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Foreword 

 

At the first meeting of the Government Efficiency Commission, the Co-chairs – James Baker and 
John Hillenbrand --determined that four subcommittees were necessary to complete the 
Commission’s work.  I was appointed to chair the Higher Education Subcommittee, which included 
two other members: Phil Faccenda, and Terry White. Appointed with the daunting task of assessing 
efficiency in higher education, we knew that we would need a broader sounding board to consider 
such weighty topics.  With the permission of the Commission Co-chairs, we augmented the 
appointed membership with three additional members with impeccable credentials.  These additional 
members were: Tim McGinley, President of House Investments and Chair of the Purdue Board of 
Trustees; Gus Watanabe, who has played enormous roles in medical research as Chair of the 
Department of Medicine at the IU Medical School, as Executive Vice President of Science and 
Technology at Eli Lilly and Company, and now as Chairman of BioCrossroads; and Ernie Bartell, 
not only a Notre Dame Trustee and noted economist, but a leader in Catholic education circles as 
well.  I cannot overstate the wealth of experience, and the importance to the Subcommittee’s 
deliberations, of all of these individuals. 

The Subcommittee was greatly aided by a grant from the Central Indiana Corporate Partnership 
Foundation, which generously offered to pay for the assistance of an outside consultant through the 
Legislative Services Agency.  After some investigation, the Subcommittee selected NCHEMS, Inc. 
to help it assemble information and formulate observations.  We are indebted to Dennis Jones and 
Aims McGuinness for their unvarnished assessments of the state’s higher education system and for 
their long-term suggestions for improvement, many of which found their way into our Report. 

The immense scope of the Subcommittee’s charge was immediately clear.  We had no other choice 
than to begin assembling as much diverse data as possible to describe the operations of higher 
education institutions and, as we soon discovered, the overall performance of the state.  To begin this 
task, we asked the Commission for Higher Education to point to relevant data sources, and to begin 
organizing the information necessary for our report.  We deeply appreciate the assistance of the 
Commissioner and his staff.  The Commission effort was expanded with the vast NCHEMS 
database, which was particularly useful in comparing information for Indiana campuses across sets 
of peer institutions around the country, and in learning about best practices. 

As a result of our various meetings and interviews (see Appendix D), the Committee came to 
substantial conclusions, which I will briefly note. 

First, Indiana has an overwhelming focus on baccalaureate education that is clearly out of balance 
with the rest of the nation.  This focus, while providing a tremendous asset to the state, has also 
distracted it from other crucial objectives, including the overdue expansion of the Indiana’s research 
and technology transfer enterprise, and the glaring insufficiency of the state’s two-year college 
programs in meeting adult education, job retraining, and remedial education needs. 
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The Subcommittee did not find substantial evidence of individual institutions operating inefficiently, 
at least in comparison with institutions of similar mission and scope.  The Subcommittee, however, 
did discover a profound structural inefficiency that serves to drive up costs to the state, while 
siphoning resources away from other necessary goals.  This inefficiency is rooted in severe 
competition by institutions pursuing the same missions and the same students.   

In the end, we believe that a reduction of overall support for postsecondary education would be 
counter-productive to the goals for Indiana.  However, correcting the existing structural 
inefficiencies could afford the state considerable progress toward those goals, with roughly the same 
investment levels, but with a much different model for distributing public support.  The major 
research institutions clearly will need to increase their research aspirations, develop their research 
funding base, and solicit other funding resources that will reduce their dependence on state 
appropriations.  Over time, these state funds can be redirected and invested in correcting an 
insufficient community college, in making postsecondary programs more affordable, and in growing 
the sizeable research capacity that exists already. 

We also present the need for changes in the state’s overall governance structure; the purpose of these 
changes would be to publicly advance an agenda for long-term development in postsecondary 
education, and to implement a series of long-term compacts with the institutions to effect that 
agenda.  All of these changes, we believe, are in the state’s best interest. 

While our business has not focused upon potential legislative remedies, we have suggested limited 
legislation that would implement some of the policy changes we recommend. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Thomas E. Reilly, Jr. 

Chairman, Higher Education Subcommittee 

September 2004 
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REPORT OF THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION TO THE 

GOVERNMENT EFFICIENCY COMMISSION 

STATE OF INDIANA 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Indiana is falling behind.  In each of the past four decades, per capita income in the state has 
fallen relative to the nation as a whole.  Indiana is now well below the national average on this 
measure. 

Indiana Per Capita Personal Income as a 
Percentage of U.S. Average, 1960-2000
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In the absence of overt action designed to expand and diversify the state’s economy, there is no 
reason to expect this downward trend to change.  Inaction portends an increasingly bleak future 
for Hoosiers. 

Indiana is a manufacturing state and, while this sector of the economy is shrinking, it still 
dominates the economy.  This strength is also the state’s weakness.  The concentration of jobs in 
the manufacturing sector has allowed several generations of Hoosiers to achieve and maintain a 
solid, middle-class standard of living with an education that extended no further than a high 
school diploma.  Now education matters.  Manufacturing companies continue to make 
productivity gains—producing more with fewer employees.  Those employees who remain must 
have a higher level of skills than ever before.  High-wage jobs in other sectors also require high 
levels of skills.  High-wage, low-skill jobs are rapidly disappearing. 

Indiana is poorly positioned to accommodate these emerging conditions.  The economy is not 
changing rapidly enough to create the demand for high-skill, high wage jobs.  Even though more 
Hoosiers participate in higher education and earn a bachelor’s degree than the populations of 
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many other states, graduates must leave the state for employment because there are 
comparatively few jobs in Indiana that require this level of education.  While the public 
universities are highly ranked, their research and technology transfer capacity is not effectively 
linked to strategies to change the state’s economy.  The higher education system overall is 
strongly oriented to producing graduates at the baccalaureate level while the state’s capacity at 
the community college level to prepare highly skilled technicians for a changing economy is 
significantly underdeveloped. 

The Government Efficiency Commission’s Subcommittee on Higher Education has reviewed 
reams of data about the state and its likely future.  We have received comments from leaders in 
business, education, and local government.  These deliberations, based on this information and 
the members’ considerable personal experience, has led to some very clear conclusions, 
specifically: 

1. The future well-being of the citizens of Indiana depends on the diversification and 
expansion of the state’s economy.  The status quo bodes ill for Hoosiers. 

2. In this endeavor, the greatest assets available to the state are its institutions of higher 
education.  If Indiana is to increase its economic competitiveness, the state’s 
universities and colleges must: 

• Convert more ideas into products and services—and thereby into jobs. 

• Prepare more Hoosiers for high-salary jobs. 

3. These requirements are at odds with current expectations for the state’s public 
postsecondary education institutions.  In this regard, we have concluded that: 

• IU Bloomington and Purdue-West Lafayette must become more focused on 
graduate education, research, and technology transfer and less on undergraduate 
education. 

• The comprehensive and regional universities must pick up the slack in providing 
baccalaureate education.  They must also serve the needs of the very different 
regional economies within which they are located. 

• Ivy Tech campuses (generally) must evolve into comprehensive community 
colleges comparable to the best of those found elsewhere in the nation. 

• Vincennes University must be given a new, more meaningful role, free of its 
entanglements with Ivy Tech. 

4. These objectives must not only be met, but they must be met within the framework of 
some key conditions: 

• Performance expectations for all institutions have to be higher; all must be better 
at performing their missions. 
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• All parts of the state must receive the services they need.  Regional institutions, 
drawing on the resources of the major research universities and in collaboration 
with others if need be, must be held responsible for ensuring that the differing 
needs of the differing regions of the state are addressed.  If Central Indiana 
prospers and the rest of the state does not, Indiana cannot prosper. 

• Higher education must remain affordable to the residents of the state, both 
individually through tuition and collectively through taxes paid to state 
government. 

Mindful that the Subcommittee received its charge from the Government Efficiency 
Commission, it reviewed the efficiency of operations of the state’s colleges and universities at a 
macro level.  This review led to several important conclusions: 

1. Indiana’s institutions of higher education, when viewed individually, with few 
exceptions carry out their functions with fewer resources than do peer institutions 
elsewhere in the country. 

2. While the institutions operate efficiently, they are not as effective as they need to be.  
The resources made available to higher education by the state could be utilized by the 
institutions, collectively, to purposes more beneficial to the state. 

3. Given the needs of the state, and the necessary role of higher education institutions in 
addressing those needs, priority should be given to achieving greater benefits from use 
of available resources rather than to achieving current results with fewer resources. 

Accomplishing these objectives within fiscal and other constraints will be a substantial 
challenge.  It will require: 

1. Recognizing that Indiana has problems and achieving a consensus around the roles that 
colleges and universities must play in creating solutions. 

2. Financing mechanisms to be reconsidered and brought into alignment with these 
priorities.  We are convinced that alternative approaches are available that will yield 
better results for the same level of state investment. 

3. Strengthening the Commission for Higher Education, as an agency more able to bring 
focus to the issues and direct some portion of the state allocation to higher education to 
achieving the kinds of changes identified. 

Details of findings and conclusions are presented in subsequent sections of this report. 
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II. INDIANA’S NEEDS 

A brighter future for the state of Indiana and its citizens will require: 

1. More individuals acquiring the basic knowledge and skills that will prepare them for 
meaningful participation in some form of education beyond high school.  This means 
that more high school students must (at the most basic level) graduate, and equally 
important complete a rigorous high school curriculum (Core 40 or Academic Honors).  
It also means that a large number of young adults who have not finished high school 
must be encouraged to get involved in programs designed to significantly enhance their 
basic literacy skills. 

2. More students participating in some form of education beyond high school.  Disparities 
exist in participation among students of different income and ethnic backgrounds and 
from different regions of the state.  In addition, more adults must be encouraged to 
continue to enhance their skills.  Indiana needs all the talented people it can get; 
educated people are the primary weapons in the global economic wars. 

3. More of the students who do enroll completing a program of study.  Too few Hoosiers 
enrolled in too many Indiana institutions receive a degree or certificate.  Student 
persistence and degree completion must improve to the point where they exceed the 
national norms. 

4. Higher education working hand in hand with other groups—employers, state agencies, 
and others—to ensure that Indiana has the jobs that can make use of a more highly 
educated workforce.  While it may serve individual graduates well, it is of little use to 
the state if college graduates continue to leave the state in larger numbers in search of 
jobs that take advantage of their newly acquired capabilities.  This means that: 

• Universities must expand their research and technology transfer capacities.  Our 
research universities must compete with the best in the world; the economy for 
ideas is truly global. 

• More attention must be given to entrepreneurship and to helping small Indiana 
companies expand and prosper. 

The unique regional economics found in different parts of the state will require 
appropriately tailored responses. 

5. Higher education remaining affordable to the state and to students and their families. 

6. Expectations increasing at every level of the education enterprise.  Competition will 
continue to raise the bar. 
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III. OBSERVATIONS AND FINDINGS 

As a key part of the Subcommittee’s work, we reviewed the efficiencies of the individual public 
institutions of higher education in Indiana and of the higher education system as a collective 
enterprise.  In assessing institutional efficiency, the key tests were: 

• Expenditures per student compared with expenditures per student at other institutions of 
generally similar size and mission elsewhere in the country. 

• Comparisons of functional expenditures per student (expenditures on instruction versus 
administration, for example). 

In reviewing system efficiency, we looked at support levels per student.  Beyond efficiency, 
however, we also looked seriously at the effectiveness of the institutions, individually and 
collectively, and asked the question, “Are the state’s colleges and universities producing results 
consistent with the state’s needs and priorities?”  The information gleaned through our pursuit of 
this question is presented in this section.  The figures included as backup data can be found in 
Appendix A. 

