account. - NDUS employee

o Ask the employees of each campus what the Task Force should take into consideration
Jor governance - they are your best sources of what needs to improve. However, they
can't get their hands slapped or their jobs cut because they chose to speak up. - Health
care worker

e  Faculty have been squeezed by budget cuts for three years and frozen salaries. Faculty
are doing different pedagogical strategies than even five years ago and students may not
be aware of these strategies. More input from faculty needs to happen. — Professional
services employee

IV. Comments about Curriculum/Offerings (13)

e For Dickinson State University to meet the changing needs of the surrounding
community, the university needs the flexibility to offer course work at many levels,
including certificates, 2-year programs, 4-year programs, and graduate programs.
However, the current system makes it very difficult to broaden our course offerings.
Many times our proposals receive strong push back from other members of the system.
While we recognize that duplication of programs may occur, we are the only university in
the southwest region and therefore need to be given the latitude to meet the needs of this
region. - NDUS employee

e Make distance education more available with more colleges and universities. - K-12
educator and NDUS alumnus

e Heed the Joint Statement on the Value of Liberal Education by AAC&U and AAUP:
“..we believe that institutions of higher education, if they are truly to serve as institutions
of higher education, should provide more than narrow vocational training and should
seek to enhance students’ capacities for lifelong learning. This is as true of open-access
institutions as it is of highly selective elite colleges and universities. The disciplines of the



liberal arts—and the overall benefit of a liberal education--are exemplary in this regard,
Jor they foster intellectual curiosity about questions that will never be definitively
settled—questions about justice, about community, about politics and culture, about
difference in every sense of the word. All college students and not solely a privileged few
should have opportunities to address such questions as a critical part of their educational
experience.” - NDUS employee

Liberal arts and sciences are an essential pairing for a populace able to think critically
and contribute to the common good. Conversation with people of many opinions and
experiences is also crucial. This can't happen only online. Nor can it happen when
morale is low because our universities are underfunded and underappreciated.
Innovation should be a partnership with faculty and staff, not a way to eliminate
employees. -Retired non-profit sector employee

Recognize that reinvention and innovation have been part of NDUS for years. There are
many with great vision in the system. It’s a mistake to think otherwise. We can build
Sfurther, of course. For example, our medical school is recognized nationwide as an
innovator, but novel curriculum development to consider for the benefits of our
outstanding facility is always underway. - NDUS employee

Explore possibilities of an institution like Bismarck State College offering Bachelor
degrees in some liberal arts courses. - NDUS employee

That MANY students are not suited for online education, it is a format that would inhibit
learning for some, not promote it. Having the community colleges teach the online 100-
200 level courses and not have the universities offer them, it's a duplication. - NDUS
employee from Bismarck

NDSU's nursing program in Bismarck is a great example of what should have never been
allowed to happen. UND has a program and Dakota School of Nursing has programs
along with Bismarck as a program 1 believe. Our system colleges should not be
competing against one another for students at the state’s expense. - Finance industry
employee from Mandan

In a more connected society, the collaboration between the different institutions can be
better, as well as the connection between Higher Education and K-12. - NDUS employee

Focus on duplicated programs, which programs the state already offers via online
programs, and do not duplicate. Who approves teaching loads for Directors of programs
within institutions, cuts in pay, demotions other than the President? - Health care worker

Online education is not the replacement it is suggested to be. Would you allow yourself,
your spouse or your child to have surgery to remove cancer by a physician who got their
medical degree online from Venezuela? Direct learning is essential. Including at the
undergraduate level. - NDUS employee



Value a liberal arts education. Teaching students to learn and think (both analytically
and creatively) is a better long-term investment than a skill set. - NDUS employee

I would like the task force to consider two things: First, a diversely trained workforce is
built upon an institutional and program diversity. This means that the goal of
equivalency should not be uniformity. Public Speaking at one institution should be
equivalent to Public Speaking at another institution, but these courses should not be
identical. When graduates of both institutions work together in their careers, their
equivalent but different educational experiences helps create a diverse workforce.
Second, the current system is bogged down in antiquated concepts of credit hours and
grades to measure faculty and student work load and performance. Changing from this
model would allow the system to move more nimbly from information transfer mode into
more creative and innovative modes of education. - NDUS employee

V. Improving Perception and the Value of Higher Education (6)

I would like to see the Task Force focus on the needs expressed by the students as well as
providing a focus on connecting the passions of university employees to the classes they
are teaching. Respect higher education to the point where we can fund their vision and
not continuously lower their operating budget. How do we empower students to develop
their passion areas into potential careers, careers that may not have been invented yet?
How do we create an individualized education system focused on student needs and
passion? How can we increase the respect for higher education from North Dakota
legislature? - NDUS Alumnus and Health Care worker

The economic and societal impact of each college cannot be understated. For many small
communities, these anchor institutions are the very core for all activities, directly related
or not. Efforts should be made to work with local communities to further enhance their
local institution in ways that compliment and bolster keystone industries. While the paper
equation may not always make sense, such investments into these community institutions
are necessary to keep North Dakota, especially the rural communities, competitive.

- Utilities services employee

Higher education is not a business -- it is a not-for-profit system that exists to serve,
educate, invent, and develop resources for ALL citizens, not just a subset of citizens, i.e,
business. With leadership that understands, appreciates, and supports the core mission of
higher education, there is no need to change the governance structure. Sadly, the state
does not have that leadership. — Employment information unlisted

In all the wrangling about position and politics and funding, it is too easy to lose sight of
the purpose of higher education in North Dakota: Helping people learn. This help and
learning take many forms, from classrooms to research to arts performances to extension
services to continuing education to availability of information and knowledge in
libraries, faculty expertise, and other campus resources. I hope that the Task Force can
keep that clear and complex purpose in mind with any decisions you make about the
governance model for our colleges and universities. The standards and criteria of a



Jactory are not identical to those of education, and the logic of efficiency is not always
the logic of effectiveness. Efficient education has value, but it is not more valuable than
effective education. We should be helping people build lives not just livelihoods. What
we do now impacts the future, not only in the lives of our current students, but also in the
quality, effectiveness, and sustainability of our colleges and universities. - NDUS
employee

o There is no better way to recruit talented people into the state than through our
universities. Not only do they contribute to our economy when going to school, they often
stay in ND to work and raise families. Education and university-based research are an
investment in the future of ND. Ag, Tech, and energy are all viable strength to build and
diversify our economy. - NDUS employee

o [would like to see the Task Force realize that these institutions are vital to each
community that they are part of. I applaud the Task Force and their efforts but I hope
they realize large universities are not always better. I'm thankful for my education at
Valley City State. - Finance industry worker and NDUS alumnus

VI. State Investment in Higher Education and Institutional Spending (20)
o Preservation of employee benefits as well as modest pay raises. - NDUS employee

e To continue serving the students who attend BSC it is imperative that we have funds for
current technology. Our laptops/iPads/projectors etc. are all in need of service but due to
current layoffs we do not have the employees needed to keep our technology up to date
and most of our operating systems are old. If we have to cut more of our budget it will
have to be employees that we fire since we cut everything (including people) in the last
budget cycle. We are already doing our jobs with less, much less than is needed, it is not
possible to cut more. Our pay scale is not competitive with k-12 and we are losing
qualified faculty in some cases as they quit for higher paying jobs. - NDUS employee

e No leader has ever cut his way to constructive change, innovation, or success. The
institutions’ financial condition is dire. Acceding to more cuts may be realistic, but it
certainly is not leadership. Sophisticated, creative, realistic strategies to transform the
institutions and the business model will not create themselves. Hiring a thug to get
presidents in line is not leadership, and it won't solve today’s problems, either. - Former
NDUS employee

o  Fund our universities. Will the only option for today's children or ND be to go out of
state for education? At this point, the feeling is that our governor is out for blood and
wants to kill higher ed in ND. I'm planning to send my kids away as a result of Burgum's
dismantling of higher ed. - Finance industry employee

e Higher Ed has received so many budget cuts, we're losing great employees, instructors
and staff because of pay. If we continue to cut, it will ultimately be at the expense of the
Students, their education and experience will be lacking. Keep our ND higher ed



education strong, let us be proud to be a part of making our students prepared for the
Sfuture. - NDUS employee

Across the board cuts are taking a hatchet to a problem that might be more suited to a
scalpel. I encourage you to look at the value provided by small technical programs and
not lump everything together with larger programs. Consider the funding per student and
how across the board cuts hurt smaller, more efficient programs disproportionately.
-NDUS employee

Take into consideration the cost of education and the wages afier graduating. The cost
of my BA in accounting with a minor in finance was $70,000. I currently make 48,000 a
year with my student loan payment at 380 per month.... keep in mind that is a 30-year

loan!!! It is sad that getting a college degree is a burden not a benefit! - NDUS alumnus

We have a wonderful system but it needs funding. We cannot continue to cut and still
provide the high level of education and service. Please stop cutting higher ed. Let us
continue to do our work! - NDUS employee

Higher education needs greater funding and diversification into the trades to bring
people into the state and give incentive to stay. - Buildings services employee

Wasteful spending of Higher Ed and rubber-stamping plans by the higher ed board.
- Professional services employee

One of the largest problems I see with our institutional services is the number of
executives on staff. We currently have almost more management than faculty. This
makes our institutions very top heavy, but of course when they are in charge of doing the
cuts this will not be pointed out. Reduce management. - NDUS employee and alumnus

