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UNM Gallup Local Advisory Board Meeting
Room GH1216 --- 705 Gurley Avenue
November 20, 2018 --- 1:00 PM
Gallup, NM 87301

Agenda
|  Call to Order, Confirmation of a Quorum, Adoption of the Agenda — Local Advisory Board Chair Ralph Richards

Il Vote to Approve of Minutes: October 16, 2018 Regular Meeting — Ralph Richards
a. Public Comment Related to Items on the Agenda (limit 3 min. per speaker)
All speakers must sign in with the Recording Secretary
b. Comments from Local Advisory Board Members

Il Board Education — Enroliment Management: Prospects to Applicants — Director of Student Affairs Jayme
McMahon

IV Vote to Approve Operating Agreement between the Board of Regents of the University of New Mexico and The
Local Board of the Gallup Campus of the University of New Mexico for July 1, 2018 thru June 30, 2022.

V  Vote to Acknowledge November 2, 2018 State of New Mexico County of Santa Fe First Judicial District Court
Stipulated Order for 2019 In the Matter Of: Regular Elections for Branch Community Colleges

VI CEO Report — James Malm
a. New Mexico Legislative Finance Committee - Report on Higher Education Governance, Barbara Damron,
Secretary, Higher Education Department
b. New Mexico Association of Community Colleges Board Meeting Report — FY20 IG Funding Formula &
New Mexico Higher Education Department Recommendations
c. 2019 New Mexico Legislative Session January 15 — March 16
i. Gallup Executive Directors Association (GEDA) request for a list of names for consideration for
nomination to a few but not all key NM Boards & Commissions who will be sensitive to needs of
Gallup-McKinley County Residents
i. UNM Day at the Legislature — Monday, January 28, Capitol Rotunda, Santa Fe
iii. Gallup-McKinley County Day — Thursday, February 21, La Fonda Hotel, Santa Fe

VIl Dean of Instruction Report — Dan Primozic
a. New Mexico Higher Education Department Research and Public Service Project (RPSP) 2018 SB 1
$200,000 Work Force Development — Process Technology

VIII Director Business Operations Report — Robert Griego

UNM Gallup Annual Clery Report 2018

McKinley County Industrial Revenue Bond Issuance Notice

UNM Gallup Campus Summary of Current and Plant Funds Report: 2019 Period 4
Gallup Campus PPD Facilities Management Building — Procurement Update
Double-Faced Internally llluminated Pole Sign w/ EMC — Construction Update

o0 T

IX New Business
X Old Business

Xl Public Comments Not Related to Items on the Agenda (limit 3 min. per speaker)
All speakers must sign in with the Recording Secretary

XII' Vote to Adjourn
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Dates to Remember
November 22-23
December 6
December 15
December 21-January 1
January 8

January 20

January 28

February 21

March 11-15

March 19

April 16

May 10

May 21

May 27

June 18
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Thanksgiving Break - UNMG Closed

Holiday in New Mexico - Gurley Hall Commons from 5:00 to 8:00 PM
Fall Commencement - Miyamura High School at 10:00 AM
Winter Break - UNMG Closed

UNMG Local Board Meeting in GH1216 at 1pm
Martin Luther King Day - UNMG Closed
UNM Day at the Legislature — Capitol Rotunda, Santa Fe

Gallup McKinley Day at the Legislature - La Fonda On the Plaza,
100 E. San Francisco St., Santa Fe

UNM & UNMG Spring Break for Faculty and Students
UNMG Local Board Meeting in GH1216 at 1pm

UNMG Local Board Meeting in GH1216 at 1pm

Spring Commencement - Angelo Di Paulo Public School Stadium at 6:00 PM

UNMG Local Board Meeting in GH1216 at 1pm
Memorial Day - UNMG Closed

UNMG Local Board Meeting in GH1216 at 1pm

If you are an individual with a disability who is in need of a reader, amplifier, qualified language interpreter, or any other form of auxiliary aid or service to
attend or participate in the meeting, please contact the Chief Executive Office (505-863-7501) as soon as possible. Public documents, including the
agenda and minutes, can be provided in various accessible formats. Please contact the Chief Executive Office if a summary or other type of accessible
format is needed.
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Tuesday, October 16, 2018 1:00 PM
Executive Conference Room 1216 Gallup, NM 87301
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UNM-GALLUP STAFF AND GUESTS:
James Malm, CEO Cecilia Stafford, Faculty Assembly President
Marilee Petranovich, Sr. Public Relations Leland Benn, Student Senate President
Specialist Christy Butler, Executive Assistant

Brittany Babycos, Sr. Institutional Researcher
Sabrina Ezzell, Director Nursing

AGENDA ITEM | - Call to Order, Confirmation of Quorum, Adoption of Agenda
Chair, Ralph Richards called the October 16, 2018 regular meeting of the UNM-Gallup Local Advisory Board
to order at 1:04 PM with roll call. A qguorum was present.

Motion was made by Teri Garcia to approve the UNM Gallup Local Advisory Board Agenda with the following
changes: deletion of Item Il and addition under New Business UNMG Cleary Act Report. Motion was
seconded by Priscilla Smith and approved by unanimous roll call vote at 1:09 PM.

AGENDA ITEM 1l — Approval of Minutes
Teri Garcia made motion to approve the August 28, 2018, Board Regular meeting minutes as presented.
Gerald O’Hara seconded. Minutes were approved by unanimous roll call vote at 1:09 PM.

a. Public Comment Related to Items on the Agenda (limit 3 min)

e None
b. Comment from Local Board Members
e None

AGENDA ITEM lll — Vote to Sign Operating Agreement between the Board of Regents of the University of
New Mexico and The Local Board of the Gallup Campus of the University of New Mexico for July 1, 2018
thru June 30, 2022—Agenda item was deleted due to clerical errors in the agreement. The corrected
Operation Agreement will be presented at the next meeting.

AGENDA ITEM 1V - Chief Executive Officer's Report — James Malm
a. New Mexico Department of Higher Education 2018 Summer Hearing — Five Year Capital Project
Funding Plan and 2016 Center for Career Technologies Education Programing Document Update—
The plan is what we take to Santa Fe for capital Projects. GO Bond are even number years,
Severance Tax Bond are odd years. 2019 $200,000 severance to demolish Lions Hall. $8M to
construct the CCTEI building are what we are presenting to HED. The CEO would like to invite
GMCS to participate in the programing of the building.

i. Lions Hall 1968 Deed and 2017 Renovation Denial—James Malm and Marilee Petranovich
attended the Lions Club Board meeting to present the demolition of Lions Hall and offer to
refund their contribution for the renovation of Lions Hall, which will not be happening.

ii. Center for Career and Technology Innovation Programing Document Update—James Malm
presented the documentation.

1:40 pm Olin Kieyoomia arrived.

b. New Mexico Higher Education Department Research and Public Service Project (RPSP) 2018 SB 1
$200,000 Work Force Development — Process Technology—UNMG will be working with the
workforce being brought into the area to train for jobs.

c. UNM Gallup Campus Summary of Current and Plant Funds Report: 2019 Period 3—James Malm
gave the Period 3 budget report.

d. Unopposed Petition to Conduct the [ 2019 February ] Local Option Branch Community College 2019
Elections with the 2019 [ November ] Regular Local Election — Filed by Senator Ivey-Soto in early
October 2018 in consultation with the New Mexico Association of Community Colleges.—General
Election Act was passed by the electorate to combine elections to get more voters out to vote. A
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petition has been presented to the court to re-establish Local option branch community college 2019
elections with the 2019 regular local election. When approved by the court, we will not have our
board elections in February. The elections will be held with the general election in November 2019.

AGENDA ITEM X —New Business
Discussion on UNMG Cleary Act Report. The Board requested that the UNMG Police present information,
at the next Board meeting, on the Cleary Act.

AGENDA ITEM Xl —Old Business
None

AGENDA ITEM Xl — Public Comments Not Related to Items on the Agenda (limit 3 min. per speaker
e None

AGENDA ITEM XIll — Adjourn
Olin Kieyoomia made motion to adjourn, seconded by Priscilla Smith and passed by unanimous roll call vote
at 3:08 PM.

Ralph Richards, Chair Priscilla Smith, Secretary

Christy Butler, Executive Assistant
Board Recording Secretary
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OPERATING AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
AND
THE LOCAL BOARD OF THE GALLUP CAMPUS OF THE UNIVERSITY
OF NEW MEXICO

This agreement between the Board of Regents and the Gallup Advisory Board is founded on the
recognition of the need and opportunity for the parties to partner together to provide quality
educational services through a cooperative, coordinated effort.

The specific duties and responsibilities of the Advisory Board in relation to the operation of the
Gallup Campus include the following:

1. Actas an advisory board to the Board of Regents or their designee in all matters pertaining
to the conduct of the Gallup Campus.

2. Approve an annual budget for the Gallup Campus for recommendation to the Board of
Regents for final approval.

3. Provide approval and certification for the tax levy, as required by state law, to the Gallup
County Commission.

4. Call election for tax Levies for the Gallup Campus, after Approval of the Board of Regents.

5. Call Elections for the Advisory Board positions pursuant to the Branch Community
College Act, Section 21-14-2.1, NMSA 1978.

The Board of Regents, or their designee, shall have full authority and responsibility in relation to
all matters of the Gallup Campus, although the Advisory Board shall be consulted and will serve
in an advisory capacity in such matters. The UNM Main Albuquerque campus (hereinafter
referred to as “Albuquerque Campus”) shall provide administrative support to the Gallup Campus
in exchange for an administrative services fee, as set forth below in this Agreement.

The Advisory Board and the UNM Board of Regents, or their designee, shall jointly conduct a
search for qualified candidates for Chief Executive Officer (CEO). The Board of Regents, or their
designee, after consultation with the board, shall then select the CEO for the Branch community
college.

Pursuant to the provisions above:
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1. The Board of Regents through their designee shall have full authority and responsibility in
relation to all matters of the Branch, although the Advisory Board shall be consulted and
will serve in an advisory capacity in such matters.

2. The Branch will propose the curricula to be offered, subject to the approval of the UNM
Office of the Provost. Course offerings shall be drawn from UNM lower division courses
and technical courses to meet local needs.

UNM shall honor credits earned by students at the branch, in accordance with the following
regulations:

a. Credits earned in lower division courses that have been approved by the UNM Faculty
Senate and Office of the Provost shall carry residence credit and be applicable to all
UNM baccalaureate programs.

b. Credits earned in lower division technical courses offered by the Branch that have been
approved by the Office of the Provost, may count towards degree programs specific to
the branch and may transfer to UNM baccalaureate programs without explicit
articulation agreements or exceptions defined in the UNM Faculty Handbook policy
F80.

3. Degree and certificate programs at a branch shall be available to other branches subject to
any accreditation requirements.

4. Financial oversight of the Branch shall be the responsibility of the Board of Regents in
accordance with its established requirements and procedures.

Funds for the support of the Branch will come principally from the following sources:

a. State funds appropriated as provided by law;

b. Local tax supports as provided by law;

c. Student tuition as recommended by the Advisory Board and set by the Board of
Regents;

d. Fees as recommended by the Advisory Board and set by the Board of Regents;

e. Grants, gifts, and other funds that may be available.

No funds of the Albuquerque Campus or any other UNM branch shall be allocated for the support
of the Gallup Campus, although indirect administrative costs may be borne by UNM. No funds
of the Gallup Campus may be reallocated to the Albuquerque Campus or to any other UNM
branch, except for the payment of the administrative services fee, defined below.

The branch will remit annually to UNM a fee for the use of all management systems of records as
of July 1%, 2018, including those employed for financial services, enrollment services, advisement
services, legal services, library services, enterprise systems, data services, research services,
learning management systems, grants and contracts, planning and campus development, faculty
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contracts and human resources to the extent that no direct transfer of funds is required.
Administrative service fees may not be changed for the duration of the agreement, however, new
services that may cost more to UNM during the term of this agreement the Branch will be assessed
their portion of the cost if they choose to be included in the new services.

The Branch may, at its discretion, contract with UNM administrative divisions for other services.
Service Level Agreements are to be negotiated between the relevant administrative division(s) and
the Branch. It is understood that the Branch may, at its discretion, contract with non-UNM vendors
for any services other than those required for the management systems of record. Should
negotiations reach an impasse, the matter will be negotiated by the Branch Advisory Board Chair
or his/her designee and the Board of Regents President and his/her designee.

POLICIES:

1.

The Board of Regents or their designee will meet with Branch Advisory Boards or their
designee at least once a year or more often as needed to foster and sustain communication
between the Branch and UNM Albuguerque.

All employees of the Branch campus are employees of the University of New Mexico and
subject to the policies and procedures thereof, including annual performance reviews. The
CEO of the Branch reports to the UNM Provost, who will conduct his or her annual
performance review. Input on the CEO’s performance will be sought, and the outcomes of
the review shared, with the Advisory Board. Authority for contract decisions to remove or
retain the CEO rest with the UNM Provost, after consultation with the President and the
Advisory Board. Authority for all other contract decisions, including salary, performance
improvement plans, or interim appointments in the event of a vacancy in the office of the
CEOQ, rest with the UNM Provost.

As part of UNM, the Branch shall have available to it liability insurance under the public
liability fund administered by the New Mexico Risk Management Division. The New
Mexico Tort Claims Act, Section 41-4-1 et seq., NMSA 1978, will govern any liability of
the Branch.

The Branch may use facilities other than public school facilities, subject to the approval of
the Provost.

All rights and responsibilities of the Board of Regents in this Agreement not specifically
delegated herein and not requiring Board of Regents approval by statute, regulation, or
University policy, are hereby delegated to the Provost of the University, who may re-
delegate them as appropriate.

This proposed agreement expresses UNM main campus’ commitment to better fostering
full 4-year and (2 plus 2) degree programs tailored to the specific needs and priorities of
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each UNM branch and their communities. At the same time, it strives to protect UNM’s
interest at the branches and main campus and in keeping a coherent academic mission with
healthy enrollments.

Right of First Refusal: In the event a Branch Campus identifies the need for upper division
or graduate course(s) or program(s) to meet a 2 plus 2 model or a community need, the
request will be made to the Office of the Provost in writing. The Provost or her/his designee
will review the request and respond within 30 days of receiving the request. The Provost
office will work with the appropriate main campus academic unit and the branch to confirm
need and viability of the request. If approval and delivery of the course(s)/programs(s) by
main campus is not granted, the Branch has the option to enter into an agreement for a
cohort model with another provider under conditions stipulated by Academic Affairs (as
the unit holding oversight of the entire University’s academic mission). Such stipulations
will include the option for UNM main campus to review programs being delivered at any
time after two years in the event main campus elects to provide the program.

In order to successfully implement this arrangement and foster thriving 4-year degree and
2 plus 2 offerings at the branches, each branch agrees to collaborate with the Office of the
Provost in identifying high-priority degree programs and assessing their enrollment
viability.

ADDITIONAL STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

1. All property acquired for the Branch shall be held in the name of the Board of Regents. In
the event the agreement is terminated and a different public college entity evolves from the
Branch, all property shall be transferred by the Board of Regents and conveyed to the
governing board of the new public college entity.

2. This agreement shall be binding upon both the Board of Regents and the Branch Advisory
Board; however, it may be terminated by mutual consent or it may be terminated by either
board upon six months’ notice. If the branch community college has outstanding general
obligation or revenue bonds, neither the Board nor the Board of Regents may terminate the
Agreement until the outstanding bonds are retired, except as provided by Section 21-13-
24.1 NMSA 1978.

The UNM Board of Regents or their designee and the Branch Advisory Board shall review this
Agreement as they deem necessary, but at least biennially per statutory requirement. Any changes
must be in writing and have signature approval of both UNM Board of Regents and the Branch
Advisory Board. The amount of administrative services fee paid by the Branch to the Board of
Regents is set at 3.6% based on actual expenditures from the previous year and will be in force
from July 1, 2018 thru June 30, 2020. Subsequent rate amounts will be negotiated with proper
advanced notice by the Board of Regents or their designee and the Branch Advisory Board or their
designee. Should the two parties to this agreements (BOR and Elected Advisory Boards) come to
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an impasse on matters including but not limited to the amount of the administrative fee paid by the
Branches to the Albuquerque Campus, the matter will go to a mutually agreed arbitrator who will
render a decision binding to both parties. The Branches and the Albuquerque Campus will share
arbitrations costs.

This Agreement has been reviewed, accepted, and approved as follows:

For the Board of Regents of For the Advisory Board of
The University of New Mexico The Branch Campus
UNM President Branch Chairperson
Date Signed Date Signed
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FILED
1st JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
Santa Fe County

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 11/2/2018 10:49 AM
COUNTY OF SANTA FE STEPHEN T. PACHECO
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT CLERK OF THE COURT

Jorge Montes
Case Number: D-101-CV-2018-02951
Assigned Judge: David K. Thomson

In The Matter Of:

REGULAR ELECTIONS FOR
BRANCH COMMUNITY COLLEGES.

STIPULATED ORDER FOR 2019

THIS MATTER, having come before the Court upon the stipulation of the Parties, the
Court having considered the circumstances, invoking its authority as a court of equity, and being

fully informed in the premises, NOW THEREFORE:

THE COURT FINDS:

A. The Court has jurisdiction over the Parties and the Subject Matter herein. Venue is
proper before this Court and has been agreed to by the Parties.

B. Since their inception in 1957, Branch Community College elections has been aligned to
the elections in the School District or Districts which are coterminous with the borders of
each Branch Community College District.

C. When the Local Option was created in 1985, the plain language of NMSA 1978, Section
21-14-2.1 evinces a legislative intent that those Branch Community Colleges invoking

the Local Option should continue to align their elections with the School District or
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Districts which are coterminous with the borders of each Branch Community College
District.

. The alignment of elections for Branch Community Colleges and local School Districts is
made clearly evident by the lack of election procedures and the ceding in the Branch
Community College laws that their elections shall be “conducted and canvassed in the
same manner as municipal school district elections . . .” NMSA 1978, Section 21-14-
2(H)(2) (2005).

. The phrase “unless otherwise provided in the branch community college laws” is a
reference to the College District Tax Act, NMSA 1978, Sections 21-2A-1 to 21-2A-10
(1995, as amended through 2013), and is not intended to be a restriction upon board
member elections.

. In 2018 the Local Election Act was passed, which moved school district elections to the
new consolidated ballot in November of each odd-numbered year and also repealed the
former School Election Law in its entirety.

. There are no provisions remaining in statute for a candidate election to be held in
February of an odd-numbered year, including 2019.

. House Bill 98 in 2018 further mandates that all special elections shall be mail ballot
elections, while also limiting the special election to ballot questions.

Section 174 of the Local Election Act serves notice that references in law to the School
Election Law shall be deemed to be references to the Local Election Act.

Pursuant to Section 1-22-3(A) (2018) of the Local Election Act, board member elections

are to be held on the regular Local Election in November of each odd-numbered year.
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K. The parties appearing before this Court — including local and state election officials —
agree that for election administration purposes, the preferred solution is for all 2019
Branch Community College elections to be held pursuant to the Local Election Act.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED BY THIS COURT:

1. The 2019 Branch Community College elections for board members and ballot questions
shall be held pursuant to the provisions of the Local Election Act of the Election Code,
which includes elections for local school boards.

2. The Secretary of State shall include Branch Community Colleges in the Proclamation for
the 2019 Regular Local Election.

3. The Parties are directed to seek legislative amendments to the Branch Community
College laws to clarify board member and ballot question election procedures for Branch
Community Colleges in light of the 2018 amendments to state election laws.

4. This case shall remain open until further notice by the Parties.

IT IS SO ORDERED:

DAL

The Hon. David K. Thomson
District Court Judge

APPROVED:

New Mexico Association of Community Colleges obo the affected Branch Community Colleges:

/sl Anthony J. Trujilo- /s] Rikki~lee G. Chives
ANTHONY J. TRUJILLO RIKKI-LEE G. CHAVEZ
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New Mexico Counties Clerks Affiliate obo the impacted County Clerks:

/s/_Grace Philipy /sl Daniel A. Ivey-Soto

GRACE PHILIPS DANIEL A. IVEY-SOTO

The Honorable Maggie Toulouse Oliver, New Mexico Secretary of State:

/s/ DylamvK. Lange

DyLaN K. LANGE
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DR. BARBARA DAMRON
CABINET SECRETARY

SUSANA MARTINEZ
GOVERNOR

October 26, 2018

The Honorable Susana Martinez
Governor, State of New Mexico

Members of the New Mexico Legislature

Madame Governor and Legislators:

All 50 states in the United States are grappling with how the public higher education
institutions in their states should be funded and governed. These questions come at a
critical time when states have reduced higher education spending, postsecondary
credentials are necessary in the current economy, student debt is soaring, and technology
is transforming the higher education landscape. As the State Higher Education Executive
Officer (SHEEO) for the State of New Mexico, | personally and sincerely thank you for your
interest and commitment to postsecondary education in our state and the opportunity to
study higher education governance in New Mexico.

There is no question that New Mexico’s 31 public higher education institutions, the New
Mexico Higher Education Department (NMHED), and the legislative and executive branches
are dedicated to improving the outcomes of the higher education institutions in our state. A
question that frequently arises in association with this desire is, “How many higher
education institution governing boards do we need in New Mexico?”