A. Higher Education System Efficiency and Effectiveness 

The overall finding is that Indiana has relatively efficient institutions but an inefficient 
system.  There is little “fat” to be wrung out of individual institutions; however, there 
are (we believe) ways of distributing work and resources across the institutions 
differently and, in so doing, achieve greater benefits with the same levels of state 
support.  More specifically, with regard to institutions we found: 

1. Very few savings to be achieved by gaining operating efficiencies within individual 
institutions (Figures 1 and 2). 

2. Indiana has relatively few high-cost institutions (Figure 2). 

3. Institutions are consistently low in expenditures on student services (Figure 2). 

4. High revenues at Ball State and Indiana State allow relatively high expenditures in 
most categories (Figures 1 and 2)  

5. Most Ivy Tech campuses are low in expenditures on instruction (Figure 2). 

6. There is  no systemic evidence of undergraduate program proliferation (Figures 3 
and 4)  

7. Institutions that have a comparatively low number of FTE students relative to the 
number of programs (Figure 3): 

• Indiana State 

• Indiana University-Northwest, and 

• Indiana University-South Bend. 
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With regard to the efficiency of the system as a whole, we found that Indiana, compared 
to other states, has an “inverted pyramid” in enrollment distribution among institutions.  
As a consequence, a higher proportion of state and local expenditures are at research 
and doctoral granting institutions than other sectors. 

1. Indiana enrolls a significantly higher proportion of its students in institutions with 
higher expenditures per student (research and doctoral granting universities and 
masters and baccalaureate level institutions) compared to other states (see Table 1). 

Table 1.  Percent of Public Undergraduate Full-Time Enrollment 
By Sector, Fall 2001 

Sector Indiana U.S. Average 

Public Research and Doctoral Granting 59% 31% 

Public Masters and Baccalaureate 20% 24% 

Public Two-Year 21% 45% 
 

2. Indiana is first in the nation in terms of the percent of state and local higher 
education funds allocated to research and doctoral granting institutions:  74% 
compared to the U.S. average of 50%.  (Figure 5) 

3. The fact that Indiana enrolls a higher proportion of students in institutions with 
higher costs per student and a relatively small proportion in lower cost institutions 
means that system costs per student in Indiana are higher than in many other states. 

Turning from the narrower issue of efficiency to the somewhat broader question of 
effectiveness, we observe that: 

1. To compete and thrive in the global knowledge economy, Indiana must have an 
economy based largely on a highly educated workforce.  Indiana’s economy has 
seen a decreasing emphasis on manufacturing (largely low-skilled employment 
based) but the jobs have not been replaced by demand for a more highly skilled 
workforce.  As a consequence, the demand from the state’s economy is insufficient 
to retain graduates with bachelors and graduate degrees. 

a. Indiana universities graduate comparatively large numbers of students with 
bachelor’s degrees.  Indiana is 17th in the nation in bachelor’s degrees granted 
per 100 high school graduates.  (Figure 6) 

b. But Indiana’s economy cannot retain graduates of its universities.  Indiana was 
the second highest state in net out-migration of 22- to 29-year-olds with a 
bachelor’s  degree or higher from 1995-2000.  (Figures 7 and 8) 

c. Compared to other states, Indiana has fewer jobs that commonly require a 
bachelor’s degree or higher.  Indiana is 45th among states in the percentage of 
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employment in professional and managerial occupations—28.7% compared to 
the national average of 33.6%.  (Figure 9) 

d. Because it cannot retain and employ a highly educated population, Indiana has a 
smaller proportion of its population with a bachelor’s degree or higher.  Indiana 
was 42nd among states in the percentage of its population age 25-64 with a 
bachelor’s degree or higher in 2000.  (Figure 10) 

2. At forums conducted in every region of Indiana in early 2004, the Subcommittee’s 
technical consultant, NCHEMS, observed significant disparities in the strength and 
sophistication of economic development initiatives and, in particular, in the 
connections between higher education and economic development.  The initiatives 
in Central Indiana (Central Indiana Corporate Partnership, BioCrossroads, etc.) 
stand in stark contrast to the realities of struggling economies in many other parts of 
Indiana.  Except for Central Indiana, we could find little evidence of a coordinated 
strategy involving the state’s major universities and Ivy Tech and each of the state’s 
regions.  Increasing the engagement of all universities in a coordinated effort to 
increase the competitiveness of Indiana’s economy in every region must be a major 
state and institutional priority. 

3. Despite comparatively high statewide performance on certain indicators, significant 
disparities exist in terms of race, ethnicity, region and age: 

a. Disparities in participation and degree completion by race and ethnicity.  
(Figure 11)  

b. Disparities in participation by region and age—for example: 

• Full-time freshmen directly out of high school by region (ranging from 
23% to 72% among counties).  (Figure 12) 

• Part-time undergraduate participation:  Indiana is 36th among states in 
percent of population age 25-44; 4.6% compared to U.S. average of 
6.2%.  (Figure 13) 

4. The state system, collectively, does not yield results commensurate with funding 
levels compared to peer institutions on a variety of key indicators.  (Lists of peer 
institutions are attached as Appendix B.) 

a. Graduation rates at Indiana universities are consistently lower—often much 
lower—than rates at comparison institutions.  The notable exception is Indiana 
University Bloomington (IU Bloomington).  (Figures 14 and 15) 

b. Indiana produces a substantial number of baccalaureate degrees relative to the 
number of undergraduate enrollments in the state (Figure 16).  This reflects the 
historical reliance on four-year institutions as the point of access to higher 
education in the state.  This focus on baccalaureate-level education has been 
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accompanied by relatively less attention to education at the pre-baccalaureate 
level as measured by: 

• Associate degrees awarded per 100 high school graduates three years 
earlier.  (Figure 17) 

• Credentials awarded as a percent of enrollments at two-year colleges.  
(Figure 18) 

This focus on undergraduate education at doctoral-granting institutions has 
likely contributed to the comparatively lower performance in other mission areas 
such as research (see following). 

c. Comparatively lower competitiveness of research as measured by Federal R&D: 

1) Total R&D per capita in 2001 for Indiana was 32nd among all states:  $95 
compared to U.S. average of $113.  (Figure 19) 

2) Federal R&D per capita in 2001 for Indiana was 39th among all states:  $40 
compared to U.S. average of $66.  (Figure 20) 

3) Federal R&D as a percentage of total R&D for Indiana was 42% compared 
to U.S. average of 59%.  (Figure 21) 

4) Indiana’s state and local expenditures for R&D (as a percentage of Total 
R&D) ranked 12th in the U.S. at 43%.  (Figure 22) 

5) Lower research expenditures per full-time faculty member. 

As indicated in Figures 23-26, neither the system as a whole nor the sectors 
(community colleges, etc.) are producing outcomes relative to funding levels at rates 
that compare well to those in many other states. 

These findings serve to point out the conundrum with which Indiana must deal.  The 
strategy that the state has employed has served to produce a large number of 
baccalaureate degree-winners.   The very success in this arena, however, is now 
hampering Indiana’s capacity to be economically competitive.  Emphasizing 
undergraduate education at IU Bloomington and Purdue University-West Lafayette 
(Purdue-West Lafayette) has led to a circumstance in which these institutions’ research 
capacity is not as fully developed as we believe it needs to be.  For example, in the area 
of medical science research and development, IU ranks but 6th in the Big 10 (behind 
Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan, Iowa, and Northwestern).  Numerous institutions 
outside the Big 10 (e.g., University of California-San Francisco, University of 
Washington, etc.) have a clear competitive advantage.  On the other end of the 
spectrum, this strategy has served as a purposeful barrier to the emergence of an 
effective community college system in Indiana.  As a result, the capacity to educate 
workers with the advanced knowledge and skills now required by employers is 
insufficient to the task. 
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On the basis of the extensive underlying analyses, we have concluded that the primary 
issue in higher education should not be defined narrowly as “efficiency”—getting the 
same outputs at less cost.  Rather, the issue is one of cost-effectiveness—getting more 
of the outputs the state so badly needs within the constraints of the resources that can be 
made available. 

Other findings that reinforce this conclusion follow. 

B. Serious Gap Between the Vision and Reality of a P-16 System:  Remediation 

Indiana is a nationally recognized leader through the Education Roundtable in 
addressing P-16 (primary through higher education) issues.  Despite progress in recent 
years on improving preparation in P-12 (raising standards, curriculum, assessment, 
Core 40, etc.), the feedback received by NCHEMS in forums around Indiana suggests 
that significant inefficiencies continue between levels of the educational system, 
especially as reflected in the percentage of recent high school graduates requiring 
remediation before being admitted to college-level courses.  Both the Commission for 
Higher Education and the Education Roundtable recognize that remediation represents a 
gross inefficiency in the State’s educational system.  The Subcommittee’s  basic 
conclusion is that much more must be done to address this inefficiency through 
(1) better pre-collegiate preparation, and (2) focusing remedial efforts at the community 
college level. 

Furthermore, higher education must be more fully engaged both statewide or region-by-
region in a concerted coordinated effort with P-12 education to raise the achievement 
levels of all Hoosiers to nationally competitive levels.  While there are exemplary 
efforts underway, the challenge is too vast to be met only by “random acts of 
excellence.” 

C. Need for Increased Mission Focus of Indiana’s Universities and Regional Campuses 

Indiana has a comparatively well differentiated public higher education system at the 
baccalaureate and graduate levels.  Compared to other states, Indiana has also evolved a 
complex network of statewide programs and partnerships intended to extend services to 
the state as a whole in a manner that ensures quality and a degree of efficiency.  These 
points are reflected in: 

1. The relatively low level of program duplication (see above). 

2. The differentiated missions of the state’s two research extensive universities. 

3. The extensive network of statewide schools and programs (e.g., Purdue Statewide 
Technology and the IU Schools of Medicine and Nursing) through which programs 
are made available in all regions of the state. 

4. The IU and Purdue regional campuses through which students may earn IU or 
Purdue degrees and gain access to statewide programs and regions can gain access 
to the service, research and technology transfer capacities of the major universities. 
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The regional campuses benefit from the quality and economies of scale associated 
with use of the Purdue University and Indiana University central financial, 
administrative and other support services. 

5. Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI) as a nationally 
recognized model of an urban research university carrying out a complex, multi-
faceted mission.  IUPUI draws on the strengths of being: 

a. The state’s life and health science university (the venue for statewide IU Schools 
of Medicine, Nursing, Dentistry and Health and Rehabilitation Sciences). 

b. Linked to the resources of IU Bloomington and Purdue-West Lafayette, and 

c. Focused on undergraduate, graduate and professional programs as well as 
research directly connected to the life and health sciences and areas that relate to 
the priorities of the region (e.g., philanthropic studies, informatics or forensic 
science). 

Primarily through the School of Medicine, IUPUI produces the second highest 
dollar volume of nationally competitive research of any institution in Indiana.  In 
addition to its research university mission, IUPUI is the principal public 
baccalaureate-level access point for the state’s largest metropolitan area and a 
critical partner with Ivy Tech-Indianapolis in ensuring access and opportunity for 
Hoosiers in Central Indiana. 

6. Ball State University, Indiana State University, and the University of Southern 
Indiana, each of which has a distinctive mission in terms of programs and clientele 
and services at both the regional and statewide levels. These institutions also serve 
as the venue for selected statewide programs of the major research universities (e.g., 
the IU School of Medicine Centers for Medical Education). 

Despite these strengths of Indiana’s public higher education system, there is a need 
to: 

• Focus the state’s research-extensive universities (Purdue-West Lafayette and 
IU Bloomington) on increasing highly competitive research, technology 
transfer and graduate education, especially in—but certainly not limited to—
areas critical to state’s future economy. This increased focus on research and 
technology transfer relates not only to the capacity in West Lafayette and 
Bloomington but also the links between that capacity and each of the state’s 
regions through IUPUI, the regional campuses and other means.  

