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I. PURPOSE AND SCOPE

Background

Deep concern about the poor coordination and management
of Connecticut's higher education resources under its
current six board governance structure nearly resulted in
a sweeping reorganization in 1976. House Bill 5229, which
passed in the House, was amended in the Senate and ultimately
died in conference committee, would have replaced the
current six boards with a "Board of Regents of the¢ University 5
of the State of Connecticut." This twenty-seven member
board would have selected a chancellor who, in turn,
would have selected deputies to manage the University of
Connecticut, the four state colleges, the twelve community §
colleges and the four technical colleges. :

When a compromise agreement was not reached in confer-
ence committee, suggestions were made that the bipartisan
Joint Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
take the matter under study during the interim.

Purpose

A Senate amendment had called for a "commission to i
study the structure and governance in Connecticut" to be
composed of twenty-five members (public and non-public),
and to be assisted by a six-member task force (appointed
by the heads of the constituent units). This unfunded !
commission was to be charged with studying and making recommen- ;
dations on some dozen problem areas by January 15, 1977. i
Five of those dozen topics were adopted by the Legisla-
tive Program Review and Investigations Committee on
May 20, 1976 as the focus of its study on the higher
education governance issue. Summarizing the proposal,
the charge was to study and make recommendatilions regarding i
the structure and governance of public higher education §
in the state, which recommendations shall be designed: , i

® tTo encourage fiscally responsible procedures;
e to improve coordination of decisionmaking and
budget allocation in public higher education; :
e ¢to centralize service functions...where feasible i
and conducive to improved economy and efficiency;
e tTo economize through elimination of duplication
of administrative functions where feasible; and
e to maximize integration and utilization of higher
education resources and facilities, including the
consideration of combining boards of trustees of :
the constituent units into one or several boards. i



Interface with Other lLegislative Committees

In accordance with the Committee's usual practice
of involving the co-chairmen of related committees in its
work, the co-chairmen of the Joint Committee on Education,
as well as the co-chairmen of the Joint Committee on
Appropriations and the Joint Committee on Finance were
invited to participate on an ex-officio (non-voting) basis.
Later the co-chairmen of the Government Administration
and Policy (GAP) Committee, which reviews all governmental
restructuring bills, were added.

At the outset of the 1977 session, three legislative
committees were charged with reviewing the higher education
restructuring issue: the Program Review and Investigations
Committee, the Education Committee, and the Government
Administration and Policy Committee. On February 10, the
Education and Government Administration and Policy Committees
. held a public hearing on higher education governance.
Subsequent to the public hearing, an agreement was reached
that the Program Review and Investigations Committee would
complete its legislative recommendations by mid-March and
forward them simultaneously to the Education and GAP
Committees. The Education Committee would act on the
Program Review and Investigations Committee proposal and
forward its recommendations to the GAP Committee by April 1.
GAP would consider the work of both committees and forward
its recommended version to the floor of the House by
April 20. The release of this final report of the Legisla-
tive Program Review and Investigations Committee was
targeted for April 20 to maximize its usefulness to members
of the General Assembly as the issue comes to a vote.

Sources

On June 3, letters were sent to each of the five
constituent unit chief executive officers and to the
chancellor of the Commission on Higher Education informing
them of the nature and scope of the study and requesting
their. input. Subsequently, letfters and proposals were
received and several meetings with each were held.

The study, which officially began in October, included
a statute search, a literature review, analysis of budget
and planning documents, a review of other state governance
structures, and dozens of interviews including appropriate
other. legislative staff, higher education administrators,
faculty, students, and staff. In addition, close contact
was maintained with the staff of the Committee on the



Structure of State Government (Filer Committee), which
included higher education in its governmental reorgani-
zation plan (see Chapter IV).

On November 30, a meeting of Commission on Higher
Education members and staff and Program Review and
Investigations Committee members and staff was held to
discuss problems and solutions to the governance issue.
Most of the discussion centered around the need for the

central board to have authority to match its responsibility.

Further, it was generally agreed that a board with sub-
stantial constituent unit representation could not be
expected to resolve conflicts involving shrinking en-
rollments or budgets. It was also noted that higher
education in Connecticut has been unable to achleve
excellence with the resources allocated to it because of
wasteful duplication and poor planning. It was generally
agreed that regional need assessment, regional planning,
and regional delivery was the necessary direction for the
foreseeable future.

Scope

While Committee members gave more time and attention
to this study than they have to any other, it was still
necessary to reduce the scope from all of higher educa-
tion governance to a focus on the central authority.

Prior to that decision, Committee meetings had been
increased from one to two and three per week in an attempt
to reach consensus as to the best plan for organizing

and governing the five constituent units. Some dozen
plans were considered, including two developed by Committee
staff (see Chapter IV). Lack of consensus, the pressures
of time, and the concern that too much restructuring
attempted at once might be paralytic, led the Committee

to concentrate its efforts on a determination of the

kind of central board that could provide badly needed
leadership and direction to the state's higher education
system.

Convinced that the missions and organization of the
constituent units continued to merit General Assembly
action, however, the Committee voted to mandate the
proposed new central board to develop and recommend a
plan to the General Assembly by January 1, 1979.




Report Organization

Chapter II provides an overview of Connecticut's system
of higher education and some of the major weaknesses in
its current governance pattern. Appendices to Chapter II
stress the need for improving the amount and kind of in-
formation in the budget presentation, for funding the
management information system, and suggest ways of im-
proving the planning process. Chapter III describes the
recommended Board of Higher Education, its predominantly
public member composition, and its enhanced budgeting and
planning powers. The Committee's legislative recommendations
include terms of office, selection of a chairman and a
commissioner, transition staff, and an implementation time-
table. A copy of the full proposed bill is presented in
Appendix ITI-1.