New Mexico’s higher education system was developed over many years, beginning when
New Mexico was the “New Mexico Territory,” long before statehood. Since New Mexico
became a state in 1912, constitutional amendments have created 10 higher education
institutions with independent governing boards of regents, appointed by the Governor. In
contrast, other states, such as Idaho, Nevada, and North Dakota state in their constitutions
that there be one governing board to oversee its higher education institutions. Subsequently
New Mexico developed technical vocational institutes, independent community colleges,
and branch campuses. Today New Mexico’s higher education landscape includes
constitutionally-created institutions each with their own board of regents, seven independent
colleges with independent governing boards elected by the community, and 10 branch
community colleges with individual advisory boards. Additionally, the US Congress has
established four independent tribal colleges in our state, each with its own governing board.



The proliferation of 31 higher education institutions, with 21 independent governing boards
and 10 advisory boards, occurred when New Mexico had fewer than 1 million people spread
across its 121,697 square miles. The challenges for citizens in rural communities to gain
access to higher education and the ability of a rural community to participate in decision
making at the state level are vastly different today; thanks to advancement in technology,
our communities are more connected than ever.

The NMHED has steadfastly studied the governing structures of all 50 states. We looked at
the governing models of higher education institutions across the country as well as all
higher education state agencies. We researched the student outcomes under varying
governance structures in other states, and we interviewed and learned from prestigious
higher education leaders, including those who had undergone radical change in their state.

We learned that there is no simple answer or even a single answer. In fact, our country is
host to 50 experiments in higher education governance, as well as higher education
funding. All 50 states struggle to find the best model for their individual higher education
contexts and the best structure for the entity responsible for setting statewide policy goals
and carrying out oversight functions.

The timing for New Mexico to scrutinize its own higher education governance structure is
critical. New Mexico is at a crossroads: we can choose the status quo or we can choose to
create a governance structure that has opportunity to increase efficiencies and operates by
making decisions that serve the state as a whole; ultimately creating a more prepared
workforce, better economy, and success for New Mexicans.

It falls upon the SHEEO and NMHED to look at what is best for the state, and most
importantly, for the students. It is in this context that | present to the New Mexico legislative
and executive branches the New Mexico Higher Education Governance Report. Our report
focuses on two possible paths forward to reorganize the governing boards for New Mexico
higher education institutions and two possibilities to restructure the entity responsible for
setting statewide policy goals and carrying out oversight functions. All possibilities
presented have been shaped by our study of higher education governance in all 50 states.

NMHED appreciates the opportunity to study in depth the governance of public higher
education institutions, and higher education state agencies, across the country. May we all
continue to work together to focus on what is best for our students, our economic future,
and the overall health of our state.

Sincerely,

CBadaon <t Apmrm.

Barbara Damron, PhD, RN, FAAN
Cabinet Secretary



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2016, Governor Susana Martinez announced a statewide postsecondary attainment
goal, “Route to 66,” which targeted having 66 percent of working-age New Mexicans
with a degree or post-high school credential by 2030 through enactment of

on December 5, 2016. Additionally, the New Mexico Legislature
directed the New Mexico Higher Education Department “to study the costs and benefits
of different higher education governance systems” in January of 2017 pursuant to
Senate Joint Memorial 8.

With one of the country’s most decentralized higher education governance structures
and a need for improved student outcomes, there are two recurring questions among
both champions and critics of higher education in the state:

1. Can New Mexico’s current governance structure drive the changes necessary
to improve student outcomes?

2. Does the current governance structure ensure the state’s significant
investment in higher education is used to support those changes?

In response, NMHED—in conjunction with the Governor and Legislature—convened
key higher education stakeholders and conducted extensive research on higher
education governance models. The goal was to examine possibilities for redesigning
New Mexico higher education governance to propel the state towards improved student
outcomes, efficient use of resources, institutional success, and ultimately a more robust
economy. To achieve the state’s ambitious postsecondary attainment goal—and the
associated economic, civic, and cultural benefits—New Mexico can no longer afford to
maintain the status quo in higher education.

The following models—two of which are focused on higher education institutional
reorganization and two of which are focused on state agency changes—are presented
for consideration. They are based on examples from states that are leading the nation in
student outcomes, enhanced productivity, and the ability to leverage policy for action.
While the following reorganization scenarios are presented separately for clarity, higher
education institutional governance reorganization and state entity governance
reorganization are not mutually exclusive; reorganization of institutional governance
may or may not be coupled with state agency governance reorganization.

HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONAL (HEl) GOVERNANCE REORGANIZATION
There are two higher education institutional governance reorganization (“HEI
governance”) scenarios to consider: Scenario A and Scenario B. These scenarios focus
only on reorganization of the HEI governance structure.

Scenario A. Three Boards Based on Institutional Type
Scenario A would create three governing boards based on institutional type:
1. Board of Regents that would govern the three research universities;
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Board of Regents that would govern the four comprehensive institutions;
Board of Trustees that would govern all of the community colleges—both
independent and current branch community colleges. In addition, each
community college would maintain a local advisory board.

wn

Scenario B. Four Boards, Three Systems
Scenario B would create four governing boards that would govern three systems
and one independent university:

1. Board of Regents that would govern the University of New Mexico (UNM)
system, which would include UNM, the four UNM branch community
colleges, New Mexico Highlands University (NMHU) and Northern New
Mexico College (NNMC);

2. Board of Regents that would govern the New Mexico State University
(NMSU) system, which would include NMSU, the four NMSU branch
community colleges, Eastern New Mexico University (ENMU), the two
ENMU branch community colleges, and Western New Mexico University
(WNMU);

3. Board of Regents that would govern the independent community colleges;
and

4. Board of Regents that would govern New Mexico Tech, maintaining its
independence.

STATE AGENCY GOVERNANCE REORGANIZATION

There are two state agency governance reorganization scenarios to consider: Scenario
C and Scenario D. These scenarios focus only on the state entity responsible for setting
statewide policy goals and carrying out oversight functions.

Scenario C. Adapted Oregon Model with Executive Agency

In Scenario C, NMHED would remain a cabinet agency and retain its current
authority. The state higher education executive officer (SHEEO) would continue
to be appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate. The primary
change in Scenario C would be that the Board would receive the higher
education appropriation approved by the legislature and allocate the amounts to
the higher education institutions based on an established funding formula. This
change to the funding model would create a mechanism for the agency to
incentivize the achievement of statewide goals.

Scenario D. Adapted Oregon Model with Coordinating Board

Scenario D would establish a coordinating board for higher education. The
members of the coordinating board would be appointed by the Governor and the
Legislature. The coordinating board would hire the SHEEO and assume the
authority and powers of the current NMHED, but be given some additional
authority. As with Scenario C, the Board would receive the higher education
appropriation approved by the legislature and allocate the amounts to the higher
education institutions based on an established funding formula. The Board would
be responsible for setting goals, strategic plans, funding incentives, financial aid,
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statewide policy initiatives, legislative initiatives, and accountability measures.
The HEIs would be responsible for developing initiatives and making day-to-day
decisions necessary to achieve the goals set by the coordinating board.
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THE CURRENT STATE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN NEW MEXICO

According to the most recently available data, only 16 percent of degree-seeking
students at New Mexico’s public colleges and universities graduate within four years.'
At two-year institutions, only 9 percent earn an associate’s degree or certificate within
two years.? These data mask variation between the institutions and do not include part-
time and transfer students. While recent institutional data show that on-time graduation
rates are increasing (detailed in Appendix C), the state still has much work to do. While
improving graduation rates will contribute to achieving a statewide 66 percent
attainment rate, other student outcomes, including completion rates, transfer rates, and
workforce preparation, must also improve.

While the two- and four-year graduation rates are discouraging, they are not due to a
lack of commitment

or investment in Figure 1. Percent of Tax Revenues Allocated to Higher Education by State, FY 2015
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The picture of higher education in New Mexico has also become more competitive; at
least 10,000 New Mexico postsecondary students each year attend higher education
institutions in other states through distance education and approximately 70 private
schools operate within New Mexico’s borders.>
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Public Higher Education Institutions in
New Mexico

Three research institutions

e  New Mexico Institute of Mining and
Technology

. New Mexico State University

. University of New Mexico

Four comprehensive universities
. Eastern New Mexico University
New Mexico Highlands University

L]
. Northern New Mexico College
. Western New Mexico University

Ten branch community colleges

Eastern New Mexico University — Roswell
Eastern New Mexico University — Ruidoso
New Mexico State University — Alamogordo
New Mexico State University — Carlsbad
New Mexico State University — Dona Ana
New Mexico State University — Grants
University of New Mexico — Gallup
University of New Mexico — Los Alamos
University of New Mexico — Taos

University of New Mexico - Valencia

Seven independent community colleges
Central New Mexico Community College
Clovis Community College
Luna Community College

L]
L]
L]
. Mesalands Community College
e  New Mexico Junior College

. San Juan College

L]

Santa Fe Community College

Four Tribal Colleges

. Diné College

. Institute of American Indian Arts

e  Navajo Technical University

. Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute

Three special institutions
. New Mexico Military Institute

e  New Mexico School for the Blind and Visually

Impaired
. New Mexico School for the Deaf

HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONAL
GOVERNANCE

One factor that many higher education leaders in
the state believe contributes to the uneven
dynamic between state spending on higher
education and weak student outcomes is that
New Mexico’s higher education landscape is
extremely decentralized: 31 higher education
institutions—Iled by 21 governing and 10 advisory
boards—and a state Higher Education
Department (NMHED) housed in the executive
branch as a cabinet agency. The 31 institutions
include 24 public institutions, four tribal colleges,
three special institutions.

The 24 public institutions include three research
institutions, four comprehensive universities, 10
branch community colleges, and seven
independent community colleges. In addition,
there are several satellite locations, offering
courses or degree programs, across the state,
which means there are approximately 77
physical points of access to public higher
education in New Mexico.®

The New Mexico Constitution establishes 10
institutions including the research institutions, the
comprehensive institutions, and the special
schools. Two of the three special schools do not
issue postsecondary credentials, and one, the
New Mexico Military Institute operates as both a
two-year postsecondary institution and a
secondary institution. Each of the 10
constitutionally created institutions has a board
of regents and variation exists in the composition
of each of the 10 boards. The regents board for
each special school includes five qualified
electors, appointed by the Governor with consent
of the Senate. The regents board for each
comprehensive university, New Mexico State
University, and New Mexico Tech include four
qualified electors and one student, appointed by

the Governor with consent of the Senate. The regent board of the University of New
Mexico includes six qualified electors and one student, appointed by the Governor with

consent of the Senate.
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Further complicating the governance within the public institutions is the variance in two-
year institutions. The 10 branch community colleges are governed primarily by the
board of regents at the parent four-year institution, but each has a local advisory board
that has some decision-making authority. To further confound matters, the advisory
boards of the branch community colleges do not each function in a consistent way, as
the law allows for variation in their organizational structure. The challenge with this
structure is that the branch campuses and the four-year institutions to which they are
connected have different missions, which can create competing priorities for their
boards.

The seven independent community colleges are governed by elected boards. Some
communities face challenges filling board seats. While there is variability in institutional
size amongst these community colleges, there is limited diversity in program offerings
and occasional conflict related to the service areas.

The tribal institutions are self-governing and autonomous. Although the tribal
institutions do have connection with NMHED through the capital outlay process,
participating in statewide initiatives is largely voluntary.

NEW MEXICO HIGHER EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

In 2005, NMHED was established as a cabinet agency

in the executive branch as “a single, unified

department to administer laws and exercise functions _
formerly administered and exercised by the ,
commission on higher education.”” The Cabinet CAN NEW MEXICO’S
Secretary of Higher Education is appointed by the CURRENT HIGHER
Governor and confirmed by the Senate. The Cabinet EDUCATION
Secretary is the administrative head of the department GOVERNANCE
and serves as the State Higher Education Executive STRUCTURE DRIVE THE
Officer (SHEEO)? and is responsible to the Governor CHANGES NECESSARY TO

for operating the department and administering and IMPROVE STUDENT

enforcing the laws with which the secretary or the OUTCOME’S AND ENSURE
department is charged. THE STATE’S SIGNIFICANT

INVESTMENT IN HIGHER
EDUCATION IS USED TO
SUPPORT THOSE
CHANGES?

The department includes nine divisions: administrative
services division, planning and research, financial aid,
public information and communications, adult basic
education, information technology, private and
proprietary schools, public schools liaison, and American Indian post-secondary
education.®

As outlined in New Mexico Statutes NMHED duties include, but are not limited to:
e Be concerned with the problems of finance of those educational institutions
designated in Article 12, Section 11 of the constitution of New Mexico and other
public post-secondary educational institutions in the state. (21-1-26 NMSA 1978);
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Provide review and consultation for all new state-funded baccalaureate,
associate, graduate, and professional degrees (21-1-26 NMSA 1978);

Be concerned with adequate financing of institutions and with the equitable
distribution of funds (21-1-26 NMSA 1978);

Receive, adjust and approve the budgets submitted by institutions prior to the
submission of these budgets to the Department of Finance and Administration
(21-1-26 NMSA 1978);

Analyze the financial impact of new degree programs as part of the department's
review of the institution's operating budget (21-1-26 NMSA 1978);

Develop and maintain programs for the orientation and in-service education of
members of the boards of regents governing bodies of other public
postsecondary institutions (21-1-26 NMSA 1978);

Administer funds furnished under acts of congress for post-secondary
educational institutions (21-1-26 NMSA 1978);

Provide oversight of all private post-secondary educational institutions operating
within the state and provide registration to all regionally accredited private
institutions and licensure to all nonregionally accredited private institutions (21-
23-5 NMAC 1978);

Provide prior approval for proposed purchase or construction or remodeling (21-
1-21 NMSA 1978);

Provide review and make recommendation to the legislature for any new public
institutions or campuses (21-1-26.9 NMSA 1978);

Plan and budget for the statewide adult basic education program and establish a
protocol to provide equitable access to funding to adult basic education agencies
(21-1-26.11 NMSA 1978);

Develop, with the governing bodies of the institutions, a five-year plan for funding
the infrastructure renovation and expansion projects designated by the
department as the highest priority of significant needs and determine projects to
be funded (21-1-26.12 NMSA 1978);

Develop and publish a statement of statewide educational needs and guidelines
to assist the institutions in the development or modification of institutional
strategic plans, in consultation with the public institutions (21-1-26.12 NMSA
1978);

Conduct studies of statewide educational needs and make recommendations to
the governor, the legislature and the institutions (21-1-26.12 NMSA 1978);
Conduct special verifications of the institutions to include enroliments, fund
balances, compliance with legislation, comparison of expenditures to budgets
and other areas (21-1-26.3 NMSA 1978)

Carry out a continuing program of statewide planning for post-secondary
education (21-2-5 NMSA 1978);

Conduct assessment of present and projected needs for the various types of
postsecondary education in all parts of the state (21-2-5 NMSA 1978);

Conduct analysis of the effectiveness and productivity of postsecondary
educational programs and an identification of marginal programs and of
unnecessary or excessive duplication of programs (21-2-5 NMSA 1978);
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Identify present and projected needs for postsecondary education on a statewide
basis by identifying necessary expansion, elimination, or establishment of new
programs or institutions (21-2-5 NMSA 1978);

Develop strategies for infusing occupational education and career education into
the educational system at all levels on an equal basis with traditional academic
education (21-2-5 NMSA 1978);

Develop provisions for the operation of postsecondary education and for the
effective utilization of federal, state and local funding available for such education
(21-2-5 NMSA 1978);

Make specific recommendations the governing boards as to the steps necessary
to adjust the operations of the particular institution or program to best serve a
coordinated statewide system of postsecondary education to meet statewide
needs (21-2-5 NMSA 1978);

Make recommendations to the executive and to the legislature for determining
appropriations from the state general fund to implement the planned system of
postsecondary education pertaining (21-2-5 NMSA 1978);

Present to the legislature a comprehensive funding request and a legislative
priorities list for all of higher education, contemplating the needs of all public
post-secondary educational institutions and programs (9-25-9 NMSA 1978);
Develop a funding formula that will provide funding for each institution of higher
education to accomplish its mission as determined by a statewide plan. (21-2-
5.1 NMSA 1978);

Establish a program for receipt of distance education by students in the state;
and of distance education to students in other states (21-23B-3 NMSA 1978);
Enter into agreement for the western interstate commission for higher education
to administer and the state to participate in a state authorization reciprocity
agreement (21-23B-3 NMSA 1978);

Administer over 20 programs that finance higher education, including aid
programs, legislative lottery scholarship, loan for service and loan repayment
programs and the college savings program (21-21B-1 through 21-221-8 NMSA
1978);

Submit an annual report to the governor and the legislature (21-2-7 NMSA 1978);
Make and adopt procedural rules necessary to carry out duties of the department
(9-25-8 NMSA 1978).

It is clear that the legislature intends for NMHED to have oversight authority, develop
statewide higher education goals related to programs, infrastructure and financing, and
to incentivize institutions to achieve those statewide goals. But without mechanisms to
incentivize institutions to achieve statewide goals or to discourage institutions from
implementing initiatives that are not consistent with statewide goals, the only way
NMHED can drive change is through persuasion, consensus building, or the pursuit of
statutory mandates.
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CHALLENGES WITH THE CURRENT STRUCTURE

With one of the country’s most decentralized higher education institutional governance
structures and a need for improved student outcomes, there are two recurring questions
among both champions and critics of higher education in the state:

1. Can New Mexico’s current governance structure drive the changes necessary to
improve student outcomes?

2. Can the current structure ensure the state’s significant investment in higher
education is used to support those changes?

This section explores these questions in detail, identifying areas where the current
governance structure falls short in meeting state needs.

Can New Mexico’s current governance structure drive the changes necessary to
improve student outcomes?

The shortfalls of the current governance structure’s capacity to drive change are
exemplified by New Mexico’s experience with transfer and articulation reforms, which
research shows are critical to improving student outcomes.'® The will of the legislature
for institutions to adopt a statewide system for transfer and articulation of courses
between institutions was enacted into law in 1995; yet for nearly 20 years the state
could not accomplish the goal.

It was not until NMHED had leadership with the ability to develop consensus that this
project was completed within three years’ time. Through remarkable collaboration led by
NMHED, the first-ever state-wide common course numbering system was established,
the higher education general education curriculum was reformed, and state-wide meta-
majors were created — the department’s “trifecta of articulation reforms.” These types of
successes are critical for the state to continue to improve student outcomes and reach
the statewide postsecondary attainment goal laid out in Route to 66 (Appendix D
provides a data snapshot of selected key metrics related to the demographics,

attainment, and completion).

Yet to accomplish each of the trifecta reforms, NMHED has had to work exceptionally
hard with limited authority to develop consensus among the state’s 24 public higher
education institutions, four tribal higher education institutions, and one special school.
As an example, the early childhood education transfer module that allows students to
start at a 2-year college and seamlessly transfer to a 4-year institution has only
persisted because a determined group of faculty from across the state came to
agreement on courses, and there is no policy mechanism for NMHED to promote similar
successes.

Though statute holds institutions accountable for not accepting transfer credits, it does
not give NMHED the authority to hold institutions accountable if they choose not to
participate in a particular aspect of the trifecta. This has required NMHED to allow some
institutions to opt out of specific courses and means that if any one of the participants
opt out of all common courses, the initiative is in jeopardy. Were one of the largest and
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most influential institutions in the state to opt out, statewide common course numbering
would cease to function for New Mexico’s students. Even with the force of law, there is
no mechanism for accountability in implementation. Moreover, incentivizing institutions
to accomplish statewide goals through constant statutory change is unrealistic and
positions the state to rarely move the needle toward positive change.

While the success of the trifecta might initially appear to be an argument in support of
the functionality of the current governance structure, in the end it highlights the lack of
policy tools available to the state agency to incentivize change and the precarious
nature of key reforms enacted by the legislature in a decentralized environment.

Another challenge with the current structure that the transfer and articulation reform
saga brings to light is the importance of staffing. The current decentralized higher
education governance structure heavily depends on strong leadership and stable,
talented staff at NMHED to achieve positive outcomes, yet it promotes turnover at all
levels of the agency. For example, with the cabinet status of the agency, when the
administration changes, often so does the composition of the leadership. That impacts
the agency’s institutional knowledge, expertise, and continuity of service to the state.
Furthermore, to effectively perform its mandated functions, it is essential that NMHED
recruit and retain a full complement of highly-qualified personnel. The complexity and
breadth of NMHED’s work demands that the department have both an adequate
number of staff members as well as the ability to attract those with deep subject matter
expertise and high-level professional skillsets. For this reason, some state agencies—
such as those in Colorado, Nevada, and Utah—are not subject to their state’s general
personnel laws, for example, in Nevada the state agency operates under its own
policies and procedures while in Utah the state system operates under the policies of
the University of Utah.

In addition, under the current governance model, meaningful statewide change is
contingent on the willingness of institutions to put the good of the state above
institutional objectives. Because each institutional board has a duty to make sound
decisions for its own institution, it is only when statewide goals appear to directly benefit
institutions that these boards will implement them. In exercising their duty to their
institutions, boards must shy away from making decisions with a perceived negative
impact on their institutions, even at the expense of positive statewide change. To
achieve the attainment goal set by the state, institutions must be incentivized to work
together to recruit students, create cross-institutional pathways, build centers of
excellence, and maximize resources.

Can the current governance structure ensure the state’s significant investment in
higher education is used to support those changes?

According to the Legislative Finance Committee’s 2017 “Program Evaluation: Higher
Education Cost Drivers and Cost Savings” report, the state provides the largest share of
revenue to fund NMHED and the 24 postsecondary institutions; about sixty-two percent
of unrestricted funds came from state appropriations in FY 2016."" Despite this
significant state financial investment, there is a lack of a cohesive, independent voice
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that advocates on behalf of the state, and ultimately, the students of New Mexico.