• Reduce the state’s reliance on Purdue-West Lafayette and IU Bloomington 
to accommodate Indiana undergraduate student enrollments by increasing 
the selectivity of admissions and encouraging a larger percentage of Indiana 
undergraduates to attend Ball State, Indiana State, the University of Southern 
Indiana, IUPUI, and the regional campuses.  
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• Recognize and preserve the distinctive missions and contributions to 
regional and statewide priorities of Ball State and Indiana State.  While these 
institutions share a common classification as research-intensive universities, 
each has evolved a distinctive mission in excellence in undergraduate 
education, selected master’s degree programs and limited doctoral programs 
principally in education.  The increased selectivity at IU Bloomington and 
Purdue-West Lafayette is likely to have a cascading impact of increasing the 
level of preparation of students entering the research intensive universities.  
It is important for these institutions to retain their primary focus on 
undergraduate education and selected graduate programs and to resist the 
pressures to become highly selective and to expand graduate programs—
especially at the doctoral level. 

• Maintain a balance between the mission of IUPUI as a research university 
(linking the capacities of IU Bloomington, Purdue-West Lafayette, the life 
and health sciences and other statewide schools/programs), and the critical 
mission of serving as the principal access point to baccalaureate programs 
for the state’s largest metropolitan area., on the other.  The IUPUI mission 
defies easy classification.  Due to the needs of Central Indiana, IUPUI will 
need to resist the pressures to increase selectivity in undergraduate programs 
to a level comparable to West Lafayette and Bloomington.  At the graduate 
level, the emphasis should continue to be on drawing on the strengths of 
Bloomington and West Lafayette, while developing additional graduate and 
research capacity in areas that (1) relate to the life and health sciences, 
(2) relate to the strengths of Central Indiana, and (3) have an emphasis that 
differs significantly from the main research university (e.g., inter-
disciplinary programs and emphasis on issues of major metropolitan areas or 
drawing on synergy with major research, technology transfer, and economic 
development initiatives in Central Indiana and statewide). 

• Continue to implement the Regional Campus Agreement.  The Agreement 
on Continued Development of the Regional Campuses of Indiana University 
and Purdue University, and IUPUI, of May 2001, was intended to define the 
relationships between the regional campuses and IUPUI and the Community 
College of Indiana (the partnership between Ivy Tech and Vincennes). As 
indicated below, the conclusion of this study is that the Community College 
Partnership is not working and that an alternative approach to community 
college services is necessary.  Nevertheless, the basic provisions of the 
Regional Campus Agreement remain valid. A basic question remains, 
however, as to whether the continued development of all the regional 
campuses as primarily baccalaureate and graduate institutions is justified in 
terms of regional or statewide demand.  In particular, questions should be 
raised about the feasibility of such a mission shift at regional campuses with 
a substantial percentage (e.g., more than 50%) of their credentials granted at 
the Associate Degree or Certificate level. In these cases, an alternative 
would be to emphasize a continuing role of these regional campuses in 
providing community college services in collaboration with the regional Ivy 
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Tech/community college.  These regional campuses would continue to be 
the delivery points for statewide IU, Purdue or other programs from other 
institutions—especially at the baccalaureate and graduate levels. 

D. Need for a New Approach to Providing Community College Services 

Over the years Indiana has evolved a distinctive approach to providing the range of 
services commonly associated with comprehensive community colleges. These services 
include: 

• Remedial and developmental education and adult education 

• General education 

• Transfer preparation 

• Career preparation 

• Customized training, rapid-response workforce development 

• Community service (non-credit courses and other services to the community) 

• Brokering and serving as a delivery site for other providers 

In addition to the basic services, community colleges have other critical mission 
characteristics: 

• Open access and focus on student goal attainment. 

• Low price (tuition and required fees). 

• Low cost.  The cost per student [as measured by education and general (E&G) 
expenditures and transfers per full-time equivalent (FTE) students] for 
community college services tend to be two-thirds or less of the cost per 
student at state universities and only a third of those at major public research 
universities. 

• Flexibility and responsiveness to client needs.  Community college services 
stress providing programs and services at times and places—and through 
modes of delivery, pedagogy, and student support services such as 
assessment, advising and child-care—that meet the needs of students and 
other clients. 

Rather than assign community services to a single entity such as a comprehensive 
community college, Indiana dispersed responsibility in each region to several different 
entities.  Prior to the implementation of the Community College Partnership between 
Ivy Tech and Vincennes University (VU), community college services were provided in 
a highly fragmented manner by a number of institutions as illustrated in Table 2. 



 

13 

Table 2.  Providers of Community College Services in Indiana 
Prior to Implementation of Community College Partnership 

Community College Services 

Primary 
Providers 

Remedial and 
developmental 
education and 

adult 
education 

General 
education 

Transfer 
preparation 

Career 
preparation 

Customized 
training, 
rapid-

response 
workforce 

development 

Community 
service (non-
credit courses 

and other 
services to the 
community) 

Brokering and 
serving as a 
delivery site 

for other 
providers 

Regional 
Campuses of IU 

and Purdue 
Yes At AS and 

AA Levels 
At AS and 
AA Levels 

At  
Certificate, 
AS and AA 

Levels 

Limited Limited 

Limited 
through 
Indiana 
College 
Network 

IUPUI and 
Other Public 
Universities 

Yes At AS and 
AA Levels 

At AS and 
AA Levels 

At  
Certificate, 
AS and AA 

Levels 

Limited Limited 

Limited 
through 
Indiana 
College 
Network 

Purdue 
Statewide 

Technology 
N/A N/A Yes AS Limited N/A 

Limited 
through 
Indiana 
College 
Network 

Vincennes 
University Yes 

At Certificate, 
AS and AA 

levels 

At AS and 
AA Levels 

At  
Certificate, 
AS and AA 

Levels 

Yes Limited 

Limited 
through 
Indiana 
College 

Network and 
DegreeLink 

Program with 
ISU 

Ivy Tech Yes 

Related 
primarily to 
occupational 
and technical 

programs 

Limited arts 
and 

humanities 
coursework  

Limited based 
on specific 
articulation 
agreements 

Certificate, 
and Associate 

of Applied 
Science 
Levels 

Yes-through 
Corporate and 

Continuing 
Education 

Units 

Limited 

Limited 
through 
Indiana 
College 

Network and 
DegreeLink 

Program with 
ISU 

Area Career and 
Technical 
Education, 

Adult 
Education, and 

Workforce 
Development 

Yes N/A N/A 

Secondary 
Career and 
Technical 

Education and 
Short-term 

training 

Short-term 
training N/A Multiple 

providers 
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The reality facing Indiana in the late 1990s was that community college services were 
not only highly fragmented and uncoordinated within each region but also being 
delivered to a high degree by regional campuses and universities at both cost (in terms 
of expenditures per student) and price (in terms of tuition) that were inconsistent with 
the community college mission. 

The Community College Partnership followed by the “Agreement for the Continued 
Development of the Regional Campuses of Indiana University and Purdue University, 
and IUPUI” (Regional Campus Agreement) sought to strengthen and coordinate the 
services by: 

• Strengthening general education and transfer opportunities at Ivy Tech regions 
by extending VU associate (AA and AS) degrees to selected sites. 

• Referring students in need of remedial education prior to admission from the 
regional campuses and IUPUI to the community college. 

• Emphasizing the role of the Community College of Indiana/Ivy Tech in 
providing remedial and developmental education. 

• Moving the regional campuses toward baccalaureate and limited graduate 
level institutions. 

• Moving IUPUI toward the mission of a metropolitan university having 
research excellence in the biomedical field as well as in other areas important 
to Indianapolis and Central Indiana. 

• Strengthening provisions for articulation and transfer. 

In effect, these policy changes were aimed at creating a more efficient system by 
increasing the capacity to deliver: (a) community college services through lower-cost 
institutions, and (b) baccalaureate-level education on campuses other than Bloomington 
or West Lafayette. 

The Partnership and the Regional Campus Agreement have clearly had a positive 
impact. Enrollments have increased—most likely as a result of increased opportunity as 
well as the visibility and promise implied by the mission of a community college 
system. The initiative reflected an explicit commitment by the State of Indiana to move 
ahead with a community college system after years of debate and slow development. 
The Regional campuses have been moving toward bachelor’s and master’s degree 
programs relevant to their regions. 

Despite these positive points, the Subcommittee’s assessment is that the Partnership is 
not working in a way that will ensure the future development of the badly needed 
community college services in Indiana.  Ivy Tech is not relying on VU to develop its 
capacity in general education and advanced science courses needed for high technology 
degrees.  The Partnership initiative diverted the energy and focus of VU’s academic 
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leadership and faculty away from the institution’s core mission.  The awkward structure 
and procedures of the Partnership represent significant barriers to fulfilling the 
expanding need for stronger general education, occupational, and technical programs in 
every region of Indiana.  Even after protracted and often bitter negotiations, VU reports 
that it could not receive assurances that its basic and legitimate requirements for quality 
assurance and integrity were being followed and enforced by Ivy Tech. 

Even though the Community College Partnership is not working as planned, several Ivy 
Tech regions have developed effective working relationships with IU and Purdue 
regional campuses, IUPUI, and other neighboring universities.  This has resulted in 
strengthened capacity for general education, transfer preparation, remedial and 
development education, and high-level technical training.  Examples of such regions 
include:   Region 1 (Gary, Valparaiso, East Chicago and Michigan City), Region 2 
(especially in South Bend), Region 4 (Lafayette), Region 6 (Muncie, Anderson and 
Marion), and Region 8 (Indianapolis).  The positive relationships are characterized by: 

• Trust and respect at the level of senior administrators.  Appointment of 
chancellors at both Ivy Tech and the Regional Campuses who understand the 
role of community colleges and are committed to cooperative relationships is 
making a significant difference. 

• Quality assurance mechanisms resulting from direct, ongoing communication 
at the faculty level to ensure that academic programs developed at Ivy Tech 
meet the quality expectations (curriculum, faculty qualifications, 
transferability, etc.) of IU, Purdue, and other universities. 

• Increased reliance by the regional campuses on Ivy Tech for remedial/ 
developmental programs and evidence that students referred to Ivy Tech 
return to a regional campus well-prepared for college-level work. 

• Evidence of effective transfer agreements. 

There are indications that Ivy Tech intends to assert that it should be designated as the 
Community College System for Indiana.  As indicated above, several Ivy Tech sites, 
which are working well with neighboring regional campuses or universities, are moving 
toward the point that—in coordination with a neighboring institution such as the 
relationship between IUPUI and Ivy Tech-Central Indiana—the basic requirements to 
be recognized as a community college are within reach.  This is definitely not the case 
at all locations, however. 

Table 3 displays NCHEMS’ assessment of the current overall capacity of Ivy Tech to 
function as a Community College.  A letter grade of “A” would indicate that the 
services to a particular client group are fully developed in comparison to best practice in 
the U.S.  Again, it should be emphasized that the maturity and capacity of the different 
Ivy Tech regions to develop the full range of community college services vary 
significantly across Indiana.  The sites listed above are more developed than the overall 
picture displayed in Table 3. 
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Table 3.  Assessment of Current Capacity of Ivy Tech State College to Perform  
Community College Services Compared to Best Practice in U.S.1 

Community College Services 

Primary 
Client Groups 

Remedial and 
developmental 
education and 

adult education 
General 

education 
Transfer 

preparation
Career 

preparation

Customized 
training, rapid-

response workforce 
development 

Community service 
(non-credit courses 
and other services 
to the community) 

Brokering and 
serving as a 

delivery site for 
other providers

In-school youth 
(secondary 
education) 

N/A F N/A C N/A N/A N/A 

Recent 
high school 
graduates 

C D D B B D D 

Adults D D D C B D D 

Employers N/A N/A N/A B B+ N/A C 

Note:  A = Best   B = Average Capacity   C = Below Average Capacity   D = Low Capacity   F = Not Acceptable   N/A = Not Applicable 

These letter grades reflect an overall assessment of current statewide capacity.  The reality is that IVY Tech regions vary 
significantly with some—such as Central Indiana—much more developed than others. 