Although no position was taken on the organization
and governance of the constituent units, considerable
time was devoted to it. Chapter IV presents comparative
information on the major reorganization proposals for the
benefit of those who take up the issue next.

While it is the usual practice of the Legislative Program
Review and Investigations Committee to circulate its draft
reports to agency heads and to publish the "Agency Response"
in the final report, the urgency of the legislative calendar
made that practice impossible in this instance. Agency
responses will be invited while the report is in press,
however, and will be available for public inspection at the
Committee office, Room 404, State Capitol.
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IT. SYSTEM OVERVIEW AND CURRENT PROBLEMS

Higher Education in Connecticut

Connecticut maintains twenty-one public institutions
organized under four boards of trustees which govern
respectively, the University of Connecticut, the four
state colleges, the four state technical colleges and the
twelve regional community colleges. Responsibility for
public external degree programs 1is vested in the Board for
State Academic Awards. These five organizations are the
constituent units of public higher education.

Connecticut's higher education resources also include
twenty-three private institutions as well as 60 postsecondary
proprietary schools and 27 hospital schools. Appendix II-1
provides technical data on enrollment, budget, location and
other information for the interested reader.

The Commission for Higher Education (CHE), made up of
seventeen members (12 gubernatorial appointees, 5 constituent
unit representatives and the State Education Commissioner,
ex-officio) has been responsible since 1965 for the planning
and coordination of higher education in Connecticut.

Goals. In 1975 the General Assembly adopted the follow-
ing goals for public higher education:

® to ensure that no qualified person be denied the oppor-
tunity for higher education on the basis of age, sex,
ethnic background or social, physical or economic
condition;

® to protect academic freedom;

) to provide opportunities for education and training re-
lated to the economic, cultural and educational develop-
ment of the state;

® to assure the fullest possible use of available resources
in public and private institutions of higher education;

® to maintain standards of quality ensuring a position of
national leadership for state institutions of higher
education;

® to apply the resources of higher education to the problems
of society; and

® to foster flexibility in the policies and institutions of
higher education to enable the system to respond to changes
in the economy, society, technology, and student interests
(C.G.S. 10-324).



CHE duties. To implement these goals, the Commission
on Higher Education has been given the following responsi-
bilities:

e coordination of public college degree programs;

® licensure and accreditation of all postsecondary degree-
granting programs and institutions;

® budget and legislative recommendations;

° fiscal services to the Board for State Academic Awards and
the Office of Veterans Affairs;

o administration of state aid to independent colleges and of
student aid programs;

® research and publication of studies and reports;

® development of a statewide information system;

® serving as Connecticut's Postsecondary Education Planning
Commission, in accordance with the federal Higher Educa-
tion Amendments of 1972, Section 1202; and

° maintaining, in conjunction with the constituent units, a
statewide Master Plan.

Current Problems

Conditions in higher education have changed in recent
years in ways which make CHE's loose coordinative style
inadequate to the new task. The challenge of the 1960's
was to develop mechanisms for accommodating rapid growth;
now, forecasts of declining student enrollments, recession,
inflation, and increasing competition for the public dollar
from other governmental programs have created new and
different kinds of pressures on higher education. Higher
education has lost its priority status. Demand for more
accountability both for dollars spent and for results
achieved has led to a new thrust for strengthening central-
ized budget and planning authority in public higher education.

Budget authority. A major weakness in the current
governance structure lies in its budget process. The
constituent units are recognized as "budgeted agencies"
(according to C.G.3. Sec. U4-69(11)), and therefore have
primary responsibility for preparation and presentation
of the budget requests. CHE's "coordinating" role is
limited to making recommendations on the budgets of the
constituent units to the Governor and General Assembly
(C.G.S. Sec. 10-324 and 328). Furthermore, since
constituent unit budgets are submitted to the Department of
Finance and Control directly, constituent representatives are
able to negotiate directly with Finance and Control (and later




with the General Assembly) without regard for CHE's re-
commendations. Several chief financial officers of the
constituent units admitted to the Legislative Program
Review and Investigations Committee staff that the CHE
budget review was routine and consumed 1little time. The
financial officers viewed their negotiations with Finance
and Control and their testimony before the Appropriations
Committee as the critical steps in the budget process.
The result is that the Appropriations Committee decides
among conflicting constituent unit demands for 1ncreased
appropriations and arbitrates between the constituent
unit requests and the Governor's recommended budget.

During the FY 1976-77 budgeting process, for example,
the higher education constituent units together requested
a 34% increase over the FY 1975-76 appropriation (Table II-1).
CHE's review pared this down to a 27% increase, while the
Governor recommended only a 2% increase and the General
Assembly finally voted a 7% increase. Clearly, a properly
functioning central higher education authority should be
making the difficult cutback decisions and presenting a
single budget more nearly in line with funding realities.

Therefore, the development of a budget process which
empowered the central board to serve as a necessary and
significant arbiter among the constituent units and as the
higher education spokesmen to the Governor and General
Assembly became a major goal of the study.

Table II-1. Higher Education General Fund Budget, FY 1976-77%

FY 1975-76 Agency CHE Governor G.A.