Under the current model of legislative appropriations to individual institutions, the state’s
public higher education institutions are incentivized to advocate for their own interests,
without regard to the most efficient allocation of funds statewide. Each institution has a
variety of competing priorities—driven by diverse stakeholders, including students, local
communities, employees, alumni, donors, trustees and regents, and others—and they
have varying missions.

More recently, NMHED has advocated for the state in these conversations, representing
the interests of the state as a whole. Because NMHED lacks a financial mechanism to
hold institutions accountable, persuasion is the only mechanism available to NMHED to
make statewide progress—in critical areas, such as educational attainment or economic
and workforce development—yet without a financial mechanism to hold the institutions
accountable to the statewide goal. This is illustrative of the sum of the parts not equaling
the whole; in other words, the competing priorities of the institutions do not together
comprise a state agenda.

While the state’s performance-based funding formula was designed to incentivize
statewide goals, its implementation has only partially addressed this issue. This is due
to the yearly competitive lobbying across the 3 higher education sectors (research
universities, comprehensive universities, and community colleges) to the legislators,
with only the NMHED speaking to what is best for the state as a whole. Additionally, the
overall amount of funding distributed through the formula is not significant enough to
counteract the competing agendas of the 3 sectors. The formula underwent a number of
changes during the early years of implementation because of the competing agendas.
In the past 4 years, with great effort we have kept the formula metrics stable and
consistent which has indeed incentivized behavioral change by institutions as evidenced
by the increase in awards.

The current structure has also created challenges around determining whether
programs are sufficient to meet local demand or whether they are duplicative and
competing with one another for the same students. NMHED is developing an inventory
to assess the offerings to identify gaps and opportunities for streamlining, but without a
centralized system for this process, it is inefficient, time-consuming, and there is no
mechanism for enforcement. Though a decentralized system allows for focus on local
needs and responsiveness (e.g., institutional flexibility, responsiveness to local
workforce needs), it sacrifices the ability of the state to coordinate offerings and
efficiently allocate educational resources to meet local needs.

Another concern regarding the stewardship of the state’s investment in higher education
under the current model is NMHED’s limited ability to promote operational efficiencies
across the state’s institutions. As highlighted in the Legislative Finance Committee’s
2017 “Program Evaluation: Higher Education Cost Drivers and Cost Savings” report,
there are many areas in which New Mexico’s institutions could pursue greater
operational efficiencies and yet the department lacks mechanisms to promote these
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changes and institutions have limited incentives to pursue them.'? There have been
positive efforts in this direction—such as many of the independent community colleges
exploring a joint investment in a student information system and Northern New Mexico
College and New Mexico Highlands University collaborating on shared course
offerings—yet many more efficiencies of this nature could be achieved and brought to
scale if the department was in a position to incentivize such efforts.

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

NMHED has worked hard to make progress toward Route to 66 despite the barriers that
a weak, highly-decentralized system creates. New Mexico can and should do better.
Therefore, NMHED—in conjunction with the Governor and Legislature (through
passage of SUM 8)—convened key higher education stakeholders and conducted
extensive research on higher education governance models. The goal was to explore
options for redesigning New Mexico higher education institutional governance in a
manner that would propel the state towards improved student outcomes, efficient use of
resources, institutional success, and ultimately a more robust economy (see Appendix A
for additional background information). While the conversation began with a focus on
higher education institutional governance reorganization, the convened stakeholders
continued to shift the focus to state agency governance reorganization. Therefore, the
scope of the study was expanded by NMHED to include state agency governance
reorganization and a discussion of state agency governance reorganization is included
in this report.

The goals of a restructured state higher education governance system are three-fold:
1. To make progress toward reaching the goal set forth in Route to 66 by improving
student outcomes.
2. To leverage the state’s financial investment in higher education to meet
education needs, workforce demands, and economic development goals.
3. To establish a cohesive, unified voice for the state interest.

A more streamlined higher education governance structure, either through restructuring
the institutions and/or the state agency, would provide a more efficient system for the
good of students and the state. This would allow for improved student outcomes, better
use of the state’s financial investment in higher education, and the establishment of a
more cohesive, unified voice for the good of the state.
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THE VISION: THE FUTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN NEW MEXICO

In 2016, Governor Susana Martinez announced a statewide postsecondary attainment
goal, “Route to 66,” which targeted having 66 percent of working-age New Mexicans
with a degree or post-high school credential by 2030 through enactment of

on December 5, 2016. To achieve the state’s ambitious goal—and the
associated economic, civic, and cultural benefits—New Mexico can no longer afford to
maintain the status quo in higher education. Over the last three years, the
postsecondary attainment rate (the state’s percentage of working-age adults holding at
least an associate’s degree or high-quality certificate) has increased by only one
percentage point (from 43.6 percent to 44.6 percent).'® This slow
increase in attainment is troubling because 63 percent of jobs in New ﬁmi 70
Mexico will require postsecondary education of some kind by 2020."4
To make meaningful progress toward the Route to 66 goal, the state
must improve completion rates—particularly for historically
underserved students—at New Mexico’s public colleges and
universities. In other words, New Mexico can no longer afford to
maintain the status quo in higher education.

With one of the country’s most decentralized higher education governance structures
and a need for improved student outcomes, there are two recurring questions among
both champions and critics of higher education in the state:

1. Can New Mexico’s current governance structure drive the changes necessary
to improve student outcomes?

2. Does the current governance structure ensure the state’s significant
investment in higher education is used to support those changes?

In response, NMHED—in conjunction with the Governor and Legislature (through
passage of SUM 8) — convened key higher education stakeholders and conducted
extensive research on higher education institutional and state agency governance
models. The goal was to develop options for redesigning New Mexico higher education
governance in a manner that would propel the state towards improved student
outcomes, efficient use of resources, institutional success, and ultimately a more robust
economy.

Examination of statewide governance structures across the country revealed some
important lessons. First, it is important to understand that no two state’s higher
education institutional governance structures are identical.

The state higher education entities in the United States are generally organized into four
different categories: governing board, coordinating board, executive agency, and
institutional systems (see Appendix B for a summary of higher education governance
structures in the West). Often, states have a combination of these approaches within
their borders, but overall, 10 states have system-level governing boards for all public
postsecondary institutions, 21 states have state-level coordinating boards or agencies,

New Mexico Higher Education Governance Report | p. 13



and governors in nine states have a direct role in the appointment of the executive
officer (similar to New Mexico)."®

Overall, our research shows that a state entity with the authority to incentivize
collaboration is critical to aligning institutions around improving student outcomes and
promoting statewide goals, leveraging state investment, and establishing a cohesive,
unified voice for the state interest.

RESTRUCTURING NEW MEXICO’S HIGHER EDUCATION
GOVERNANCE

Two options to restructure New Mexico’s higher education governance for its 24 public
higher education institutions are presented below for consideration. They are based on
examples from states that are leading the nation in various performance measures
including student outcomes, enhanced productivity, and the ability to leverage policy for
action (see Appendix G for a summary of

research and case studies on higher education FLSRRERERRLe] BN (ol (o SUInI= |\

governance). The options focus on two THE OPTIONS PRESENTED IN
possible types of changes: institutional THIS REPORT
governance change, shifting into a more Diné College

“system” based approach, and state agency Navajo Technical University
governance change, a new model for New Southwestern Indian Polytechnic
Mexico’s state higher education executive Institute

office. Both options are crafted with the goal of  |hstitute of American Indian Arts
improving student outcomes, increasing
statewide coordination and operating
efficiencies across New Mexico’s higher
education system, and establishing a cohesive,
unified voice for the state interest.

New Mexico Military Institute
New Mexico School for the Deaf

New Mexico School for the Blind
and Visually Impaired

While the following reorganization scenarios are presented separately for clarity, higher
education institutional governance reorganization and state entity governance
reorganization are not mutually exclusive. The scenarios can be considered either
independently or jointly—for example an institutional governance structure of three
system boards paired with a state coordinating board.

HEI GOVERNANCE REORGANIZATION

There are two higher education institutional (HEI) governance reorganization scenarios
to consider—Scenario A and Scenario B—which explore how institutions could be
grouped together under three or four governing boards.

Scenario A. Three Boards Based on Institutional Type
Figure 2 illustrates Scenario A, which would create three governing boards based on
institutional type:

1. Board of Regents that would govern the three research universities.

2. Board of Regents that would govern the four comprehensive institutions.
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3.

Board of Trustees that would govern all of the community colleges—both
independent and current branch community colleges. In addition, each
community college would maintain a local advisory board.

Figure 2. Scenario A. Three Boards Based on Institutional Type

| Higher Education Department |

Research Comprehensive Community
Institutions Institutions Colleges
Board of Regents Board of Regents Board of Trustees

| | |
T Y

The advantages and disadvantages to HEI Governance Reorganization Scenario A are
outlined below:

Advantages:

Group institutions together by mission, which would allow for greater focus on the
mission, while creating the potential for increased specialization by a single
institution.

Specialization of institutions within a sector would reduce duplication of programs
and competition for faculty; create opportunities to collaborate for external
funding and focus student recruitment efforts.

Support mission differentiation, allowing each institution within a sector to focus
on fulfilling their specific charge in service of the state.

Support improved student outcomes by allowing sectors to focus more attention
on the development and enhancement of program offerings that align with their
mission, supporting the workforce needs of the state.

Begin to alleviate some of the challenges associated with having two different
types of two-year institutions—branch campuses and independent community
colleges—within the state and possibly create a pathway for a long-term solution.
Support more streamlined collaboration and innovation within and across the
three sectors by fostering partnerships between one to three entities, versus
requiring the development of partnerships and cooperation across all 21
governing and 10 advisory boards or some subset thereof.
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e A system of three boards, instead of 31, would provide the foundation for more
efficient and effective operations in areas, such as group purchasing and shared
backend services (as an example, see the University of Colorado’s system
efficiencies report).

e Statewide student success initiatives (such as NMHED’s Guided Pathways) that
are intended to boost postsecondary attainment and ultimately workforce
development could be implemented more quickly if dedicated task forces or
system staff promoted these efforts.

¢ Reduced institutional cost on state government affairs and a more unified higher
education voice to the state legislature.

e Due to an overall reduced number of board members, the state will have a larger
pool of potential board members with expertise to fill board positions.

Disadvantages:
e Governing boards would be further removed from the institution and less
informed about the operations of each institution they govern.
¢ Institutions would have less autonomy; decisions would be made for the good of
the sector and resources would be allocated within the sector.
e Less local input; however, advisory boards could help bridge that gap.

Scenario B. Four Boards, Three Systems

Scenario B would create a University of New Mexico (UNM) system in the north, a New
Mexico State University (NMSU) system in the south, a unified community college
system, and maintain New Mexico Tech’s independence (see Figure 3):

1. Board of Regents that would govern the UNM system, which would include UNM,
the four UNM branch community colleges, New Mexico Highlands University
(NMHU) and Northern New Mexico College (NNMC).

2. Board of Regents that would govern the NMSU system, the NMSU branch
community colleges, Eastern New Mexico University (ENMU), the ENMU branch
community colleges, and Western New Mexico University (WNMU).

3. Board of Regents that would govern the independent community colleges.

4. Board of Regents that would govern New Mexico Tech, maintaining its
independence.

The advantages and disadvantages to Institutional Governance Reorganization

Scenario B are similar to those of Scenario A. A summary of advantages and
disadvantages of Scenario B are outlined below:
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Figure 3. Scenario B. Four Boards, Three Systems

Higher Education Department
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Advantages:

Leverage the existing relationships between main campuses and their branches,
as well as the relative geographic proximity of the colleges and universities
incorporated into each system.

Support collaborative initiatives within systems and support more collaboration
within geographical regions.

Support the development and enhancement of program offerings that align with
the workforce needs within the geographic region of the institutions within the
system.

Streamline transfer between institutions within one system.

Support more streamlined collaboration across the three sectors by fostering
partnerships between one to three entities, versus requiring the development of
partnerships and cooperation across all 21 governing and 10 advisory boards or
some subset thereof.

A system of four boards would provide the foundation for more efficient and
effective operations in areas, such as group purchasing and shared backend
services (as an example, see the University of Colorado’s system efficiencies
report).

Task forces or system staff could be dedicated to promote and implement
statewide student success initiatives (such as NMHED’s Guided Pathways) that
are intended to boost postsecondary attainment and ultimately workforce
development.

Reduced institutional cost on state government affairs and a more unified higher
education voice to the state legislature.

Due to an overall reduced number of board members, the state will have a larger
pool of potential board members with expertise to fill board positions.
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Disadvantages:

e Governing boards would be further removed from the institution and less
informed about the operations of each institution they govern.

e Institutions would have less autonomy; decisions will be made for the good of the
system and resources will be allocated within the system based on those
decisions.

e Less local input; however, advisory boards would help bridge that gap.

e While this more unified governance structure could support more streamlined
collaboration across the three sectors, it is not likely that it would foster the same
level of collaboration within the sectors or an environment in which institutions
would come together to compete for external funding.

e There would be fewer boards to coordinate, but by grouping institutions with
clearly different missions, there would still be competing priorities and agendas
within each of the sectors.

e This structure does not address the challenges around the two different types of
two-year institutions—branch campuses and independent community colleges.

e Potential for inequity between institutions with different missions within one
system.

STATE AGENCY GOVERNANCE REORGANIZATION

There are two state agency governance reorganization scenarios to consider —
Scenario C and Scenario D. Both draw upon an “Oregon” model wherein the state
higher education agency receives and distributes a lump sum appropriation from the
legislature to the state’s public higher education institutions. Additional information on
Oregon’s postsecondary governance structure is available in Appendix B.

Scenario C. Adapted Oregon Model with Executive Agency

In Scenario C, NMHED would remain a cabinet agency with the state higher education
executive officer appointed by the Governor, as is currently the case (see Figure 4). The
primary change in this scenario would be to shift the responsibility regarding the
legislative appropriation from individual institutions to the NMHED for distribution.
Incorporating a higher education funding model in which the higher education
department receives a lump sum appropriation from the Legislature and distributes it
among institutions would create a critical mechanism for the agency to promote the
achievement of statewide goals. The legislative appropriation to NMHED can be either a
percentage of or the entire higher education appropriation.

Summary of Agency Authority:

Develop state goals for the state postsecondary education system.

Adopt a strategic plan for achieving state postsecondary education goals.
Recommend to the Governor a consolidated higher education budget request.
Establish and execute the distribution formula for higher education funding.
Coordinate the postsecondary elements of data collection and structure in order
to construct a state longitudinal data system.
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Approve institutional capital construction requests; recommend capital
construction priorities to the Legislature.

Review and approve degree programs.

Administer statewide student financial assistance programs through policy
development, program evaluation, and allocation of funds.

Better delineate institutional roles, missions, and specializations and better
establish areas of service within the state.

Conduct special studies.

Figure 4. Scenario C. Adapted Oregon Model with Executive Agency
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Advantages:

Shifting the distribution of the legislative higher education appropriation to the
coordinating board and state higher education executive officer would allow them
to promote the state’s strategic agenda for higher education, rather than forcing
legislators to consider the individual needs of each of the state’s institutions as
well as state goals.

Provide the state agency with additional leverage to incentivize initiatives (such
as NMHED’s Guided Pathways) that improve student outcomes and capability to
disincentivize institutional initiatives that do not align with the statewide goals,
through the legislative appropriation.

Ability to implement measures to achieve statewide goals in a more responsive
way over shorter periods of time.

Create a single voice to represent what is good for the state as a whole in higher
education to the state legislature.

Provide leverage through distribution of the legislative appropriation to incentivize
more efficient and effective operations in areas, such as group purchasing and
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shared backend services (as an example, see the University of Colorado’s
system efficiencies report).

e Fully implement measures that promote unified statewide goals over a quick
period of time, if the legislature appropriates the entire higher education
appropriation to NMHED for distribution to the HEIs. This would eliminate
lobbying the legislature for individual institutional agendas.

e Incrementally implement measures that promote unified statewide goals over a
longer period of time, if the legislative appropriation to NMHED for distribution to
the HElIs is less than the full higher education appropriation.

Disadvantages:

e Because the chief executive would remain a gubernatorial appointment and a
member of the Governor’s cabinet, challenges around leadership turnover would
remain.

e Progress at the state-level would hinge on the selection of a strong leader in the
Secretary position.

e |If the legislative appropriation to NMHED for distribution to the institutions is less
than the full higher education appropriation, the lobbying of the legislature for
competing agendas will still exist.

Scenario D. Adapted Oregon Model with Coordinating Board

Scenario D would establish a coordinating board for higher education (Figure 5). The
members of the coordinating board would be appointed by the Governor and the
Legislature (half from each branch of government). The coordinating board would hire
the SHEEO and assume the authority and powers of the current NMHED. As with
Scenario C, the Board would receive the higher education appropriation from the
legislature and allocate the amounts to the higher education institutions based on an
established funding formula. The Board would be responsible for setting goals, strategic
plans, funding incentives, financial aid, statewide policy initiatives, legislative initiatives,
and accountability measures. The HEls would be responsible for implementing
initiatives and day-to-day decisions to achieve the goals set by the coordinating board.

Summary of Board Authority:

e Select and appoint the state’s higher education executive officer to whom
responsibility for the administration of the agency is delegated; this includes
determining whether to retain or dismiss the executive.

Recommend statewide funding levels to the Legislature.

Establish and execute the distribution formula for higher education funding.

Regulate higher education in the state.

Develop statewide goals for the state postsecondary education system.

Adopt a strategic plan for achieving state postsecondary education goals.

Coordinate the postsecondary elements of data collection and construct a

statewide longitudinal data system.

e Approve institutional capital construction requests; recommend capital
construction priorities to the Legislature that align with statewide goals.
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e Review and approve degree programs.

e Review statewide programs through policy development, program evaluation,
and allocation of funds, to reduce unnecessary duplication and maximize
resources.

e Determine institutional roles and missions.

e Conduct special studies as appropriate or directed, regarding statewide
education policy, finance, student financial assistance or facilities.

e Perform other statutory responsibilities (e.g., those related to private schools,
adult education, financial aid, federally-funded programs).

Figure 5. Scenario D. Adapted Oregon Model with Coordinating Board
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Advantages:

Shifting the distribution of the legislative higher education appropriation to the
coordinating board and state higher education executive officer would allow them
to promote the state’s strategic agenda for higher education, rather than forcing
legislators to consider the individual needs of each of the state’s institutions as
well as state goals.

Via its role in creating and executing a statewide strategic plan for higher
education, a coordinating board could promote collaboration among institutions.

A more proactive and detailed approach to program review and approval, which
would ensure mission alignment of postsecondary programs across the state,
reduce unnecessary duplication, and maximize resources.

A key component of successfully executing this model would be shifting the
Board’s personnel structure to match that of other state coordinating boards,
increasing the department’s hiring flexibility and enhancing their ability to attract
and retain the top-level staff required to effectively staff the Coordinating Board in
meeting the state’s goals.

A unified voice for the state in the State Legislature would provide clearer goals
and expectations for the higher education system, allowing for the Legislature to
make more informed decisions about its investments.

Addresses concerns around continuity of leadership, as well as the uncertainly
around appointments to the state higher education executive officer position.
Support more streamlined collaboration by providing additional leverage and
incentive through the legislative appropriation.

Create a single voice to represent what is good for the state as a whole in higher
education to the state legislature.

Ability to incentivize initiatives (such as NMHED’s Guided Pathways) that
improve student outcomes and capability to disincentivize institutional initiatives
that do not align with the statewide goals, through the legislative appropriation.
Ability to implement measures to achieve statewide goals in a more responsive
way over shorter periods of time.

Disadvantages:

Institutions may perceive that they are losing access to the State Legislature and
their individual state legislators with the shift in legislative appropriation going
from a direct appropriation to institutions to a lump sum to the state agency.
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CONCLUSION

This report is a response to a groundswell of interest from across the state in exploring
new governance models for higher education. The Governor, the Legislature, and
stakeholders from higher education and beyond have expressed the opinion that New
Mexico can do better. The state’s current level of student outcomes is inadequate to
achieve its need of a qualified workforce with 66 percent of working-age adults holding a
postsecondary credential and to advance the scientific inquiry necessary for the
development of the jobs of the future. We do not have a silver bullet for governance
change, nor will governance change solve all of our problems. Reaching our attainment
goal will require hard work and sustained investment from all stakeholders.
Nonetheless, NMHED’s extensive research suggests that governance may be a critical
component in addressing some of our state’s most significant higher education
challenges.

Of course, every potential change comes with advantages and disadvantages — as was
clear from our study of the nation’s higher education governance models, there is no
perfect approach. What we must strive to identify is the model that makes the most
sense for New Mexico. Our hope is that this report can serve as a guide in this process,
outlining the potential benefits and drawbacks to the models our years of study have
identified as holding the most potential for our state.

