EXHIBIT C

STATE AND NATIONAL CONTEXT ON HIGHER
EDUCATION GOVERNANCE:

PRESENTATION TO LEGISLATIVE TASK FORCE TO
STUDY THE REALIGNMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Arkansas Department of
Higher Education



TASK FORCE PURPOSE
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{d) The purpose of the task force is to:

{l) Study the advantapes and disadvantages of realigning state-

supported institutions of higher educationj;

{2) Identify current redundancies that exist with the current

structure of higher education in Arkansas;

(3) Determine what mechanisms are currently available or could

be available to provide cost savings to state-supported institutions of

higher education and to students;

{(4) Improve accountability to and communications with the

General Assembly; and

{5) Review the structure of higher education systems in other

states, identifying those states with efficient and successful systems.




PRESENTATION OUTLINE

Expense Data: Arkansas and US

Revenue and Affordability: Arkansas and US
Governance Structures Across States

Activity in Other States

Consortia and Governance



EXPENSE DATA: ARKANSAS AND US




Instruction Expenses as a Percentage of Modified Total Expenses
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Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, Fiscal Year 2013-14 Dataset



Student Services as a Percentage of Modified Total Expenses
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Academic Support Expenses as a Percentage of Modified Total Expenses
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Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, Fiscal Year 2013-14 Dataset



Institutional Support Expenses as a Percentage of Modified Total Expenses
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Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, Fiscal Year 2013-14 Dataset
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Avg. FTE Enrollment
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EXPENSE COMPARISON: ARKANSAS AND NATIONAL AVERAGE

AR % of National Expenses @
Expense Category Expenses FY14  Total Average Natl Avg Difference
Instruction 942,974,665 34.1% 37.0% 1,023,337,040 80,362,375
Research 296,723,940 10.7% 12.1% 335,547,633 38,823,693
Public Service 206,641,033 7.5% 5.0% 137,760,689 (68,880,344)
Academic Support 212,135,117 7.7% 9.7% 268,280,251 56,145,134
Student Services 157,499,157 5.7% 6.8% 187,893,731 30,394,574
Institutional Support 370,940,524 13.4% 10.5% 290,406,457 (80,534,067)
Auxiliary 317,430,743 11.5% 10.9% 300,869,139 (16,561,604)

Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, Fiscal Year 2013-14 Dataset



REVENUE AND AFFORDABILITY:

ARKANSAS AND US




Tuition Revenue per FTE Student
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State Appropriations per FTE Student
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Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, Fiscal Year 2013-14 Dataset
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Figure 7: Operating
Budgets vs. Inflation
FY2011-12 to
FY2014-15 actual,
and FY2015-16
predicted

3 Years (20]

2 Years [15)

Source: AFTER THE GREAT RECESSION: HIGHER EDUCATION’S NEW NORMAL



http://uaedpolicy.ua.edu/uploads/2/1/3/2/21326282/2016_1-14_2015_access_and_finance_report.pdf

State Appropriation to Tuition Ratio
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Change in Ratio of State Share to Student Share
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Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, Fiscal Year 2013-14 Dataset



Comparison of Tuition Affordability 2007 and 2014
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Change in Affordability 2007 - 2014

10.0% 5.2%

0.0% I I [+ 11
-10.0% ||||||‘
-20.0%
-30.0%
-29.6%
34.7%

-40.0%
-50.0%
-60.0%
-70.0%

-68.5%

-80.0%
<L
o

SC
SD
NM
ID
OH
NC
NJ
RI
OR
DE
cT
IA
Wi
KS
IN
uT
ME
PA
NY
TX
VT
MN
MT
MD
ND
MO

— = o = = = = = > -
ddgggzz‘*i TES=Z&s$8%

Natl Avg
NH
WY
NE
MA

Arkansas

Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, Fiscal Year 2013-14 Dataset



GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES ACROSS

STATES




::, EDUCATION COMMISSION SO—State_
OF THE STATES Comparlson

Your education policy team.