The strengths of the current system (primarily Ivy Tech) are in: 

• Career preparation (trade and technical programs and apprenticeship 
programs). 

• Customized training and rapid response workforce development (largely 
through the self-sustaining corporate and continuing education services). 

The areas where significant improvement of the current system is needed are: 

• Links with P-12 reform aimed at improving student preparation in critical 
general education areas (mathematics, language arts, etc.) and increasing the 
proportion of high school graduates completing the Core 40.  Ivy Tech’s 
relationships are strongly focused on the career and technical programs and 
not generally connected to the core academic programs at the secondary level. 

• Adult education, specifically in terms of collaboration with regional agencies 
and other providers in meeting the adult education needs of each region of 
Indiana. 

                                                 
1 The table is adapted from ECS publication, Narrowing the Gaps in Education Attainment:  Assessing and 
Responding to Needs for Community College Services (2003).  Best practice is defined from literature on community 
colleges and NCHEMS experience in working with states on community college issues. 



 

17 

• General education and transfer preparation (especially in the humanities) for 
recent high school graduates and adults. 

• Capacity in the core credit programs—not in the self-sustaining corporate and 
continuing education units but for highly flexible delivery to serve employed 
and place-bound adults (e.g., assessment and certification of prior learning, 
accelerated programs, etc.).  The system remains strongly focused on 
traditional modes of program delivery through offering courses in traditional 
academic formats—a practice shared with other sectors of Indiana’s higher 
education system. 

• Career preparation at the high-end technician level at which graduates must 
have high competency levels in math and science. 

• Brokering delivery of services from other institutions to ensure that each 
region has access to needed services available from providers from outside the 
region. 

As a system, Ivy Tech must overcome a number of hurdles to reach the high levels of 
performance as a community college system, which Indiana must demand from it.  
These include: 

• Developing the policies, procedures, academic culture, and full-time faculty 
essential for quality assurance and integrity at each site and within each region 
while maintaining the advantages of a statewide curriculum, common program 
and course descriptions, and statewide coordination. 

• Moving from a high reliance on adjunct faculty members to greater reliance 
on full-time faculty with the credentials and academic appointments 
appropriate to their responsibilities and the community college mission. 

• Moving from the structure of a single statewide “college” to a system of 
regional community colleges within a single governing structure.  

• Developing, on a region-by-region basis, both the capacity and working 
relationship that will lead each individual regional community college to 
perform at the level of best practice in the nation.  As indicated above, several 
regions are already making good progress in these directions.  A single 
statewide college (as opposed to a system of regional community colleges 
within a single governing structure) is inconsistent with the development of a 
capacity that makes each institution different, but optimally aligned to unique 
regional circumstances. 

• Moving from a centralized agency characterized by bureaucratic control and 
political influence to a statewide educational system with standards and 
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procedures for quality assurance that are fully recognized and respected across 
the state’s higher education system. 

• Modernizing information systems and budget and accounting systems to 
reflect best practice in management of a higher education system. 

Ivy Tech suffers in comparison with other higher education institutions in the state on 
several dimensions—perceptions of program quality, faculty quality, public affairs, etc.  
The contrast is particularly obvious between the quality of facilities and student services 
of Ivy Tech and those of adjacent or nearby regional campuses or universities.  These 
disparities foster inefficiency because students from one system are reluctant to use 
services of the other system, and students are discouraged from attending Ivy Tech as 
an alternative to a higher-cost regional campus.  The disparities can undermine 
institutional efforts to collaborate on academic policy.  If Ivy Tech is to evolve into a 
core element of a community college system for Indiana, a major effort will be needed 
to achieve a degree of parity in facilities and services with other public higher education 
institutions. 

The disparities in facilities and overall campus environments reflect the reality of Ivy 
Tech’s origins and the apparent reluctance of state leaders to develop Ivy Tech facilities 
in a manner comparable to the state universities and regional campuses.  Even 
comparatively new Ivy Tech facilities are bleak and impersonal with few spaces allotted 
for basic services (such as student centers) that are typically available on a college 
campus.  Even when the Ivy Tech facilities are adjacent to an IU or Purdue campus (as 
in Richmond), an invisible cultural barrier seems to discourage Ivy Tech students from 
taking advantage of the regional campus facilities, and vice versa.  In Fort Wayne, a 
highway creates a physical and symbolic separation for Ivy Tech students from the 
extensive modern facilities of the IPFW campus while a bridge has been constructed 
across another road to give IPFW students access to new residences. 

The highly sophisticated administrative, legal and financial services available to IU and 
Purdue campuses contrast sharply with Ivy Tech’s outdated information systems; 
relatively centralized budgeting, accounting and personnel functions; and other support 
functions. 

Given the fiscal realities facing the State of Indiana, narrowing the current disparities 
will be a major challenge.  An efficient alternative to developing entirely new and 
duplicative modern systems would be to encourage a far higher degree of sharing 
(purchase of services) of facilities and support services (administrative, fiscal, and legal, 
as well as libraries, student centers and other support functions) from co-located 
institutions (e.g., Purdue or IU).  Such “purchase of service” agreements from a 
neighboring university could take place while still maintaining the community 
college/Ivy Tech campus as a part of the statewide community college system. 
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E. Vertical Institutional and System “Silos” Impede Regional Coordination 

The organization of much of Indiana higher education into large, autonomous and 
vertically structured universities and systems (IU, Purdue, and Ivy Tech)—each with its 
own culture, alumni networks, policies and political ties—creates significant barriers to 
efficient coordination, sharing of resources, and coordinated collaboration in order to 
meet regional education needs and contribute to economic development initiatives. The 
“silos” within higher education only exacerbate the high degree of fragmentation in 
other related policy areas reflected in overlapping of planning and service delivery 
regions for higher education, adult and vocational education, workforce development 
and economic development: 

• 49 Area Vocational Districts 

• 15 Service Delivery Areas for Workforce Development 

• 14 Economic Development Regions 

• 92 County Economic Development Offices 

• 92 Purdue County Extension Offices 

Few state policy incentives appear to be in place that provides sustained incentives for 
regional collaboration to: 

• Link with regional economic development and education reform 

• Share of facilities and resources 

• Share support services 

• Foster student mobility and utilization of facilities and services across 
different institutions 

There are clearly exceptions to this pattern: 

• The combined campuses of IUPUI and IPFW and the presence of multiple 
sites of statewide schools (e.g., Schools of Medicine, Nursing, Purdue 
Statewide Technology, etc.) represent widely respected models for bringing 
the benefits of the two major state universities to specific regions of the state 
in a coordinated manner. 

• Indiana University East and Ivy Tech Region 9 have co-located facilities and 
Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne is located across the street 
from Ivy Tech State College-Fort Wayne, although as noted above the extent 
of actual sharing at these two locations is far lower than might be expected.  
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• Indiana State University operates Learning Centers in south central and 
southeastern Indiana that serve as sites for delivery of courses and programs 
by several institutions.  These multiple-institution delivery sites operated by 
ISU as a “brokering agent” represent an excellent model that could be 
replicated elsewhere in Indiana. 

• The Columbus Indiana Learning Center currently under construction will 
provide a common venue for Indiana University/Purdue University Columbus, 
Purdue School of Technology Columbus, and Ivy Tech State College 
Columbus.  The building will serve education and workforce needs of the 
community by providing services and spaces for lifelong learning.  High-tech 
teaching and learning spaces are to be co-located with counseling and 
assessment services. 

• The Indiana College Network provides for coordinated delivery of distance 
learning opportunities from Indiana’s public and independent institutions 
through 70 learning centers throughout the state. 

• Through the leadership of the Chamber of Commerce and regional education, 
business and civic leaders, Richmond/Wayne County has recently established 
a “Learning Corporation” with a mission to raise the education attainment in 
the region. 

The driving force for collaboration among the major public institutions appears to have 
come not from either state policy or the institutions themselves but from the private 
sector and from regional business and civic leaders.  In fact, the “silos” mentioned 
above and the disincentives in the financing system (e.g., competition for enrollment) 
are barriers to collaboration.  The Lilly Endowment’s Community Alliances to Promote 
Education (CAPE) project was an important stimulus for regional collaboration, but the 
challenge remains to institutionalize and sustain the initiatives stimulated by this 
project.  Given the governance relationships now in place, concerted effort (and 
incentives) must be directed to ensuring that the state’s educational assets work in 
harmony to meet the differing regional needs. 

F. The Future of Vincennes University 

Vincennes University, the state’s first higher education institution, evolved over the 
years into a highly successful institution in taking students admitted on an open-access 
basis and preparing them for success in either employment or further education.  The 
combination of academic rigor in liberal arts and occupational/technical programs and 
the provision of this education in a residential setting enabled VU to achieve an 
excellent record in preparing students for transfer.  It was the institution’s integrity and 
credibility in transfer that made it an excellent choice to participate in the Community 
College Partnership.  VU has a campus in Jasper, the Aviation Technology Center in 
Indianapolis, and an American Sign Language program at the Indiana School for the 
Deaf. 
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In addition to its core liberal arts and occupational/technical programs, VU plays a 
critical role in the economy of Knox and surrounding counties.  It is the primary 
provider in its region of community college services, including customized training and 
workforce development. 

As indicated above, the Community College Partnership diverted the energy and focus 
of VU’s academic leadership and faculty away from its core mission and, from the 
institution’s perspective, threatened its record for academic integrity.  For a variety of 
reasons including competition from other institutions and inattention to marketing, 
VU’s main campus enrollment continued to decline in the period that the institution 
participated in the Partnership.  By the end of the 2003-04 academic year, however, 
enrollments appeared to have stabilized and residence hall occupancy has improved. 

From NCHEMS’ analysis of VU, including visits with campus leaders, faculty 
members, staff and community leaders, the Subcommittee concludes that VU is an 
important, viable component of Indiana’s higher education system.  Nevertheless, 
several issues remain to be resolved: 

• The need to balance the institution’s historic mission as a two-year open-
access residential institution with the interest in attracting at least a portion of 
the student body from a pool of better prepared students. 

• Proposals to expand baccalaureate opportunities at VU (either through 
authority to offer limited baccalaureate programs or partnerships with other 
institutions that will offer baccalaureate opportunities at VU). 

• The role of VU as the principal provider of community college services in its 
region and the implications of this role for Ivy Tech sites in the region. 

G. Policy Barriers 

Finally, the Subcommittee reviewed the policy environment—especially those dealing 
with finance and leadership—within which institutions of higher education are currently 
operating.  Key findings in this regard are as follows: 

1. Finance policy 

a. Because of the State of Indiana’s long-term structural deficit, it is essential to 
consider alternatives for maintaining current levels of total institutional funding 
that will require essentially no additional state resources.  This will require 
consideration of: 

• Increased reliance of some sectors on revenue from tuition (higher 
in-state tuition and flexibility to enroll out-of-state students). 
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• Reallocating state funding to: 

- Maintain relative low tuition in the community college/Ivy Tech 
system. 

- Increase state-administered need-based student aid to offset tuition 
increases. 

• Exploring the possibility of obtaining local financing to match state 
contributions for community college facilities. 

b. Current state funding policies provide few explicit levers to connect financing 
policy to state policy objectives (e.g., economic development). 