While some have argued for a continuation of the status quo, this is only an acceptable
choice if you are comfortable with New Mexico’s current student outcomes and the
return on investment the state is receiving from its funding of higher education. We
cannot continue to operate in the same manner and expect different results. If New
Mexico wants better student outcomes, wiser use of state funds, and a unified voice that
advocates for the state we must all work together to make a change.
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APPENDIX A. BACKGROUND

In December of 2016, Governor Susana Martinez signed an executive order
establishing a postsecondary attainment goal for the state of New Mexico, “that 66% of
all New Mexicans between the ages of 25 and 64 have some postsecondary education
or training beyond high school by the year 2030” and directing the state’s higher
education department to create a strategic plan, or “Route to 66,” to meet this goal. The
Governor’s executive order further directed the NMHED to convene a Statewide Higher
Education Master-plan committee (NM SHEM) composed of key stakeholders and
leaders from higher education, public education, business, and the executive and
legislative branches of state government to develop a strategic plan for higher education
in New Mexico."®

NMSHEM

Governance structure proved to be a recurring theme in the state and under the
Governor’s directive was made the priority topic of study for NM SHEM. Subsequently,
Senate Joint Memorial 8 (SJM8)—issued in the 2017 legislative session—charged the
NMHED with relying on the strategic planning committee to identify “a higher education
governance system that will provide better education for students, foster satisfaction of
faculty and staff, lead to better graduation rates, cut administrative overhead and result
in more of the higher education funding going to support and educate students at the
undergraduate and graduate levels, rather than going to administration and overhead.”"”
The NMHED established three subcommittees of the NM SHEM to tackle the charge,
these focused on: Higher Education Governance, Reorganization Finance Impact, and
Legislative and Constitutional Impact (see Appendix H for additional information on NM
SHEM meetings).

Between June and November of 2017, the NM SHEM groups met on five occasions.
These five convenings explored higher education governance models in different states
and their potential for success in New Mexico’s unique context. Further, these meetings
offered the opportunity to the group’s stakeholders to examine potential impacts of
governance change across their varied sectors. The group’s work included an
evaluation of all 50 states’ governance models, and a deeper dive into models deemed
by Committee members to be particularly relevant to New Mexico, in particular: Arizona,
Colorado, Kentucky, Montana, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia.

Based on this research, the NM SHEM groups, together with NMHED staff, also
developed a variety of potential new higher education governance models for committee
members to consider. These models included: a strengthened NMHED with distinct
university and community college bureaus; a “sector” approach with separate boards for
universities, regional comprehensives, and community colleges; a “North and South”
approach dividing governance of all institutions among the University of New Mexico
board in the north and the New Mexico State University board in the south; a “size-
based” approach aligning institutions of similar size under unique boards; and a merger
approach, uniting institutions by type — research, regional, and community colleges
while eliminating and merging some institutions.
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The models were evaluated as to whether and to what extent they met the following
criteria:

Outcome Criteria Implementation Criteria

Authority and capacity to lead HEIs to Require constitutional or statutory
achieve state goals change?

Authority and capacity to drive Incur significant costs to implement
operational efficiency (monetary, time, staffing)?

Recognition of differences among HElIs

e . . Generate stakeholder pushback?
(mission, size, location, etc.)

Consistency of leadership

After evaluating each of the models against these criteria, the NM SHEM Committee
determined that the best approach for the state would be to maintain the existing
institutional governance structure of 21 individual boards. The one change they
proposed was related to state, not institutional, higher education governance - the
establishment of a New Mexico Higher Education Council. The Council would be
composed of representatives selected by: the Council of University Presidents, the New
Mexico Independent Community Colleges, the New Mexico Branch Community
Colleges, as well as a university Regent selected by the Governor, a Trustee of the New
Mexico Independent Community Colleges selected by the Governor, a member of any
advisory board of the New Mexico Branch Community Colleges selected by the
Governor, the Cabinet Secretary for Economic Development, the Cabinet Secretary for
Workforce Solutions, the Cabinet Secretary for the Finance and Administration, and two
members at large selected by the Governor.

The proposed Council would provide coordination, policy oversight, support, and certify
the standing of all higher education institutions within New Mexico and have an
Executive Director selected by the Council who would serve as the State of New Mexico
Higher Education Executive Officer (SHEEQO). The authority of the SHEEO would
include the current duties of the Secretary of Higher Education and could be expanded
to include oversight of those state higher education funds that are performance based
as well as given a certain amount of any new appropriations to distribute on a
competitive grant basis. The Council would be the final approval authority for higher
education issues in New Mexico.

NMSHEM Revisited

Yet further discussions with the Governor and stakeholders across New Mexico
revealed that there remained an appetite for more significant change to the state’s
higher education governance structure. Consequently, Secretary of Higher Education
Barbara Damron opted to continue the statewide conversation launched with the NM
SHEM. In April of 2018, she convened a statewide governance summit—the New
Mexico Higher Education Department Governance Summit: Learning from the Best—
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bringing together higher education executive officers from eight states as well as
leaders from four regional and national higher education organizations and the
president of the postsecondary-focused Lumina Foundation for a series of presentations
and panel discussions on the implications of governance change for New Mexico (see
Appendix | for detailed information). Key takeaways from these presentations and
discussions centered around the importance of a student-centered higher education
system, coordinated or governed by an entity with the authority to meaningfully
incentivize collaboration in the achievement of state goals.

These panels were followed the next day by facilitated group discussions of New
Mexico stakeholders, where groups based on their roles (for example, four-year
institution presidents, community college trustees, etc.) discussed the various
governance models shared and what elements might work for New Mexico. The
discussions generated by the governance summit resulted in a number of different and
interesting proposals for governance change to higher education, ranging from the idea
of forming a “research triangle” to a modified version of the statewide higher education
council proposed by the NM SHEM. Based upon these conversations—and building
upon the months of research, stakeholder feedback, and governance model exploration
generated by the NM SHEM—the Secretary and NMHED staff crafted the set of multiple
recommendations outlined in this report.
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APPENDIX B. POSTSECONDARY GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES IN
THE WEST

A brief overview of postsecondary governance structures across the western United
States is presented below. A short spotlight on Oregon’s structure, which is referenced
in the report text, is included below the table.

State ‘ Governance Structure Number of
Institutions
Arizona
Four-year Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Regents 3 universities
o  Oversees all public universities'®
Two-year Locally governed — locally elected Boards of Governors 10 community
o All community college districts have a locally elected Board of Governors?® college districts
Alaska
Four-year Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Regents 3 universities
Two-year o Oversees University of Alaska (comprises all public higher education
institutions) 20
California
Four-year System Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Regents 10 campuses (9
o  Oversees the University of California (research) 2! offering
bachelor’s)
System Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Trustees 23 campuses
o Oversees the California State University (comprehensive & polytechnic
universities) 22
Two-year Dual Governance 114 community
System Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Governors colleges
o Oversees the community college system (72 community college districts)
Locally elected Boards of Trustees
e Each community college district also has a locally elected Board of Trustees to
oversee local operations, including hiring the district chancellor*
Colorado
Four-year State-level Coordinating Board 14 institutions (13
e Al public institutions in Colorado are coordinated by an appointed offering
Commission? bachelor’s)
System Governing Board — 1 elected Board of Regents
o University of Colorado System (4 campuses) %
System Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Governors
e  Colorado State University System (3 campuses)?
Local Governing Boards - Public colleges & universities (7)
o  Each four-year institution has an appointed Board of Trustees?
Two-year State-level Coordinating Board 15 community

e Al public institutions in Colorado are coordinated by an appointed Commission
System Governing Board — 1 appointed State Board for Community Colleges and
Occupational Education

e  Colorado Community College System (13 community colleges)?®
Locally Elected Board of Trustees — Local District Colleges

o  Local District Colleges (2 community colleges)®

colleges
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Hawaii

Four-year Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Regents 3 universities
Two-year o The University of Hawaii®’ 7 community
colleges
Idaho
Four-year Governing Board — 1 appointed State Board of Education 3 universities
e  Serves as Board of Regents of University of Idaho 1 college
Two-year e  Serves as Board of Trustees for all other public institutions32 4 community
o  Community colleges also have locally elected boards of trustees which hire colleges
presidents and oversee local operations33
Montana
Four-year Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Regents 2 universities
¢ Montana University System (2 universities, which oversee 4 regional
comprehensive institutions and 7 community and technical colleges).
Two-year Dual Governance — Independent Community Colleges 3 community
e Governance responsibilities are split between the Montana University System | colleges
appointed Board of Regents and locally elected Boards of Trustees for each
independent community college.
Governing Board - 1 appointed Board of Regents
e The 7 two-year institutions of the Montana University System (MUS) are
governed by the MUS Board of Regents.3
New Mexico
Four-year Locally governed 3 research
e  Each institution is independently governed by a gubernatorially appointed, universities
senate confirmed Board of Regents.% 4 comprehensive
institutions
Two-year Locally governed 7 independent
o The independent community colleges are each governed by a locally elected community
(from within the community college district) boards.% colleges
e Branch campuses are governed by their parent institution’s Board of Regents, | 10 branch
though each has a locally elected advisory board.3” community
colleges
Nevada
Four-year Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Regents 2 universities
e Oversees all public institutions (2 research institutions, 1 state college, 4 1 college
Two-year community colleges)38 4 community
o The Board of Regents has s standing committee for community colleges® colleges
North Dakota
Four-year Governing Board — 1 appointed Board of Regents 6 universities
o North Dakota University System (2 research universities, 4 regional
Two-year universities, five community colleges)*? 5 community
colleges
Oregon
Four-year Coordinating Commission — 1 Higher Education Coordinating Commission 7 universities

o  Coordinates all public universities and community colleges
Appointed Board of Trustees
e Each public university has an appointed board of trustees
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Two-year Coordinating Commission — 1 Higher Education Coordinating Commission 17 community
o  Coordinates all public universities and community colleges colleges
Locally Elected Board of Trustees
e  Each community college is governed by an elected board*!
South Dakota
Four-year Governing Board - 1 appointed Board of Regents 6 universities
e  Oversees all public, non-technical institutions*2
Two-year Dual Governance 4 technical
e 1 appointed Board of Technical Education oversees tuition setting, funding colleges
allocation, and program approval for all technical colleges.
o Locally elected school boards oversee their local technical colleges, including
presidential hiring.43
Utah
Four-year Governing Board - 1 appointed Board of Regents 2 research
e  Oversees all public institutions universities
4 regional
universities
Two-year 2 community
colleges
Washington
Four-year Coordinating Council - 1 appointed Student Achievement Council 2 research
e  Coordinates state-level strategic planning, oversight, and advocacy for higher | universities
education and administers state financial aid.45 4 comprehensive
Local Boards - Institutions are governed by appointed boards.46 institutions
Two-year Coordinating Board — 1 appointed State Board for Community and Technical Colleges 34 community
e Coordinates state budget request and allocates state funding for all community | and technical
and technical colleges.* colleges
Local Boards — 34 appointed local Boards of Trustees
e Each community and technical college has a local Board of Trustees
appointed by the Governor with authority to hire institutional leaders.48
Wyoming
Four-year Governing Board - 1 appointed Board of Trustees 1 university
o University of Wyoming*
Two-year Coordinating Commission — 1 appointed Community College Commission 7 community
o Coordinates all community colleges colleges

Locally Elected Boards
e Each community college is governed by a locally elected Board of Trustees®

Spotlight on Oregon

Because Oregon is used as a model for two of the state-level governance options
suggested in this report, some additional information on Oregon’s postsecondary
governance structure is provided below.

As described on the
, the HECC is:

[T]he single state entity responsible for ensuring pathways to higher educational
success for Oregonians statewide, and serves as a convener of the groups and
institutions working across the public and private higher education arena...
Oregon’s Higher Education Coordinating Commission was established in 2011,
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with an update to its authority in 2013. The Higher Education Coordinating
Commission is a 14-member volunteer commission appointed by the Oregon
Governor, with nine voting members confirmed by the State Senate. The
Commission develops and implements policies and programs to ensure that
Oregon’s network of colleges, universities, workforce development initiatives and
pre-college outreach programs are well coordinated to foster student success. It
also advises the Oregon Legislature, the Governor, and the Chief Education
Office on policy and funding to meet state postsecondary goals.

The HECC’s major responsibilities and the statutes which authorize them are described
below:

e Providing one strategic vision for Oregon higher education planning,
funding, and policy.
o Developing state goals for the postsecondary system, including
community colleges, public universities, and student access programs
(ORS 350.075)
o Adopting a strategic plan for achieving the state’s postsecondary goals
(ORS 350.075)
o Making budgetary recommendations for state institutions and programs:
= Developing a comprehensive higher education budget request
linked to the strategic plan (ORS 350.075)
= Recommending a consolidated higher education budget request to
the Governor and Chief Education Officer (ORS 350.075)
= Developing the biennial budget request for community colleges and
public universities, and allocating legislatively approved resources
(ORS 341.626, 350.075, 350.090, 350.095, 352.089)
= Approving resident tuition increases greater than 5% for public
universities (ORS 352.102)
e Authorizing postsecondary programs and degrees.
o Approving mission statements and significant changes in academic
programs at public universities (ORS 350.085, 352.089)
o Approving new certificate and degree programs at community colleges
(ORS 341.465, ORS 350.075)
o Authorizing degrees for some private and out-of-state schools, (ORS
348.594 to 348.615)
o Managing licensure and teacher registration for private career schools
(ORS 345.010 to 345.450, 341.440, 342.197, 348.070, 687.011)
e Administering key Oregon financial aid, workforce, and other programs.
o In conjunction with the Oregon Workforce Investment Board and the
Oregon Employment Department, managing state implementation of the
federal Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA)
o Administering the Oregon Opportunity Grant and other student success
programs through the Office of Student Access and Completion (ORS
348)
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o Developing dual credit standards, transfer standards, and credit for prior
learning standards (ORS 340.310, 341.430, and 350.110)
e Evaluating and reporting success of higher education efforts.
o Conducting data collection, analysis, research, and reporting across all
sectors of higher education (ORS 350.075)
o Conducting annual institutional evaluations for public universities (ORS
352.061)°1
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APPENDIX C. NEW MEXICO INSTITUTIONAL DATA

Academic Year of Student Cohort
Enrollment

Universities AY2011-12 AY2012-13 AY2013-14
UNM 19.1% 21.4% 29.4%
NMSU 17.8% 18.7% 22.1%
NMT 20.4% 24.3% 28.5%
NNMC 3% 0% 3%
ENMU 16.6% 17.5% 22.1%
NMHU 7.7% 10.4% 10.90%
WNMU 10.6% 14.4% 16.0%

Grai:::m“ AY2014-15 AY2015-16 AY2016-17

Gathered from each Institution due to lag in IPEDS reporting

Full Time
Equivalents
(FTE)
Fall 2013 93,550
Fall 2014 89,908
Fall 2015 86,824
Fall 2016 84,968
Fall 2017 80,145

Data Source: End of Term Student File (Fall 2001- 2017 DEAR Data)

Data Notes: FTE is calculated by dividing the total number of SCH (i.e. 15 for UG and 12 for
GR). Any branch campus generating graduate non-degree SCH have been divided by 12 and
added to UG FTE.
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APPENDIX D. NEW MEXICO DATA SNAPSHOT

NEW MEXICO

Population Snapshot for 2015

1,399,100 Adults 25 and Over
34% have an Associote's degree or higher

1=

Associate's Degree or Higher Total Some  HES diploma Household Income
A Population m College  equiv, or less Median
or Hi:
Owersll . s 1,399,100 481,320 331,710 586,070 544 060 Overall
White [ | BT 638,770 304,550 160,750 173,130 554,400 - 21% White
Hisparic o Lating fof sy race] [ 21x N -13% 574540 121410 122280 330850 537250 | -17%  Hispanic
Black or African American [l 36% 1 == 27,000 10,240 8,620 8230 540,180 | -11%  Black
Asizn . s B o 24,310 13,240 4,120 6,950 555,310 - 23% Asizn
Amer. Ind_fAlaska Native [ 0% ; -14% 113,830 22,780 29,700 61,350 531,840 | -29%  Amer. Ind.
Native Hawsiian/Pac . [ 22 B o= 1,740 730 550 460 5§54 430 o NHOP
Two or more races . s B o 15,160 6,750 4,420 3,950 546,340 1 = Two or more
Male . i 681,500 223,860 156,900 300,740
Female I s 717,700 257,460 174,810 285,330
Adults 25 and Over & Degres holders 796,600 Less Than 25 Years Old
Fopuiations” Share af tha Total 20-24 o 15189 y.0. Hiyo. Llessthan 35y
White  Jadults 35 and guer | 26% 3% % 26% 107,790
Azzoc. degree or highe§3%
Hispanic or Latino of 41% 51% 55% S56% 208,520
any race] - 25%
Black or African || 2% 3% 3% % 11,430
American I 2%
; % e % % 6,650
Asxian
ES
Amer. Ind./Alasks 8% 1% 11% 0% 40,180
Mative I 5%
Mative Hawaiian/Pac.  0fE res s (V-9 470
Isl. | e
1% 2 % 3% 9,280
Twed or more races
| =
County Variation Bopulation Hdults 35 and Over
Total Pct of A De bieh,
AN Agas sor. Depree or Higher
Bernalilio County 700K EEUI | 3IT% Percent of adults 25 and over with Azsoc. Degres or Higher
Dofa Ana County 218K 1088 FE 3% in other courties ranges from 12% to 68%
Santa Fe County 151K 7% | 43%
Sandoval County 143K T% == I6% See also Lumina's Strorger Notion for metropolitan areas
San Juan County 130K 6% - 24% and each county
McKinley Courty 77 % [ | 16%

Miotas: WICHE caloulstions from LS. Census Suresy Amesicsn Cl:vnleﬂ"' Survey 3-year astimate dats for 2019 and 2006, svailsble from hch'irﬂﬂ'.mﬁuu.
Some pther mce category in the estimates is less than 0.3% of population and nok shown cue ko kow statistical relisbility. Racs/ethmicity for medizn incomes refiects primany acul householder.
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State Profile for
New Mexico

Maw Mexico

4o

KNOCKING

AT THE COLLEGE DOOR

orverall High School Graduate Trends

212K
2K
208
15K
122
12K
173K
17 & Public & Frivate s Futic
prapecions bagn SYR0E1-12
15%

iEF R R R R R R R R R

Public School Trends

4K Write
oK
1.0%
- 10.7K Hispanic
04K
0K
0K
[Tt 03K
L
206 Amer. Ind.fAlaska Hatve LmE
o = iy & w - = -+
§E§ § § 8 § 8 8 8§ 8§ & 3
projections in boid
Private School Trends
Prajections bold line Mew confirmed counts #
L ]
1438
1K 1,
i E B B E & 8 8 &8 8 & %

# 20 200 high school graduates, on averags,
projected per year between school years
2011-12 and 2031-32.

» The total number of graduates in New
Mexico is not projectad to increase after
2011-12, ending at 18,400 in 2031-32.

* New Mexico generates I-r,,--q'--h\]
| |
| /

about 2.5% of the West's
total, on average e V4
west
White Graduates

= White graduates will change from 20% to
23% of public school graduates, around 1,700
fewer in 2031-32 than 2012-13.

Mon-White Graduates

* New Maxioo high W 2023 Dlincrense by 2052
school graduates are a0%
maore diverse than the

wWest overall.

= Non-White graduates
in Mew Mexico will
decrease in number by
around 200 from
2012-13 to 2031-32,
and change from 71%
1o 77% of public hizh o
schiool graduates.

Begon |
Hatw

Mewly available data indicate strong, unexpected
private school student increases in many states
between 2010-11 and 2014-15 and a more
positive trend for private high school graduates
than previcusly predicted [see

Enocking wiche. edu/reports/privates).