Iwould like the task force to take into consideration the budget cuts that have been
handed down to Higher Education. Without proper funding, how are we to retain
competent Professors and instructors to provide quality education to the communities
they serve? I have observed several "Good" instructors looking for other work in their
perspective backgrounds since they are not able to sufficiently provide for their families
with these cuts and losses in cost of living increases in their salaries. This is a great
concern to me and other higher education employees. I hope that this is addressed and
resolved. Thank you. - NDUS employee

Open up NDUS employees to study courses tuition free at NDUS - NDUS employee

Iwould like to see an evaluation done on mechanisms to limit administration. As the
university grows, the number of administrators grow, but not the number of faculty.
Administrative costs need to be better tracked and controlled to ensure tuition and state
dollars are spent efficiently. - NDUS employee



When it comes to money, allow each campus as much flexibility as possible handling
their budgets. Budget cuts happen, but you shouldn't force them to cut specific areas.
Let each institution decide where to cut. Maybe they can increase pay and program
support in some areas by cutting others. - Finance industry employee

The high number of staff and faculty who have left the university system in the previous
two years due to buyouts, RIFs, vacant positions, low salaries and workplace morale.
Please consider how the social fabric is unwoven when these incredibly intelligent,
engaged people are no longer contributing to the success of our public institutions. -
Non-profit sector employee

No more budget cuts to higher education. Restore funding lost due to previous budget
cuts. - NDUS employee

Higher education cannot handle any more budget cuts. Colleges and universities are
CRITICAL to outer societies future to educate young people, develop new technologies to
serve the needs of citizens, and make data driven decisions. Faculty salaries are too low
and we are losing good teachers and researchers every year. Let’s be a SMART state and
invest in higher education! - NDUS employee

I would like the Task Force to take into consideration the fact that the NDUS has already
been cut to the bone after that last legislative session. We are all doing with less and
students are not being offered the class options they had in the past. If there is another
round of cuts in Higher Ed, the students will suffer and we risk the system as a whole.

- NDUS employee

I joined UND as a faculty member in 1998. During the time of spending increase per
student (2009-2016) I witnessed a dramatic increase in the quality of education being
offered. Students were working harder - engaging in healthy competition among
themselves and engaging with material and added opportunities in more meaningful
ways that prior to 2009. Consider per-student funding levels as a good indicator of
student engagement and educational quality. - NDUS employee

Miscellaneous (6)

Please add to the century code school counselors for pre-K and elementary grades. We
are doing well with our 7th - 12th legislative mandate. From a developmental and
prevention perspective, we need to add the elementary grades. This will further our
economic development. Thank you! — NDUS employee

We need to prepare professionals who can meet the widespread addiction issues in ND,
and higher ed is essential in that task. School-based health centers could also be a

critical component to a healthier ND. — NDUS employee

Value for credits at 4-year schools, not completed. — Employment information not listed
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The standards of the professional organizations and societies of the disciplines that are
taught. Nationally and internationally, those are considered the measures of excellence
in each of the disciplines. - NDUS employee

Higher education is much more than “transfer of knowledge.” — K-12 educator

People, whose life lies in the cultivation of one science, or the exercise of one method of
thought, have no more right, though they have often more ambition, to generalize upon
the basis of their own pursuit but beyond its range, than the schoolboy or the ploughman
to judge of a president. But they must have something to say on every subject, habit,
Jashion, the public require it of them: and, if so, they can only give sentence according to
their knowledge. — NDUS employee
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State Higher Education Coordination, Higher Education Administrators, and
Related Topics and Issues

Prepared for the Task Force on Higher Education Governance
by AGB Consultants

September 28, 2018

About half of the states have a coordinating entity—a board or higher education
office with a state higher education executive (or higher education administrator)
who is appointed either by the board or the governor. The authority of these entities
varies considerably.

As the Task Force on Higher Education Governance concludes its deliberations of a
governing structure for the state’s 11 colleges and universities, what follows will
hopefully illuminate the task force’s recommendation as to what, if any,
coordinating board, executive office or higher education administrator is desirable.
It does not appear that a constitutional amendment would be required to create
such an entity.

Such a board, office or administrator can serve as a home and needed voice to
advance consistent state higher education policy and any related regulations
deemed critical to a successful higher education system. Such entities also perform
several functions for the state that are not directly related to governing, but are
nonetheless, important statewide activities, some which may be required by law—
conducting studies for the legislature, licensing institutions, or administering a state
scholarship program, to name three. (A separate document lists these similar
functions currently conducted by the NDUS that would likely need to be sustained
elsewhere if the SBHE and NDUS were to be eliminated.) Some states have chosen
not to create such a board, agency or administrator, and have assigned those
statewide functions deemed necessary or required to an existing executive office or
dispersed them among multiple offices. Michigan is the foremost example.

What follows in the appendix are descriptions of eight models of state coordination
of higher education, with occasional references to additional states. Members of the
task force can consult the appendix to read specific details of any or all eight states.

The states described are chosen as examples along a continuum of authority—
beginning with Michigan through to two states with a coordinating board with
extensive authority, Kentucky and Oklahoma. Note: In all of state models there is no
statewide higher education governing authority, such as the SBHE. A statewide
governing authority usually precludes the need for a statewide coordinating entity,



which would be seen as duplicative and unnecessary. (See the companion
document, Statewide Coordination vs Statewide Governance, which has a table
comparing governing board and coordinating board responsibilities). As such, what
follows in the appendix has relevance for Options 2, 3 and 4. These three options,
along with Option 1 with constitutional changes, were advanced at the August 13
meeting as viable governance structures for North Dakota higher education going
forward.

For the purposes of the Task Force regarding the states described, it’s best to
categorize New Hampshire, Minnesota, New Jersey, and New Mexico as being led by
a higher education administrator, for no other reason than there is no coordinating
board present in these four states.

Oklahoma, Texas and Kentucky are best categorized as states led by a coordinating
board. These three states have a board that was created by statute or constitution,
which in turn employs an administrator appointed by and reporting to the board.
New Hampshire straddles the line in that there is a commission (board) present. But
because both the commission and the administrator are housed within the state
department and state board of education, it’s best to classify New Hampshire as a
state led by a higher education administrator.

There is another major difference between a state led by a higher education
administrator and a state led by coordinating board. This difference is the level of
political independence the coordinating board and its executive possess, as opposed
to a higher education administrator who is a governor’s appointee and whose time
in the position will typically coincide with the Governor’s term of office, or while the
same political party is in office. As noted in some of the state examples, many feel
that an independent, free standing coordinating board leads to sustained, non-
partisan attention both to the needs of higher education and to the needs of the
state that higher education will be required to address. An independent
coordinating board is still part of state government, and if it is to be effective it must
be continually attuned to the opinions and input of college and university leaders
and governors and legislators. Others may counter argue that a higher education
administrator with a close working relationship with his/her governor, can not only
transcend politics or political party, but also more quickly develop and implement
sound policies than would a coordinating board.

Thus, there can be a major similarity between a state led by a higher education
administrator and a state led by coordinating board. A higher education
administrator and the office or agency he/she leads can have either limited or
extensive authority, just as can a coordinating board. The limit or extent of authority
depends on what's prescribed in law, and on the effectiveness of the leader. As an
example, New Mexico’s higher education administrator (a cabinet-level secretary)
and the higher education department she manages exerts considerable influence
over public institutions comparable to a strong coordinating board state.



As the task force considers the question of a coordinating board or higher education
administrator, it should keep in mind the goals for a 215t Century governance system
discussed earlier. The system would be:

* Characterized by Institutional Autonomy
* Nimble

* Innovative

* Enterprising

* Technologically adroit

* Partnership-oriented

* Cost conscious.

These characteristics apply, in part, or in total, to the coordinating entity as well.



APPENDIX

The state profiles that follow are based on excerpts from Education
Commission of the States, appear with permission, and have been updated
with information from each state’s website, as needed

(https: g/postsecondary-governance-structures-state-profile

s/).

1. wit -level i

education administrator.
Michigan

Name of office or agency: N/A
Board: N/A
Title of state higher education administrator: N/A

Michigan does not have a state-level coordinating board or entity, or state higher
education administrator. Under the 1963 state constitution, very limited state
postsecondary coordinating functions are assigned to the State Board of Education,
which has primary responsibility for elementary and secondary education.

The Board of Education's responsibilities are very limited to licensing authority for
vocational and proprietary institutions; and charter approval and reimbursement
authorization for private colleges awarding certain degrees. The Michigan Higher
Education Assistance Authority, administratively attached to the Board of
Education, serves as the state student assistance agency.

The Michigan Association of Universities, comprised of the presidents of the states
15 public institutions provides voluntary coordination on several issues for its
member institutions. It sometimes partners with state agencies on federal grant
programs like the GEAR-UP program (Gaining Early Awareness of Undergraduate
Programs) with the state’s Department of Career Development.

Governing boards/institutions: All institutional governance is undertaken by
separate institutional governing boards which include: ten boards of control of
trustees appointed by the governor for four-year public colleges and universities,
each responsible for a single institution; the elected Board of Regents of the
University of Michigan, a board governing three branches of the university, the
elected Board of Governors of Wayne State University and the Board of Trustees of
Michigan State University, all constitutional boards responsible for a single senior
public institution. The 29 public two-year community colleges each have regionally
elected governing boards.

Observation and commentary: Michigan is a good example of a state without a
coordinating board or entity, or higher education administrator. In fact, on two



occasions the state’s major universities, being constitutionally established,
successfully sued the state board of education for intrusions into university
authority and autonomy.

