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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 21st 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 21st 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  

 Jeffry 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: 

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

North Dakota system; 

• 13 states have multiple higher education governance systems;  

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

• 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 challenges?”   

 

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 21st 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 board 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 
Board 

Members 
(non-student) 

Number of 
Students 

Existing NDUS 7 45882 

Proposed Community/Regional Board 10 18239 

Proposed North Dakota State University Board 8 13796 

Proposed University of North Dakota Board 8 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 66th 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 21st 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 1916; 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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August 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 21st century 

governance structure were identified:  

• Nimbleness 

• Innovative spirit 

• Enterprising cultures 

• Technologically advanced 

• Institutional autonomy 

• Partnership-oriented 

• 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 I. 

 

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 21st 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 board: 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 

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

members 

• Presidents 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 

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

members 

• President of NDSU would report to the Board.  
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UND Governing Board 

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

members 

• 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 

• Two members appointed to each board for 2 years, with the ability to hold two 

full terms again in lifetime 

• 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 

• One member appointed to each board for 4 years, with the ability to hold one 

full term again in lifetime 

• Two members appointed to each board for 5 years, with the ability to hold one 

full term again in lifetime  

• 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 

• Regularly 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 
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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 



 

18 | P a g e  
 

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 30th 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 30th 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 1st, 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 

30th 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 

full 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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• Maintain Core Technology Services (CTS)  

• 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:  

• Seek and advance efficiencies and shared service opportunities to all 

governing boards 

• Assist the Higher Education Administrator in coordination of collaboration 

between boards  

• Manage program petitions as defined below 

• 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:  

• 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 

• 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.  

• If a 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.  

• 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 

1. 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 

Governor by impeachment proceedings. 

 

2. 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 66th 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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