• The principal explicit incentive is for enrollment growth. 

• Except as indirectly embedded within the funding formulas, there are no 
explicit state financing levels that provide incentives for: 

- Increasing retention and completion. 

- Collaboration among institutions on transfer and articulation. 

- Links with regional economic development. 

- Serving part-time students. 

c. An important exception to this pattern is the Twenty-First Century Research and 
Technology Fund, that provides state funding for public/private partnerships 
linked to economic development. 

2. Capital project review and research competitiveness 

a. Current higher education bonding statutes (IC 20-12-6; IC 20-12-7; and IC-20-
12-08) require that the General Assembly specifically authorize any capital 
project that is to be funded from the sale of bonds and provide the amount of 
bonds that can be issued to finance the project before bonds can be sold with the 
following exceptions (IC 20-12-8): 

• Dormitories and other housing facilities; 

• Food service facilities; 

• Student infirmaries and other health service facilities including revenue-
producing hospital facilities serving the general public; 

• Parking facilities in connection with academic facilities; or 
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• Medical research facilities associated with a school of medicine, if the 
facilities will generate revenue from state, federal, local, or private gifts, 
grants, contractual payments, or reimbursements in an amount that is 
reasonably expected to at least equal the annual debt service 
requirements of the bonds for the facility for each fiscal year that the 
bonds are outstanding. 

b. This requirement has the potential to put IU Bloomington, Purdue-West 
Lafayette and IUPUI at a competitive disadvantage because the General 
Assembly’s calendar does not often correspond to opportunities that arise over 
the course of the year and General Assembly approval is always uncertain. 

3. Leadership 

a. No means exists for multi-year agreements between the State of Indiana and the 
public institutions linking accomplishment of state and institutional goals to 
changes in financing policy.  A fundamental change in financing higher 
education, especially one that would require a sustained commitment to certain 
policy parameters over a multi-year period, would require the full commitment 
and support for these changes at the highest levels of state government. 

b. Commission for Higher Education 

• The recently adopted “Policy Framework for Planning and 
Development” is an important step in shaping a long-term agenda for 
higher education in Indiana.  From NCHEMS’ interviews across the 
state, serious questions remain regarding the extent to which the 
document has broad recognition and support among the state’s policy 
and higher education leaders—especially as a document to shape 
strategic decisions on resource allocation  

• The basic authority and functions of the Indiana Commission for Higher 
Education (ICHE) date from its first years in the late 1960s and 1970s.  
While many of these functions may still be relevant, others may have 
outlived their usefulness.  It is especially important for the Commission 
to shift from a traditional regulatory role (e.g., program review and 
approval) to more emphasis on strategic leadership for a Public Agenda.  
Maintaining outdated processes can be a significant barrier to the 
efficiency of the system and individual institutions. 

c. In the course of NCHEMS’ interviews and visits across Indiana, serious 
concerns were raised about the appearance of an increased politicization of 
higher education policy.  The integrity of the state’s higher education system 
depends on the ability of the governing boards, Commission for Higher 
Education, and the Governor and Legislature to make higher education policy 
decisions on as objective a basis as possible—recognizing that politics will 
always play some role in Indiana as in every other state. 
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations were formulated within a set of assumptions and guiding 
principles.  These principles are that: 

1. Solutions are sought that will remain within the current level of state funding. 

2. A great variation exists in needs and delivery capacity among regions. 

3. Solutions must be developed region by region within a statewide framework. 

4. Solutions should be sought within the same governance system as is currently in place.  
There is a strong identification of communities with campuses and their parent 
institutions.  Changing governance arrangements in an attempt to create more locally-
responsive institutions would have at least as many negative consequences as positive. 

5. Any reallocations of state funds must be done in such a way as to leave institutions in a 
revenue neutral/positive position. 

6. The objective is to enhance quality at all levels. 

7. Private institutions will continue to be important state resources.  Alternatives should 
maintain, if not increase, student financial aid funding for students attending private 
institutions.  

Recommendations Regarding Institutions and Sectors 

A. Research-Extensive Universities 

1. Purdue-West Lafayette and IU Bloomington should: 

• Increase the emphasis on graduate education, research and technology 
transfer. 

• Increase the number of graduate students. 

• Enroll fewer and better prepared undergraduates. 

• Maintain current programmatic strengths and enhance capacity around state 
priorities. 

2. Presuming that IU Bloomington and Purdue-West Lafayette become somewhat 
more selective, there is reason to expect that other baccalaureate-level institutions 
(Ball State, Indiana State, University of Southern Indiana, IUPUI, and Regional 
Campuses) will be recipients of more qualified student bodies and that this will give 
these institutions the opportunity to become more selective and improve their 
performance in comparison to their peers on traditional measures such as graduation 
rates. 
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B. Ivy Tech/Community College of Indiana 

1. Discontinue the Community College of Indiana as a Partnership between Ivy Tech 
and VU. 

2. Establish the Indiana Community College and Ivy Tech System (ICCITS). 

a. Change Ivy Tech from a single state college to a statewide 
coordinating/governing board for a network of independently accredited 
regional community colleges.  Most, if not all, regional community colleges 
would be multi-site/campus institutions encompassing at least the current Ivy 
Tech campuses within the current regions. 

b. Modernize the system’s academic policy, administrative, information and 
fiscal/accountability policies and procedures to ensure centralized leadership and 
oversight for an increasingly decentralized, regional and responsive network of 
colleges functioning under the governing direction of the system.  
(Consideration should be given to authorizing Ivy Tech/community college units 
to purchase certain support services from contiguous or nearby IU or Purdue 
University campuses.) 

c. Establish the authority and functions of the statewide board and president to be 
similar to that of the Virginia Community College System, including for 
example: 

1) Responsibility for leading—in collaboration with other institutions and the 
state’s business, labor and civic leaders—a statewide and region-by-region 
strategy to ensure the highest quality community college services are 
available throughout Indiana. 

2) Authority to appoint, evaluate, and if necessary terminate the employment of 
community college chancellors. 

3) Authority to appoint regional community college advisory boards. 

4) Responsibility for budget and resource allocation for community colleges 
within the system. 

5) Responsibility for developing and implementing curricular standards and 
quality assurance policies. 

6) Authority to approve programs, subject to policies of ICHE. 

7) Responsibility for developing and statewide community college curricula, 
programs and other initiatives. 
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8) Responsibility for providing statewide administrative, fiscal and other 
support services for the system and campuses (e.g., achieving economies of 
scale through the system). 

3. Establish an independent external review process and criteria for designation of a 
community college.  No Ivy Tech unit should be authorized to use the designation 
of “Community College” until it is approved to do so through this external review 
process. 

a. Recognize that regions will achieve designation of an independent community 
college at different times over the next five years depending on their ability to 
demonstrate basic capacity and meet other criteria. 

b. Establish under the jurisdiction of the ICHE an external review panel to be 
appointed by the Governor including representatives from: 

1) Recognized exemplary community colleges and/or systems from other states 

2) Indiana’s business and labor leadership 

3) Indiana universities 

c. Establish the criteria for designation as a community college, including for 
example: 

1) A full-time faculty, faculty governance and academic policies and 
procedures, and other basic requirements for ensuring the necessary quality 
and integrity in academic program delivery. 

2) Capacity to provide the full range of community college services, including 
capacity to deliver general education, transfer and occupational programs in 
accordance with state and system academic policies and procedures.  Some 
of these services may be provided through contractual relationships with 
regional campuses or other providers. 

3) Evidence of effective articulation and transfer agreements with Indiana 
universities not only within the region but throughout the state, consistent 
with the agreements of the State Transfer and Articulation Committee 
(STAC). 

4) Effective collaboration with regional campuses and other public and private 
institutions within the region (see description of current excellent 
relationships between Ivy Tech and regional campuses as an illustration of 
criteria). 

5) Candidacy and significant progress toward independent accreditation by the 
Commission for Higher Education of the North Central Association of 
Schools and Colleges. 
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d. Authorize designated regional community colleges to contract or “purchase” 
services from a contiguous or neighboring regional campus of Purdue or IU or 
other university (e.g., IUPUI, Indiana State or Ball State) for: 

1) Courses  and academic expertise (for example in specialized fields or in low-
enrollment areas) 

2) Shared use of facilities (for example, laboratories, classrooms, libraries, 
student centers) 

3) Administrative and financial support services 

4) Student services 

C. Vincennes University 

1. Retain historic mission of being an open-access, two-year liberal arts and 
occupational/technical institution providing community college services to the 
immediate region as well as serving students statewide who seek a community 
college education at a largely residential institution. 

2. Provide the opportunity for students to complete a baccalaureate degree at the VU 
campus through collaboration with Indiana State, Ball State, Purdue and other 
universities, but not through extending the mission of VU to grant baccalaureate 
degrees. 

3. Assign responsibility to VU for providing community college services to the 
immediate region—as appropriate in collaboration with Ivy Tech. 

4. Establish at VU a “middle technical college/academy” in which students can enroll 
at grade 11 and complete both a high school diploma as well as an associate degree 
on an accelerated basis. 

5. Establish a “21st Century Plus” initiative to provide scholarship assistance to 
students selected to attend the VU “middle technical college/academy.” 

a. Establish eligibility requirements similar to the 21st Century Scholarship but 
focused on assisting students who: 

• Are identified as students with potential who may not be achieving to 
that potential in the traditional middle school/high school setting. 

• Could benefit from an intensive academic/technical program in a 
residential setting. 

b. Establish a state-level selection panel to which students from high schools 
throughout Indiana could apply for special scholarship assistance. 
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6. Recognize VU as a state center for professional development for teachers and 
faculty members on strategies combining high expectations for academic 
performance with technical, hands-on experience to reach middle-school youth who 
are in danger of dropping out or failing to achieve expectations for high school 
graduation.  This could include summer institutes similar to those currently 
conducted by VU for teachers involved in VU dual-credit programs. 

7. Do not place VU within the jurisdiction of Ivy Tech State College or the 
restructured community college system as described above. 

D. Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis 

1. Continue to develop as an urban research university building on its strength as the 
state’s life and health sciences university and the unique strengths and priorities of 
Central Indiana. 

2. Continue the strong partnership with Ivy Tech-Indianapolis (renamed the 
Community College of Central Indiana), by: 

a. Continuing to focus on baccalaureate and graduate and professional programs 
with an emphasis on interdisciplinary programs that draw on the strengths in the 
life and health sciences and related to the priorities of Central Indiana and the 
state as a whole. 

b. Retaining the commitment to providing baccalaureate-level access to Central 
Indiana as the only public baccalaureate-level institution in the Indianapolis 
metropolitan area available to place-bound students (especially adults).  The 
campus needs to demonstrate regularly that it is providing program access to its 
Central Indiana service area. 

3. Authorize limited increase in doctoral programs—whenever feasible in partnership 
with Purdue-West Lafayette and IU Bloomington—provided that it can be 
demonstrated that these programs are essential for IUPUI to contribute to state and 
regional priorities. 

E. Indiana State, Ball State, University of Southern Indiana 

1. Each of these universities plays a unique and critical role in the quality of life and 
economy of its region and makes a unique statewide contribution in specific fields.  
The danger is that internal pressures and unintended consequences of state policy 
will encourage these institutions to attempt to become more like research-extensive 
universities and to drift away from their connections to their regions and Indiana.  
We recommend that steps be taken to counter this likely evolution. 

2. Each of these universities should be partners with the Ivy Tech campuses in their 
regions in the development of general education and other essential conditions for 
designation as a “community college.” Agreements on remedial and developmental 
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education, articulation and transfer are also essential components of these 
relationships. 

F. Regional Campuses 

1. The regional campuses should: 

a. Continue implementing the provisions of the Regional Campus Agreement, 
including: 

1) Development of baccalaureate and limited graduate programs. 