California, Pennsylvania, Vermont, and Wyoming are states that join Michigan in this
category in that no (or very minimal) state coordination is present. These five states
are included in this paper to show that there is no requirement that a coordinating
board or higher education administrator must be created. It should also be noted
that these states must still designate a state office or executive agency, such as the
state department of education, to collect federal postsecondary data, administer
federal education grant programs awarded to and dispersed by the state, and award
state and federal student assistance. Additional functions are sometimes handled by
college and university system offices, or as in Michigan, by the Association of
Universities. There is no single, chief spokesperson for higher education in the state;
that role has historically rotated between the presidents of the University of
Michigan, Wayne State University, and Michigan State University.

ith minimal

areas.
New Hampshire

Name of office or agency: Division of Higher Education, State Department of
Education

Board: Higher Education Commission

Title of state higher education administrator: Division Director, appointed by the
Governor and reporting to the State Commissioner of Education

Responsibilities: New Hampshire houses its coordination in the State Department of
Education, in its Division of Higher Education. Its responsibilities are limited to
limited to student financial aid, veterans’ education services, and licensing of private
career schools. It is guided by a 19-member Higher Education Commission,
comprised of the chancellor of the Community College of New Hampshire, the
chancellor of the University System of New Hampshire, 10 college presidents of two-
and four-year public and private higher institutions, and 7 ex-officio and citizen
members.

Governing boards/institutions: New Hampshire has a four university system, the
University System of New Hampshire and a two-year college system, the Community
College of New Hampshire.

Observation and commentary: Slightly more statewide coordination than in Michigan
is present in New Hampshire, executed by its Division of Higher Education. With two
public systems for two- and four-year institutions, any significant level of
coordination would be unnecessarily duplicative. The Commission on Higher



Education is a balance of institutional and citizen interests. Because of the large
presence of private higher colleges and universities in New Hampshire, the
Commission is well represented by the presidents of private higher education. The
Commission does play a limited role in approving academic programs and degrees
of private career schools. However, the role of the Commission is in part advisory,
since it, like the Division of Higher Education, it is housed in the Department of
Education and overseen by the State Board of Education. By all accounts, the
Commission and Division fulfill their roles effectively.

The chancellor of the University System of New Hampshire and the president of the
system’s flagship institution, the University of New Hampshire, share the role of
chief spokesperson for higher education in the state.

Alaska and Washington are two states that exert a comparable level of minimal state
coordination, Alaska through its Commission on Postsecondary Education and
Washington through its Student Achievement Council. Like New Hampshire, both
have an advisory board or council comprised in part by representatives of higher
education institutions and a higher education administrator with limited, prescribed
duties.

Minnesota

Name of office or agency: Minnesota Office of Higher Education

Board: N/A

Title of state higher education administrator: Commissioner (appointed by the
Governor)

Responsibilities: The Minnesota Office of Higher Education is a cabinet-level state
agency providing students with financial aid programs and information to help them
gain access to postsecondary education. According to its website, the office also
serves as the state's clearinghouse for data, research and analysis on postsecondary
enrollment, financial aid, and finance and trends. It is also advocating for increasing
the percent of Minnesotans holding a degree or certificate to 70 percent by 2025.
The agency oversees the state’s largest grant program, state scholarship programs,
tuition reciprocity programs, a student loan program, and Minnesota's 529 College
Savings Plan. It also protects and informs educational consumers. In addition to
these functions it also licenses higher education programs in Minnesota.

Governing boards/institutions: The Board of Regents of the University of Minnesota
and the Board of Trustees of the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities



(MINSCU) serve as the institutional governing boards for the state’s two university
systems.

Observation and commentary: Minnesota has never seen the need for a strong
coordinating presence, with the dominance of the University of Minnesota. With the
added presence of the MINSCU system in 1995, this sentiment only grew. The Office
of Higher education was also created in 1995 and replaced a somewhat weak state
coordinating board and agency. By all accounts, the Office of Higher Education
fulfills its mandate effectively.

New Jersey

Name of office or agency: New Jersey Office of the Secretary of Higher Education
Board: Higher Education Advisory Council

Title of state higher education administrator: Secretary of Higher Education
(appointed by the Governor)

Responsibilities: New Jersey has a cabinet-level Secretary of Higher Education. The
office of the Secretary collects institutional data for state and federal reporting
requirements (like the Integrated Postsecondary Education System) and state
enrollment and college completion data, provides students and education
consumers with information, administers the federal GEAR-UP program, is
instrumental in the state’s STEM initiative, licenses all in state providers, writes a
statewide plan for higher education, and retains an academic program inventory of
all programs in New Jersey. An advisory council provides advice and counsel to the
Secretary but has no statutory responsibilities for institutional oversight or
coordination.

The Higher Education Student Assistance Authority (HESAA) administers state
scholarship and grant programs, a college savings program and a state
supplementary loan program, and serves as the guarantor for the various federal
guaranteed student loan programs. The HESAA is not part of the Secretary’s office.

The New Jersey Presidents’ Council, created by state law in 1994, consists of the
presidents of the state’s 31 public institutions, the 14 independent institutions
receiving state aid and four representatives of the 11 other non-public degree-
granting institutions licensed by the Secretary. The Council's responsibilities include
reviewing and commenting on new academic programs; providing research and
public information on higher education; advising the Secretary on state planning,
institutional licensure/mission and costly/duplicative new academic programs;
making recommendations on statewide higher education issues, state aid and
student assistance; and encouraging regional and cooperative programs and
transfer articulation agreements.



Governing boards/institutions: There are 11 governing boards in New Jersey for
Rutgers University and 10 additional senior universities. In addition, there are 19
individual community college boards each governing a single public institution.

Observations and commentary: For three decades prior to major governance
restructuring in 1994, New Jersey had one of the nation’s strongest higher education
coordinating boards and agencies. The Office of the Secretary has nowhere near the
authority of the earlier agency. It has failed to advance a statewide strategic plan or
agenda in recent memory, nor does its website make mention any pending effort to
do so. The Secretary, as a political appointee, serves at the pleasure of the Governor,
and will exit the position with each successive Governor or change in political party.
This occurred in January 2018. Many feel that this fact harms the development of
sustainable higher education policies.

The creation of the Presidents’ Council in the same 1994 restructuring legislation,
shifted primary responsibility for program approval to college presidents, even
though the Council’s authority is technically advisory. The council has executed this
responsibility with apparent diligence and integrity, in addition to its several other
advisory responsibilities. In addition to the Secretary’s office and the Presidents
Council, three institutional associations—of community colleges, of New Jersey’s
several private institutions, and of the 9 regional state colleges and universities—
exert considerable influence on statewide higher education policy development. The
state’s chief spokesperson for higher education tends to rotate among these three
association heads, as well as the presidents of Rutgers University and Princeton
University.

New Mexico

Name of office or agency: New Mexico Higher Education Department
Board: N/A
Title of state higher education administrator: Cabinet Secretary for Higher Education

Responsibilities: The Higher Education Department, an executive office in the
Governor’s office, has responsibilities in several areas: adult education, financial aid,
administering federal grant programs, licensing, establishing institutional finance,
reviewing and approving institution’s capital projects, student transfer policies in
general education, reviewing and approving academic programs, hosting occasional
education programs for institutional trustees, maintaining a statewide data system
(including a performance dashboard on each college and university), and
coordinating federal data reporting for IPEDS. The Department has institutional
advisory groups to assist its work.



Governing boards/institutions: New Mexico has seven four-year universities

governed by seven separate boards of regents (the University of New Mexico and
New Mexico State University have several two-year branch campuses), and seven
independent community and junior colleges, each with its own board of trustees.

Observation and Commentary: Much of the work of the Department of Higher
Education was the duty of a previous Commission on Higher Education, disbanded
several years ago in favor of a cabinet-level office. The current secretary’s
effectiveness is tied to the Governor’s interest in higher education and trust in the
Secretary’s work, some times to the dismay of the institutional boards and
presidents. Being a political appointee, concerns about sustainable higher education
policy coordination will likely surface after the November election, as current
Governor, Susannah Martinez, is termed limited.

d ate with a coordinating board and a state higher educati
administrator. The board has considerable statutory authority.

Texas

Name of office or agency: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board

Board: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board

Title of state higher education administrator: Commissioner (appointed by the
board)

Responsibilities: The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) 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 legislative appropriations needed to finance public 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. It also approves or disapproves most major new
construction and repair and rehabilitation at public universities. The Coordinating
Board administers state and federal student financial aid programs, and sponsors an
annual trustee and regent workshop for all university boards of the state on best
practices in governance. The board is composed of 18 members representing the
general public, who are appointed by the governor with senate confirmation for 6-
year overlapping terms.

The coordinating board approves associate of applied science and associate of
applied arts degree programs offered at public and proprietary institutions. The
Texas Workforce Commission is the licensing authority for proprietary institutions,
including for-profit/proprietary vocational-technical schools.



To enhance cooperation between the coordinating board and the Texas Education
Agency (which oversees public K-12 education), a joint P-16 Council was created
(originally established in 1998 as the Public Education/Higher Education
Coordinating Group.

Governing boards/institutions: Of the state’s ten statutory university governing
boards, six are responsible for multi-campus systems—including the University of
Texas and Texas A&M Systems, and four for a single institution. There are 50 public
community college districts in the state and one public technical college system.