Appropriation Request Recom. Recom. Approp.
University of $ 50,569,533 $ 63,818,867 $ 58,524,867 $ 50,643,000 $ 54,628,000
Connecticut 26% 16% 0% 8%
Health Center 18,679,512 23,893,728 22,190,728 18,822,000 18,128,000
287 19% 87 (3%)
State Colleges 30,240,275 40,940,898 40,010,325 32,830,533 34,740,112
35% 32% 87 15%
Regional Community 20,406,687 27,921,564 27,690,970 20,554,000 21,426,000
Colleges 37% 36% 1% 5%
Technical Colleges 5,071,413 8,807,530 7,376,589 44,981,000 5,212,136
Tua U5g (2%) 3%
CHE 7,150,809 11,950,802 11,950,802 6,852,400 6,770,400
67% (4%) (5%)
Total $132,118,229 $177,333,389 $167,744,281 $134,682,933 $140,904,648
347 27% 2% A

*Percents shown represent increase (decrease) over FY 1975-76 appropriation

level.
Source: CHE budget documents and Governor's 1976-77 Budget.
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Planning authority. CHE has two primary planning
responsibilities. First is the preparation of a five-year
Master Plan for all of higher education, to be updated
biennially. Second is program plan approval for coordi-
nation purposes, but this authority i1s limited to new aca-
demic programs initiated by public institutions. CliE,
therefore, has no control over existing programs in any
institution nor over expansion in independent institutions.

This combination of authority and constraints, together
with the composition of the Commission, has created two
significant problems. First, because CHE can grant or
deny plan approval only for new public programs, it has no
authority to evaluate, revise, reduce, or phase out existing
programs, which may no longer serve a valid need. Essentially,
this means that any program that could once be justified
can continue to operate without ongoing justification,
unless voluntarily altered by the institution. Obviously,
such an arrangement hampers the flexibility of the state
system in responding to changing needs.

The second problem is that the statute concerning
gubernatorial appointments to the Commission does not
exclude candidates with vested interests in higher
education. Consequently, the current Commission has four
members who are affiliated with independent institutions.
These members have been able to stall consideration of new
programs 1n public institutions until a similar program
was established in an independent institution, thereby
relieving the need for the new public program. Those public
Institutions which are facing declining enrollments and
have attempted to adapt to new needs to attract more students
have been understandably frustrated by CHE's approval role.

The Program Review and Investigations Committee
recommendations in Chapter III attempt to solve both of
these problems. First, the composition of the new Board
of Higher Education is constrained so that no more than
one member can be directly affiliated with an independent in-
stitution. Second, the new Board will have substantially
expanded planning powers, which include recommendations to
"merge, close or otherwise alter existing programs, facili-
ties, or campuses.”

Of possibly even greater concern, is CHE's overall
long range planning effort. Its NMaster Plan is weak
and has little impact on what actually happens in higher
education. One problem is CHE's inability to obtain



current, accurate, and comparable information from the
constituent units and private institutions. Secondly,
differences in regional needs and demands are inadequately
addressed, and although it is generally agreed that regional
planning would optimize resource use, formal planning
regions have yet to be established.

A third significant problem is that the Master Plan
is a "consensus" ¢ iiument. By law, CHE is mandated to
prepare a plan in cooperation with the constituent units,
taking into account private institution plans. Recommenda-
tions are the product of compromise among these groups,
and are not prioritized. Long range statewide planning
therefore is a matter left to negotiation among vested
interest groups.

A fourth major reason for CHE's ineffectiveness 1is
1ts lack of authority to implement Master Plan recommenda-
tions. Because CHE can only advise and make suggestions
to the constituent units, compliance is dependent on CHE's
power of persuasion. Effectiveness is even further diminish-
ed by the isolation of master planning from budget-making
functions. Plans and policy are implemented through
appropriations to individual institutions and units, which
generally fail to take into account the statewide long
range plan for higher education. Solutions to current
weaknesses 1in the planning process, therefore, also became
an important goal of this study.

Lack of leadership in higher education. Many educators
and legislators have characterized the situation in
Connecticut's public higher education system as a "crisis
in leadership." They contend that had the Commission
and the chancellor, with existing powers, been more agressive
and assertive in establishing a position of strong leader-
ship among the constituent units, there would be no need
to reorganize higher education governance today. Certainly,
there 1s an element of truth to this assertion; however,

CHE has also been a victim of circumstance. It was
established in 1965 as a compromise between calls for a
strong central governing board as proposed in the Citizens
Task Force Study of 1964 and efforts of the constituent
units to remain autonomous.

The early 1960's had been a period of tremendous growth
in public higher education and the development of strong
political forces in the constituent units. The desire for a

strong central leadership role for CHE was ambivalent at best.
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In the late 1960's, as growth in the system continued
and ever increasing capital and operating budget requests
were being honored by the Governor and General Assembly,
there was no urgent need for strong central leadership
in public higher education. CHE adopted for itself a
loose coordinating role which undermined its statutory
potential for effectiveness. As a consequence, CHE had
not prepared itself for the crises of the 1970's. Fiscal
austerity and severe budget restrictions combined with a
de-emphasis on the priority of higher education in the
hierarchy of government services, forced the constituent
units to scramble for whatever budgetary allotments they
could get. Since CHE had not established itself 1n a leader-
ship position, the constituent units did not rely on the
Commission or the chancellor to fight their budgetary
battles, but went directly to the Governor and the
General Assembly.

Looking to the future, with forecasts of declining
enrollments among traditional "college age" students,
greater orientation toward adult and non-traditional
education, and life-long learning patterns, there is
clearly an increasing need for effective leadership in
higher education.

The constituent units, as with any organization, are
concerned with the strength and success of thelr own
operations. CHE has been unable to resolve the internal
conflicts among the competing interests within public
higher education, and has been i1neffective 1n maximiz-
ing cooperation between the public and private sectors.
Higher education issues regarding capital expansion,
funding levels and even program offerings have been
settled in the political arena where awareness of the
educational impact of such decisions may be limited. It
is critical that the difficult times which lie ahead
be characterized by responsible, effective leadership
in the central agency.
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IIT. A NEW CENTRAL AUTHORITY §

As noted in Chapter I, the Legislative Program Review
and Investigations Committee devoted extraordinary attention
to the creation of a new central authority for higher educa-
tion policy, planning, and budget-making. The need for a
new board with a different composition and stronger authority
was discussed at length. The composition of the board,
appointment of its members, terms of office, selection of a
chairman and a chief executive, and statutory duties
were thoughtfully considered, debated and voted on one by
one during the months of February and March. On March 16
all legislative recommendations were re-examined and adopted
as a package to be forwarded to the Joint Education
Committee and the Government Administration and Policy
Committee.