Nerer: Shood Faar refer e the K- 17 calesdar rana ing fall 12 aring and muy inchude gradustes rom ane poinn inohae schaal pear, including The rmmee s er che year encl The Gransd Torsl & 1he mam of the Ronpublic Schoole
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e Pt e Srhky

[ —
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Teva o Wore Races ooudenm. Mrwa NPl lancer and Twa of Mors Racst coam s ding beved Laparmsly In thes pean thesy s regormed for infomaasdoanl purponss, bt are inciuced is the nos cmegarist in the

projeced yean. For mons deradisd iInfonmagon, wee the Technical Beear ot bripg heacking wiche. sduf
Scwrce: W L tar Highat Erawciing withe Cobage Docr: Projactions. = High School Sirachasies, HEE.
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Total New Mexico Public Postsecondary Enrollment by Age, Sector, and Attendance

4-YR Full-ime, 25%

Bl bistes reghesent the share of enrclissents of undespreiates nder the age of 25 and gray boxes represent the share of
undergraduates age 25 amd older. For both age groupings, the lighter shaded bones refiect ennallmest af publi, beo-year stutons and

4-YR.
Part-time,
5%

darker shisded ki repraent enfollisent ot public, four-year instinatied,

Enroliment

Under 4YR  Fulbtime 29270

5 Part-time 5.620

Total 34,830

2-YR Full-time 16,054

Part-timie 25155

Total 21213

Total 76,103

Pand 4VR  Fulltime 6.102

Over Part-time 6,766

Total 12, 568

2-YR Full-time 7,274

Part-tmie 22131

Total 29,405

Total 42,273

Grand Total 118 376
Sowze: IPEDS Fall Enrall 15 Envall bfer wll dled] i public twi- and fow-year inatibstion i Fall 20150

Mew Maxioo

2-YR Part-time, 19%

2-YR,

W Ui 25, 4¥R W 35 and Over, 447
W Ueer 35, 24R 35 and Cver, 29R

Percent of Total Ennoliment
25%

5%

20%

14%

%

5%

#

11%

58U
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Hew Mexico
Fublic Postsecondary Enrollment & Graduation Rates

Fopulation, Enrellment, and Graduates by Race and Ethnicity Usdergraduae Enrolment at Public nstitutioes by
Bace/Edmidity and Sector
Parcant of Peezant ol Parcent of Parcant of
Population, 20 Public, 2.YR  Public, &Y mis
LT 14 Yowr Dich Esrclimant  Enrclimest G duatas Hacn/itheichy TR Lo
Weim 31% = 1% [ Whits 20,5 14,450
Hbpank L1% s a5 s Hixpmmic ERE ESTTY

Amarican |ndanAlaaka Metva 11% irs % i Amarcan ndianAkaks Rative T A8
I'=o or Morm Hecm ol Fo % F- 1 Twe or Mons oy 1, 50 1,084
Huwwin = Pacific binsde: .Y o o % Hurwaban)Pectic lalandar 141 S
Foreign . e ] % = Formge s 1AL
inkncws o 4% Fo 1 b 4,28 2008
Total [ETEH 48,967
Enrolimest by Sector
107
[
kT
B
mlazh Pusle Ereolment dulan Fublic Encollmer
E
ars 53% 52%
A8%
W
A Armsrican indiany &unba Mathes Public Enrilment
%
3%
[
Pareare of Popuimion, 20-24 Paroem af Pulsie, 2-YR Parcemt of Fulslls, 4-FR Pareans of 2010 Gredurss
Yaar Jide Erralmamn Errailmesr
m ‘White » Hisparsc
Hack LT
m Arnerican indiand Alaks Mative ' T o dore: Races
W Hawaiian Pacfic slamder Fareign
Public Pastsecondary Enrollments by State of Residency Recent High School Gradustes
Public Posecondany irstubons Pubrlc, 4-Year Inshrtions Pubdic, 2-¥'ear nestfobion:s
o St S Naw exico Reidents  Out-of Srie Shodents Kew Mexico Boddents Out-of S rbe Students
For First-time, Full-time Undergraduates (FTFT LMGs)
Pusblbc, 2- Vo Public 4-Year of abows
FTPT Liha s et of Al UGS | 302E8) irs B
Cehert Completers  Uradetion Rate |Cobort Lemek zh atn
Total T,E51 1477 . 1% 7 3,177 1%
American indanAasha Hathe £k W . 1% 24 1 s
Balan BE bL] % 43 I S
Blach o] L ] 1% 287 ] SR
HEpane 5920 &5 N 17 R 1441 1]
‘WhEr 1 FaE 437 . 245 T AT 1 e — [
U, Cenmns, Sueery, 2003-2015 1rEDS Fall Enrolimse s, Jm,.-'d Fmﬁrdmlﬂnﬂﬂﬂ Kolm: Pmbeccndasy ereclimentis
For all erdergraduates enmled in a poblic bve- or fow year in Fall Bire. i 5 By B 4 1o first-Bme
undenpradustes who padeated high school witin the ot 12 months and e in @ dary in Fall 2008, Grad raries doslated ay
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New Mexico

'WICHE Regional Fact Book

Table 45

Undergraduate Completion, Transfer, and Enrollment Status

Students in the
Fall 2008 Cohort

Completed
at Starting Institution

Did Mot Complete at
Starting Institution Within B Years

Additional
Percent Within & Within 8
Number of Total Years Years Transferred 35till Enrelled  Unknown
Public 4-Year Total: 10,370 AN% 6% % 3% A7%
First-Time
. ; ‘ Full-Time | 7,310 70% 42% 6% 4% 3% 45%
E,bj ‘ Part-Time ] 380 4% 14% B% 5% 3% 69%
;E ST Non-First-Time

g3 Full-Time [ | 1,940 1% 58% 5% 11% 2% 25%
Part-Time = 750 7% 47% 7% 7% 2% ITH

First-Time
.t Full-Time [ 6,640 52% 2a% 3% 21% 4% 8%
e 9
55 Part-Time ] 2,830 22% 14% 3% 16% a% 63%
n
_; = Non-First-Time
& " Full-Time | | 1,310 10% 32% 2% 30% 2% 33%
part-Tima [ 1,940 155 21% 2% 0% 2% 5%
Private Not-for-Profit 4-Year Total: 250 IB% 1% A5% 0% 16%
First-Time
ot Full-Time [ | 1B0 72% 32% 1% 51% 1% 15%
- ﬁl 1 Part-Time m _ N ¥ . . . N
23
ig MNon-First-Time
3=
o 8 Full-Time [ | &0 24% 52% 0% 32% 0% 17%
Part-Time ] io 4% * - * - *

Source : Mationzl Center for Educstion Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Deta Systemn. Outcome Measures Survey, 2006, WICHE ciculations from
the source data. The detziled dats are available in this file on the “Da” tab.

Motes: Pie charts are percent of total cohort for each sector. Percentages are suppressed when there were fewer than 50 students in the starting cohort [shown 2= *). The
student groupings and completion time measures here are not equivalent to rates produced from IPEDS Graduation Rate survey component data, which are available in
Table 21 at wiche, edu/pub/factbook. Completion rates include students who entered the reporting degree-granting, Title IV-eligible institutions in Fall 2008 {or preceding
summeer and returned again in the fall) as degree- or certificate-seeking students and received an award, degree or certificate as of August 31, 2014, or earlier {siv-ypear rates)
or as of August 31, 2016, or earfier [eight-year rates), minus exclusions such a5 deceased, military service, foreign aid service of the Federal Government, and religious
mission. “First-time"” students hawe no prior postsecondary experience; “Non-first time” students have prior postsecondary experience before attending the reporting IPEDS
institution; this does not indude college credits eamed before graduation from high school. Twelve semester or quarter credits, or 24 or more contact howrs 3 week each
term, is the ost-point for full-time and part-time. “Transferred” is 2l students where enrollment 3t another institution has been confirmed by the tracking institution. “Still-
enrolled” is 2l students from the Fall 2008 cohort who are still enrolled 3t the tracking institution. “Unknown” is all students from the Fall 2008 cohort whose enroliment or
award status is unknown within eight years. This is datz from the first round of the Outcome Mezsures survey. Some colleges may still be adjusting to this new survey je.g.,
high rates of "Unknown”), among other reasons for observed patterns. The Commonaezith of Northern Mariana Islands” one public institution is tegorized a5 2-year at the
college's request. Alaska campuses that offer two~year degrees are included under the umbrellz of the universities in IPEDS.

An Institute for Higher Education Policy publication, "An Evelution of Measuring Studant Dutromes in [PEDS", provides detziled comparison of the Outcome Mezsures and
Gradustion Rates components {www, ihep.org).

This Fact Book tzble is 2 companion of the WICHE nsights, " Exploring IPEDS Outcome Measures in the WICHE Region,” which can be found at
https:f warw. wiche.edy, exploring- PEDS-Outcome-Measures

wiche.2cu {puby/Factbock Updated April 2018

New Mexico Higher Education Governance Report | p. 37



APPENDIX E. LUMINA FOUNDATION STRONGER NATION DATA

New Mexico's progress toward the goal

By 2025, 60 percent of Americans will need some type of high-quality credential beyond high
school. To count toward this important goal, any credential must have clear and transparent
learning outcomes that lead to further education and employment. New Mexico's

How

Mew Mexico is making progress in increasing educational attainment, but still lags when
compared to the national average.

MNew Mexico

New Mexico's progress

To reach state goals, the state will not only have to maintain
current rates of attainment but also significantly increase the
number of people who enroll in programs and earn all types of
credentials beyond high school. With the inclusion of workforce
certificates (beginning in 2014), New Mexico's overall rate of

s n,  44.6%

. N » . s 2016
. ———8—
2008 B

cartificates have baan
includad in the total of
postsecondary
cradentials.
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Highest Education Level Across New Mexico

MEW MEXICO AGES 25-64 {

— 44.6% attainment ———

? I}- Er"':i

high school graduata bachelor's graduste or
(Inciuding GED) degrs profassional
degres
Seh-12th grada associate
no diplorma g ran
lss than Ficate Becauss of rounding, tha
of thess parcamages
Sth grade s
e may mooned 100,
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Comparing New Mexico Counties

Exploring educational attainment at the local level can be especially helpful to state and local
leaders as they work on talent development. For example, by pinpointing counties or
regions where attainment lags, resources can be targeted where they're needed most.
Conversely, in areas of high attainment, other regions may find practices or processes they
can emulate.

Compare degree attainment rates across New Meaxico's 33 counties. Attainment is shown
here as the percentage of people ages 25-64 with at least an associate degree.®

sorted by N AME Yi

Pap. Pop.

Amtainment  County Population Rank Amtainment  County Population Rank
. §1.2% Bernalillo 676,953 1 209, Lea 69,749 B
37.1% Catron 3508 31 35.0% Lincoln 19,429 18
Z2B.7% Chaves 65,282 10 . T4 8% Los Alamos 18, 147 21
21.7% Cibaola 27487 17 20.1% Luna 24,450 18
298 Colfax 12,263 24 18.4% McKinley 74823 7
30.7% Curry 50,280 12 25.1% Mora 4,504 27
17.3% Dec Baca 1,793 32 28.3% Otero 65410 9
36.1% Dofa Ana 214,207 2 245% Cuay B.365 26
26.5% Eddy 57.621 11 26.3% Rio Arriba 40,040 13
335% Grant 28280 15 30.2% FRoosevel 19,082 20
21.9% Guadalupe 4,376 28 26.4% San Juan 115079 &
299% Harding 665 33 254% San Miguel 27.760 16
26.0% Hidalgo 4,302 29 39.4% Sandoval 142,025 4
. 444" Santa Fe 148,651 3 298% Torrance 15,302 23
295% Sierra 11,191 25 23.0% Union 4,183 30
72 8% Socorro 17.027 22 252% Valencia 75626 6

35.7% Taos 33065 14
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Results by race and ethnicity in New Mexico

A growing proportion of today's learners are African-American, Hispanic, and American
Indian; and data show persistent and troubling gaps between their attainment levels and
those of their white peers. Addressing these gaps —and expanding post-high-school learning
opportunities for all - is essential to reducing the inequality that influences much of
American life.

Explore Mew Mexico's attainment rates across five racial and ethnic groups, and see how it
performs relative to other states. Attainment is shown here as the percentage of residents,
ages 25-64 with at least an associate degree.*

fiftered by  RACE AND ETHMICITY

@ African-American @ American Indian
@ Asian and Pacific Islander @ Hispanic
® Whit I Mational/State attainment average

sorted by ~ STATE NAME WA

0 25 &0 758 100%:
NATIONAL AVG o e | ® ®
Arizona [ ] @ | L ] L ]
Colorado $ 2@ | @9
Mew Mexico o0 | @ 2 °
Oklahoma [ ] » | ® ]
Texas ® @ | ] @
Utah L 1 L | ®
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New Mexico's metro areas

Metropolitan areas are important talent hubs, because the majority of the nation's
population lives within these areas.

Explore attainment rates in New Mexico's Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs). Attainment
is shown here as the percentage of residents, ages 25-64, with at least an associate degree.

0 an 40 5O B0%
a
&
R
o
f
&
?gﬁ:’
POPULATION
[C] 500%
=1
L Lsm
100
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Data sources

Data sources for A Stronger Mation are listed below, along with links and additional

information.

Attainment and enrollment rates

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS): One-year Public Use Microdata
Sample (PUMS). County-level and metro-regional data are from ACS five-year estimates
{2012-2016). College enrollment percentages reflect the enrollment of non-degree-holding

students, ages 18-54, at public and private two- and four-year institutions.

LS. Census Bureau: http://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs

Persistence and completion rates

Student retention rates (persistence) and degree-completion rates were collected by the

Mational Student Clearinghouse. Graduate degrees awarded were analyzed by the National
Center for Education Statistics and IPEDS.

National Student Clearinghouse, 2016: http://www.studentclearinghouse.org/

Mational Center for Education Statistics: https://nces.ed.gov/

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System Completion Survey 2014-2015: https://
nces.ed.gov/ipeds/Home/UseTheData

Awareness

Data that track public opinion about the importance of earning credentials come from a
Gallup-Lumina Foundation survey conducted in 2016.

Population

U.S. Census Bureau Population Division: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population April
1, 2010, to July 1, 2016.

LS. Census Bureau Annual Population Estimates: https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/
tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?
pid=PEP_2016_PEPANMNRESS&iprodType=table
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Inclusion of certificates

Attainment rates for 2014, 2015, and 2016 include the estimated percentage of working-age
Americans who have earned high-value postsecondary certificates — not just associate
degrees and above, as A Stronger Nation reported in previous years. This estimated
percentage was derived by polling a nationally representative sample of Americans ages
25-64, The surveys were conducted by NMORC at the University of Chicago, an independent
research institution.

At the state level, the estimated percentage of state residents who have earned high-value
certificates was derived by labor market experts at Georgetown University's Center on
Education and the Workforce.

* NORC at the University of Chicago: http://www.norc.org

* Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System: https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/Home/
UseTheData

* Georgetown University's Center on Education and the Workforce: https://
cew.georgetown.edu/

Defining metro areas

Metro-area data in A Stronger Nation are those that apply to the nation’s Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (MSAs). The term MSA refers to “a large population nucleus, together with
adjacent communities having a high degree of social and economic integration with that
core.” MSAs comprise one or more entire counties, except in New England, where cities and
towns are the basic geographic units. The federal Office of Management and Budget defines
MSAs by applying published standards to Census Bureau data.
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APPENDIX F. SHEEO SHEF REPORT FY 2017 — SELECTED CHARTS

FIGURE 4
PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT (FTE) ENROLLMENT:
PERCENT CHANGE, FY 2012-2017

10%
7.1%
. lIII

-4.6%
-15%

-14.8%

=]

0
it

-1

1=}
s

-20%

us.

NEW JERSEY
IOWA
MARYLAND

NORTH DAKOTA
SOUTH CAROLINA

IDAHO
HAWAI
MAINE
NEW MEXICO
OHIO
KENTUCKY
ARKANSAS
KANSAS
TEXAS
DELAWARE
UTAH

WASHINGTON

ALASKA
ILLINCIS
NORTH CAROLINA

OREGON
WEST VIRGINIA
INDIANA
GEORGIA
NEBRASKA
TENMESSEE
FLORIDA
MONTANA
NEVADA

SOUTH DAKOTA
ARIZONA

ALABAMA
CONNECTICUT

LOUISIANA
MINNESOTA
WYOMING
MICHIGAN
OKLAHOMA
WISCOMNSIN
WIRGIMIA
PENNSYLVAMIA
COLORADO
MISSISSIPPI

NEW YORK
RHODE ISLAND
VERMONT
MASSACHUSETTS
NEW HAMPSHIRE
MISSOURI
CALIFORNIA

NOTES: Full-time equivalent enrollment equates student credit hours to full-time, academic year students,
but excludes medical students.

SOURCE: State Higher Education Executive Officers
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FIGURE 8
EDUCATIONAL APPROPRIATIONS PER FTE (ADJUSTED):
DIFFERENCE FROM U.S. AVERAGE, FY 2017

wroMnG I 10,594
iunois I 8,412
ALASHA [ 5,970
HAWA I 5,167
NORTH CAROUNA I 2,317
NEBRASKA N 2,158
IDAHO [ 2.150
NORTH DAKOTA N 1,909
NEW MEXICO [ 1,706
NEW YORK N 998
GECRGIA [ 908
CAUFORNIA [ 805
TEMNESSEE [ 600
CONNECTICUT [l 460
ARKANSAS [ 242
TEXAS W 204
MARYLAND | 87
Us.
-8 | KENTUCKY
-83 | MAINE
-146 W NEVADA
-285 Wl MISSISSIPPI
-412 W MASSACHUSETTS
-461 [ MINNESOTA
-660 W WASHINGTON
744 I INDIANA
-076 WM ALABAMA
-1,057 I CKLAHOMA
-1099 I UTAH
-1108 I MISSOURI
-1135 I MICHIGAN
41,154 W SOUTH DAKOTA
-1,187 IS FLORIDA
-1,280 NN NEW JERSEY
-1453 I MONTANA
-1486 IR WSCONSIN
-1531 I KANSAS
-1,581 N CHIO
-1,645 N OWA
-1,683 NN OREGON
-1.926 [N sOUTHCAROLINA
-2,036 I RHCODE ISLAND
-2,109 NN \IRGINIA
-2,269 NN LOUISIANA
-2,722 [N ARIZONA
-2.,762 NN DELAWARE
-2,862 I WESTVIRGINIA
-3,445 I COLORADO
-3,521 I PENNSYLVANIA
4941 I MEW HAMPSHIRE
-4,947 I, \ERMONT

-56,000 -54,000 -%2,000 50 52,000 54,000 56,000 58,000 510,000 512,000

NOTES: 1. Educational appropriations are a measure of state and local support available for public higher education operating
expenses, excluding appropriations for independent institutions, research, hospitals, and medical education.

2. Adjustment factors to arrive at constant dollar figures include Cost of Living Index (COLI), Enrollment Mix Index (EMI),
and Higher Education Cost Adjustment (HECA). The Cost of Living Index (COLI) is not a measure of inflation over time.

Z. For lllinois, a $1.25 billion back payment in FY 17 to their historically underfunded higher education pension program
resulted in past legacy pension funds accounting for 37.8 percent of all educational appropriations. The substantial
increase in appropriations per FTE for Illinois between 2016 and 2017 was primarily due to institutions receiving 30
percent of their annual state appropriations (compared to levels in adjacent years).

SOURCE: State Higher Education Executive Officers
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FIGURE 11

HIGHER EDUCATION SUPPORT PER CAPITA BY STATE, FY 2016
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FIGURE 12

HIGHER EDUCATION SUPPORT PER $1,000 OF PERSONAL INCOME BY STATE, FY 2016
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FIGURE 13
PERCENT OF TAX REVENUES ALLOCATED TO HIGHER EDUCATION BY STATE, FY 2015
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APPENDIX G. GOVERNANCE RESEARCH AND CASE STUDIES

Links Between Governance and Student Outcomes

As a critical grounding to any investigation of this topic, it is important to review the
existing academic literature. Though many states have pursued higher education
governance change over the past few decades—nearly all with the twin goals of
improving student outcomes and achieving cost savings and efficiencies—little evidence
exists linking such changes explicitly with these desired outcomes. Isolating the impact
of governance changes on outcomes such as students’ completion rates, changes in
spending, and increases in operational efficiency is particularly difficult for a variety of
reasons. All three measures are impacted by an array of factors beyond governance,
such as state and national economic trends and changes in personnel and policies to
name only a few. This makes teasing out the specific impact of a governance change
challenging. Further complicating the issue is the absence of a valid counterfactual or
comparison group for research of this kind. Because all 50 states operate their higher
education systems differently, state-to-state comparisons cannot work in this situation
and changes over time within a state are subject to the many additional factors
mentioned above. While it is certainly possible to observe measurable outcomes—for
example degree completions—before and after a governance change, demonstrating a
causal link with governance structure is unlikely and the memo’s authors were unable to
identify any peer-reviewed research that does so.

The current body of research on this topic reinforces these conclusions. Perhaps most
tellingly, little research—peer-reviewed or otherwise—even exists on the relationship
between higher education governance structures and specific outcomes such as
student completions.%? A 2003 article by Jack Knott and Abigail Payne in the Journal of
Policy Analysis and Management looked at the impact of state governance on the
“‘management and performance” of public higher education institutions, examining data
from 1987 to 1998. It is interesting to note that their metrics for the management and
performance of public universities (they exclude community colleges) are “total revenue”
which includes state appropriations and tuition revenue, as well as measures such as
research funding and endowment value. No metric relating to student performance or
efficiency was used. Their general findings are that research universities in states with
more decentralized governance structures tend to have more total revenue and
research funding, however tuition revenue tends to be lower in states with more
centralized governance structures. This suggests that universities are able to pursue
institutional priorities such as revenue and research dollars in a less centralized
governance structure, while more centralized structures seem to promote more state-
wide priorities such as lower tuition. It is also worth mentioning that when the authors
used a more robust model accounting for state- and institution-level effects they found
no statistically significant difference in total revenue among institutions based on
governance structure.>?

Yet further research reveals some variation regarding the impact of governance

structure on state funding levels for higher education specifically. For example, Michael
McLendon and his coauthors found no statistically significant relationship between state
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higher education governance structures and state appropriations to higher education in
a 2009 Journal of Higher Education article.>* Meanwhile, a 2010 article in the journal,
Education Policy, by David Tandberg identifies a negative relationship between
consolidated governing boards and state appropriations for higher education (in which
he hypothesizes that the consolidated governance structure inhibits the ability of
individual institutions to lobby legislators leading to lower spending).>®

However, the peer-reviewed study with the most relevance for this research may be J.
Fredericks Volkwein and David Tandberg’'s 2007 article in Research for Higher
Education on the connections between state structural characteristics, regulation, and
performance. This is the only academic research the brief authors could identify that
attempted to link governance structure to student outcomes. In order to measure state
performance in relation to higher education the authors use data collected by the
National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education for their “Measuring Up” reports.
The Measuring Up data features aggregated measures of: preparation (high school
performance and graduation measures), participation (college enrollment), affordability
(percent of family income needed to pay for school by sector), completion (credentials
per 1,000 adults without a degree), and benefits (attainment rates). The data were
collected in 2000, 2002, 2004 and 2006 (the project concluded in 2008 and these
measures are no longer being collected) and compared over time. Volkwein and
Tandberg use these measures over time to gauge the impact of state characteristics—
such as demographics, size, and personal income—as well as higher education
governance structures on these measures of higher education performance. The
authors find that states’ characteristics are significantly more likely to explain student
outcomes such as enrollment and completion than governance structure. In their own
words “The things that states have little control over (their demographic and economic
characteristics) are many times more influential in determining the Measuring Up grades
than the things that they have relatively more control over (their governance,
accountability, and regulatory arrangements)....the results of this study fail to provide an
unequivocal endorsement for any particular governance and control model.”®

Though not peer-reviewed, one more study of interest may be the 2015 doctoral
dissertation of Dr. Angela Claxton-Freeman. Claxton-Freeman constructed aggregate
measures of “efficiency” and “effectiveness” where efficiency is measured by system
expenditures compared to education and research outputs and effectiveness is
measured by a comparison of revenues to credit hours produced and degrees awarded.
The author looked at public four-year institutions across the southern United States and
found no relationship between the state’s governance structure and their public four-
year institutions’ efficiency or effectiveness score.%”

Governance and Efficiency

The question of efficiency is particularly complex and nuanced, given the lack of a
singular definition of the term. Should a state be interested in tracking “efficiency” it is
vital that they have a clear definition in place with which to do so. This requires a
straightforward and uniform definition of inputs—for example, instructional spending, all
spending, or more targeted measures such as number of faculty—as well as for
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outputs. A particular caveat when defining the “outputs” of a system is the question of
quality — if, for example, institutions are incentivized to progress and graduate students,
it is important that the level of quality of the credits and credentials earned remain
constant or improve in the face of efficiency targets.