Observation and commentary: The success of statewide coordination in Texas has
been helped considerably by attention to appointments to the board by all recent
sitting governors, and by long-term leadership in the commissioner position. Only
three persons have held the post over the past 40 years; the current commissioner
since 2003. (The commissioner is not a cabinet-level position.) Such stability has
built trust with the institutions and enabled THECB to be an effective voice for
sound policy, as well as a constructive critic of higher education. In the early 2000s,
THECB developed a lasting state higher education public agenda called “Closing the
Gaps” that highlighted the economic imperative for the state to educate greater
numbers of Hispanic and African-American students. Keeping focused attention on
the agenda and advancing its goals remains a critical part of the Board’s work.

Virginia’s coordinating body, the State Council of Higher Education has comparable
authority and a similar track record to that of the Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board. In addition to similar duties and responsibilities, the Council
also oversees the state’s performance contracts that resulted from 2005
restructuring legislation. The legislation granted Virginia’s colleges and universities
enhanced operational autonomy and budget flexibility in turn for meeting explicit
state goals and demonstrating a high level of management capacity. This added
responsibility enhanced the Council’s stature with the legislature and executive
branch, and with institutions. Oregon’s relatively new Higher Education
Coordinating Commission, embodied with significant authority, is another state that
bears watching.

Two additional states should be noted in this category, Alabama and South Carolina,
and only because of shortcomings. The Alabama Commission on Higher Education
and the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education are the two states’
coordinating boards with authority on par with most peer state agencies. Both have
gubernatorial-appointed commissions and executive directors accountable to the
commissions. Yet both fall short of achieving their legislatively mandated missions.

As AGB discovered when conducting independent evaluations of both
commissions—Alabama in 2010 and 2014 and South Carolina in 2003—this was
due to several factors. They included uneven appointment of members to the
commissions, persistent institutional push-back on perceived intrusion on
institutional autonomy, the inability to craft a compelling strategic or public agenda
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with broad stakeholder buy-in and support, the inability to develop fair and
equitable institutional financing policies, alliances between institutions and key
legislators to thwart commission initiatives, high turnover in the state higher
education executive position, and in the added case of South Carolina’s commission,
a well-intentioned but overly complicated and ultimately failed attempt to
implement a performance funding program for the state’s colleges and universities.
These two states exemplify the tensions and political obstacles that coordinating
boards commonly face.

ordinati rdandas higher ion
inistrator. Among the coordinating entity states, th oards and their
i i dminis or ve s ory or constitutional i
that is the strongest.

Kentucky

Name of office or agency: Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
Board: Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
Title of state higher education administrator: President (appointed by the board)

Responsibilities: The Council on Postsecondary Education is the statutory
coordinating agency for Kentucky's state-supported universities and the Kentucky
Community and Technical College System of 28 community colleges and vocational-
technical schools. The Council consists of 16 members appointed by the governor.

The Council has statutory authority to develop and implement a strategic agenda for
postsecondary education; revise and approve missions and plans 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
rates; approve, modify or eliminate academic programs; make biennial budget
recommendations; approve capital construction projects over $400,000; ensure the
transfer of credits; and develop a financial reporting system. The Council created
Kentucky Virtual University in 1998, a free-standing online university. It was closed
in the early 2000s for lack of enrollment. Numerous online education opportunities
continue to be offered by several Kentucky colleges and universities.

The Council has the statutory authority to license all nonprofit colleges and
universities, including private degree-granting institutions, which operate in
Kentucky, as well as proprietary, baccalaureate degree-granting institutions. Other
proprietary institutions, which award an associate’s degree or other non-degree
credentials, are licensed by the State Board for Proprietary Education. The Council
also hosts and annual trustee education program for Kentucky’s public and private
board members.
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The Kentucky Higher Education Assistance Authority (KHEAA) is the state agency
responsible for providing student financial assistance

A state P-16 Council was voluntarily created in 1999. Its charge is to advise the
Council on Postsecondary Education and the Department of Education on the
preparation and development of teachers, the alignment of competency standards
and the elimination of barriers impeding student transition from pre-school through
the baccalaureate.

Governing boards/institutions: There are eight institutional governing boards for the
state-supported universities and a governing board for the Kentucky Community
and Technical College System.

Oklahoma

Name of office or agency: Oklahoma State System of Higher Education
Board: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education
Title of state higher education administrator: Chancellor (appointed by the board)

Responsibilities: The State Regents for Higher Education, established by
constitutional amendment in 1941, is the coordinating board of control for public
postsecondary education in Oklahoma. The membership of the regents is set by the
constitution at nine members, appointed for 9-year overlapping 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 junior. In addition, the
regents have constitutional authority for planning 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. The State Regents
also function as the state student assistance agency and function as the approval and
licensing agency for public degree-granting institutions. (The Department of Career
and Technology Education has supervision over the vocational and technical
schools. The Oklahoma Board of Private Schools licenses the operation of
proprietary schools.)

The State Regents also operate OneNet, the state’s internet service provider used for
college and university online education, by university researchers, university health
care providers, as well as other public agencies throughout the state including those
in rural areas.

Governing boards/institutions: Oklahoma's public higher education institutions are
operated by 16 governing boards. Three are constitutional and oversee multi-
campus systems: the Board of Regents of the University of Oklahoma, comprised of
three institutions; the Board of Regents of Oklahoma Colleges, comprised of nine
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institutions; and the Board of Regents for the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical
Colleges, comprised of nine institutions.

Observation and commentary: The Kentucky and Oklahoma coordinating boards are
at the end of the spectrum of coordinating authority, that is, they hold substantial
authority over higher education institutions that in some areas, borders on
governing control. Both agencies have benefited from stability in the executive
officer position and from solid appointments to the Council and Board of Regents,
respectively. The two agencies have retained considerable independence and have
been able to operationalize their legal authority. Both have considerable stature and
enjoy bi-partisan support. They also have a proven track record on establishing and
moving the needle on the state’s policy agenda.

The West Virginia Policy Commission on Higher Education and the Colorado
Commission on Higher Education also possess similar powers, the former actually
approving presidential appointments and compensation.

In all four of these states, the higher education executive and occasionally the chair
of the board or commission are the chief spokesperson for higher education, or a
role that they may share with the president of the state’s flagship universities.

Sources:

highered.colorado.gov
cpe.ky.gov

masu.org

ohe.state.mn.us
education.nh.gov/highered
state.nj.us/highereducation/
hed.state.nm.us
okhighered.org
thecb.state.tx.us
http://schev.edu/
ecs.org/postsecondary-governance-structures/
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Higher Education
Governance Task Force

Wednesday, October 3157, 2018

Agenda for the Day

»  Discussion of Multiple Gaverning Board Options
» Tour Board Option
» I'htee Board Option
> Two Board Option
Potential Option of a Coordinating Council
Public Comment
Break
General Discussion/Motions for Task Force Recommendation

Next Meceting Topics, Novembee 13

vy v.v. v.VvyY

Adjourn




Current Process for Appointment to SBHE §8

8 voting members
2 non-voting member (appointment from College Faculties and Staff Senate)
Requirements of appointment
» Qualified electors and taxpayers of the state who reside in ND no less than 5 year preceding
» 8™ member is a full time resident student provided to Governar from NDSA

» No person employed by institution or employed for a period of two years prior to board
membership

Appointment process

» Governor nominates from a list of three names approved by four of the following:

» ND Education Association (ND United), ND Chief Justice, Superintendent of Public Instruction,
President Pro Tempore of the Senate, Speaker of the House of Representatives and with the consent of
the Senate

Term length: 4 years; two term lifetime limit

Multiple Governing Board Option Intro

b Starting framework for each option
> Addition of a coordinating council can be added to all

> Additon of “guardrails” to maintain what is working




Four Governing Board Option | Demographics

Community and
Technical College
Governing Board

! '

[ ln.u:h:eﬁ.aeh.] [ 7,312 or 15,937, I
| students’

‘ |

[ 425,08 or 16 32% ] [ 44341 or 17.02% J [ 864.76 or 33.19%0 ] [ 87209 or 33 47% ]

Regional University NDSU Governing UND Governing
Governing Board Board Board

13,847 or 30.18%

13,796 or 30.07% ]
students

students

Faculty (FT, PT, Temp) Enculty {141, 171 Tewp) Fagulbry (IF l 171 Temp) Faculty {178, 171, Yeanp)

[ 687.22 or 11.81° Staff ] [ 728.36 or 12.51% staff ]

2265 62 or 38.92%% 2140.06 or 36.76%
(1L, 171, Temp) (IFT, PT, Temp)

Seaff (171, PT, Teny) Staff (IFT, PT, Temp)

Four Governing Board Option | Board Composition

Community and
Technical College
Governing Board

Regional University NDSU Governing UND Governing
Governing Board Board Board

4

12 Tatal Board 11 Tenal Board } 11 Total Board 11 Total Board
Members Members Members Members
[ 9 Voting Members J [ 9 Voting Members ] [ 9 Voting Members ] [ 9 Voting McmbcrsJ
3 Non-votng 2 Non-voting 2 Non-veting ] 2 Non-vonng
membirs members members membets

*  Minimum of 5 voting members reside in the state

*  Maximum of 3 voting members may be an alumnus from a ND institution residing out of state

* 1 voting member must be a full-time student

* Non-voting members from Council of College Faculties and ND State Statf Senate

* No member may be an employee of an instimtion of state office of higher education; including private and
tribal




Four Governing Board Option | Board Composition
Continued...