2) Phasing out, as appropriate, associate degree programs in coordination with 
the developing community college within the region (see community college 
section above). 

3) Referral of students in need of remediation to the regional community 
college. 

4) Developing articulation and transfer and other cooperative arrangements 
with the regional community college. 

b. Serve as a learning center/receive site for delivery of baccalaureate and graduate 
programs offered by other providers to meet specific regional needs that do not 
justify development of fixed capacity at the campus. 

c. Serve as a focal point, in collaboration with the regional community college and 
other universities, for linking higher education to the future quality of life and 
economy of the region. 

d. Share facilities and academic and administrative support services with the 
regional community college to the end that students from both institutions move 
freely between institutions and have access to services such as libraries, student 
centers and, as appropriate, residential facilities on both campuses. 

2. The question should be raised as to whether all the regional campuses should move 
along the trajectory of baccalaureate and graduate programs as outlined in the 
Regional Campus Agreement.  In two or three cases, the regional demand may not 
currently exist for significant expansion of free-standing new baccalaureate and 
(especially) graduate programs. 

a. In these cases, the regional campuses should expand baccalaureate and graduate 
program opportunities in their regions, not by developing new programs, but by 
serving as Learning Centers through which other institutions can make available 
degree programs (following the approach recommended for VU). 

b. If a substantial percentage (e.g., more than 50%) of the credentials granted at a 
regional campus are at the Associate Degree or Certificate level, then serious 
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consideration should be given to making the campus an integral part of a 
region’s community college in partnership with Ivy Tech.  This could be 
accomplished through contractual arrangements or a two-institution campus 
such as IUPUI, rather than through creation of a single academic institution. 

Recommendations Regarding Policies 

In order to accomplish the priorities we have identified, we feel it necessary to change 
Indiana state policy in three key areas.  First, it will be necessary to define the role of the 
Indiana Commission for Higher Education differently, charging it with the responsibility to 
lead the process by which the agenda we have sketched out is further developed, promoted, 
and implemented.  In turn, the Commission should be freed of the requirement to deal with 
some of its more detailed regulatory duties.  Second, some of the financing and resource 
allocation mechanisms currently in place need to be changed and better aligned with the 
priorities of the emerging agenda.  Finally, we recommend that “compacts” be established 
between the state and each institution as a way to clarify expectations and commitments of 
both parties.  Details regarding recommendations in each of these three areas follow. 

A. Realign the Mission and Functions of the Indiana Commission for Higher Education 

1. Increase the Commission’s focus on developing—building consensus around—a 
Public Agenda linking higher education to the future quality of life and economy of 
Indiana. 

a. Commission would develop the Public Agenda and recommend it to the 
Governor and State Legislature for approval. 

b. The Public Agenda would serve as the framework for Multi-Year Compacts 
with institutions. 

2. Strengthen the Commission for Higher Education as an agency more able to bring 
focus to the Public Agenda and direct some portion of the state allocation to higher 
education to achieve the kinds of changes identified.  This will not require 
reorganization, but it will require changes in expectation regarding the role of the 
Commission. 

3. Assign the responsibility to ICHE for negotiating “compacts” with each of the 
institutions and their governing boards.  These compacts should meet the objectives 
stated in C below. 

4. Assign to the Commission, in consultation with political leadership and the 
institutions, the responsibility to devise a financing and resource allocation plan in 
keeping with the criteria stated in B below. 

5. Review and, as necessary, modify existing Commission policies (e.g., program 
review and approval) to ensure their continued relevance to the Commission’s 
leadership and accountability roles. 
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The intent is to ensure that the Commission focus its attention and energy on the Public 
Agenda—on ensuring that the priorities we have articulated are accomplished.  How the 
institutions accomplish the stated objectives involves decisions reserved to the 
institution. 

B. Realign State Policy for Financing Higher Education 

We recognize that meeting the raised level of expectations that we have articulated will 
take additional resources.  Heeding the admonition that the solutions proposed should 
not require additional state resources, we recommend that new revenues be brought into 
the system by increasing revenues obtained from students.  We reluctantly make this 
recommendation, but recognize that increasing revenues from students represents the 
only practical alternative when state support is limited. 

By increasing revenues from students, it is possible to allocate an equivalent amount of 
state funds to other purposes and still maintain overall institutional funding levels.  
Consistent with the agenda we have presented, we recommend that these additional 
resources be devoted to: 

1. First and foremost, need-based student financial aid to ensure that students faced 
with increasing tuition at the universities can still afford to attend these institutions.  
The whole issue of affordability is extremely complex.  However, since the 
objective is to obtain more service and better performance with limited state 
resources, the question of how best to maintain affordability must be considered a 
central concern.  Since the Governor has appointed an Affordability Task Force to 
consider this issue, the Subcommittee has not delved deeply into this topic. 

2. The priorities we have identified in this report—most explicitly the development of 
a community college capacity in the state and an enhanced research capacity.  With 
regard to community colleges, an immediate need is bolstering their full-time 
faculty in the general education area.  Development and oversight of a coherent 
general education curriculum—one that has integrity and high quality in the eyes of 
the four-year institutions in the state—will require the involvement of full-time 
faculty members.  With regard to research, we recommend creating an incentive 
pool to be allocated in proportion to the increase in federal and industry research 
funding acquired on a year-to-year basis.  The caveat is that this pool should be 
available only to those institutions specifically identified as having research as a 
primary element of their mission—that is, IU Bloomington, Purdue-West Lafayette, 
and IUPUI (Health Sciences). 

3. 21st Century Scholars aid funding (see recommendation on 21st Century “Plus” 
related to Middle Technical College at VU). 
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4. Developing regional capacity for the delivery of services that meet the needs of each 
of the state’s regions including: 

• Developing community college services that are aligned with the needs of 
the region and that meet the criteria and quality standards established by the 
state review panel (see above). 

• Implementing the Regional Campus Agreement in ways tailored to meeting 
the needs of the regions in which each of the regional campuses is located. 

One method of financing this would use state funds to match (up to 10% of the total 
state operating allocation)  funds reallocated by institutions toward programs that 
enhance the missions of institutions (developmental and associate degrees for the 
community colleges/Ivy Tech and baccalaureate and limited graduate programs for 
regional campuses) and are aligned with regional needs.  Plans for reallocation and 
authorization to release matching funds should be approved by CHE. 

5. Fund the facilities that are badly needed to adequately house the emerging 
community colleges: 

• By a combined state and local financial partnership—half from the state and 
half from revenue sources available in each region (with no presumption of 
how localities would generate these revenues). 

• With the requirement that funding is conditioned on these institutions having 
been approved by the external review panel as worthy of community college 
designation. 

In seeking additional revenues from students, we urge that net tuition increases be 
different at different types of institutions—substantial increases at IU Bloomington and 
at Purdue-West Lafayette, less at the other four-year institutions, and none at the two-
year institutions. 

Increasing net tuition revenues can be accomplished by any combination (chosen by the 
institutions) of increasing tuition rates, taking more out-of-state students, or decreasing 
the level of tuition discounting. 

Without prejudging institutional choices, the evidence in Table 4 suggests that 
IU Bloomington and Purdue-West Lafayette have room to increase tuition rates without 
losing a regional price advantage. 
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Table 4.  Resident Tuition at  
Public Big 10 Universities, 2004-05 

Institution Tuition 

Penn State 10,856 
University of Minnesota 8,230 
University of Michigan 8,120 
University of Illinois 7,966 
Ohio State 7,542 
Michigan State 7,045 
Indiana University 6,827 
Purdue University 6,092 
University of Wisconsin 5,866 
University of Iowa 5,396 

Source:  Institutional Websites  

 
In pursuing their tuition revenue strategies, we urge the research universities to use this 
freedom to enhance their emphases on research and graduate education and to become 
more selective in their admission of undergraduate students.  The data in Table 5 
indicate that IU Bloomington and Purdue-West Lafayette are among the least selective 
universities in the Big 10. 

Table 5.  SAT Scores for Middle Quartiles, 2001 
(25-75% Ranks) 

Institution Verbal Quantitative 

University of Michigan 570-670 610-710 
University of Wisconsin 560-680 590-710 
University of Illinois 550-670 600-720 
Penn State 530-630 560-680 
University of Minnesota 530-650 550-680 
University of Iowa 530-650 540-670 
Ohio State 520-630 540-660 
Purdue University 500-600 520-650 
Michigan State 490-610 510-640 
Indiana University 490-600 490-610 
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Finally, we recommend that the framework for this change in approach to financing be 
developed by the ICHE in consultation with institutional representatives.  With the aid 
of our consultants and Commission staff, we have become convinced that there are 
numerous strategies (and combinations of strategies) that can be utilized to achieve the 
desired results—freeing up some state resources to invest in the future of the state of 
Indiana. 

C. Establish Multi-Year Compacts Between the State of Indiana and Each Institution and 
with the Reconstituted ICCITS 

If the recommended changes are to be implemented, there must be agreement with this 
agenda not only within higher education but at the highest levels of state government 
(the Governor and Legislature leadership).  Because several of the key policy 
decisions—especially those dealing with finance (state support of institutions, tuition, 
and student financial aid)—are made by different actors but must be aligned to be 
effective, we recommend that “compacts” be developed between the state and each 
institution as a device for both clarifying intent and documenting commitments. 

1. Compacts should be negotiated by the staff of the ICHE and representatives of each 
institution. 

2. Each Compact would be submitted to and approved by the Indiana Commission for 
Higher Education for recommendation to the Governor and State Legislature 
(perhaps through the State Budget Committee) for final approval. 

3. Compacts would include commitments of: 

a. Each institution regarding pursuit and accomplishment of both state goals and 
institutional mission and goals. 

b. The State of Indiana regarding state appropriations and tuition revenue.  One 
element of this compact would be the understanding of the revenues to be 
acquired through tuition.  Part of this understanding should be that revenues in 
excess of the targets remain at the institution for use at the discretion of the 
institution. 

4. Within the framework of the Multi-Year Compacts, give IU Bloomington, Purdue-
West Lafayette, and IUPUI additional flexibility to pursue research opportunities as 
they arise, the bonding statutes, particularly IC 20-12-8, should be modified to 
permit those three campuses to sell bonds for research facilities other than medical 
research facilities associated with the IU School of Medicine without prior General 
Assembly approval if revenue streams are available to meet the debt service 
requirements of the facilities. 
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FIGURE 1 

Revenues per FTE Student—Indiana Institutions as a 
Percentage of Peer Group Medians

Below 90% of Peer Group Median 90 to 110% of Peer Group Median Above 110% of Peer Group Median
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FIGURE 2 

Expenditures per FTE Student—Indiana Institutions as a 
Percentage of Peer Group Medians

Below 90% of Peer Group Median 90 to 110% of Peer Group Median Above 110% of Peer Group Median
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FIGURE 3 

Indiana Four-Year Institutions—FTE Undergraduates 
per Undergraduate Program, 2001-02

Source:  NCES, IPEDS Fall 2001 Enrollments, 2001-02 Completions
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FIGURE 4 

Indiana 2-Year Institutions—FTE Undergraduates per 
Undergraduate Program, 2001-02

Source:  NCES, IPEDS Fall 2001 Enrollments, 2001-02 Completions
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FIGURE 5 

Percentage of State and Local Funding for Public Higher Education 
Appropriated to Research and Doctoral Institutions

Source:  NCES, IPEDS Finance Survey 2001
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FIGURE 6 

Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded per 100 High School 
Graduates Six Years Earlier, 2002

Source:  NCES-IPEDS Completions Survey, WICHE
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FIGURE 7 

Net Migration of Residents 22-29 with Bachelor’s Degree 
or Higher, 1995-2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Public Use Microdata Samples, 2000
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FIGURE 8 