On March 23, 1977 the Legislative Program Review and
Investigations Commilttee adopted suggested statutory
language to incorporate its higher education legislative
recommendations into existing statutes. This statutory
language was later modified to consolidate overlapping
sections of relevant existing statutes (see Appendix III-1).

e T

Overview of Proposed Board

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee recommends the creation of a Board of Higher
Education (BHE) to replace the existing Commission for
Higher Education (CHE). The major changes effected by the ;
BHE plan are in composition of the board and in the areas :
of budget preparation and planning.

Under the proposal, BHE is designated as the state
agency which will submit to the Governor and General
Assembly a single budget for all of public higher education.
This budget will be delineated by constituent unit, since
the constituent units will retain power to expend appro-
priated funds (see Appendix III-1, Section 7).

Another significant change is that BHE will have the
power to insure that constituent unit policies and plans
are consistent with their statufory missions and with :
statewide policies as established by BHE (see Appendix III-
1, Section 6).

R TR R RN TS 4 O M R 1Rl

A further major element of the Committee recommendations
is that the new board develop a proposal for the organization
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of the public higher education constituent units for General
Assembly action in 1979. The Board is further mandated to

take into account methods to provide for significant repre-
sentation of student and faculty interests to the Board of
Higher Education. One means of providing for such input,

which has been successful in many other states, 1s through
broadly-based student advisory and faculty advisory committees.
Such committees should report directly to the Board at its
regular meetings.

Role of Constituent Boards

A significant factor in the Committee deliberations was
the desire to find the appropriate balance between authority
vested in the central board and that retained by constituent
units. While it was clear that the existing central authority
is not adequately comprised or empowered, it was also clear
that too much power at the center would erode morale and
quality in the higher education community.

Under the new Board of Higher Education as proposed by
the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee,
the present statutory duties and responsibilities of the
constituent boards of trustees will not be altered (see
Appendix III-1, Section 21). Such boards will continue to
have authority and responsibility for:

a) appointment, promotion and tenure of academic and ad-
ministrative staff;

b) selection of students;

c) curriculum content and degree standards;

d) balance between teaching, research and public service;

e) preparation of budget requests (for submission to BHE)
and expenditure of appropriated funds; and

f) policy and plans for institutional development.

The major change effected by the BHE proposal with
respect to constituent boards, therefore, is that BHE,
taking into account constituent budgets, will prepare
and present a single higher education budget to the
Governor and the legislature.

Legislative Recommendations

The remainder of this Chapter presents the Committee's legis-
lative recommendations. These recommendations are designed to
have the overall effect of making BHE accountable to the Governor
and General Assembly; of assuring that the missions and mandates
of the public higher education operating units are complied with;:
and of assuring that the higher education needs of the citizens of
the State are being effectively and efficiently served within
appropriation limits.

12



Creation of a board of higher education. The Commission for
Higher Education shall be abolished and a Board of Higher Education
shall be created in its place.

Membership of the board. The Board of Higher Education shall
consist of eighteen (18) members, of whom

Six (6) shall be appointed by the Governor,
Six (6) shall be appointed by the General Assembly as
follows:

Two (2) by the President Pro Tempore of the Senate,
Two (2) by the Speaker of the House,

One (1) by the Senate Minority Leader, and

One (1) by the House Minority Leader;

Six (6) shall be representatives of higher education constituencies
to be selected as follows:

One each by the Board of Trustees for the University of
Connecticut, the Board of Trustees for the State Colleges,
the Board of Trustees for Regional Community Colleges,

the Board of Trustees for State Technical Colleges, the
Board for State Academic Awards, and the Connecticut
Conference of Independent Colleges.

The secretary of the State Board of Education shall serve as a
member ex officio of the Board of Higher Education without the right
to vote.

The twelve (12) members appointed by the Governor and the General
Assembly shall be considered public members and as such shall not be
employed by or be a member of a board of trustees for any Connecticut
higher education institution, public or private, during their term of
membership on the Board of Higher Education.

Terms of office. The terms of office of members of the Board of
Higher Education shall be for a period of six (6) years, except that
the initial appointments by the Governor shall be two for two years,
two for four years and two for six years; the initial appointments by
the General Assembly shall be

one by the President Pro Tempore of the Senate for four years
and one for six years,

one by the Speaker of the House for two years and one for
four years, and

one by the Senate Minority Leader for six years and one
by the House Minority Leader for two years;

and initial appointments of the six (6) constituent representatives
shall be for two years, pending substructure reorganization.

13
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Chairman. The Governor shall nominate from the twelve public
members a candidate for the chairmanship of the Board of Higher
Education, to be approved by a majority of the full membership of
the Board. Chairmanship (as distinct from membership) shall be for
a period of four years, coterminus with the term of office of the
Governor.