-
Community and

Technical College
Governing Board

Regional University NDSU Govetning UND Governing
Governing Board Board Board

institution

| |

-
Student member may not be from same instirution ]

4
No more than two members hold degree from oneJ

"

for more than two consecutive years

|

Additional Non-
Voting member

Superintendent
of DPT

Four Governing Board Option | Term Length and
Number

Aern ormaton Common lor Lach Board '.‘ ~
7 year term

Term lengths staggered at creation

1 full term per lifeame

Tt vacancy, new member appointed to fulfill less than half of 7 year term, the appointment
will not count towards | full term per lifetime



Four Governing Board Option | Staff Support

Regional

Community and Universi NDSU UND N
Technical College versity Governing Governing
. Governing ’
Governing Board Board Board Board |
oa Office of Higher .

l 'L l = 'l ) Education

[ Executive } [ Executive } Staff Provided Staff Provided
Director Direcror by NDSU by UND

‘ *
[ 2 Support Staft ] 2 Support Staff ]

I

Support Staff

Four Governing Board Option | Responsibilities of Higher
Education Administrator and State Higher Education Staff

> Represent, articulare and advacare the needs of the state ro the respective boards

> Support the exceutive directors and statt of the respective boards

»  Maintain common course numbering across boards and institutions** k.

» Maiatain student ttansfer agreements actoss boards and institutions** L

> Administer state scholarship program (including ribal scholarship) !

b Federal educaton grants and NSF state grants X

P Manage SARA

P Manage loan torgiveness program fot teachers and ND tesidents in STEM ficlds

P Manage state financial aid programs

b Administer student exchange/reciprocity programs with WICITF states, Minncsota and Aidwest scudent exchange tor
veretinary medicine, dentistry, optometry

> \dminister student health insurance program for studencs

»  Manage the challenge fund program

P Administer data support and research support for the DI

P Provide institutional dara to the boards, stare and federal entities (e TPEDS) and for longitudinal studics implement
statewide higher education stadies

> Administer TTAA retitement plan, Tele-Mental Health Services, Fraud Hotline, and Interactive Video Network

> License in-statc education providets and provide assurance that our-of-state providers follow reciprocity agrecinet

» " To receive state funding each institution must comply with these requirements



Four Governing Board Option | Reporting Structure

»| BSC President |

S o { pcitom/can
Technical College President/ Dean

NDSU Governing

Board

Governing Board

| LRSC President

“ NIDISCS
President

“‘ SC PrCSldent

ik

«| DSU President

*| MaSU President

i

Regional University

UND Govermng | | ~| UND President
Board

Governing Board

&
o]
<
a.
e
=3

o
e
=3
-

| VCsU

Four Governing Board Option | Duties of Executive
Directors

Community and
Technical College
Governing Board

Regional University NDSU Governing UND Governing
Governing Boatd Board Board

Provide administrative ] Duties completed by Duties completed by
support board or campus staff board or campus staff

Create meeting
materials
[ Support campus ]

Provide administrative
SuPPO]f[

Create mceting
matetials

Presidents

Administer presidential
searches

Administer presidential
searches

[ ]
[ —— ]
[ ]

Presidents
Serve as liaison to HE Serve as liaison to HE
Administrator, the Administrator, the
legislature and legislature and
executive branch execulive branch

Provide presidential
cvaluations

Provide presidential
evaluations




Four Governing Board Option | Process for
Appointment of Student Voting Members and
Non-voting members

> Student votng member names are sent to the Governor’s Office for considetation by the
ND Student Association or respective student government organizaton depending on
board

Governor then appoints a representative from the students nominated per board

Council of College U'nculty and the NI State Statf Senate will appoint one representative
cach per board

Four Governing Board Option | Powers
and Duties of the Boards

Create statewide plan to guide institutons within board
Appoint, monitor, advise, motivate, support, evaluate and if necessary or advisable replace President

Mainrain collaboration with other education systems and institutions within the state and through the federal
government

Ensute collaboration and partncrship with the private sector
SCIVE: as a courr ()f ﬂl’PEﬂlS \V]1E|] ﬂl)pf(\l’l'iﬂ re
Regularly evaluate the board’s pecformance

Ensure regular and proper training of board members

Yy v v v v

Receive proposed budgets, wition modificadons and ranked capitol construction projects from campus
Presidents

Provide tinal budget recommendations to the Executive and Legislative Branches for consideration
Approve widon levels of insdtutions represented by board

Approuve program additions or changes

vy v.v v

FEngage with, listen to and deliver valuc to stakcholders who provide diteet financial support such as studenes,
the stare, alummni and the private sector




Four Governing Board Option | Program Addition g
Check and Balance |

> Fach governing board may approve new program additions or changes

Tf a ND institution fecls the change approved by the respective board is not in keeping
with the state’s needs the institution may file a petition

> Tf a protest is delivered:
» Lirst the insatutions must make a reasonable effort to design a plan for program collaboradon; if
both institutions are stratified. the protest is satsfied;

b Tf the protest is not satisfied, the strategy committee (defined below) will convenc for final

approval
» Strategy Commitree Composition
¥ Chair and Vice Chair of each governing board
b Tligher Education Admimstraror is the adminisoiator for the stiategy committee

> To halt a new program approval, 2/3rds of the strategy committee must vore no

Four Governing Board Option | Discussion




Three Governing Board Option | Demographics

Cormumunity and
Regional Institution
Governing Board

NDSU Governing UND Governing
Board Board

18,239 or 39.75% 13,796 or 301.07%

13,847 or 30.18%
students

studenis students
B68.49 or 33.33% 864.76 or 33.19%0 87209 or 33 47%
Faculey 171, PT, Temp) Facalty (IFf, PT, Temp) Fagulry (7T, 1T, Temp)
[ 141558 or 24 32% of 226562 or 38.92%% 2140.06 or 36.76%
Staff (T, I7L; Teiinp) Staff (1°1, 1L, “Tesp) Staft (17, PL; Tenp)

Three Governing Board Option | Board Composition

Community and ) )
Regional Institution NDSU Governing UND Governing

Governing Board Board Board

11 Total Board 11 Tulld Boaed
Members Members
[9 Voting Members ] [ 9 Voting Members ]

' '

[ 2 Non-votng ] [ 2 Non-voting ]

members members

Maximum of 4 voting members may be an alutmnus from a ND institution residing out of state
* 1 voting member must be a full-time student
Non-voting members from Council of College Faculties and ND State Statf Senate

No member may be an employee of an institation of state office of higher education; including private and
tribal




Three Governing Board Option | Board Composition
Continued...

e NDSU Governing UND Governing

Regional Institution
Governing Boatd

|

[ No more than two members hold degtree trom one ]

Board Board

institution

!

[ Student member may not be from same institution ]

for more than two consecutive years

}

Additional Non-
Voting member

Superintendent

of DPT

Three Governing Board Option | Term Length and
Number

Term Information Common for Fach Board

7 year term
< Term lengths staggered at creation

1 full term per lifeame

[t vacancy, new member appointed to fulfill less than halt of 7 year term, the appoinament
will not count towards | full term per lifetime



Three Governing Board Option | Staff Support

Community and NDSU UND
Regional Institution Governing Governing
Governing Board Board Board
Staft Provided ] Statt Provided ]
by NDSU by UND

cutive
Director

4 Support Staff

|

Support Staff

Three Governing Board Option | Responsibilities of Higher
Education Administrator and State Higher Education Staff

¥V ¥V VvV V vV vV v v v Yy

vy v vy

Represent, ardculate and advocate the needs of the state to the respective boacds
Support the executive directors and staft of the respective boards

Maintain common course numbering actoss boards and institutions**
Maintain student transfer agreements across boards and institutions**
Administer state scholarship program {including tribal scholarship)

Lederal education grants and NSI state grants

Manage SARA

Manage loan forgiveness program for teachers and ND residents in STEN fields
Manage state financial aid programs

Administer studeat exchange/reciprocity programs with WICHIS states, Minnesota and Midwest student exchange
for veterinary medicine, dentistey, oplometry

Administer student health insuraoce program for students
AManage the challenge fund program
Administer data support and research support for the DPT

Provide institutional data o the boards, state and tederal entities (1. TPTDS) and for Jongitadinal studies implement
statewide higher education studies

Adminiseer TLLA retirement plan, Tele-Mental TTealth Serviees, Fraud Hotine, and Interactve Video Network
License in-state education providers and provide assurance that out-of-state providers follow reciprocity agreements

- To receive state funding each institution must camply with these requirements

Office of Higher
Education

M




Three Governing Board Option | Reporting Structure

+| BSC President

y DCR .
f A President/ Dean. NDSU Governing K NDSC
r Board Peesident

£ P

oS

Community and

Regional Institution
Governing Board

e d bk unV

NN UND Govetning 4 ~+| UND President
RN o

Executive Director

Three Governing Board Option | Duties of Executive
Director

Community and
Regional Institution
Governing Board

Provide administrative Duties completed by Duties completed by
support board or campus staff board or campus staff
Create meeting
materials
Support campus
Presidents
Administer presidential
searches

Setve as liaison to HE
Administrator, the

NDSU Governing UND Governing
Boatd Board

legislarure and

executive branch

Provide presidental
evaluntions




Three Governing Board Option | Process for
Appointment of Student Voting and Non-voting
Members

> Student voting member names are sent to the Governor’s Office for consideradon by the
ND Student Assoctation ot respective student government organization depending on
board

Governor then appoints a representative from the students nominated per board

Council of College laculty and the NID Stace Staff Senate will appoint one representative
each per board