Indiana Net In-Migration by Degree Level and Age Group, 
1995-2000

Source:  U.S. Census, Public Use Microdata Samples, 2000
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FIGURE 9 

Percent Employment in Professional and Management 
Occupations, 2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
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FIGURE 10 

Educational Attainment—Indiana Attainment 
and U.S. Rank, 2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
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FIGURE 11 

Percent of African-Americans and Hispanics at Each Stage of 
Education Pipeline, 2000
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FIGURE 12 

First-Time Freshmen Directly from High School as a 
Percent of High School Graduates, Fall 1998
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FIGURE 13 

Part-Time Undergraduate Enrollment as a 
Percent of 25- to 44-Year-Olds, 2000
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FIGURE 14 

Six-Year Graduation Rates Relative to 
Peer Groups

Source:  IPEDS Graduation Rate Survey, 2003
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FIGURE 15 

Three-Year Graduation Rates Relative 
to Peer Groups

Source:  IPEDS Graduation Rate Survey, 2003

Ivy Tech State College-North Central

Ivy Tech State College-Central Indiana

Ivy Tech State College-Columbus

Ivy Tech State College-East Central

Ivy Tech State College-Kokomo

Ivy Tech State College-Lafayette

Ivy Tech State College-Northeast

Ivy Tech State College-South Central

Ivy Tech State College-Southwest

Ivy Tech State College-Wabash Valley

Ivy Tech State College-Whitewater

Ivy Tech State College-Northwest

Ivy Tech State College-Southeast

Vincennes University

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Range of Peer Groups



 

FIGURE 16 

Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded as a Percent of 
All Undergraduates, 2002

Source:  NCES-IPEDS Completions Survey, Enrollment Survey
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FIGURE 17 

Associate Degrees Awarded per 100 High School 
Graduates Three Years Earlier, 2002

41.5

21.1

18.1

11.5

0

15

30

45

Florida
R

hode Island
W

ashington
W

yom
ing

Arizona
N

ew
 York

U
tah

Idaho
C

alifornia
Iow

a
M

ississippi
H

aw
aii

Kansas
M

assachusetts
N

orth C
arolina

Verm
ont

U
nited S

tates
N

ew
 H

am
pshire

O
regon

N
orth D

akota
N

ew
 M

exico
C

olorado
Illinois
O

klahom
a

South C
arolina

M
issouri

N
ebraska

M
innesota

M
ichigan

Indiana
Pennsylvania
N

evada
South D

akota
A

labam
a

W
isconsin

Kentucky
Virginia
N

ew
 Jersey

O
hio

Texas
Arkansas
Tennessee
W

est Virginia
D

elaw
are

M
aryland

M
aine

Alaska
M

ontana
C

onnecticut
G

eorgia
Louisiana

Source: NCES-IPEDS Completions Survey, WICHE



 

FIGURE 18 

All Credentials Awarded (2-Year and Less) at Two-Year Colleges 
as a Percent of Enrollment in Two-Year Colleges, 2002

Source: NCES-IPEDS Completions Survey, Enrollment Survey
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FIGURE 19 

Total Research and Development Expenditures 
Per Capita, 2001

Source:  National Science Foundation, U.S. Census Bureau
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FIGURE 20 

Federal Research and Development Expenditures 
Per Capita, 2001

Source:  National Science Foundation, U.S. Census Bureau
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FIGURE 21 

Federal R&D Expenditures as a Percent of 
Total R&D, 2001

Source: National Science Foundation
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FIGURE 22 

State and Local R&D Expenditures as a Percent 
of Total R&D, 2001

Source:  National Science Foundation
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FIGURE 23 

Performance Relative to Total Funding per FTE—Overall 
Index Scores for State Higher Education Systems
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FIGURE 24 

Performance Relative to Total Funding per FTE—Overall 
Index Scores for Public Research Institutions
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FIGURE 25 

Performance Relative to Total Funding per FTE—
Overall Index Scores for Public Baccalaureate and 
Masters Institutions
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FIGURE 26 

Performance Relative to Total Funding per FTE—
Overall Index Scores for Public Two-Year Institutions
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PEER INSTITUTIONS 



 

 

 



 

 

INDIANA PEER INSTITUTIONS 

Ball State University 
Bowling Green State University-Main Campus 
Illinois State University 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania-Main Campus 
Kent State University-Main Campus 
Miami University-Oxford 
Northern Arizona University 
Northern Illinois University 
The University of Texas at Arlington 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of North Texas 
University of Southern Mississippi 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Western Michigan University 

Indiana State University 
Eastern Kentucky University 
Illinois State University 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania-Main Campus 
Louisiana Tech University 
Portland State University 
SUNY at Binghamton 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of Northern Colorado 
Western Illinois University 
Western Kentucky University 
Wichita State University 

Indiana University-Bloomington 
Arizona State University-Main Campus 
Florida State University 
The University of Texas at Austin 
University of Colorado at Boulder 
University of Connecticut 
University of Iowa 
University of Kansas Main Campus 
University of Maryland-College Park 
University of Massachusetts-Amherst 
University of Nebraska at Lincoln 

Indiana University-East 
Bluefield State College 
Dickinson State University 
Glenville State College 
Lewis-Clark State College 



 

 

Oklahoma Panhandle State University 
University of Minnesota-Crookston 
University of Pittsburgh-Bradford 
University of Science and Arts of Oklahoma 
University of Virginia’s College at Wise 
West Liberty State College 

Indiana University-Kokomo 
Castleton State College 
Georgia Southwestern State University 
Johnson State College 
Montana State University-Northern 
Northwestern Oklahoma State University 
Troy State University Dothan 
University of Alaska Southeast 
University of West Alabama 

Indiana University-Northwest 
Armstrong Atlantic State University 
Auburn University-Montgomery 
Columbus State University 
Coppin State College 
Lake Superior State University 
Minot State University 
Montana State University-Billings 
Northeastern Illinois University 
University of Montevallo 
University of North Carolina at Pembroke 

Indiana University-Purdue University-Fort Wayne 
Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania 
Bridgewater State College 
California State University-Bakersfield 
Edinboro University of Pennsylvania 
Kean University 
Kennesaw State University 
McNeese State University 
Minnesota State University-Moorhead 
Morehead State University 
Northern Michigan University 
Southeast Missouri State University 
University of Alaska Anchorage 
Youngstown State University 

Indiana University-Purdue University-Indianapolis 
SUNY at Buffalo 
SUNY at Stony Brook 
Temple University 
University of Cincinnati-Main Campus 



 

 

University of Illinois at Chicago 
University of Louisville 
University of New Mexico-Main Campus 
University of South Carolina at Columbia 
University of South Florida 
University of Utah 
Virginia Commonwealth University 
Wayne State University 

Indiana University-South Bend 
Angelo State University 
Auburn University-Montgomery 
Columbus State University 
Montana State University-Billings 
North Georgia College and State University 
Salem State College 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
University of North Alabama 
University of Wisconsin-Green Bay 
Western Connecticut State University 
Western Oregon University 

Indiana University-Southeast 
Auburn University-Montgomery 
Columbus State University 
Midwestern State University 
Montana State University-Billings 
North Georgia College and State University 
Salisbury University 
SUNY College at Fredonia 
University of North Alabama 
Western Connecticut State University 
Worcester State College 

Purdue University-Calumet Campus 
Central Connecticut State University 
Central Missouri State University 
Central Washington University 
CUNY College of Staten Island 
Lamar University 
McNeese State University 
Minnesota State Unversity-Mankato 
Murray State University 
Northeastern Illinois University 
Pittsburg State University 
University of Colorado at Colorado Springs 
University of Michigan-Dearborn 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 



 

 

Weber State University 
Youngstown State University 

Purdue University-Main Campus 
Colorado State University 
Georgia Institute of Technology-Main Campus 
Iowa State University 
Michigan State University 
North Carolina State University at Raleigh 
Pennsylvania State University-Main Campus 
Texas A & M University 
University of California-Davis 
University of Florida 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 

Purdue University-North Central Campus 
Bluefield State College 
Glenville State College 
Lewis-Clark State College 
Missouri Southern State College 
Shawnee State University 
Shepherd College 
University of Maine at Augusta 
University of Pittsburgh-Johnstown 
University of South Carolina at Aiken 

University of Southern Indiana 
Clarion University of Pennsylvania 
Eastern Kentucky University 
Minnesota State University-Moorhead 
Morehead State University 
Nicholls State University 
Northern Michigan University 
Slippery Rock University of Pennsylvania 
Southeast Missouri State University 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh 

Ivy Tech State College-Central Indiana 
Angelina College 
Asheville Buncombe Technical Community College 
Bevill State Community College 
Bishop State Community College 
Forsyth Technical Community College 
Fox Valley Technical College at Appleton 
George C Wallace Community College-Dothan 
Gwinnett Technical College 
Hawkeye Community College 



 

 

Lewis and Clark Community College 
Moraine Park Technical College 
Pitt Community College 
Waukesha County Technical College 
Western Wisconsin Technical College 

Ivy Tech State College-Columbus 
Ivy Tech State College-Kokomo 
Ivy Tech State College-South Central 
Ivy Tech State College-Southeast 
Ivy Tech State College-Whitewater 

Black River Technical College 
Carteret Community College 
Central Ohio Technical College 
Coastal Georgia Community College 
Eastern Wyoming College 
Harry M Ayers State Technical College 
Kennebec Valley Technical College 
Montcalm Community College 
Morgan Community College 
New Hampshire Community Technical College-Laconia/Berlin 
Nicolet Area Technical College 
Northeast Alabama Community College 
Seward County Community College 
South Arkansas Community College 
Vernon College 

Ivy Tech State College-East Central 
Ivy Tech State College-Northwest 
Ivy Tech State College-Wabash Valley 

Bishop State Community College 
Coastal Carolina Community College 
Gateway Technical College 
Illinois Valley Community College 
Iowa Central Community College 
Itawamba Community College 
New Mexico Junior College 
Northcentral Technical College 
Odessa College 
Pueblo Community College 
Spartanburg Technical College 
Stark State College of Technology 
Temple College 



 

 

Ivy Tech State College-Lafayette 
Ivy Tech State College-Northcentral 
Ivy Tech State College-Northeast 
Ivy Tech State College-Southwest 

Athens Technical College 
Central Carolina Technical College 
Dekalb Technical College 
John Wood Community College 
Lakeshore Technical College 
Lincoln Land Community College 
Mid-State Technical College 
New Hampshire Community Technical College-Manchester/Stratham 
New Mexico Junior College 
Northcentral Technical College 
Orangeburg Calhoun Technical College 
Parkland College 
Robeson Community College 

Vincennes University 
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College 
Delta College 
Des Moines Area Community College 
Eastern Iowa Community College District 
Fayetteville Technical Community College 
Grand Rapids Community College 
Henry Ford Community College 
Indian Hills Community College 
John C Calhoun State Community College 
Kalamazoo Valley Community College 
Kirkwood Community College 
Lansing Community College 
Midlands Technical College 
Northwest Mississippi Community College 
Southeast Community College Area 
Southwestern Illinois College 
Spokane Community College 
SUNY College of Agriculture and Technology at Morrisville 
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HIGHER EDUCATION SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERS 

 
Appointed Members 
 
Mr. Thomas Reilly, Chair 
Reilly Industries, Inc. 
300 N. Meridian Street, Ste. 1500 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
Tele:  317-248-6465 
 
Mr. Phil Faccenda 
1222 Erskine Manor Hill 
South Bend, IN  46614 
Tele:  574-291-2155 
 
Mr. Terry White 
Olsen, White, Hambidge & Williams, LLP 
123 Locust Street 
Evansville, IN  47708 
 