There are many different approaches that can be taken in this regard. New Mexico’s
own Legislative Finance Committee (LFC), in a 2017 report, looked at the IPEDS
measure of instruction and general purposes (1&G) spending per FTE student as a
measure of efficiency. The LFC went on to recommend that they should work together
with HED, as well as the Department of Finance and Administration and the institutions
to create a framework for efficiency measures.®® Researchers such as Carlo Salerno
have also examined the question of higher education efficiency—recognizing the unique
challenges the field presents given its wide array of inputs and outputs—and proposed
creating more nuanced, relative measures of efficiency using the Data Envelopment
Analysis technique.®®

Association of Governing Boards (AGB) Principles of Effective Governance
In July of 2018 the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB)
released the state policy brief

outlining principles for pursing governance change. According to
AGB, these principles are “are based on years of research, observation, and experience
by the Association of Governing Boards, and on the scholarly work of several nationally
known organizations and experts,” and can offer to guidance to state’s looking towards
this path.

Principles
1. Clearly understand and articulate the reasons and goals for pursuing changes in

governance.

2. Explore less disruptive options that might achieve these goals.

3. Determine whether the issue or problem to be addressed is one of people or one
of structure.

4. Gauge the popular and political support for change.

5. Tailor the approach to the history, values, and needs of the state.

6. Support institutional autonomy and ensure strong institutional or system
governing boards with sufficient independence.

7. Create or sustain a statewide entity to develop and advance state policy
leadership.

Governance Case Studies: Consolidation
Several states have opted to change their higher education governance structures over
the past few decades.

Alaska

In 1987, in response to a state fiscal crisis, the University of Alaska underwent a
significant restructuring in an effort to significantly reduce operating expenditures while
continuing to meet the educational needs of the state. The key components of this
change were consolidating the community colleges under the state’s three universities,
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combining faculty across the largest campuses, and eliminating over 100 administrative
positions. The system credits these decisions with generating $6 million dollars in
savings (which equates to nearly $13 million in 2018 dollars), improved articulation
between the community colleges and the universities, and prevented cuts to academic
programs and faculty. However, the change was not without challenges. As part of the
consolidation of the community colleges, the university system withdrew recognition
from the community college faculty union which resulted in a long-term legal battle that
resulted in a $4 million back pay award to the community college faculty and severely
damaged long-term relations between this group and the university. There was also
widespread concern that despite the steps taken to consolidate the system, there
remained insufficient mission differentiation among the three four-year institutions. This
led to difficulty in decision making related to resource allocation, faculty selection and
workload, and facilities planning.®®

The question of mission differentiation and achieving operational efficiency has again
come up in Alaska in recent years as the state undergoes another cycle of dramatically
reduced state support in the face of declining oil and gas revenues. After several years
of budget cuts—with no end in the sight—the university system has launched a
“Strategic Pathways” initiative with the goal of maximizing value to students while
reducing university costs to create a fiscally sustainable system. The main idea behind
the effort is that of a “lead campus” model, meaning that each of the three universities
will become the lead campus for particular programs across the system. For example,
their nursing program is led by the University of Alaska Anchorage (UAA), and while
students can take the classes at several campuses across the state, UAA exclusively
runs the program and confers all degrees. The goal of the model would be to eliminate
duplication by leveraging the unique strengths of individual institutions.®’ System
leadership is in the process of working through many of the system’s programs and the
process is time-consuming and sometimes fraught as they seek faculty, student, and
community input. For example, an initial recommendation to house the system’s college
of education at the University of Alaska Fairbanks led to significant community outcry in
Juneau—home to the University of Alaska Southeast (UAS)—and ultimately the Board
of Regents elected to situate the college at UAS. Practically speaking, this will lead to
the elimination of the role of dean at each of the individual colleges of education and a
single dean will be hired to run the new version of the program at UAS.52

Connecticut

In 2011 Connecticut passed legislation establishing a Board of Regents (BOR) for
Higher Education (BOR), for the Connecticut State Colleges and Universities (CSCU),
which encompass the Connecticut State University System, the Connecticut Community
Colleges, and Charter Oak State College — meanwhile the University of Connecticut
continues to be governed by an independent Board of Trustees. The BOR'’s duties
include tuition setting, program approval, and statewide policy coordination.®® This
change replaced a structure wherein the state’s four postsecondary systems were
primarily governed in academic and financial matters by individual boards and a Board
of Governors for Higher Education was tasked with coordinating statewide policy and
creating an aggregated budget request.®* The change was designed to create
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efficiencies and consequently fiscal savings in a time of declining enrollments and state
support, although it's unclear if these goals have been realized.®® Indeed, the CSCU
system president has recently proposed a new plan to consolidate back-office
administrative functions across the system in an effort to achieve such savings. His plan
to consolidate operational units such as IT and HR is projected to generate savings of
around 13 million dollars.%®

The system president also proposed consolidating the state’s 12 community colleges
into a single entity with a unified management structure in 2017. The goal is to create
one, singly-accredited institution led by a vice chancellor in place of 12 institutions, each
with their own president, financial, and academic officers. The new format would utilize
a regional structure, with the existing colleges clustered into three regions led by a
“regional president” and each college managed by a vice president. The goal is to
maintain all faculty and so-called “student-facing” staff at the individual campuses while
reducing administrative staff by 20 positions. The system president noted that there
would be implementation costs—estimates of which were not publicly shared—and a
one- to two-year transition, but that ultimately the plan should generate $28 million in
savings. Other plans considered but not adopted by the Regents included closing
certain community colleges and consolidating two- and four-year institutions.®” The
Regents have endorsed the proposal and the system is moving forward to work with its
accreditor to begin the consolidation process. However, there remains skepticism from
certain quarters, for example the Faculty Advisory Committee to the BOR publicly
expressed its opposition to the idea at a December 2017 Board of Regents meeting.®®

While it is too soon to say whether the plan to form a single community college will
generate the desired savings while maintaining the unique nature of individual
campuses, the experiment may be of interest for New Mexico to follow given its focus
on cost savings with limited impact on the student experience in the face of uncertain
state support and declining enroliments.

Georgia

One state that has seen significant cost savings as a result of higher education
consolidation is Georgia. The state’s public colleges and universities are led by a single
governing board — the University of Georgia Board of Regents, though Georgia’s two-
year system (22 institutions) is governed by the Technical College System of Georgia.
Over the past several years, the Regents have elected to consolidate several of the
state’s institutions, in part due to declining numbers of students in certain regions of the
state and in an effort to improve student outcomes across the system. To date, the
system has merged 19 campuses into nine consolidated institutions.®® The system has
developed a set of “Guiding Principles” for their consolidations.

Guiding Principles
1. Increase opportunities to raise education attainment levels.
2. Improve accessibility, regional identity, and compatibility.
3. Avoid duplication of academic programs while optimizing access to instruction.
4. Create significant potential for economies of scale and scope.
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5. Enhance regional economic development.
6. Streamline administrative services while maintaining or improving service level
and quality.”®

System leadership has emphasized that the driving factor in all consolidations is not
cost, but improved service to Georgia’s students — though they do cite significant cost
savings from the consolidations.”! In 2017 a system official suggested that the current
savings from the consolidations come in at about $24 million dollars, but noted that
these savings are largely due to the elimination of administrative positions and are
redirected to student success efforts on campuses.’?
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APPENDIX H. NM SHEM MEETINGS

In response to requests from the Governor and the Legislature, NMHED convened a
Statewide Higher Education Master-plan committee (NM SHEM) composed of key
stakeholders and leaders from higher education, public education, business, and the
executive and legislative branches of state government in 2017. In addition to the
meetings listed below, NMHED met with chairs of the three NM SHEM subcommittees
intermittently between NM SHEM convenings. The NM SHEM met on the following
occasions:

June 28-29, 2017 NM SHEM Kick-start Meeting

July 19, 2017 NM SHEM - Governance Subcommittee

July 28, 2017 NM SHEM Committee & Governance Subcommittee

August 28, 2017 NM SHEM — Governance Subcommittee

August 31, 2017 NM SHEM - Reorganization Finance Impact

October 30, 2017 NM SHEM — Governance Subcommittee

November 6, 2017 NM SHEM Committee & Governance Subcommittee

A full report of the NM SHEM’s work and recommendations is available on the

New Mexico Statewide Higher Education Master-plan (NM SHEM) Committee

Chair
Barbara Damron, New Mexico Higher Education Department
Members

David Abbey, Legislative Finance Committee

Dr. Clayton Alred, Eastern New Mexico University-Ruidoso
Celina Bussy, Department of Workforce Solutions

Dr. Garrey Carruthers, New Mexico State University System

Dr. Chaouki Abdallah, University of New Mexico

Ernie C’de Baca, Albuquerque Hispano Chamber of Commerce
Dr. Tom Clifford, University of New Mexico

Terri Cole, Greater Albuquerque Chamber of Commerce

Dale Dekker, Dekker, Perich, Sabatini/NAIOP

Robert M. Doughty, University of New Mexico

Matt Geisel, Economic Development Department
Representative Jimmie C. Hall, Legislative Finance Committee
Debra P. Hicks, New Mexico State University

Dr. Dan Howard, New Mexico State University

Jack Jekowski, Association of Commerce & Industry’s Education Committee

Yvette Kaufman-Bell, New Mexico Office of African American Affairs
Kathleen D. Keith, Santa Fe Community College Board of Trustees
Representative Larry Larranaga, House Appropriations and Finance
Representative Patricia A. Lundstrom, Legislative Finance Committee
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Cinthia Martinez, Department of Finance and Administration
Representative Bill McCamley, House Labor & Economic Development
Dr. Dan Patterson, Higher Education Regents Coalition

Dr. Toni Pendergrass, San Juan College

Representative Dennis Roch, House Education

Alex Romero, University of New Mexico

Dr. Becky Rowley, Clovis Community College

Christopher Ruszkowski, Public Education Department
Representative Tomas E. Salazar, House Education

Senator John M. Sapien, Senate Finance Committee

Dr. Joseph Shepard, Western New Mexico University

Linda Siegel, Santa Fe Community College

Senator John Arthur Smith, Senate Finance Committee

Dr. William Stone, New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology
Carlos Talamante, New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology
Kathy Ulibarri, Central New Mexico University

Dr. Steven G. Wells, New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology
Dr. Katherine Winograd, Central New Mexico Community College
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APPENDIX I. HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE SUMMIT APRIL
2018

On April 19 and 20, 2018, the New Mexico Higher Education Department hosted the
“‘Governance Summit: Learning from the Best.” The summit brought together SHEEOs
from across the country, as well as four national higher education governance experts
and Lumina Foundation President Jaime Merisotis to share their insights and advice
related to higher education governance structures and their potential impact for New
Mexico. The first day of the summit featured panel discussions and audience questions
and answers with the guest speakers, while the second day focused on soliciting
feedback from attendees, via facilitated small group discussion. A full summary of the
Governance Summit is available on the

Governance Summit Agenda & Speakers

APRIL 19, 2018
I. Introduction
Barbara Damron, Secretary of Higher Education, New Mexico

Il. Keynote Address
Jaime Merisotis, President, Lumina Foundation

lll. Learning from National Experts Panel
Joe Garcia, President, Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
David Tandberg, Vice President of Policy Research and Strategic Initiatives,
SHEEO
Sarah Ancel, Vice President of the Alliance, Complete College America
Jeremy Anderson, President, Education Commission of the States

IV.SHEEO Panel 1
Mike Krause, Executive Director, Tennessee Higher Education Commission
Theresa Lubbers, Commissioner, Indiana Commission for Higher Education
Clayton Christian, Commissioner, Montana University System
Joe Garcia, Former Executive Director, Colorado Department of Higher
Education

V. SHEEO Panel 2
Ben Cannon, Executive Director, Oregon Higher Education Coordinating
Commission
Bob King, President, Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
Eileen Klein, President, Arizona Board of Regents
Steve Wrigley, Chancellor, University of Georgia

APRIL 20, 2018
|l. Introduction & Instructions
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Barbara Damron, Secretary of Higher Education, New Mexico

Il. Small Group Discussions

o Group 1 (4-year Presidents, CAOs, CFOs, and Other VPs) facilitated by
David Tandberg, SHEEO

o Group 2 (2-year Presidents, CAOs, CFOs, and Other VPs) facilitated by Neil
Holly, Education Commission of the States

o Group 3 (4-year Regents) facilitated by Jimmy Clarke, HCM Strategists

o Group 4 (2-year Board Members) facilitated by Demi Michelau, Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education

o Group 5 (Deans, Faculty, Program Directors, Students) facilitated by Emily
Sellers, Complete College America

o Group 6 (Business and Executive Leaders) facilitated by Scott Jenkins,
Lumina Foundation

o Group 7 (Legislators, LFC, Lobbyists, K-12) facilitated by Christina Sedney
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education

lll. Group Report Outs
Facilitator: Barbara Damron, Secretary of Higher Education, New Mexico
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3 State Higher Education Executive Officers Association, “SHEF Interactive Data 2017: Percent of State Funding
Allocated to Higher Education (FY 2003-FY 2015),” accessed September 11, 2018 at
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Note: Data are for two- and four-year degree-granting, Title IV-eligible, non-profit institutions, excluding service
academies. Sectors are classified according to the 2005, 2010, and 2015 Carnegie Classification of Higher Education
Institutions. Changes in classifications across years may impact changes in enrollment by classification over time.
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Savings,” (Report #17-02 - October 24, 2017), accessed November 8, 2017,

7 Legislative Council Service, “Information Memorandum From Amy Chavez-Romero to Senator John M. Sapien
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. Statutes, Rules, and Const. > NMSA (Unannotated) > CHAPTER 9 Executive
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15 Aims McGuinness, “State Policy Leadership for the Future: History of State Coordination and Governance and
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18 Arizona Board of Regents, “About: Board Members,” accessed June 12, 2018 at

19 Arizona Association of District Governing Board, “Home,” accessed April 2, 2018 at
Maricopa Community Colleges, “Governing Board” accessed April 2, 2018 at
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20 University of Alaska, Board of Regents “Regents' Policy & University Regulation” accessed April 3 2018 at
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22 The California State University, “Board of Trustees,” accessed June 12, 2018 at

23 California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Ot;ﬁce, “About the Board of Trustees” accessed April 2, 2018 at
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38 Nevada System of Higher Education, “Board of Regents - Overview,” accessed April 4, 2018 at

New Mexico Higher Education Governance Report | p. 61



3 Nevada System of Higher Education, “Board of Regents — Committees: Community College Committee,”
accessed April 4, 2018 at

40 North Dakota University System “SBHE Policies,” accessed April 4, 2018 at

41 Oregon Higher Education Coordinating Commission, “Higher Education Coordinating Commission Policies &
Procedures,” accessed April 4, 2018 at

42 South Dakota Board of Regents, “The Board of Regents,” accessed June 12, 2018 at

43 Southeast Tech, “Amendment R: Know Before You Vote: Important Facts About South Dakota Technical
Institutes,” accessed June 12, 2018 at
4 Utah System of Higher Education, “About the Board,” accessed April 3, 2018 at

4 Washington Student Achievement Council, “What We Do” accessed June 12, 2018 at

46 RCW 28B.20 through RCW 28B.40

4TRCW 28B.50.060

48 RCW 28B.50.140

4 University of Wyoming, “University of Wyoming Board of Trustees,” accessed April 12, 2018 at

50 Wyoming Community Colleges, “About Us” accessed April 2, 2018 at
5! Oregon Higher Education Coordinating Commission, * About: Commission” accessed October 16, 2018 at

52 Heller, D.E. “State oversight of academia.” In R.G. Ehrenberg (Ed.), Governing Academia. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 2004.

53 Knott, Jack H. and A. Abigail Payne. "The Impact of State Governance Structures on Management and
Performance of Public Organizations: A Study of Higher Education Institutions." Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management 23, no. 1 (2004): 13-30.

3 McLendon, Michael K., James C. Hearn, and Christine G. Mokher. "Partisans, Professionals, and Power: The
Role of Political Factors in State Higher Education Funding." The Journal of Higher Education 80, no. 6 (2009):
686-713.

55 Tandberg, David. 2010. Interest groups and governmental institutions: The politics of state funding of public
higher education. Educational Policy 24 (5): 735-78.

% Volkwein, J. Fredericks and David A. Tandberg. "Measuring Up: Examining the Connections among State
Structural Characteristics, Regulatory Practices, and Performance." Research in Higher Education 49, no. 2 (2008):
180-197.

57 Claxton-Freeman, Angela H. "Higher Education Governance Structures and Operational Efficiency and
Effectiveness of 4-Year Public Institutions." ProQuest Dissertations Publishing, 2015.

8 New Mexico Legislative Finance Committee, “Program Evaluation: Higher Education Cost Drivers and Cost
Savings,” (Report #17-02 - October 24, 2017), accessed November §, 2017,

% Salerno, Carlo. "Using Data Envelopment Analysis to Improve Estimates of Higher Education Institution's Per-
Student Education Costs." Education Economics 14, no. 3 (2006): 281-295.

60 James R. Johnsen, “The Restructuring of the University of Alaska System and its Implications for Faculty
Collective Bargaining,” Annual Meeting of the Center for the Study of Collective Bargaining in Higher Education
and the Professions, Baruch College, CUNY, March 5, 2001 accessed April 4, 2018 at

81 University of Alaska, “FAQ Strategic Pathways Framework,” accessed April 4, 2018 at

62 Tegan Hanlon, “University of Alaska regents approve move to single College of Education.” Anchorage Daily
News, December 14, 2016 accessed April 4, 2018 at

New Mexico Higher Education Governance Report | p. 62



63 Matthew Smith and Mary Fulton, Recent Changes to Postsecondary Governance in States: 2011-13. (Education
Commission of the States: Denver, CO) September 2013; Connecticut State Colleges and Universities “Connecticut
Board of Regents,” accessed March 27,2018

% Connecticut Legislative Program Review and Investigations Commlttee “Higher Education Governance Structure
and Connecticut State University System.” accessed March 28, 2018

% Rick Seltzer, “Consolidating Community Colleges” Inside Higher Ed, April 4,2017. accessed March 28, 2018

% Connecticut State Colleges and Universities, “A Message from President Ojakian Regarding CSCU
Administrative Consolidation,” accessed March 28, 2018

67 Connecticut State Colleges and Universities, “Students First” accessed March 28, 2018
% Board of Regents Meeting Minutes, December 14, 2017, Attachment A, accessed March 28, 2018

% University System of Georgia, “Campus Consolidations,” accessed August 16, 2018

70 University System of Georgia, “Campus Consolidations: Guiding Principles,” accessed August 16, 2018

"I Steve Wrigley, Chancellor, University System of Georgia, Presentation at SHEEO Annual Meeting Park City
Utah “Levers for Change” August 12, 2018.