Three Governing Board Option | Powers
and Duties of the Boards

Create statewide plan to guide instiratons within board

v

Appoint, monitar, advise, morivate, support, evaluate and if necessary or advisable replace President

Mainrain collaboration with other education systems and institutions within the state and through che federal
gO\"(.'[rlﬂ'lCﬂt

Insuare collaboration and parmership with the private scctor
Scrve as a coutt of appeals when appropriate
Regularly evaluate the board’s pecformance

[nsure regular and proper training of board members

vy v v v.v

Recetve proposed budgets, wition modifications and ranked capitol conseruction projects from campus
Piesidents

Provide final budget recommendations ro the Txecutive and Tegislative Branches for consideraton
Approve tition levels of instinutions represented by board

Approve program addidons or changes

v v v Vv

Lagage with, listen to and deliver value to stakeholders who provide direet financial support such as students,
the stare, alumni and the privace sector




Three Governing Board Option | Program Addition
Check and Balance

> lach governing board may approve new program additions or changes

1t a ND insticution feels the change approved by the respective board is not in keeping with the
state’s needs the institution may file a petition

b Tt a prorest is delivered:

P First the instrutions must make a reasonable effort to design a plan for program collaboration; if both
institutions are suwadfied, the protest is satsfied:

b It the protest is not satistied, the strategy commicee (defined below) will convene tor final approval
b Strategy Committee Composition

» Chair of ¢ach governing board

> Vice Chair of the Community and Regional astitution Governing Board

> Higher liducation Administraton is the administrator for the stiategy comtnitiee

> To halt 2 new program approval, 2/3tds of the strategy committee musr vote no

Three Governing Board Option | Discussion




Two Governing Board Option | Demographics

Community and
Regional Institution
Governing Board

Research University
Governing Board

18,239 or 39.75"%

students

27,643 or 60.25%

'

80819 or 33 33% 1,736.85 or 66.66%
Tacalty (7, 171, Termp} Faculey (FT, 171 Temp)

1415.38 or 24.32% of 4403 68 or 75 682
Staff (171, P, Temp) Statf (11, 'Y, Temp)

Two Governing Board Option | Board Composition

Community and
Regional Institution
Govetning Board

Research University
Governing Boatd

14 Total Board
Members

13 Total Board
hlembers

11 Voting
Members

11 Voting
Members

3 Non-vating 2 Non-vating
members members

*  Minimum of 6 voting members reside in the state

Maximum of 4 voting metmbers may be an alumnus from a ND institution residing out of state
* 1 voting member must be a full-tune student
*  Non-voting members from Council of College IFaculties and N State Staff Senate

No member may be an employee of an institution of state office of higher education; including private and
tribal




Two Governing Board Option | Board Composition
Continued...

Community and i
vy Research Univertsity

Regional Institution
Governing Board

| |

Governing Board

[ No more than three members hold degree from ] [ No more than four members may hold a degree ]

onc institution from one of the institutions

! }

Student member may not be from same institution \ Minimum of 2 voting members may not hold a

for more than two consecutive years degree from either NDSU or UND

|

Additional Non-
Voting member

Superintendent
of DPI

Two Governing Board Option | Term Length and
Number

Term Information Common for [ach Board
7 year term
+ Term lengths staggered at creation

1 full tetm per lifeume

Tt vacancy, new member appointed to fulfill less than halt of 7 year term, the appoinmment
will not count towards I full term per lifetime



Two Governing Board Option | Staff Support

Research

Community and University

Governing
Board

l : J - Education
Director Directo

Regional Institution
Governing Board

Office of Higher

4 Support Staff 2 Staff Provided
by NDSU ‘
-
Staff Provided

by UND

Two Governing Board Option | Responsibilities of Higher
Education Administrator and State Higher Education Staff

Represent, articalate and advocate the needs of the state to the respective boards
Support the exceunive directors and statf of the respective boards

Maintain common coutse numbering actoss boards and institutions®*
Maintain student transfer agreements across boatds and institutions¥*
Administer state scholaeship program (including tribal schnlarship}

Federal educacion grants and NSF state grants

Manaye SARA

Manage loan forgiveness progiam for teachers and ND residents in STIM fields

Manage state financial aid programs

vV ¥V ¥V vV VvV v v v.VvY

Administer stadent exchange/reciprocity programs with WICTTE states, Minncsota and Midwest scudent exchange
for veterinary medicine, dentistry, optometry

Adnuinister stadent health insurance program for students
Manage the challenge fund program

Vdminister data support and rescarch support for the DPT

vV v v Vv

Provide institutional data o the boards, state and federal entitics (i.e. TPEDS) and for longitudinal studics implement
stewide higher education stdies

v

Administer TTAN rvetivement plan, Tele-Mental Health Services, I'raud Hodine, and Interactive Video Network

v

Ticense in-srate education providers and provide assurance thar our-of-stace providers follow veciprociry agreements

» ** To receive state funding each institution must comply with these requirements




Two Governing Board Option | Reporting Structure

«| BSC President
DCR

AN President/Dean

4| LRSC President [

W,

7
o

Community and

J NDSCS
President
«| WSC President Research University | President
Governing Boatd
* *| UND President

Aoan

Regional Institution
Governing Board

i

'J' ".. i
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\

(st

)

b
N\\-\.
5
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MiSU President

VCSU President
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\
N

Executive ctor

Two Governing Board Option | Duties of Executive Director

Community and

. L Research University
Regional Institution .
. Governing Board
Governing Board

Provide administrative support

[ Create meeting materials

Support campus Presidents

Administer presidential searches

and exccutive branch

Setve as liaison to HE Administrator, the legislature ]

N )

Provide presidential evaluations




Two Governing Board Option | Process for Appointment of
Student Voting and Non-Voting Members

Two Governing Board Option | Powers
and Duties of the Boards

vV v v v vy

vy vV v vy

Student voting member names are sent to the Governor’s Office for consideration by the
ND Student Association or respective student government organization depending on
board

Governor then appoints a representative from the students nominated per board

Council ot College Faculty and the NI Seare Staff Senate will appoint one representative
cach per board

Creare statewide plan to guide insticudons wichin board
Appoint, monitor, advise, morivate, support, evaluate and it necessary or advisable replace President

Mainrain collaboration with other education systems and instittions within the state and through the federal
government

Ensute collaboration and partnership with the privae scetor
Scrve as a court of appeals when appropriate

Regularly evaluace the board’s pertormance

Lnsure regular and proper waining of board members

Receive proposed I)u(]gcts, tition muoditications and ranked capitol construction projects from campus
Presidents

Provide tinal budget recommendations o the Execurive and Legislative Branches for consideration
Approve tuition levels of institutions represented by hoard
Approve program additdons or changes

Fugage with, listen to and deliver value to stakcholders who provide direct tinancial support such as students,
the state, alumni and the private seetor



Two Governing Board Option | Program Addition
Check and Balance

Fach governing board may approve new program additions or changes

If a ND institudon feels the change approved by the respective board is not in keeping
with the state’s needs the insticution may file a petition

» It a protestis delivered:

» Uirst the institutions must make a reasonable cffort to design a plan for program collaboration; if
both institutions are stratified, the protest is satished,

b If the protest is not satisficd, the strategy comnnttee (detined below) will convene fot final
approval

p Strategy Commirree Composition
¥ Chair and Vice Chair of each governing boacd
> Higher Hducarion Administrator is the adminiscrator for the strategy committee

» o halta new program approval, 2/3rds of the strategy committee must vote no
prog: B

Two Governing Board Option | Discussion



Coordinating Council Addition | Duties of the Board

¥V ¥ vV v vV v vV.VvVYvY V¥

vy v.v v

v

10 Total Beard
Memliers

8 Voting Members

Coordinating Council Addition

Cootdinating
Council

*  Minimumn of 5 voting members reside in the state
*  Maximum of 3 voting members may be an alumnus from a ND institution residing out of state
* L voting member must be a full-time student

*  Non-voting members from Council of College Faculties and ND State Staff Senate
*  No member may be an emplovee of an institution of state office of higher educaton; including

private and tribal
*  No more than 1 voling member may hold a degree from onc institution excluding student
*  Staff: Supported by Higher Education Administeator and staff

2 Non-voting
members

Represent, ardeulate and advocate the needs of the state to the respective boards

Convener ot institutions and partners working across the public and private higher cducation acena

Collaborate with the Executive and Legislative branches, as well as the governing boards and institutions to develop
innovative and results-driven higher education policy

Support the execurive directors and statt of the respective boards

Maintain common course numbering across boards and insdeutions

Aaintain student oansfer agreements acruss boards and institutions

Administer state scholarship progeam (including teibal scholarship)

Tederal education giants and NSI- state grants

Manage SARN

MManage loan forgiv eness program for teachers wnd ND residents in STEM ficlds
Manage state financial aid progiams

Adrmmster student exchange/reciprociy programs with WICHL scates, Minnesota and Midwest studeat exchange for
vetermary medicioe, dentistey, optonttes

\dminister student health inswance program for students
Manage the challenge fund program
Vdministet dara suppott and rescarch support for the DPT

Provide nsatudonal data to the hoards, stare and federal entities ti.e. [PEDS) and for longitudinal studies implement starewide
higher cducarion studies

Administer TTA N verement plan, [ele-Nental Tealth Services, Fraud Tlothine, and Tnteractive Video Newwork

License in-state education providers and provide assurinee that out-of-state providers follow reciprocity agreements