Duties and responsibilities. The Board of Higher Education shall
establish statewide policy for Connecticut's system of public higher
education and shall have primary responsibility for the following:

1) relationships with executive and legislative agencies
including
a) preparation and presentation of a consolidated public
higher education budget;

b) periodic reports on the conditions and needs of the system
including

i) a single priority listing of all capital projects and
ii) recommendations to merge, close or otherwise alter
existing programs, facilities or campuses;

c) preparation of a master plan for public higher education
establishing objectives to achieve the statutory goals
of higher education;

d) preparation and presentation of legislative proposals
affecting public higher education to the general assembly;

2) approval of plans received from the institutional boards for
the continuing development and maximum utilization of the
state's public higher education resources;

3) review of policy developed by each constituent unit to assure
that responsibilities are covered and constituent unit policy
is consistent with state policy;

4) coordination of programs and services throughout the public
higher education system and between public and private
institutions;

5) development of evaluative procedures to ensure acceptable
quality in programs and institutions and enforcement of
standards through licensing and accreditation;

6) research for the public higher education system;

7) development and maintenance of a central higher education
information system;

8) administrative services for student financial aid programs;

9) administrative services for veterans' affairs programs; and

10) 1202 postsecondary education planning.

Substructure. The Board of Higher Education shall prepare and
present to the General Assembly no later than January 1, 1979, a
proposal for the organization of the public higher education constituent
units, and shall include in this proposal recommendations for the
future selection of the six non-public members of the Board of Higher

14



Education, taking into account methods to provide for significant
representation of student and faculty interests to the Board of Higher
Education.

Staff. The Board of Higher Education shall select and employ a
Commissioner of Higher Education and may employ other staff as it
deems necessary, including temporary assistants and consultants.

Implementation timetable. The legislation establishing the
Board of Higher Education shall become effective on August 1, 1977,
except that a section requiring the appointing authorities to appoint
the members of the Board of Higher Education on or before July 31, 1977
shall become effective upon passage of the act. The Commission for
Higher Education shall be abolished as of July 31, 1977.

The Board of Higher Education may employ current CHE staff and
other staff as necessary to carry on the work of the Board of Higher
Education during the transition period.

The Board of Higher Education shall select and employ a Commissioner

of Higher Education on or before December 31, 1977.
The Commissioner shall prepare and present a new table of staff

organization to the Board of Higher Education for approval on or
before April 1, 1978.

Conclusion

This concludes the recommendations of the Legislative
Program Review and Investigations Committee for statutory
change regarding higher education governance. As already
noted, Appendix III-1 contains complete statutory language
incorporating these recommendations.

On March 31 the Education Committee adopted these re-
commendations with a few changes. Board membership was in-
creased to twenty, including two students. The Board chair-
man would be selected solely by the Board without a guberna-
torial nomination, and would serve a term of three years.

The recommendations of the Legislative Program Review
and Investigations Committee and the Education Committee are

now before the Government Administration and Policy Committee.

As of this writing, a public hearing is scheduled for
April 7, and final action on the bill is targeted for the
first week of May.

The next chapter is purely informational and presents no

recommendations. It shows the range of alternatives for or-
ganizing the constituent units, and lays out some of the
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i1ssues and arguments. It is the Committee's view that this
information should not be lost even though no recommendation
was made. If the substructure reorganization mandate is
adopted by the General Assembly this year, the issue will be
before us again in the 1979 session.

16



Chapter Four
ALTERNATIVES FOR ORGANIZING THE CONSTITUENT UNITS
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IV. ALTERNATIVES FOR ORGANIZING THE CONSTITUENT UNITS

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee reviewed the governance structures of other
states and more than a dozen proposals for restructuring
higher education in Connecticut. The proposals ranged all
the way from complete consolidation into one institution
with one governing board to the current five constituent
boards under a coordinating council composed entirely of
constituent represenatives. The proposals presented in
this chapter are representative of that range:

@ The Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee staff regional proposal consolidates
the system into one institution--the University
of the State of Connecticut--and requires only
one governing board.

e The Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee staff "Connecticut State University"
proposal consolidates the system into two in-
stitutions--the University of Connecticut and
the Connecticut State University--each with a
board of frustees which report to the State
Board of Postsecondary Education.

@ The Filer Committee proposal consoclidates the
community colleges and technical colleges into
one constituent unit, retains the University of
Connecticut and the state colleges as separate
units, but removes all constituent boards.

@ The Gould proposal also consolidates the community
colleges and the technical colleges, and 1in
addition, consolidates the University of
Connecticut and the state colleges.

@ Proposed HB 7658 called for a coordinating council
composed entirely of constituent representatives
and left the existing constituent units and
governing boards in place.

In addition to the general restructuring proposals, brief
discussions of the State Board for Academic Awards and the
University of Connecticut branches have been presented.

As already noted, this chapfer is purely informational,
and includes no recommendations.
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Legislative Program Review & Investigations Committee Staff

Regional Proposal

After numerous interviews in which the problems of
Connecticut's higher education system were persuasively
articulated in terms of gaps and overlaps in programs,
as a result of poor regional planning and coordination,

the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
staff developed a proposal aimed at solving such problems.

Shown in Figure IV-1 this proposal called for a single

Figure IV-1. LPR&IC Staff Regional Proposal--The University
of the State of Connecticut.
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governing board and a single statewide public institution,

regionally administered by chancellors with input from
broad-based regional advisory councils (see Appendix IV-1).
Statewide planning would be built on regional plans and

conversely regional institutions would jointly allocate the

needs of a region to be met in various programs and campuses.

Substantial resistance was encountered over the notion

of including a land-grant college--the State Unilversity--
in such a system (in spite of the fact that the University
of Wisconsin recently took such a step) and led to the

second staff proposal.
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Legislative Program Review & Investigations Committee Staff
Connecticut State University Proposal

The second proposal would leave the University of
Connecticut in tact as a statewide resource, with its Board
of Trustees, the Storrs campus, and the graduate and pro-
fessional schools.