2 Lee Gardner, “Georgia’s Mergers Offer Lessons, and Cautions, to Other States,” Chronicle of Higher Education,
June 19, 2017

New Mexico Higher Education Governance Report | p. 63



Protected Base
Funding from
Previous Fiscal

FY20 Funding distributed by each Performance-Outcomes Measure

FY20 Performance Funding

Total FY20 1&G Formula Funding

Year
At-Risk Research Dual Credit
Protected FY 19 STEMH Student Mission MP30 Mission | MP60 Mission Mission Y P di Change in 1&G
Base Funding for | | Total Awards Awards Awards EOC SCH Measure Measure Measure Measure LBV Lt Oy s L fy 1&G | Funding from FY19 | Percentage Change | Proportion of Total
Institution FY20 Funding Funding Funding Funding Funding Funding Funding Funding Funding Budget FY19 to FY20 1&G Funding

Grand Total $537,483,044 $17,526,621 $7,886,979 $9,201,476 $12,122,580 $6,459,819 $2,910,573 $12 $1,947,419 $58,055,480 100.00% $595,538,500 $58,055,456 1.94% 100.0%
University of New Mexico $167,717,656 $6,431,956 $2,298,142 $2,902,375 $3,898,082 $3,801,276 $19,331,831 33.30% $187,049,500 $19,331,844 2.60% 31.4%
University of New Mexico-Gallup $7,807,304 $90,724 $51,118 $95,171 $143,452 $96,915 $5,736 $483,116 0.83% $8,290,400 $483,096 -2.31% 1.4%
University of New Mexico-Los Alamos $1,616,440 $29,365 $34,212 $16,523 $38,153 $30,165 $24,097 $172,515 0.30% $1,789,000 $172,560 1.82% 0.3%
University of New Mexico-Taos $3,137,752 $46,536 $30,631 $50,725 $68,837 $55,843 $127,561 $380,133 0.65% $3,517,900 $380,148 3.15% 0.6%
University of New Mexico-Valencia $4,884,924 $63,502 $72,600 $65,926 $101,388 $92,205 $103,032 $498,652 0.86% $5,383,600 $498,676 1.39% 0.9%
Subtotal UNM and Branches $185,164,076 $6,662,083 $2,486,704 $3,130,718 $4,249,912 $3,801,276 $275,128 $0 $260,426 $20,866,247 35.94% $206,030,400 $20,866,324 6.66% 34.6%
New Mexico State University $103,960,552 $3,672,295 $1,411,721 $1,520,167 $2,269,835 $1,701,216 $10,575,234 18.22% $114,535,800 $10,575,248 1.36% 19.2%
New Mexico State University-Alamogordo $6,466,588 $48,857 $16,509 $36,846 $75,822 $39,678 $31,969 $249,682 0.43% $6,716,300 $249,712 -4.45% 1.1%
New Mexico State University-Carlsbad $3,628,480 $46,918 $15,713 $26,602 $95,976 $67,728 $80,294 $333,231 0.57% $3,961,700 $333,220 0.45% 0.7%
New Mexico State University-Dona Ana $20,320,132 $452,932 $239,481 $375,395 $460,234 $398,325 $202,517 $2,128,885 3.67% $22,449,000 $2,128,868 1.64% 3.8%
New Mexico State University-Grants $3,075,100 $31,560 $17,305 $30,071 $38,420 $27,043 $50,681 $195,080 0.34% $3,270,200 $195,100 -2.16% 0.5%
Subtotal NMSU and Branches $137,450,852 $4,252,563 $1,700,729 $1,989,080 $2,940,287 $1,701,216 $532,774 $365,462 $13,482,111 23.22% $150,933,000 $13,482,148 -3.16% 25.3%
Eastern New Mexico University $24,540,540 $1,049,095 $326,601 $615,635 $679,789 $163,737 $6 $181,239 $3,016,102 5.20% $27,556,600 $3,016,060 3.31% 4.6%
Eastern New Mexico University-Roswell $10,286,980 $150,960 $180,207| $96,327 $172,689 $96,551 $139,772 $836,507 1.44% $11,123,500 $836,520 -0.52% 1.9%
Eastern New Mexico University-Ruidoso $1,822,336 $24,339 $23,471 $13,383 $27,813 $19,697| $32,309 $141,012 0.24% $1,963,300 $140,964 -0.88% 0.3%
Subtotal ENMU and Branches $36,649,856 $2,731,677 $1,107,898 $1,729,264 $1,816,796 $279,985 $6 $353,320 $3,993,622 6.88% $40,643,400 $3,993,544 1.90% 6.8%
New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology $24,518,184 $642,162 $440,497| $197,690 $421,625 $957,327 $2,659,300 4.58% $27,177,500 $2,659,316 1.98% 4.6%
New Mexico Highlands University $24,801,912 $1,022,434 $463,447| $628,523 $589,333 $51,833 $2 $19,542 $2,775,113 4.78% $27,577,000 $2,775,088 2.29% 4.6%
Northern New Mexico College $9,107,724 $79,652 $85,927 $107,397 $87,533 $50,059 $2 $57,777 $468,347 0.81% $9,576,100 $468,376 -3.27% 1.6%
Western New Mexico University $15,430,516 $580,497 $231,923 $377,709 $460,141 $92,372 $2 $183,511 $1,926,155 3.32% $17,356,700 $1,926,184 3.48% 2.9%
Subtotal non-branch Universities $433,123,120 $15,971,068 $6,517,124 $8,160,382 $10,565,626 $6,459,819 $1,282,151 $12 $1,240,037 $46,170,895 79.53% $479,294,100 $46,170,980 4.49% 80.5%
Central New Mexico Community College $51,058,068 $2,001,725 $990,345 $1,386,584 $1,327,430 $923,079 $358,581 $6,987,744 12.04% $58,045,800 $6,987,732 4.59% 9.7%
Clovis Community College $8,529,596 $142,643 $157,731 $114,998 $155,048 $100,462 $59,541 $730,423 1.26% $9,260,000 $730,404 -0.12% 1.6%
Luna Community College $6,179,916 $53,730 $42,566 $47,751 $66,761 $33,642 $23,463 $267,912 0.46% $6,447,800 $267,884 -4.01% 1.1%
Mesalands Community College $3,567,116 $27,835 $47,538 $21,149 $47,524 $17,901 $29,424 $191,371 0.33% $3,758,500 $191,384 -3.06% 0.6%
New Mexico Junior College $4,907,188 $143,562 $19,890 $56,177 $152,276 $129,341 $57,068 $558,314 0.96% $5,465,500 $558,312 2.47% 0.9%
San Juan College $21,271,964 $435,277 $452,508 $257,919 $490,852 $270,808 $109,500 $2,016,863 3.47% $23,288,800 $2,016,836 0.72% 3.9%
Santa Fe Community College $8,846,076 $258,064 $236,895 $160,435 $253,568 $153,189 $69,806 $1,131,958 1.95% $9,978,000 $1,131,924 3.77% 1.7%
Independent Community College Total $104,359,924 $3,062,836 $1,947,474 $2,045,013]  $2,493,458 $0 $1,628,422 $0 $707,383 $11,884,585 20.47% $116,244,400 $11,884,476 4.36% 19.5%

FY20 IG Funding Formula - 10-29-18 VERIFIED FY18 Data - 1Total Funding Reformatted
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STARTING POINT - Knowing the Formula I&G State Funding from the Previous Fiscal Year.

NOTE for FY19-FY20 - Includes 2% I&G Compensation Appropriation

Summary of Total FY19 I1&G Funding

FY19 Funding into the Formula

Percent

Distribution FY19

Institution DA ) Formula Funding
Grand Total $584,220,700 100.0%
New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology $26,650,200 4.6%
New Mexico State University $113,000,600 19.3%
University of New Mexico $182,301,800 31.2%
Research University Total $321,952,600 55.1%
Eastern New Mexico University $26,674,500 4.6%
New Mexico Highlands University $26,958,600 4.6%
Northern New Mexico College $9,899,700 1.7%
Western New Mexico University $16,772,300 2.9%
Comprehensive University Total $80,305,100 13.7%
Eastern New Mexico University-Roswell $11,181,500 1.9%
Eastern New Mexico University-Ruidoso $1,980,800 0.3%
New Mexico State University-Alamogordo $7,028,900 1.2%
New Mexico State University-Carlsbad $3,944,000 0.7%
New Mexico State University-Dona Ana $22,087,100 3.8%
New Mexico State University-Grants $3,342,500 0.6%
University of New Mexico-Gallup $8,486,200 1.5%
University of New Mexico-Los Alamos $1,757,000 0.3%
University of New Mexico-Taos $3,410,600 0.6%
University of New Mexico-Valencia $5,309,700 0.9%
Central New Mexico Community College $55,497,900 9.5%
Clovis Community College $9,271,300 1.6%
Luna Community College $6,717,300 1.1%
Mesalands Community College $3,877,300 0.7%
New Mexico Junior College $5,333,900 0.9%
San Juan College $23,121,700 4.0%
Santa Fe Community College $9,615,300 1.6%
Community College Total $181,963,000 31.1%

FY20 IG Funding Formula - 10-29-18 VERIFIED FY18 Data - 2Step 0 FY19 Formula I&G Actual
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STEP 1 - Where the Percentages for New Money and Performance/Outcomes Funding are set and, in turn, determine the inputs into the Formula.

Adjustable Percentages that
Determine the Inputs into the FY20 Formula

New Money for FY20 2.0%

FY19 Base Funding to go through| : Adjust these Percentages

Performance Measures

8.00%

Change in Formula I&G Funding From FY19 to FY20
700,000,000
$ How does the Total I1&G Funding change from FY19 to FY20?
$600,000,000 - . FY19 1&G Base $ $584,220,700
$46,737,656 N
New M o 2.0%
$500,000,000 ew Money
$ $11,684,414
$400,000,000 Total FY20 1&G $ $595,905,114
$300,000,000 What happens to the FY18 "Base" Funding in the FY18 Formula?
$200,000,000 FY19 I&G Base $ $584,220,700
0/ 0,
Protected FY19 Base in FY20 Formula = 92.0%
$100,000,000 $ $537,483,044
FY19 I&G Base that is Redistributed based on % 8.0%
Performance Outcomes
$0 $ $46,737,656
FY19 Formula 1&G - Includes 2% Comp FY20 Formula 1&G
FY19 B Base Redistribut M
- 9 Base @ Base Redistributed by Outcomes @ New Money How much of the Total FY19 Funding will go through Outcomes Measures?
Total Estimated FY20 1&G $
$595,905,114
% 10.0%
FY20 1&G to go Through Outcome Measures
$ $59,590,511
CHART
FY19 Formula I&G - FY20 Formula 1&G
FY19 Base $584,220,700 $537,483,044
Base Redistributed by Outcomes 0 $46,737,656
New Money 0 $11,684,414
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STEP 2 - Where the Previous Fiscal Year's Funding is sorted into the Current Fiscal Year's "Protected Base Funding" and "Redistributed Base Funding".

What was the distribution of Total 1&G Funding in FY19?

How much of the FY19 1&G Base will be
Protected in the FY20 Formula?

How much of the FY19 1&G Base will be Redistributed
in the FY20 Formula through Performance Measures?

FY19 Formula I&G Distribution

FY19 Base Protected in FY20

FY19 Base Redistributed in FY20

Institution $ Amount % % of Base Protected $ Amount % of Base Redis. $ Amount
Grand Total $584,220,700 100.0% 92.0% $537,483,044 8.0% $46,737,656
New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology $26,650,200 4.6% 92.0% $24,518,184 8.0% $2,132,016
New Mexico State University $113,000,600 19.3% 92.0% $103,960,552 8.0% $9,040,048
University of New Mexico $182,301,800 31.2% 92.0% $167,717,656 8.0% $14,584,144
Research University Total $321,952,600 55.1% 92.0% $296,196,392 8.0% $25,756,208
Eastern New Mexico University $26,674,500 4.6% 92.0% $24,540,540 8.0% $2,133,960
New Mexico Highlands University $26,958,600 4.6% 92.0% $24,801,912 8.0% $2,156,688
Northern New Mexico College $9,899,700 1.7% 92.0% $9,107,724 8.0% $791,976
Western New Mexico University $16,772,300 2.9% 92.0% $15,430,516 8.0% $1,341,784
Regional University Total $80,305,100 13.7% 92.0% $73,880,692 8.0% $6,424,408
Eastern New Mexico University-Roswell $11,181,500 1.9% 92.0% $10,286,980 8.0% $894,520
Eastern New Mexico University-Ruidoso $1,980,800 0.3% 92.0% $1,822,336 8.0% $158,464
New Mexico State University-Alamogordo $7,028,900 1.2% 92.0% $6,466,588 8.0% $562,312
New Mexico State University-Carlsbad $3,944,000 0.7% 92.0% $3,628,480 8.0% $315,520
New Mexico State University-Dona Ana $22,087,100 3.8% 92.0% $20,320,132 8.0% $1,766,968
New Mexico State University-Grants $3,342,500 0.6% 92.0% $3,075,100 8.0% $267,400
University of New Mexico-Gallup $8,486,200 1.5% 92.0% $7,807,304 8.0% $678,896
University of New Mexico-Los Alamos $1,757,000 0.3% 92.0% $1,616,440 8.0% $140,560
University of New Mexico-Taos $3,410,600 0.6% 92.0% $3,137,752 8.0% $272,848
University of New Mexico-Valencia $5,309,700 0.9% 92.0% $4,884,924 8.0% $424,776
Central New Mexico Community College $55,497,900 9.5% 92.0% $51,058,068 8.0% $4,439,832
Clovis Community College $9,271,300 1.6% 92.0% $8,529,596 8.0% $741,704
Luna Community College $6,717,300 1.1% 92.0% $6,179,916 8.0% $537,384
Mesalands Community College $3,877,300 0.7% 92.0% $3,567,116 8.0% $310,184
New Mexico Junior College $5,333,900 0.9% 92.0% $4,907,188 8.0% $426,712
San Juan College $23,121,700 4.0% 92.0% $21,271,964 8.0% $1,849,736
Santa Fe Community College $9,615,300 1.6% 92.0% $8,846,076 8.0% $769,224
Community College Total $181,963,000 31.1% 92.0% $167,405,960 8.0% $14,557,040

FY20 IG Funding Formula - 10-29-18 VERIFIED FY18 Data - 4Step2-Determine Protected Base
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STEP 3 - Where the Current Year's Total "Performance Funding" (New Money for Performance + Redistributed Previous Year's Base) is split into separate amounts, with each amount to be distributed by a a different performance outcome measure.

‘What will go through the FY20 Formula?

State 1&G Funding Through the Funding Formula:
What will go through the FY20 Formula.

FY20 IG Funding Formula - 10-29-18 VERIFIED FY18 Data - 5Step3- $ for Outcome Measures

Protected FY19 Base Funding $537,483,044 $537,483,044, 90.2% $58,422,070, 9.8%
"Performance Funding" (New Money + Redistributed FY19 Base
Amount) $58,422,070
m Protected FY19 Base Funding "Performance Funding" (New Money + Redistributed FY19 Base Amount)
Distribution of FY20
How much of the overall performance funding will be set aside for each ST@’llttier Measures Fundmg
performance outcome measure? =4
Awards to Financially
At-Risk Students
15.8%
Total Performance Funding 100.0% $58,422,070
Total Awards, 30.0%
Total Awards 30.0% $17,526,621 To be distributed among all institutions
To be distributed among all institutions . .
STEMH Awards 13.5% $7,886,979 E nd of Course Student
Credit Hours (EOC
istri instituti SCH), 20.8%
Awards to Financially At-Risk Students 15.8% $9,201,476 Tobe distributed among all institutions )
End of Course Student Credit Hours (EOC SCH) 208% $12,122,580 Mol R ] el sl
Sector Mission
Sector Mission Measures 20.0% $11,684,414 Szl Measures, 20.0%
Distribution of Total Sector Mission Measure Funding
How much of the total mission measure funding will go ds each ?
Total Mission Measure Funding 100% $11,684,414 Dual Credit, 16.7%
Research 55.3% $6,459,819 To be distributed among Research Institutions P60, 317
MP30 24.9% $2,910,573 To be distributed among CCs and Comps. "
MP60 3.1% $366,602 To be distributed among Comp. Institutions
Dual Credit 16.7% $1,947,419 To be distributed among CCs and Comps. .
Research, 55.3%
MP30, 24.9%
2.125
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STEP 4a - Where the Performance Funding set aside for the Total Awards Outcome Measure is distributed among the Institutions.

Total Awards Data,

after

being weighted then normalized (scaled down) via the

Three-Year Averages of Total Awards Data

Performance Funding to
be Distributed by the
Total Awards Measure

Distribution of Total Awards Funding, by each

Institution's Contribution to the Aggregate Average

Total Awards Matrices (See
"Data -Total Awards Tab")
A Total
verage ot Contribution to the
Awards A o/ @
ggregate Average
2015-16 ti
N 01516 to Total Awards

Sector Institution 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2017-18
OVERALL 2,636 2,618 2,787 2,769 2,725 100.0% 100.0%
Research NMT 93 100 100 99 100 3.7% 3.7%
Research NMSU 577 589 562 562 571 21.0% 21.0%
Research UNM 960 966 1,017 1,017 1,000 36.7% 36.7%
RESEARCH TOTAL 1,631 1,655 1,679 1,678 1,671 61.3% 61.3%
Comprehensive ENMU 143 143 176 170 163 6.0% 6.0%
Comprehensive NMHU 156 154 167 156 159 5.8% 5.8%
Comprehensive NNMC 15 12 12 14 12 0.5% 0.5%
Comprehensive WNMU 79 73 95 104 90 3.3% 3.3%
COMP. TOTAL 393 381 450 444 425 15.6% 15.6%
Branch Campus ENMU-RO 25 23 23 24 23 0.9% 0.9%
Branch Campus ENMU-RU 5 4 4 3 4 0.1% 0.1%
Branch Campus NMSU-AL 10 10 7 7 8 0.3% 0.3%
Branch Campus NMSU-CA 7 6 6 10 7 0.3% 0.3%
Branch Campus NMSU-DA 67 79 67 66 70 2.6% 2.6%
Branch Campus NMSU-GR 5 5 5 5 5 0.2% 0.2%
Branch Campus UNM-GA 12 13 14 15 14 0.5% 0.5%
Branch Campus UNM-LA 3 3 5 6 5 0.2% 0.2%
Branch Campus UNM-TA 6 8 7 7 7 0.3% 0.3%
Branch Campus UNM-VA 11 11 9 10 10 0.4% 0.4%
Independent CC CNM 318 268 329 336 311 11.4% 11.4%
Independent CC CCC 24 18 22 27 22 0.8% 0.8%
Independent CC LCC 8 10 7 8 8 0.3% 0.3%
Independent CC MCC 4 4 4 4 4 0.2% 0.2%
Independent CC NMJC 19 19 30 18 22 0.8% 0.8%
Independent CC SJC 47 66 77 60 68 2.5% 2.5%
Independent CC SECC 40 36 42 42 40 1.5% 1.5%
CCTOTAL 612 583 658 648 629 23.1% 23.1%

FY20 IG Funding Formula - 10-29-18 VERIFIED FY18 Data - 6Step4a otalAward$ Distribu.

Total Awards
$17,526,621
OVERALL 100.0%] $17,526,621
NMT 3.7% $642,162
NMSU 21.0% $3,672,295
UNM 36.7%! $6,431,956
RESEARCH 61.3%] $10,746,413
ENMU 6.0% $1,049,095
NMHU 5.8% $1,022,434
NNMC 0.5% $79,652
WNMU 3.3% $580,497
COMP. 15.6% $2,731,677
ENMU-RO 0.9% $150,960
ENMU-RU 0.1% $24,339
NMSU-AL 0.3% $48,857
NMSU-CA 0.3% $46,918
NMSU-DA 2.6% $452,932
NMSU-GR 0.2% $31,560
UNM-GA 0.5% $90,724
UNM-LA 0.2% $29,365
UNM-TA 0.3% $46,536
UNM-VA 0.4% $63,502
CNM 11.4% $2,001,725
ccce 0.8% $142,643
LCC 0.3% $53,730
MCC 0.2% $27,835
NMJC 0.8% $143,562
sjC 2.5% $435,277
SFCC 1.5% $258,064
CCs 23.1% $4,048,531
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STEP 4b - Where the Performance Funding set aside for the STEMH Awards Outcome Measure is distributed among the Institutions.

STEMH Award Data, after being
weighted then normalized (scaled down) via the STEMH Awards
Matrix
Sector Institution 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
OVERALL 3,451 3,462 3,417
Research NMT 188 194 192
Research NMSU 617 611 615
Research UNM 953 1,019 1,029
RESEARCH TOTAL 1,758| 1,824 1,836
Comprehensive ENMU 122 148 157
Comprehensive NMHU 198 203 204
Comprehensive NNMC 33 35 45
Comprehensive WNMU 91 144 68
COMP. TOTAL 443 530 473
Branch Campus ENMU-RO 78 72 85
Branch Campus ENMU-RU 11 11 9
Branch Campus NMSU-AL 9 5 8
Branch Campus NMSU-CA 8 5 7
Branch Campus NMSU-DA 124 95 93
Branch Campus NMSU-GR 8 6 9
Branch Campus UNM-GA 20 23 24
Branch Campus UNM-LA 7 13 24
Branch Campus UNM-TA 16 11 14
Branch Campus UNM-VA 28 37 29
Independent CC CNM 378 514 401
Independent CC [dee 55 63 87
Independent CC LCC 16 19 21
Independent CC MCC 22 23 17
Independent CC NMJC 6 11 8
Independent CC SJC 203 238 150
Independent CC SFCC 82 104 123
CC TOTAL 1,074 1,250 1,108

1,108

Three-Year Averages of STEMH

Awards
Data

used in

alea N0

Performance Funding to

100.0%

be Distributed by the
STEMH Awards
Measure
Distribution of STEMH Awards
Funding, by each Institution's
Contribution to the Aggregate 3-Year
$7,886,979 Average STEMH Awards

5.6%
17.9%
29.1%

52.6%

4.1%
5.9%
1.1%
2.9%

14.0%

Awards Data
Fverage
STEMH | Contribution to the
Awards | Aggregate Average
2015-16 STEMH Awards
3,432 100.0%
192 5.6%
614 17.9%
1,000 29.1%
1,806 52.6%
142 4.1%
202 5.9%
37 1.1%
101 2.9%
482 14.0%
78 2.3%
10 0.3%
7 0.2%
7 0.2%
104 3.0%
8 0.2%
22 0.6%
15 0.4%
13 0.4%
32 0.9%
431 12.6%
69 2.0%
19 0.5%
21 0.6%
9 0.3%
197 5.7%
103 3.0%
1,144 33.3%

2.3%
0.3%
0.2%
0.2%
3.0%
0.2%
0.6%
0.4%
0.4%
0.9%
12.6%
2.0%
0.5%
0.6%
0.3%
5.7%
3.0%

33.3%

FY20 IG Funding Formula - 10-29-18 VERIFIED FY18 Data - 7Step4b- STEMHS Distribu.