Coordinating Council Discussion

Public Comment




Break/Lunch

General Discussion

Comimunity and
Regional Institution
Governing Board

Research University
Governing Board

Communnity and
Regional Institution
Governing Board

ND5U Governing UND Governing
Boatd Board

Community and
Technical College
Governing Board

Regional University NDSU Governing UND Governing
Governing Board Board Board




APPENDIX L
November Higher Education Governance Task Force Meeting Matetials
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Higher Education
Governance Task Force

Tuesday, November 13t 2018

Agenda for the Day

> Discussion of Multiple Governing Board Option Data
¥ Four Board Option
» Three Board Option
> ‘I'wo Board Option

General Discussion

Public Comment

Break

General Discussion/Motions for Task Force Recommendation

vV v.v v v

Adjourn
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Goals for High Functioning Governance

Institutional \utonomy
Nimblcness
lincourage Innovation

Partnership-oriented

vV v v v v

Cost conscious

Four Governing Board Option | Demographics

Community and

PP Ol Regional.University NDSU Governing UND Governing
. Governing Board Board Board
Governing Board
10,927 or 23.82" [ T2 or 1593 13,796 or 307" 13,847 or 31.18%
students srui.ll:m! ] 1 studlents
425,08 or 16.32% H3u41 or 17.02% 864.76 or 33.19% 872.09 or 33.47%
Viculry (IF1, DT, Temp) Faculry (171, PT, Temp) Faculty (FT, PT, Temp) Faculty (T, PT, Temg)

687.22 or 11.81% Staft
(FE T, Temp)

!

728.36 or 12.51% staff 2265.62 or 38.92% 2140.06 or 36.76%
(171,177, Temp) Staff (171, 11, Temp) Staft (11, 11, Temp)

Average Faculty Ratio Average Faculty Ratio Average Faculty Ratio Average Faculty Ratio
(including Termps) (including Temps) (including Temps) (including Temps)
22.05:1; (without 12.64:1; (without 15.33:1; (without 12.58:1; (without
Temps) 28.44:1 Temps) 15.92:1 Temps) 18.61:1 Temps) 16.34:1




Four Governing Board Option | Online, Hybrid, Traditional Class

9073 Ll

6394

4097 4184

2875
2437

ey 191

1621 1603
340

Communiry Regional NDsU UND

# Online (ONLY) ® Both T'radinonal and Online  ® T'raditional

Four Governing Board Option | Degree Type 2018

Community and Regional NDSU UND
‘Technical College Universities Governing Governing
Governing Board Board

Type of Degree Governing Board

Board

FT PT FT PT FT PT FT
Undergraduate 5207 5720 4480 2832 10,237 1,188 8,184
Graduate - - 131 340 655 1,325 1,214
Professional
(Including Law and - - - - 317 14 537
Medical)

12/26/2018
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Four Governing Board Option | Budgets (17-19 General Fund)

—
'I(i (C)}r::r; l;ilm g;ﬁnd_ Regional University NDSU Governing UND Governing
. e8¢ Governing Board Board Board
Governing Board
p

$94,404,044 of the $92,236,629 of the $129,691,042 of the General $140,096,089 of the General
General Fund General Fund Fund Fund for UND; $191,944,182 of

\ the General Fund (including

UND Medical School)

l l l

18.3% of the total HE 18.2% of the total HE 25.5% of the total E‘IE
general fund allocation general fund allocation general fund allocation

38% of the total HE
general fund allocation

Four Board Governing | Higher Lid. General F'und Allocations

18.30%

18.20%

25.50%

= Community  ® Regional s NDSU — w UNLD  ® Med School
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Four Governing Board Option | State Funds as Percent of Total Budget
17-19 Appropriation

0/,

BAREL

Community and | DB = 440

Technical College

Governing Board | J Board

LRSC = 35%

'| NDSCS: = 38%

1 WSC = 30%

. DSU = 37%

| MaSU = 32%

Regional University

UND Governing [ UND = 16%
W/ Med School = 18%

Board

Governing Board

| MiSU = 39%

i

5
%]
bea]

9
Four Governing Board Option | Board Composition
Community and . I ) .
. Regional University NDSU Governing UND Governing
Technical College ;
. Governing Board Board Board
Governing Board
12 Total Boand 12 Total Board 12 Total Board 12 Total Boand:
Members Members Members Members
9 Voting Membets [ 9 Voting Members ] [ 9 Voting Members ] [ 9 Voting Members ]
3 Non-vonng 3 Non-voung 3 Non-voting 3 Non-voting
members members members members
JH
*  Minimum of 5 voting members teside in the state
*  Maximum of 3 voting members may be an alumnus from a ND institution tesiding out of state
* 1 voting member must be a full-time student
* Non-voting members from Council of College Faculties, ND State Staff Senate, Designee from DPI
*  No member may be a full-time employee of an institution of state office of higher education; including private
and tribal
*  Minimum of 3 men and 3 women must serve on the board at all times (Including student, faculty and staff)
10
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Three Governing Board Option | Shared Service Advisory Committee

b Strategy Committee Composition
» Chair of cach governing board
» Iligher FEducation \dministeator is the administrator for the strategy committee
> Responsibilities
> Scek and provide cfficiency and shared service opportunities
> Assist the High [ducation Administrator in coordination of shared services
> Manage program petitions
> Fach governing board may approve new program additions or changes

» 1f a ND institution feels the change approved by the respective board is not in keeping with the state’s
necds the institution may file a petition

[f a protest is delivered:

First the institutions must make a reasonable effort to design a plan for program collaboration; if both
institutions arc stratified, the protest is satisfied;

LE the protest is not satisfied, the strategy committee (defined below) will convene for final approval
Other topics deemed necessary

To halt a new program approval, 61" v of the strategy committee must vote no

11

Four Governing Board Option | Discussion

12



Three Governing Board Option | Demographics

CQmInumt}f flﬂfi NDSU Governing UND Governing

Regional Institution
. Board Board

Governing Board

18,239 or 39.75% | [ 13,796 or 30.07% ] 13,847 or 30.18%
students g students students
[ 8849 0r3s33% | [ 86476 or 33.19% J [ 872.09 or 33.47% ]

Faculty (FT, PT, Temp) | Vaculty (I7L PT, Temp) Faculty (FT, PL, Temp)

| | !

1415.58 or 24.32% of 2265.62 or 38.92% 2140.06 or 36.76%
Staff (FT, PT, Temp) Staft (171, P'L, 'lemp) Staff (FT, PT, Temp)
Average Faculty Ratio Average Faculty Ratio | Average Faculty Ratio
(including Temps) 17.87:1; (including Temps) 15.33:1; (including Temps) 12.58:1;
(without Temps) 22.88:1 (withour Temps) 18.61:1 (without Temps) 16.34:1

13

Three Governing Board Option| Online, Hybrid, Traditional Class

9073 9061

4058 4184
3688
2875
1914
= l
Community /Regional Board NDSU UND

# Online (ONLY) ® Both “Lradinonal and Onlime o Tralitpooial

12/26/2018
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Community and
Regional
PRI Institution
Governing
Board
FT PT FT
Undergraduate 9687 8552 10,237
Graduate 131 340 655
Professional
(Including Law and - - 377
Medical)

NDSU

Board

Three Governing Board Option | Degree Type 2018

Governing

PT
1,188
1,325

14

8,184 2,335

UND
Governing
Board

FT PT

1,214 1,571

15

Community and
Regional
Institution
Governing Board

$186,640,673
of the General
Fund

36.5% of the total
HE general fund
allocation

NDSU Governing

Board

v

$129,691,042 of the

General Fund

25.5% of the

total HE general
fund allocation

Three Governing Board Option | Budgets (17-19 General Fund)

UND Governing
Board

$140,096,089 of General
Fund for UND;
$191,944,182 of the
General Fund (including
UND Medical School)

l

28% of the total HE
general fund
allocation; 38% with
UND Med School

16
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Three Board Governing | Higher Iid. General Fund Allocations

# Community/Regional @ NDSU  « UND  # Med School

17

Three Governing Board Option | State Funds as Percent of Total Budget
17-19 Appropriation

BSC = 30%%

DB = 44"

sy G | -

Board

A
" LRSC=35%

,
N

NDSCS: = 38%

Community and
Regional Institution
Governing Board

WSC = 30%

o+l DSU = 37%

R
\\ 1 MaSU = 32% UND = 16%

Board W/ Med School = 18%

UND Governing

MiSU = 39%

-

P

VCSU = 42%

18
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Three Governing Board Option | Board Composition

Community and
Regional Institution
Governing Board

NDSU Governing UND Governing
Board Board

14 Total Board

12 Total Board 12 Total Board

Members Membiens Menhoes
11 Visting . ’ - ]
Members [ 9 Voting Membets ] [ 9 Voting Members

members

*  Minimum of 5 voting members teside in the state

3 Non-voting 3 Non-voting
members members

*  Maximum of 3 voting members may be an alumnus from a ND institution residing out of state

+ 1 voting member must be a full-time student

*  Non-voting members from Council of College Faculties and ND State Staff Senate, Designee from DP1

*  No member may be a full-time employee of an institution of state office of higher education; including privace
and tribal

*  Minimum of 3 men and 3 women must serve on the board at all times (Voting and non-voting members)

19

Three Governing Board Option | Shared Service Advisory Committee

b Strategy Committee Cotnposition
P Chair of cach governing board

> Appointed member from the Community and Regional [nstitutdon Board (must be represeating the opposite
type of institution from the Chair of the Board)

> Iligher Hducation Administrator is the administrator for the strategy committee
P Responsibilities
P Seck and provide efficiency and shared service opportunities
b Assist the [Tigh Iducation Administrator in coordination of shared scevices
»  Manage program petitions
> Tlach governing board may approve new program additions or changes

b If a ND institution feels the change approved by the respective board is not in keeping with the state’s needs
the instituion may file a petition

» If a protest is delivered:

> First the institutions must make a reasonable effort to design a plan for programn collaboration; if both institutions are
stratified, the protest is satisfied;

> TE the protest is not satisfied, the strategy committee (defined below) will convene for final approval
> Other topics deemed necessary

» lo halt a new program approval, 60°6 of the strategy committee must vote no
program app 8)

20

10



Three Governing Board Option | Discussion

21

Two Governing Board Option | Demographics

Community and Research University

Governing Board

Regional Institution
Governing Board

! ) !