The other three constituent units, however, would be
merged to create a Connecticut State University with a
mission statement encompassing the charges of the State
Colleges, the Regional Community Colleges, the State
Technical Colleges, and the Board for State Academic
Awards. The higher education turf would be divided on a
functional (mission) basis between the two institutions
as shown below.

Proposed Mission Statements

The Connecticut State University

The Connecticut State University shall have primary
responsibility for providing

1) undergraduate education in the liberal arts
and sciences,

2) applied education and training in occupational,
vocational and technical fields,

3) continuing education programs to promote life-
long learning,

and within this mission shall insure maximum educational
opportunities for the citizenry of the state.

The University of Connecticut

The University of Connecticut shall have primary
responsibility for

1) graduate education programs leading to doctoral
and advanced professional degrees,

2) research, and

3) public service.

It shall also provide undergraduate education leading to
a baccalaureate degree to those selected students whose
goals and abilities are consistent with the University
of Connecticut's distinct mission as the center for
advanced education, research and public service in the
state.
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Figure IV-2 presents an organization chart showing the
full public higher education system and Figure IV-3 is a
detailed organization chart of the Connecticut State Univer-
sity. Figure IV-4 shows how the institutions might be grouped
geographically.

This proposal provides for an integrated system authorized
(and mandated) to deliver quality liberal arts education,
occupational and technical training, and community services
which are currently authorized for the state colleges, the
community colleges, and the technical colleges.

A student could apply for admission to one institution
(C3SU), be screened and counseled into an appropriate program,
be assigned a main branch (Western, Central, Southern, or
Eastern) for record keeping and further counseling purposes,
and could then take any courses (for which he/she is pre-
pared) on any campus of the system. It is expected that
enrollment would tend to cluster on the campuses nearest
each main branch due to commuting considerations.

Further, curriculum planning and coordination would
focus on regional needs and interests. The main campus
in each region would be the hub of program planning and
budgeting. Faculty fteaching primarily at local branch
campuses would all be members of a single academic depart-
ment for each discipline, coordinated by a single department
head for each discipline in each region.

This proposal is seen by staff as a method of enhancing
student opportunity by allowing students to register in a
statewide institution and to enroll in courses at any
campus on a space available basis. It is seen as a means
of improving educational gquality because by pooling resources,
no one campus would be required to be comprehensive. This
would allow special programs to flourish on a few campuses
with a much broader choice of courses within that program
since faculty would be freed from teaching mostly "the basics"
on campus after campus. Some campuses could become known for
their arts and music programs while others might focus and
become excellent in allied health and other service professions.

This proposal, which came to be known as the "Connecticut
State University" or "CSU" proposal was of special interest to
the Program Review and Investigations Committee. It was the
topilc of several meetings, including one in which the chief
executive officers of each constituent unit and the Commission
on Higher Education were invited to criticize it from an
educational delivery point of view. Predictably, each chief
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Figure IV-2. LPR&IC Staff Proposal for Connecticut System of Postsecondary
Education
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Figure IV-3. Connecticut State University Detail
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Figure IV-4. Map for LPR&IC Staff Connecticut State University
Proposal.
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executive favored the proposal endorsed by his respective
board, but no serious harm was done to the CSU concept.
In fact, support for the concept was enthusiastically
(though sometimes confidentially) expressed by persons
representing a wide variety of interests among the higher
education community.
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Filer Committee Proposal

Connecticut's system for higher education was reviewed
by the Committee on the Structure of State Government (Filer
Committee). That committee recommended that the system be
restructured under a single governing board of persons (not
employed by any higher education institution) appointed by the
Governor and confirmed by the General Assembly. In addition
to the authority held by the Commission for Higher Education,
the governing board would assume the responsibilities of the
constituent boards which would all be abolished. The public
institutions would be arranged into three units: the Univer-
sity of Connecticut, the State Colleges, and the combined

Figure IV-5. Filer Committee Proposal (12/20/76)
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Source: LPR&IC staff analysis of Filer Committee Report.
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Regional Community and State Technical Colleges. Each unit
would be administered by a Chancellor reporting to the
Commissioner. Each campus would have an advisory board,
and regional advisory committees would be established where
warranted.

This higher education restructuring recommendation is
consistent with the general thrust of the Filer Committee
report which is to consolidate state agencies. The Filer
Committee felt that the small size of Connecticut's system
of higher education does not require governing bodies for
each constituent unit, and believed the system would be
improved by a streamlined governing structure.

Gould Proposal

Dr. Samuel Gould, acting Chancellor for the Commission
for Higher Education recommended a central policy making
and coordinating body composed of seven gubernatorial
and eight legislative appointees, none with higher education
affiliation.

The institutions would be grouped into two subunits--one
for four-year and advanced degrees, and one for two-year
degree programs. The first combines the University of
Connecticut (without two-year branches) and state colleges
to form the University of the State of Connecticut with
four-year branches at New Britain, Danbury, New Haven,
and Willimantic. This subunit would be governed by the
University of Connecticut Board of Trustees (the State
College Board would be abolished). The technical colleges
and community colleges would make up the other subunit with
a Board of Trustees composed of equal representation from
the two existing Boards of Trustees. Each institution would
also have a council to coordinate the programs of the campus
with needs of the community. Figure IV-6 is an organiza-
tion chart depicting the structure recommended by Dr. Gould.

The central body's authority would fall into two major
categories: budgetary and fiscal planning, and systems
planning and development. Fiscal responsibility would
include assumption of the pre-audit function of the Depart-
ment of Finance and Control as well as an improved central
budget process. Policy planning of academic programs would
involve strengthening the policy review, program coordination
and approval authority exercised by the Commission of Higher
Education.
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Figure IV-6. Gould Proposal (1/4/77)
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Dr. Gould considers several structures workable, but
he believes that this proposal reflects the best features
of all the proposals.