State-Level Coordinating and/or Governing Agency

State-Level Coordinating and/or Governing Agency

The Alabama Commission on Higher Education, the statutory coordinating agency for public postsecondary education, was
established in 196%. The Commission is composed of 12 members, 10 appointed by the governor and 1 each by the lieutenant
governor and speaker of the house. All are subject to confirmation by the Senate. Mo more than 2 members can be from any one
congressional district and each is charged with representing the state as a whole. Commissioners serve 9-year terms. The statutory
authority of the Commission includes planning, coordination, budget review for individual institutions, recommendations of a
consolidated budeget and program review for the state’s public senior and junior institutions. Program review involves new program
approval authority for all public postsecondary institutions. The Commission has advisory authority relative to the review of
existing programs. The commission also has approval authority for off-campus instruction and programs offered in the state by

out-of-state institutions.

The State Board of Education is a constitutional entity with responsibility not only for K-12 but also for governing 1 upper-division
college, 3 junior colleges, 18 community colleges and 7 technical colleges.

rev. 10/2007

http: / /www.ecs.org /postsecondary-governance-structures/



SELECTED STATES GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE

Alabama — Coordinating agency; responsibilities equivalent to
ADHE; multiple university governing boards; Community College

System Board of Trustees created in 2015 moved governance from
the Board of Education (K-12)

Georgia — Board of Regents; single governance authority for all
colleges and universities

Kentucky — Coordinating agency; authority to set institutional
mission and plans, establish accountability, set admission standards,
set tuition rates; multiple universities, one community and technical
system



SELECTED STATES GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE

Louvisiana — Board of Regents; planning and coordination
authority; 3 university systems, one community and technical college
system

Mississippi — Board of Trustees is governing body of public
universities; State Board for Community and Junior Colleges is a
coordinating agency for the 15 community colleges

Missouri — Coordinating Board for Higher Education;
responsibilities equivalent to ADHE; multiple institutions with
separate governing boards



ACTIVITY IN OTHER STATES




GEORGIA

GSU and Georgia Perimeter
College to merge

( 12:00 a.m. Saturday, Jan. 17, 2015 | Filed in: Education

Georgia State University and Georgia Perimeter College will consolidate to form a

new institution to be named Georgia State University.

On January 6, the Board of Regents approved a proposal from Chancellor Hank
Huckaby recommending the consolidation of these two institutions to improve

student success.

“Georgia State is a recognized national leader in improving student retention and

graduation rates and will be able to apply its best practices,” said Chancellor Hank
Huckaby. “Combining these attributes with Georgia Perimeter College's leadership
in providing access to students across the metro area presents a major opportunity

to improve student success.”

Merger Creates Higher Education Success Story
July 20, 2015 | -

K share REER] K k= EN a1 | G+ 8 5T

by Jamal Eric Watson

Merging two universities into one is hardly an easy feat.

But administrators at Kennesaw State University (KSU) have successfully
done just that, creating a national blueprint that will likely be replicated
as more colleges and universities look to consolidation as an answer to
help cut costs and streamline academic programs.

Earlier this year, the Board of Regents of the University System of
Georgia approved the consolidation plans between KSU and Southern
Polytechnic State University, transforming this new institution of higher
education into one of the largest universities in the nation.

Consolidating these two relatively young institutions located within 10
miles of each other made sense to Dr. Daniel 5. Papp, who has been
president of KSU since 2006.



ALABAMA

Alabama board votes to
consolidate seven colleges

."Ma'ke Cason/mcason@al.com)

PrintEmail

%;B}r Mike Cason | mcasoni@al.com
Email the author | Follow on Twitter

on December 10, 2015 at 10:31 AM, updated December 10, 2015 at 1:25 PM

The Alabama Community College System Board of Trustees voted today to
begin the process of merging a total of seven colleges, four in south
Alabama and three in the east-central part of the state.

Four will be consolidated under Faulkner State Community College, based
in Bay Minette. The other three are Jefferson Davis Community College in
Brewton, Alabama Southern Community College in Monroeville and Reid
State Technical College in Evergreen.

Three will be consolidated under Central Alabama Community College,
based in Alexander City. The other two are Southern Union State
Community College in Wadley and Chattahoochee Valley Community
College in Phenix City.
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Major overhaul planned for Tennessee colleges

TENNESSEE

?_1 Adam Tamburin, atamburin@tennessean.com

Gov. Bill Haslam on Tuesday announced plans to
overhaul the state's public higher education system
by creating independent governing boards for the
six universities currently managed by

the Tennessee Board of Regents.