OVERAL 100.0% $7,886,979
NMT 5.6% $440,497
NMSU 17.9% $1,411,721
UNM 29.1% $2,298,142
RESEAR( 52.6% $4,150,360
ENMU 4.1% $326,601
NMHU 5.9% $463,447
NNMC 1.1% $85,927
WNMU 2.9% $231,923
COMP. 14.0% $1,107,898
ENMU-R( 2.3% $180,207
ENMU-RI 0.3% $23,471
NMSU-AI 0.2% $16,509
NMSU-C/ 0.2% $15,713
NMSU-D. 3.0% $239,481
NMSU-GI 0.2% $17,305
UNM-GA 0.6% $51,118
UNM-LA 0.4% $34,212
UNM-TA 0.4% $30,631
UNM-VA 0.9% $72,600
CNM 12.6% $990,345
ccc 2.0% $157,731
LCC 0.5% $42,566
MCC 0.6% $47,538
NMJC 0.3% $19,890
sJC 5.7% $452,508
SECC 3.0% $236,895
CCs 33.3% $2,628,721
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STEP 4c - Where the Performance Funding set aside for the At-Risk Awards Outcome Measure is distributed among the Institutions.

At-Risk Award Data,
after being weighted then normalized (scaled Three-Year Averages of At-Risk Awards Data Performance Fundingtojbe
down) via the At-Risk Awards Matrix Distributed by the At-Risk
Awards Measure
Average At-Risk Contribution to the At-Risk Awards Distribution of At-Risk Awards Funding, by each
Awards Aggregate Average At- Data used in the Institution's Contribution to the Aggregate 3-Year
2015-16 to . q
et et 201015 201516 201617 SRS O17A Risk Awards FY20 Formula $9.201.476 Average At-Risk Awards
,201,

OVERALL 3,193 3,107 3,321 3,084 3,170 100.0% 100.0% OVERALL 100.0% $9,201,476
Research NMT 64 66 72 67 68 21% 2.1% NMT 2.1% $197,690
Research NMSU 563 548 511 513 524 16.5% 16.5% NMSU 16.5% $1,520,167
Research UNM 1,001 999 1,030 971 1,000 31.5% 31.5% UNM 31.5% $2,902,375
RESEARCH TOTAL 1,628 1,613 1,612 1,550 1,592 50.2% 50.2% RESEARCH 50.2% $4,620,231
Comprehensive ENMU 188 195 226 216 212 6.7% 6.7% ENMU 6.7% $615,635
Comprehensive NMHU 199 202 227 220 217 6.8% 6.8% NMHU 6.8% $628,523
Comprehensive NNMC 47 35 36 41 37 1.2% 1.2% NNMC 1.2% $107,397
Comprehensive WNMU 111 117 134 139 130 41% 4.1% WNMU 4.1% $377,709
COMP. TOTAL 545 549 623 616 596 18.8% 18.8% COMP. 18.8%] $1,729,264
Branch Campus ENMU-RO 37 34 30 35 33 1.0% 1.0% ENMU-RO 1.0% $96,327
Branch Campus ENMU-RU 9 6 4 3 5 0.1% 0.1% ENMU-RU 0.1% $13,383
Branch Campus NMSU-AL 18 17 10 11 13 0.4% 0.4% NMSU-AL 0.4% $36,846
Branch Campus NMSU-CA 10 10 9 8 9 0.3% 0.3% NMSU-CA 0.3% $26,602
Branch Campus NMSU-DA 128 153 125 110 129 41% 4.1% NMSU-DA 4.1% $375,395
Branch Campus NMSU-GR 13 11 9 11 10 0.3% 0.3% NMSU-GR 0.3% $30,071
Branch Campus UNM-GA 28 28 55 55 33 1.0% 1.0% UNM-GA 1.0% $95,171
Branch Campus UNM-LA 3 4 7 6 6 0.2% 0.2% UNM-LA 0.2% $16,523
Branch Campus UNM-TA 17 20 16 17 17 0.6% 0.6% UNM-TA 0.6% $50,725
Branch Campus UNM-VA 26 26 22 20 23 0.7% 0.7% UNM-VA 0.7% $65,926
Independent CC CNM 507 416 581 436 478 15.1% 15.1% CNM 15.1% $1,386,584
Independent CC CcCcC 40 29 40 49 40 1.2% 1.2% (de@ 1.2% $114,998
Independent CC LCC 18 21 13 16 16 0.5% 0.5% LCC 0.5% $47,751
Independent CC MCC 4 8 8 6 7 0.2% 0.2% MCC 0.2% $21,149
Independent CC NMJC 21 19 20 19 19 0.6% 0.6% NMJC 0.6% $56,177
Independent CC SJC 76 86 98 83 89 2.8% 2.8% SJC 2.8% $257,919
Independent CC SECC 66 56 58 52 55 1.7% 1.7% SFCC 1.7% $160,435
CCs TOTAL 1,020 945 1,086 918 983 31.0% 31.0% CCs 31.0%| $2,851,981
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STEP 4d - Where the Performance Funding set aside for the EOC SCH Outcome Measure is distributed among the Institutions.

End-of-Course Student Credit Hours Estimated Dollar Values (EOC SCH multiplied by the dollar values in the SCH Matrix)

Three-Year Averages of the
EOC SCH Estimated Dollar Values

Performance
Each Institution’s End-of-C Funding to b o .
AY1213 AY13-14 EOC [ AY1415 EOC | AY15-16 EOC | AY16-17 EOC | AY17-18 EOC [ EOC SCH Dollar Value 3 C:clﬂb"sﬁo r:l:: ;‘Cl:D ‘:"::e ms‘;'b kgd: ;‘ Distribution of EOC SCH Funding, by each
ntzibution ata u S,
EOC SCH Total SCH Total  Dollar SCH Total ~ Dollar SCH Total Dollar SCH Total Dollar SCH Total Dollar Year Averages e ) =y institution’s contribution to the Aggregate 3-Year
Aggregate EOC SCH be used in the EOC SCH
Dollar Values Values Values Values Values Values AY15-16 Through AY17-18 Average EOC SCH Dollar Value
3-Year Average FY20 Formula Outcomes
Measure
Sector Institution
OVERALL $715,030,346) $703,957,928 $685,266,896| $680,519,969) $668,850,239)| $643,829,163 | $664,399,790] 100.00%| 100.00% $12,122,580 [OVERALL 100.00% $12,122,580
Research NMT $22,942,072 $23,699,596 $23,457,045 524,007,572 $23,896,964 $21,419,146 $23,107,894 348% 348% NMT 3.48% $421,625
Research NMSU $139,711,429 $135,104,254 $131,078,523 $127,465,09 $124,219,204 $121,522,729 $124,402,373 18.72% 18.72% NMSU 18.72% $2,269,835
Research UNM $219,640,254 $218,995,007 $216,823,329 $219,767,178 $214,733,043 $206,424,014 $213,641,412 32.16% 32.16% UNM 3216% $3,898,082
RESEARCH TOTAL $382,293,755 $377,798,857 $371,358,897 $371,239,846 $362,849,301 $349,365,889 $361,151,679 54.36% 54.36% RESEARCH 5436% $6,589,541
Comprehensive ENMU $34,804,194 $34,858,482 $35,925,326 $37,127,334 $36,883,488 $37,760,302 $37,257,041 561% 561% ENMU 561% $679,789
Comprehensive NMHU $31,111,048 $31,435,486 $31,472,517 $32,728,645 $32,445,378 $31,724,285 $32,299,436 486% 486% NMHU 486% $589,333
Comprehensive NNMC $7,670,164 $6,613,065 $5,466,391 $4,574,775 $4,808,205 $5,009,170 $4,797,413 072% 072% NNMC 0.72% $87,533
Comprehensive WNMU $19,646,907 $21,073,568 $22,411,923 $25,455,946 526,302,842 523,807,828 525,218,872 3.80% 3.80% WNMU 3.80% $460,141
COMP. TOTAL $93,232,313 $93,980,601 $95,276,157 $99,886,700 $100,440,003 $98,391,585 $99,572,763 14.99% 14.99% comp. 14.99% 51,816,796,
Branch Campus ENMU-RO $13,091,876 $12,530,719 $10,450,420 $9,147,504 $9,763,672 $9,482,385 $9,464,550 142% 142% ENMU-RO 142% $172,689
Branch Campus ENMU-RU $2,473,046 $2,215,840 $2,019,328 $1,650,888 $1,566,692 $1,355,469 $1,524,350 023% 023% ENMU-RU 023% $27,813
Branch Campus NMSU-AL $8,480,497 36,686,488 $5,397,044 $4,493,569 $4,123,856 $3,849,304 $4,155,576 0.63% 0.63% NMSU-AL 0.63%
Branch Campus NMSU-CA $5,252,654 $5,058,189 $4,924,653 5,090,614 24,167 $5,365,615 $5,260,132 0.79% 0.79% NMSU-CA 0.79%
Branch Campus NMSU-DA $28,284,802 $27,418,202 $26,482,054 $25,354,888 $25,632,719 $24,684,296 $25,223,968 3.80% 3.80% NMSU-DA 3.80%
Branch Campus NMSU-GR $2,969,910 $2,651,905 $2,331,806 $2,097,989 $2,126,580 52,002,411 $2,105,660 0.32% 0.32% NMSU-GR 0.32%
Branch Campus UNM-GA $9,522,794 $9,148,920 $8,389,601 $8,458,120 7,973,791 $7,154476 $7,862,129 118% 118% UNM-GA 118%
Branch Campus UNM-LA 51,671,169 $1,899,485 51,883,411 $2,048,557 $2,154,581 $2,070,017 $2,001,052 031% 031% UNM-LA 031%
Branch Campus UNM-TA $4,703,455 $4,628,284 $4,330,601 $4,083,245 $3,957,992 $3,277,024 $3,72,754 057% 057% UNM-TA 057% $68,837
Branch Campus UNM-VA $6,469,000 $6,250,040 $5,847,444 $5,778,937 $5,471,729 $5,419,557 $5,556,741 0.84% 0.84% UNM-VA 0.84% $101,388
Independent CC oM $87,291,857 $85,101,587 $80,559,585 $76,602,253 $72,370,840 $69,283,429 72,752,174 10.95% 10.95% oM 10.95% $1,327,430
Independent CC ccc $9,092,374 $8,612,650 $8,276,397 $8,237,648 $8,596,626 $8,658,758 $8,497,677 128% 128% ccc 128% $155,048
Independent CC Lce $4,952,747 $4,525,983 $3,900,408 $3,728,816 $3,882,399 $3,365,736 $3,658,984 055% 055% Lce 055% $66,761
Independent CC McC $2,873,950 $2,019,581 $2,369,728 $2,511,925 $2,528,756 $2,773,189 $2,604,623 039% 039% Mce 039% $47,524
Independent CC NMIC $8,328,102 $8,729,473 $8,565,344 $8,357,014 $8,526,978 $8,153,212 $8,345,735 126% 126% NMIC 1.26%
Independent CC sic $28,522,346 $28,285,695 $27,625,151 $27,390,827 $27,450,967 $25,864,237 $26,902,010 4.05% 4.05% sic 405%
Independent CC skcc 515,543,690 $16,415,339 $15,278,867 $14,360,539 514,108,590 $13,222,574 513,897,234 2.09% 2.09% sFcc 2.09%
CCs TOTAL $239,504,278 $232,178,470 $218,631,842 $209,393,423 $205,560,935 $196,071,689 $203,675,349 30.66% 30.66% ccs 30.66% 53,716,242,

FY20 IG Funding Formula - 10-29-18 VERIFIED FY18 Data - 9Stepdd - EOCSCHS Distribu,

Page 1of 1 11/5/2018



STEP 4e - Where the Performance Funding set aside for the Research Mission Measure is distributed among the Institutions in the Research Sector.

Total Private (Non-Government) Grants & Contracts and Federal (Non-Financial Aid) Awards, Most

3-Year Average of Private Grants & Contracts and

Recent Available Data Federal (Non-Fianancial Aid) Awards
Each Institution'
ac . nstiltuhon ° Performance Funding to be Distribution of Research Performance Funding, by
3-Year Average 2015 Contribution to the Research Dollar Data to be . S o
2014 2015 2016 2017 . Distributed by the Research each institution's contribution to the Aggregate 3-Year
through 2017 Aggregate Average used in the FY19 Formula
Outcomes Measure Average Research Dollars
Sector Institution Research Dollars
$6,459,819

Research NMT $70,239,650 $62,831,752 $52,738,019 $58,928,683 $58,166,151 14.8% 14.8% NMT 14.8% $957,327,
Research NMSU $125,532,567 $114,719,167 $99,166,598 $96,206,489 $103,364,085 26.3% 26.3% NMSU 26.3% $1,701,216,
Research UNM $217,760,752 $227,122,833 $230,797,600 $234,963,936 $230,961,456 58.8% 58.8% UNM 58.8% $3,801,276
RESEARCH TOTAL $413,532,969 $404,673,752 $382,702,217 $390,099,108 $392,491,692 100.00% 100.0%| [RESEARCH 100.0% $6,459,819,

FY20 IG Funding Formula - 10-29-18 VERIFIED FY18 Data - 10Step4e Research$ Distribu.
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STEP 4f - Where the Performance Funding set aside for the Momentum Points 30 (MP30) Mission Measure is distributed among the Comprehensive Universities and the Community Colleges.

Each Institution's . i bt i
- Spring | Summer Fall Spring | Summer Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring | Summer Fall Spring | Summer Fall Spring oD ibuti Total S " e eI Disribution of MF0 :::"'"“"" e
2012 2012 2013 2013 2013 2014 2014 2014 2015 2015 2015 2016 2016 2016 2017 2017 2017 2018 i i the FY20Formula [ e A
through Spring 2018
ENMU 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 10) 00 01 51 124 66 1079 285.7] 4185 4188 56% 5.6% $2,910573 56% $163,737
NMHU 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 06 17 39 452 812 1326 1326 18% 18% 18% 551,833
NNMC 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 78 00 00 19) 0.4 27 21 72 1280 1280 17% 17%) 17% 550,059
WNMU 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 10] 00 00 20 00 20 51 56 513 1393 2363 2363 32% 32%) 32% 592,372
ENMU-RO 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 21 50 180 884 1335 70 2470) 33% 33%) 33% 596,551
ENMU-RU 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 60 00 57 24 21 170 17.1 504 504 07% 07%) 07% 519,697
INMSU-AL 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 16 20 65 196 17 1015 1015 14% 14% 14% 539,678
INMSU-CA 10) 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 20 10 00 43 129 175 701 614 1732 1732 23% 23%) 23% 567,728
NMSU-DA 00 00 00 00 10 10 00 10 00 10 110 659 160 30 29 36 109 1935 aso| 10189 10189, 13.7% 13.7%) 13.7% 398,325
INMSU-GR 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 20 20 00 64 5.7 250 692 62 09% 09%) 09% 527,043
UNM-GA 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 30 10 00 30 28 105 1311 96 u79 2479) 33% 33%) 33% 596,915
UNM-LA 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 10 09 01 00 59 301 392 772 772 10% 10%) 10% 530,165
UNM-TA 00 00 00 00 00 10 00 00 00 10 00 122, 157 12 67 121 16 552 31 1428 1428 19% 19% 19% 555,843
UNM-VA 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 10) 28 10 58 80 188 1003 982 2358 2358 32% 32%) 32% 592,205
oM 00 00 00 00 10 00 00 00 00 20 00 109) 179 114 23 379 3949 10167, s260| 23611 23611 31.7% 31.7% 317% 923,079
ccc 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 10) 00 02 53 132 252 1107 1014 2570 257,0) 35% 3.5%) 35% 5100462
Lcc 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 20 27 43 56 75 289 351 860 560 12% 12%) 12%
McC 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 08 01 28 24 200 196 58 458 06% 0.6%) 06%
NMIC 00 00 00 00 00 00 10) 00 00 00 00 00 110 20 10) 13 281 1209 1555 3308 3308| 4% 4% 44%
sic 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 10 03 00 00 38 00 90 138 694 12| 2641 6927 6927 93% 9.3%) 9.3%
|skcc 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 10 27 00 150) 121 00 82 76 516 1569 1368 3918 3918 53% 5.3%) 5
7444.8 100.0% 100.0%) 100.0% $2,910,573)
o Spring | Summer |  Fall Spring | Summer |  Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring | Summer Fall Spring | Summer Fall Spring | Summer Fall Spring [
2012 2012 2012 2013 2013 2013 2014 2014 2014 2015 2015 2015 2016 2016 2016 2017 2017 2017 2018
NMT 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 24 595 1347 1966
NMsU 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 01 00 05 10 163 3448 800.8 11936
unm 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 01 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 8.0 5314 16419 22624
00
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STEP 4g - Where the Performance Funding set aside for the Momentum Points 60 (MP60) Mission Measure is distributed among the Comprehensive Universities.

Sprin Summer Fall Sprin Summer il Sprin Summer Fall Sprin Each Institution's Contributionto| |\  Performance Funding to be distributed by each Distribution of MP60 Performance Funding, by each
Inst Pring LRRE EERE LRt Total MP60 the Total MP60 points from institution's contribution to the Aggregate MP60 points Institution’s Contribution to the Aggregate MP60 points
b EiB 2015 20t 201¢ 20t &y 2y &y 20 Spring 2015 through Spring 2018 the FY20 Formula from Spring 2016 through Spring 2018 from Spring 2016 through Spring 2018

ENMU 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0/ 32 1202 252 349.6 19.8% 49.8% $12 ENMU 49.8% 56

NMHU 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 44 338 775 115.7) 16.5% 16.5%| NMHU 16.5% $2

NNMC 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 12 359 53.9 93.0 13.3% 13.3%] NNMC 13.3% 52

WNMU 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 26 49.9 89.6 143.1 20.4% 20.4% WNMU 20.4% 52

701.4 100.0% 100.0% TOTAL 100.0% $12]

Im Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring S—
2015 2015 2015 2016 2016 2016 2017 2017 2017 2018
NMT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24 595 1347 196.6
NMSU 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 05 1.0 463 3448 800.8 1,193.6
UNM 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.0 5314 1,641.9 2,262.3]
ENMU-RO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 121 80.9 60.5 153.5
ENMU-RU 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 15 115 12 272
NMSU-AL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 337 36.4 78.1
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 62 46.9 48.1 1013
NMSU-DA 1.0 0.0 0.0 29 7.0 345 40.0 323 3203 296.0 733.9
NMSU-GR 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24 16.2] 17.7 36.3
UNM-GA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 40 6.0 69.0 755 156.5) 0.0

UNM-LA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0/ 24 220 248 503
UNM-TA 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 3.4 3.0 42 39.1 436 9.3
UNM-VA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20 0.0 142 779 857 179.8
CNM 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 5.1 16.0) 251.2 569.6 615.5 1,460.3
ccc 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 01 103 69.6 725 1525
LCC 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15 0.0 39 232 316 60.2
MCC 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 09 14 42 102 16.7)
NMJC 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 6.0 546 653 132.9
sjC 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0/ 524 217.6 2059 478.0
SFCC 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 1.0/ 7.0 6.0 21.1 83.6 1158 237.5
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STEP 4h - Where the Performance Funding set aside for the Dual Credit Mission Measure is distributed among the Comprehensive Universities and Community Colleges.

Dual Credit End-Of-Course Student Credit Hours

Estimated Tuition Value of the 3-Year Average Dual Credit EOC SCH

FY201G Funding Formula - 10-29-18 VERIFIED FY18 Data - 135tepdh-Dual Credit$ Distribu

Dl Crit FOCSCH e - Etmatd Tidon vatwe | S sttt Conttonto (| ogypocscu | | Peomance undingtobe diebued by | | oo Dust et Fundin by s
Av1112 AY1213 AVI3-14 Av1a1s AY1516 AY16:17 Av17-18 Average (Resident Undergrad Part of 3-Year Average Eetimated Toision Value of Data to be used in ety S Institution's Contribution to the Aggregate Dusl
secor Inttion AYI6 through AY18 Time) Tuition Rate per SCH Dual Credit EOC SCH e s the FY20 Formula e Credit Estimate
| Comprehensive ENMU 0] 3,844] 4,384] 5,614] 4473 5,336 $160.09 $854,187 9.3%| 9.3%| $1,947,419 ENMU 9.3% $181,239
| Comprehensive INMHU 574 423 899 417, 405 512 $180.00 $92,100 1.0% 1.0% NMHU 1.0% $19,542|
| Comprehensive [NNMC 1,513 2,799 3343 1,656 1,949 1,848 $147.35] $272,303 3.0%| 3.0%| INNMC 3.0% $57,777|
| Comprehensive [WNMU 4,652 5,767 6,016 5,740 5,482 5,286 $163.63 $864,894 9.4%| 9.4%| 'WNMU 9.4% $183,511
Branch Campus ENMU-RO 3,527 6,437 | 5,546 6,404] 9,670] 8,446 $78.00 $658,749 7.2% 7.2% ENMU-RO 7.2% $139,772
Branch Campus [ENMU-RU 1,609 2,550 2,733 4,085 3,756 3,384 $45.00| $152,273 1.7% 1.7% [ENMU-RU 1.7% $32,309|
Branch Campus [NMSU-AL 1,940 2,178 2253 1,827 1,876 1,932 $78.00 $150,670 1.6% 1.6% INMSU-AL 1.6% $31,969|
Branch Campus [NMSU-CA 3,907 5813 5,958 8,420] 9,311 9,230 $41.00 $378,430 4.1%)| 4.1%| INMSU-CA 41% $80,294|
Branch Campus [NMSU-DA 6,120] 5,557 4,302 13,798 16,190 14,517 $65.75 $954,471 10.4%)| 10.4%| INMSU-DA 104% $202,517
Branch Campus [NMSU-GR 1,369 1,676, 1,920 2,790] 3329 3,062 $78.00 $238,862 2.6%| 2.6%| INMSU-GR 2.6% $50,681
Branch Campus UNM-GA 3 48 69] 247 561 386 $70.10 $27,035 0.3%)| 0.3%)| (UNM-GA 0.3% $5,736|
Branch Campu