Proposed HB 7658--An Act Creating a Council for Public Higher
Education (1977 Session)

Proposed HB 7658 called for the creation of a coordinat-
ing Council for Public Higher Education to replace the
existing Commission for Higher Education, and left the existing
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constituent units in place. The proposed governance structure
differs from the present structure in the composition of

the central board and in a shift of selected staff respon-
sibilities to a "bureau for auxillary services." The coordi-
nating Council would be composed of seventeen members--one
from the Board of State Academic Awards, and four each (one

of whom would be a student) from the four remaining consti-
tuent boards.

This proposal would give Council members authority for
systemwide governance while remaining accountable to their
constituent boards. The hope was that this structure would

Figure IV-7.

Proposed HB 7658
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improve coordination among constituent units. In addition

to the responsibilities held by the existing commission,

HB 7658 mandates preparation and presentation of a systemwide
budget, assigns the authority to coordinate, merge, close,

or otherwise alter existing programs, facilities or campuses,
and grants the authority to plan for institutional development.

The bureau of auxiliary services would be composed of
three independent institution representatives, appointed by
the Governor, and three Council members. It would assume
1202 planning responsibilities, student financial aid,
licensure and accreditation of higher education program
institutions and licensure and accreditation for proprietary
schools, a function presently held by the State Board of
Education.

Board for State Academic Awards

During the 1973 session, the legislature established
the Board for State Academic Awards (BSAA). Created as :a
free-standing constituent unit of public higher education,
the BSAA is mandated to:

"...develop and implement programs to improve opportun-
ities 1in higher education, through alternate modes of
service, including but not limited to guidance and
information services, registration and validation on
services, examination and degree granting services,
technological delivery systems, and projects of re-
search and development..." (Sec. 10-330(e)).

In addition, BSAA is empowered to appoint on a con-
sulting basis a faculty of examiners to make recommendations
with respect to program requirements and standards for the
award of credits and degrees.

During the past fiscal year (1976), the BSAA operated
on a budget of $87,208, and employed a full-time staff of
five--an executive director, director of evaluation, registrar,
admissions coordinator, and a secretary. Since openineg its
doors in 1974, it has enrolled 2633 students and awarded 169
associate degrees. Currently, BSAA is licensed and accredited
fo grant both associate and bachelor degrees in the liberal
arts and sciences. Outreach centers for student advisement,
have been established in libraries, churches, and educational
institutions in thirteen towns throughout Connecticut. Un-
like some other external degree programs, BSAA provides
evaluative and assessment services, but does not offer its
own instructional program.
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Profile of enrollees. BSAA enrollees tend to be older
than traditional students, and are more likely to be employed.
The average BSAA student is over 40 years of age. 86% of the
men and 23% of the women enrolled have full-time jobs. By
contrast, most students in Connecticut's regional community
colleges are under 30, and 29% work full-time. Most BSAA
enrollees (74%) are not students in other programs and
institutions, although enrollees have attended virtually
all other public and private institutions in the State.

In the BSAA program, credits may be earned through:
(1) college courses completed in other accredited institutions,
(2) military service schools, (3) proficiency examinations,
(4) special examination of knowledge gained outside a
traditional classroom setting, and (5) accredited courses
offered by non collegiate institutions, including business
and industry.

Governance. Under the present governance system the
Board for State Academic Awards, consisting of five members
appointed by the Governor, is an independent constituent
unit of the state system of higher education. It is equal
in status with the other four constituent units--the University
of Connecticut, the State Colleges, the Community Colleges,
and the State Technical Colleges.

Operational expenses of the board are funded through the
budget of the Commission for Higher Education. Licensing
and accreditation of board programs, as with other constituent
units, is subject to CHE approval.

Neither BSAA's statutory authority nor its general
mandate limit nontraditional credentialing to BSAA-operated
programs. Prior to BSAA's creation, 67% of Connecticut
colleges surveyed by CHE offered credit by examination in
lieu of classroom attendance. Many public and private colleges
in Connecticut continue to offer viable alternatives to
traditional classroom instruction.

Throughout the country, nontraditional, "external degree"
programs are offered at a variety of governance levels. In
some cases (e.g., Antioch College, Goddard College), pro-
grams are offered within existing traditional institutions--
the "University Without Walls" concept. Colleges devoted
entirely to nontraditional education have also been establish-
ed (e.g., Empire State College in New York). Other states
offer external degree programs directly through the central
governing board (e.g., New York Regents External Degree
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Program). The Regents External Degree Program, like
Connecticut's BSAA but unlike many other programs, evaluates
and validates learning but does not offer its own instructional
program.

Under any new system of governance, the Board for State
Academic Awards or its function could be located in any one
of several places in the new structure. Four alternatives
are presented below.

Assignment to BSAA or i1ts function to a two-year system.
Under this plan, the Board for State Academic Awards cor its
program would be assigned to either the Regional Community
Colleges or to a consolidated two-year system incorporating i
the Technical Colleges. One advantage might be improved :
integration with the resources of the two-year system. ) i

However, several disadvantages of this plan are apparent.
The program might be limited in its access to the resources
of other state institutions and private colleges. In addition,
since the Board was recently accredited to grant bachelors
degrees, assignment of its function to a two-year degree system i
would be inconsistent with its broader degree granting i
authority. :

Assignment of BSAA or its function to the University of :
Connecticut. Following this plan, the Board's program would i
be operated by the University of Connecticut, thus improving i
its integration with the resources of the University. :

The BSAA program, however, does not fit the University's
distinctive mission of providing graduate education programs
leading to doctoral and advanced professional degrees, re-
search opportunities, and public service. The primary goal
of the BSAA is to extend opportunities to individuals who
are unable (or unwilling) to participate in traditional
programs.