Buy Photo ‘1:!
That would mean local boards at state universities

(Photo: Samuel M. Simpkins / The - =
o e such as Middle Tennessee State University,
Tennessean) J
Tennessee State University and Austin Peay State
University would be able to set tuition
rates, approve budgets and set
The Tennessee Board of priorities independently. The Board of Regents
Regents currently oversees

community colleges and 27 technical colleges.

In addition, the board _ o _ N
oversees 13 community and Haslam said splitting state universities off would

27 technical colleges. allow the Board of Regents to put "concentrated
focus" on the challenges at community and

Gov. Bill Haslam ﬂ””'?""”':ecl technical colleges while allowing the six universities

a plan Tuesday to split off

the six L|nil‘rersitiesl which T.D FESIC]DI"II:I |n|j|'l.l'-||jua”.!." tD "UT‘IIII]UE HEEDS Elr"llj

include MTSU. regional economies.”




FLAGSHIPS

They feel caught in regional orientations and structures
while trying to compete in national and global venues.

Are Systems Bad for Flagships?

State systems have served higher education well over time,
but in today's environment they may be inimical to the
health of Flagship universities and the regions they serve,
write Robert Berdahl, Steven Sample and Raquel M. Rall.

March 7, 2014
ey Robert Berdahl, Steven Sample and Raquel M. Rall

For much of the past century, public higher education in the
United States has been governed by various forms of state
university control. These "systems” and their governing
boards define and harmonize the educational interests and
needs of their respective states with campus strategic plans,
allocate state resources, oversee capital development, and try
to buffer institutions from excessive intrusion by politicians
and state agencies -- important roles all.

And, because state higher education systems often comprise
institutions located in all regions of the state, they are
believed to be able to generate more general legislative
support for higher education than might be possible for any
single institution.

Yet despite the prevalence and best intentions of systems, it's
not clear that good state systems any longer lead to good
university governance. Indeed, it may be that university
systems are inimical to the health of public flagship
universities and to the states and regions they serve. As
institutions have grown larger and more complex, it is more
difficult for a single system board to oversee and govern



GOVERNANCE AND CONSORTIA




FLORIDA

Regional Campuses

Why Regional Campuses « Admissions « Acaden

Why Regional Campuses

With 9 locations across Central
Florida, UCF provides you access
to flexible degree programs—
without the commute to the main
campus in Orlando.

Your local campus offers you the same services and
programs as the main campus, as well as smaller
class sizes, personalized advising and expert faculty.

Regional Campuses also has unigue programs,
including our Bachelor of Applied Science (B.AS.),
and Bachelor of Design in Architecture (B. Des.)
degree programs.

Design Your Education

At a regional campus, you can build a schedule that
fits your lifestyle. Meet with your local advisor to
design an educational plan that's right for you,
including the option to attend class in a classroom,
online or a mix of bath. And through Continuing
Education, you can get professional training in your
neighborhood—or work on a professional master's
degree through Corporate Education.

Save Your Money

Did you know UCF is ranked one of the best
educational values in the country? Mot only does UCF
offer you one of the lowest tuition rates in the nation,
but attending class in your community also saves you

Our Partners

UCF and your community/state college have a unique
partnership—that's how we make your transition to a
bachelor's degree program efficient and worry-free.
Through programs such as DirectConnect to UCF
and 2+2, we help you start preparing early for the
transition to UCF. Due to these partnerships,
students at College of Central Florida, Daytona State
College, Eastern Florida State College, Lake-Sumter
State College, Seminole State College, and Valencia
College have guaranteed access to UCF through
DirectConnect to UCF.



Community College

Naorth Arkansas ASU

Black River
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Coliege at Morrilon ASL Bosbe Community
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East Arkansas
Community College
Pulaski Technical
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— : Hat Spring 4
| loge of the Southeast
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\{ (service area in green)
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College at Calhoun Bradiey North AR Two-Year College Consortium
r [service area in blue)
e L?,Q Southwest AR Community College Consortium
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MNon-ACC Area (tan)



QUESTIONS?