18,239 or 39.75%
students

L |

868.49 or 33.33% Faculty [ 1,736.85 or 66.66% J

[ 27,643 or 60.25% ]

\

-

(FT, PT, Temp) Faculty (FT, PT,
l Temp)

(" 1415.58 or 24.32% of | [ 4405.68 or 75.68% ]

| Staff (FT, PT, Temp) | Staff (FT, PT, Temp)
Average Faculty Ratio Average Faculty Ratio
(including Temps) (including Temps)
17.87:1; (without 13.96:1 ; (without
Temps) 22.88:1 Temps) 17.48:1

22
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Two Governing Board Option| Online, Hybrid, Traditional Class

18134

10691
6098
4058 P
. .3688 | l
Community/Regional Board Research

w Online (ONEY) o Both Teaduiomal and Online ® Teaditional

23

Two Governing Board Option | Degree Type 2018

Community and Research
Regional Governing
Type of Degree Institution Board
Governing
Board

FT PT FT PT
Undergraduate 9687 8552 18421 3523
Graduate 131 340 1869 2896
Professional
(Including Law and - - 914 20
Medical)

24

12/26/2018
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Two Governing Board Option | Budgets (17-19 General Fund)

Community and
Regional Research
Institution Governing Board

Governing Board

$186,640,673 $269,787,131 of the
of the General General Fund;
Fund $51,648,093 of the
General Fund (including
UND Medical School)

36,5% of the total 1
FE general fund
allocation : 53.5% of the total

HL general fund

allocation; 63.5%

with UND Med
School

25

» Community/Regional  ® Rescarch— m Med School

‘Two Board Governing | Higher Ed. General Fund Allocations

26

12/26/2018
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Two Governing Board Option | State Funds as Percent of Total Budget
17-19 Appropriation

«— NDSU = 18%%
Research

Governing Board [ CND = 16" ]
W/ Med School = 18%%

Community and
Regional Institution
Governing Board

SO s =30
Y

\

VCSU = 42°%

27

Two Governing Board Option | Board Composition

Community and
Regional Institution
Governing Board

Research University
Governing Board

14 Total Board
Members

14 Totl Boad
Members

11 Voring 11 Voung

Membiers Members

members members
G ) .

*  Minimum of 6 voting members reside in the state

*  Maximum of 4 voting members may be an alumnus from a ND institution residing out of statc

* 1 voting member must be a full-time student

*  Non-voting members from Council of College Faculties and NI State Staff Senate

*  No member may be a full-time employec of an institution of state office of higher cducation; including private
and tribal

*  Minimum of 4 men and 4 women must serve on the board at all times (including student, faculty and staff)

28

14
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Two Governing Board Option | Board Composition
Continued...

Community and

3 . Research Universi
Regional Institution 2

Governing Board

Governing Board

{ ¢

~
No mote than three members hold an associates ot No more than four mermbers may hold a bachelor’s
bachelor’s degree from one institution degree from onc of the institutions
J
—
Studenr member may not be from same institution Minimum of 2 voting members may not hold a
for mote than two consccutive yearts degree from either NDSU or UND
A

'

Student member may not be from same institution
for more than two consccutive years

b

29

Two Governing Board Option | Shared Setvices Advisory Committee

b Composition
» Chair and Vice Chair or appointed member from each governing board
> Vice Chair or Appointed member must be from opposite type of institution within governance structure
> Higher liducation Administrator is the administrator for the strategy committee
> Responsibilities
P Seck and provide efficiency and shared service opportunitics
P Assist the Fligh liducation Administrator in coordination of shared scrvices
P Manage program petitions
» liach governing board may approve new program additions or changes

> If 2 ND institution feels the change approved by the respective board is not in keeping with the states
nceds the institution may file a petition

p If a protest is delivered:

¥ Iirst the institutions must make a ceasonable effort to design a plan for program collaboration; it both
institutions are stratificd, the protest is satisfied;

P I the protest is not satisfied, the strategy committee (defined below) will convene for final approval
» Other topics deemed necussary

> To halt a new program approval, 60" of the strategy committee must vote no

30

15
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Two Governing Board Option | Discussion

3

31

Two, Three, Four Governing Board Option | Term Length and Number

Term Informaton Common for Liach Board
+ 7 year term
+ lerm lengths staggered at creation
+ 1 full term per lifetime, excluding the student, staff and faculty appointments

+ If vacancy, new member appointed to fulfill less than four years of a previous board
member term, the appointment will not count towards 1 full term per lifetime

32

32

16
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Two, Three, Four Governing Board Option | Responsibilities of
Higher Education Administrator and State Higher Education Staff

Represent, acticulate and advocate the needs of the state to the respective boards
Support the executive ditectors and staff of the respective boards

Maintain common course numbering across boards and institutions**
Maintain student transfer agreements across boards and institutions**
\dminister state scholarship program (including tribal scholaship)

Iederal education grants and NSIF state grants

Manage S AR\

Manage loan forgveness program for teachers and NI residents in STLENI fields

Manage state financial aid programs

Y VY VY ¥YVYVY YV Vv vy

Administer studene exchange/reciprocity programs with WICHI: states, Minnesota and Midw est student exchange for veterinary medicine,
dentistry, optometry

\dminister student health insurance program for students

AManage the challenge fund program

Administer data support and research support for the DPI

vy v vy

Provide institutional data to the boards, state and federal entities (ie IPEDS) and for longitudinal studies implement statewide higher education
studics

Administer 1TA \ retirement plan, lele-Nental [Tealth Services, Fraud [otline, and Tnteractive Video Network
License in-state ecducation providers and provide assurance that out-of-state providers follow reciprocity agreemennts

Prepare the consolidated financial reports and assist with audits

vy v v vy

Maintain CTS (Core Technology Services)*

> **To receive state funding each institution must comply with these requirements

Two, Three, Four Governing Board Option | Powers and Duties of the Boards

Represent the full educational value and intent of students and the state within mission of cach institution
Maintain the quality of academic programs

insure excellence in programs, faculty and students

Provide responsible policics and procedures for proper governance

Create statewide plan to goide institutions within board

Appoint, monitor, advise, motivate, support, evaluate and if necessary or advisable replace President

vV Vv vY VvYYy

Maintain collaboration with other education systems and institutions within the state and through the federal
government

linsure collaboration and partnership with the private sector
Serve as a court of appeals when appropriate
Regularly evaluate the board’s performance

Fnsure regular and proper traming of board members

vV vV VY VvYy

Reeeive proposed budgets, tuition modifications and ranked capitol construction projects from campus
Presidents to promote cquity and appropriate investment of state resources through cach institution
Provide final budget recommendations to the [ixceutive and Legislative Branches for consideration
Approve tuition levels of institutions represented by board

Approve new and discontinued programs

vV VY vy

Fngage with, listen to and deliver valuc to stakeholders who provide direct financial support such as students,
the state, alumni and the private sector 34

v

Shield institutions from direct pohtical and other outside interference

34

17
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Public Comment

35

Tally of Task Force

36
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Break

37
—~ i-“ ® .
= Y @ -
General L 1SCussion
(.nmmumt}j ;m,d Research University
Regonal Institution Governing Board
Governing Board ’ J
C(.) umty anfi NDSU Governing UND Governing
Regional Institution
h Board Board
Gorverning Board
Com{numlfy g Regional University NDSU Governing UND Governing
Technical College .
N . Governing Board Board Board
Governing Board
38
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Next Steps

> Work with Legislators to move forward during the legislative session
»  Constitution vs Century Code vs Policy

> Ask all members to assist in supporting the work of the task force moving forward

39

Thank you!

40
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APPENDIX M
Initial Staggering of Three Board Governance Appointments



Stagger at creation of Three Board System

Community and Regional Institution Board

Number of Board Members

2021

2022 2023] 2024] 2025] 2026] 2027[ 2028] 2029] 2030

2031] 2032

1 Member (1 year initial term)

2 Members (2 year initial term)

2 Members (3 Year initial term)

1 Member (4 year initial term)

2 Members (5 year initial term)

2 Members (6 year initial term)

1 Student member (1 year term)

N I I I

NDSU and UND Boards

Number of Board Members

2021

2022 2023| 2024[ 2025] 2026] 2027] 2028] 2029] 2030

2031| 2032

1 Member (1 year initial term)

2 Members (2 year initial term)

1 Member (3 Year initial term)

1 Member (4 year initial term)

2 Members (5 year initial term)

1 Member (6 year initial term)

1 Student Member (1 year term)

Term Year in Initial Staggered Term

Term Year in 1st Regular Term

Term Year in 1st and Final Regular Term
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