In addition, the mandate of the BSAA, which gives status
to nontraditional approaches, may find insufficient accep-
tance and support at the University to foster program growth. :
At the Unilversity, allegiances are strong to norms of the i
academic professions and to traditional modes of conferring ’
credits and degrees. Besides a possibility of stifling its
growth and viability as an independent program, assignment
of the BSAA to the University might also isolate it from
direct access to resources at the state's other public and
private iInstitutions.
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Assignment of BSAA or its function to a four-year system.
Under this plan, the BSAA or its function would be assigned
to the State Colleges or to a consolidated four-year system.

This plan might offer distinct advantages. For example,
the BSAA's program would be fully integrated with a compre-
hensive statewide four-year college system whose primary
mission is undergraduate and career education. Thus,
features of this plan would avoid the major drawbacks of
the two previous options. Two year and four year "external"
degrees could be conferred by a traditional institution whose
mission is more compatible with BSAA's mandate than are the
University or the Community College missions.

However, this plan also appears to have serious short-
comings. The BSAA function would be removed from direct
access to the resources of the University of Connecticut
and the independent colleges. Presently, the BSAA draws
examining and consulting faculty from the University and
from independent colleges, including Wesleyan University,
Sacred Heart College, Yale University, and others. If the
BSAA program were identified with any one state institution,
whether a two-year or four-year system, attracting faculty
and assembling resources from other public and private
institutions could be considerably more difficult.

If the BSAA is assigned to a traditional four-year
system, faculty or administration at the institution may
stifle the program's growth or relegate it to inferior
status.

Moreover, one of the purposes of the BSAA is to provide
opportunities in places where traditional institutionc are
not present: 1in public libraries, community centers, and
other locations accessible to people not served by traditional
institutions. Enrollment data indicates that BSAA students
are not "typical students" as found on most college campuses.
Whether this clientele could continue to be reached and
served 1f the BSAA were assigned to a traditional four-year
system would have to be demonstrated.

Thus, this plan, although viable in some respects,
appears to have some serious disadvantages. In addition,
it is clearly inconsistent with the original purpose and
intent of the program to serve as a free-standing statewide
examining university independent from the state's other
public institutions of higher learning.
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Assignment of the BSAA or its function to a central
board as a separate mandate and function. Under this option,
the BSAA would be assigned to the central coordinating
or governing board as a separate mandate and would continue
functioning independently.

The advantage of this plan would be that faculty and
other resources could continue to be drawn from all other
public and private institutions in the state. In addition,
the program would not be identified with any one traditional
institution. Its standards and requirements could represent
a statewide "consensus" of professional judgment developed
from the entire higher education community.

This plan is the most consistent with two of BSAA's
historical objectives: (1) to accomplish outreach where
other institutions have not been present, and (2) to provide
opportunity to a clientele otherwise not served. Its
historical independence from established institutions has
enabled 1t to better accomplish these two goals.

Critics argue that independence may lead to problems
in assembling necessary resources, such as examining faculty,
to administer the program. BSAA's director indicated that
he has had no difficulty attracting faculty to participate
in the program and that no one has ever turned him down.
Although the board pays its faculty, many individuals have,
in fact, volunteered to serve as examiners at no cost to
the state.

The University of Connecticut Branches

There are five lower division branches of the University
of Connecticut located in Groton, Hartford, Torrington,
Waterbury, and Stamford. The branches offer a general
lower division education to prepare students for transfer
to the main campus for completion of baccalaureate require-
ments. The Stamford branch has been mandated by the General
Assembly to offer upper division work in business and the
social sciences and also offers a masters degree program in
business administration.

Controversy over the branches--whether they should be
abolished or retained by the University--has grown in recent
years. Arguments for retention and abolition are capsulized

below.
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Arguments Favoring Retention

Outreach

Transfer

The branches allow the University
to extend educational opportunity
to geographically bound students;
branches provide a "physical plant"
for non-credit and credit extension
program offerings throughout the
state; and

community service activities.

The branches provide an automatic
transfer track for upper division
work at the main campus.

Arguments Favoring Abolition

made .

Redundancy

Cost

Mission

Demand

Branches are located near

other public institutions offering
similar programs resulting in dupli-
cation of resources (facilities,
faculty, and programs).

The quality and size of the programs
offered at the branches may not
justify the expense of delivering
these services.

The branches were established prior
to development of the Community
College system and may have outlived
their usefulness. There appears to
be overlap in missions.

Enrollment at the branches is

declining. One university plan (the
Brand Report) favors dissolution of
the Torrington and Groton branches.

These arguments summarize the strengths and weaknesses
of the branches but further study of the branch problem is
necessary before a decision to abolish or retain them is

As part of its deliberation of substructure the Board
should review all campuses for their contribution to higher
education in Connecticut. The branches should be evaluated
by cost, need, and overlap among the public and private

32



institutions. As Table IV-1 shows, per student costs vary
considerably, with Torrington and Southeastern (Groton)
approximately twice as expensive as Hartford. In addition,
the review of the University of Connecticut branches should
include an assessment of the role of the branches now that
the community college system is 1n place offering lower
division transfer programs.

Table IV-1. University of Connecticut Branch enrollment

and cost.
Head Count FTE % Budget Cost/FTE¥
Hartford 950 890 $980,000 $1,104
Southeastern 428 390 935,000 2,397
Stamford 792 630 857,000 1,361
Torrington 196 175 398,000 2,275
Waterbury 588 570 847,000 1,486

¥ Full-Time Equivalent student enrollment
Source: LPR&IC staff analysis of CHE data.
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