 
Augmented Members 
 
Dr. Ernest Bartell 
University of Notre Dame 
211 Hesburgh Center 
Notre Dame, IN  46556 
Tele:  574-631-7816 
 
Mr. Timothy McGinley 
House Investments 
10401 N. Meridian Street, Ste. 275 
Indianapolis, IN  46290 
Tele:  317-580-2535 
 
Dr. August Watanabe 
10666 Winterwood 
Carmel, IN  46032 
Tele:  317-571-0772 
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Government Efficiency Commission 
Higher Education Subcommittee 

 
 

Subcommittee Meeting History 
 
 
October 9, 2003 Full Commission Meeting (Presentation by CHE; Indianapolis) 
 
November 5 Meeting of Subcommittee (CHE Data Presentation; Indianapolis) 
 
November 25 Briefing with Chair and NCHEMS Staff 
 
December 18 Higher Education Subcommittee Meeting (NCHEMS Presentation; 

Indianapolis) 
 
January 9, 2004 CHE Trustee Conference (HES Chair Briefs CHE and Trustee Chairmen; 

Indianapolis) 
 
February 24  Meeting of Subcommittee (NCHEMS Presentation; Indianapolis) 
 
March 12 CHE Meeting (NCHEMS Presentation; Indianapolis) 
 
April 26-27 Meeting of Subcommittee with University Presidents, Staff (see separate 

schedule; Indianapolis) 
 
May 4 Site Visit to Sinclair Community College (Dayton, Ohio) 
 
May 5 Briefing of HES Chair with NCHEMS Staff (Indianapolis) 
 
May 6 Meeting of Subcommittee (NCHEMS Presentation; Indianapolis) 
 
May 7 - 14 NCHEMS Site Visits to Indiana Communities (see separate schedule) 
 
July 13 Meeting of Subcommittee (NCHEMS Presentation; Indianapolis) 
 
August 23 Meeting of Subcommittee (Indianapolis) 
 
November 9 Presentation of Subcommittee Report to Full Commission (Indianapolis) 
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO IMPLEMENT THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE’S RECOMMENDATIONS 
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___________ BILL No.  _________ 
 
 

A BILL FOR AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education. 
 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Indiana: 
 

 SECTION 1. IC 20-12-0.5-8 IS AMENDED TO ADD A NEW SUBSECTION TO 
READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE ___________________, 2005]:  Sec. 8.  The commission 
shall have the following powers and duties:  
 
 (18) To represent the state in negotiating a compact with each state educational 
institution, as defined by IC 20-12-0.5-1, pursuant to the terms and conditions of IC 20-12-
1.2.   
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___________ BILL No.  _________ 
 
 

A BILL FOR AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education. 
 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Indiana: 
 
 SECTION 1.  IC 20-12-1.2 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA CODE AS A NEW 
CHAPTER TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE _________________, 2005]:   
 
 Chapter 1.2 Indiana Higher Education Compact. 
 
 Sec. 1.  As used in this chapter: 
 
 “Commission” refers to the commission for higher education established by IC 20-
12-0.5.   
 
 “Compact” refers to the Indiana Higher Education Compact established by IC 20-
12-1.2-2. 
 
 “Education roundtable” refers to the Indiana Higher Education Roundtable 
established by IC 20-12-0.7. 
 
 “State educational institution” has the meaning set forth in IC 20-12-0.5-1. 
 
 Sec. 2.  Beginning with the 2006-2007 academic year, the board of trustees of each 
state educational institution shall enter into a compact with the state, in cooperation with 
the commission as provided in this chapter. 
 
 Sec. 3.  The initial compacts for state educational institutions shall be developed on a 
staggered schedule established by the commission over four (4) years and shall be reviewed, 
modified and re-affirmed every four (4) years thereafter.   
 
 Sec. 4.  The commission shall work with the state educational institutions to develop 
the compact for each institution, which shall be sent to the education roundtable for review 
and adoption by the state. 
 
 Sec. 5.  Each compact shall include, but not be limited to commitments:  (1) from 
each institution as to implementing its mission and addressing the goals of the state as 
described in long-range planning and development documents, as well as state policies; (2) 
from the state regarding state appropriations and revenues targeted by the institution to be 
received from tuition, with the understanding that tuition revenues in excess of the target 



 

 

shall remain at the institution for use at the discretion of the institution; (3) consideration 
of topics of importance to state education policy including economic development, research, 
tuition levels, projected enrollments, the mix of degree program offerings, new degree 
programs, transfer of academic credits between institutions, and the seamlessness of 
primary through 16 education; (4) addressing other matters as may be required by the 
education roundtable. 
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___________ BILL No.  _________ 
 
 

A BILL FOR AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education. 
 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Indiana: 
 
 SECTION 1.  IC 20-12-0.7 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA CODE AS A NEW 
CHAPTER TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE __________________, 2005]: 
 
 Chapter 0.7 Indiana Higher Education Roundtable. 
 
 Sec. 1.  This Chapter may be cited as the Indiana Higher Education Roundtable Act.   
 
 Sec. 2.  The purpose of this chapter is to consider the broad array of issues facing 
higher education in the state, particularly how they affect the economic development of the 
state. 
 
 Sec. 3.  (a) The Indiana higher education roundtable is established.  The education 
roundtable is a permanent body and working group.   
 
  (b)  The members of the education roundtable must be citizens of the state 
and shall be appointed by the governor, unless otherwise specified.   
 
  (c) The membership of the education roundtable shall consist of the 
lieutenant governor, eight (8) business and community leaders; eight (8)trustees of Indiana 
post-secondary institutions of higher education, including at least two (2) from independent 
institutions; four (4) members of the commission for higher education; four (4) 
representatives of elementary and secondary education, two (2) of whom shall be appointed 
by the superintendent of public instruction; two (2) members appointed by the president 
pro tempore of the Indiana Senate from different political parties; two (2) members 
appointed by the speaker of the House of Representatives from different political parties; 
and the commissioner for higher education.  
 
  (d) The Roundtable shall be chaired by the lieutenant governor and shall 
meet at least three (3) times per year.  The education roundtable shall be staffed by the 
commission for higher education. 
 
 Sec. 4.  The education roundtable shall review and adopt higher education compacts 
required pursuant to IC 20-12-1.2; adopt a public agenda for higher education for the 
state; and make recommendations to any public body, committee, entity or organization 
that may advance the state’s public agenda for higher education.    
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___________ BILL No.  _________ 
 

A BILL FOR AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education. 
 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Indiana: 
 
 SOURCE: IC 20-12-8-1; SECTION 1.  IC 20-12-8-1 IS AMENDED TO ADD A NEW 
SUBSECTION TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE __________________, 2005]: 
 
 Sec. 1.  (b) Indiana University-Bloomington, Purdue University-West Lafayette and 
Indiana University-Purdue University at Indianapolis shall have the authority to sell bonds 
for research facilities, other than medical research facilities associated with the Indiana 
University School of Medicine, without prior approval by the Indiana General Assembly if 
funds are available to the foregoing institutions to meet the debt service requirements for 
these research facilities.  Construction of research facilities pursuant to this subsection (b) 
shall be accomplished in a manner consistent with this Section 1. 
 
 (c)(b)  Title to all property so acquired, including the improvements located on the 
property, shall be taken and held by and in the name of the corporations.  If the governing board 
of any of these corporations determines that real estate, the title to which is in the name of the 
state, for the use and benefit of the corporation or institution under its control, is reasonably 
required for any of the purposes set forth in this section, the real estate may, upon request in 
writing of the governing board of the corporation to the governor of the state and upon the 
approval of the governor, be conveyed by deed from the state to the corporation.  The governor 
shall be authorized to execute and deliver the deed in the name of the state, signed on behalf of 
the state by the governor, attested by the auditor of state and with the seal of the state affixed to 
the deed. 
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___________ BILL No.  _________ 
 
 

A BILL FOR AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education. 
 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Indiana: 
 
 SECTION 1.  IC 20-12-14.7 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA CODE AS A NEW 
CHAPTER TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE __________________, 2005]: 
 
Chapter 14.7.  Indiana Middle Technical College.   
 
 Sec. 1.  As used in this chapter:  
 
 “college” refers to the Indiana Middle Technical College that may be established 
under IC 20-12-14.7-2. 
 
 Sec. 2.  Vincennes University may establish the Indiana Middle Technical College 
under IC 20-12-14.7 at the Vincennes campus of Vincennes University to begin operations 
during or after the 2006-2007 academic year. 
 
 Sec. 3.  The college shall operate a public, residential school enrolling Indiana 
students who will be high school juniors and seniors.   
 
 Sec. 4.  A student who is admitted to the college must: (a) be eligible to attend to a 
public high school in Indiana; and (b) demonstrate a significant aptitude for technical 
subject matter.  Students shall be admitted to the college without regard to gender, race, 
religion, creed, national origin, or household income. 
 
 Sec. 5.  Vincennes University shall: (a) establish an advisory committee of ________ 
(___) individuals for the college representing the education, business and technical 
communities in the state; (b) determine the standards for admission and curriculum, as 
well as a course study at the college for technical and academic instruction that allows 
students to graduate with a high school diploma and an associate degree with three (3) or 
two (2) years of study, depending on the grade at which they enroll at the college; and (c) 
establish cooperative arrangements with public and private entities to enhance and 
supplement the academic and technical instruction at the college. 
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___________ BILL No.  _________ 
 
 

A BILL FOR AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education. 
 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Indiana: 
 
 SECTION 1.  IC 20-12-61 IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 
__________________, 2005]: 
 
 Sec. 1.  Throughout chapter 61, the references to the terms listed in this Section 1 
shall be amended as follows:  (a) “Ivy Tech State College” and “Ivy Tech System” shall 
each be amended to “Indiana Community College and Ivy Tech System;” (b) “regional 
board” shall be amended to “regional community college advisory board;” and (c) 
“regional institute” shall be amended to “regional community college.” 
 SECTION 2.  IC 20-12-61-1 IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 
_________________, 2005]: 
 
Sec. 1.  It shall be the primary purpose of this chapter to provide educational opportunities to:   
 
 (1) students who require additional education before enrolling in college level courses at 
either a two (2) year or four (4) year institution;  
 
 (2) those who have graduated from high school but are either not interested in attending a 
four (4) year college or are more interested and naturally equipped to continue their education in 
a liberal arts, occupational or technical program at a two (2) year non-residential college whose 
credits for courses and programs transfer to state educational institutions; 
 
 (3) those students who do not complete work at a four (4) year college; 
 
 (4) those students who complete their work at a four (4) year college but would like to 
supplement that education to improve existing skills or acquire new skills; and  
 
 (5) adult workers needing and desiring retraining or additional training of an occupational 
or technical nature for the workplace, or needing or desiring additional instruction in the 
liberal arts. 
 
 SECTION 3.  IC 20-12-61-2 IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 
____________________, 2005]:  
 
 Sec. 2.  (a) There shall be, and hereby is created and established, a two (2) year state 
college to be devoted primarily to providing the following:  



 

 

 
 (1)  Educational opportunities that are for liberal arts, occupational, or technical 
instruction for the citizens of the state under section 1 of this chapter.   
 
 (2)  Assessment and training services described in subsection (b). 
 
  (b)  Indiana Community College shall help promote education and economic 
development by providing assessment and training services for the citizens of the state that 
include, but are not limited to the following: 
 
 (1)  Determining the skills needed for specific jobs; 
 
 (2)  Determining whether particular individuals have the skills needed to (A) do a specific 
job or (B) qualify for specific skills certifications;  
  
 (3)  Developing and delivering training programs designed to help individuals; (A) 
acquire skills needed to do specific jobs; (B) obtain specific skill certifications; (C) improve the 
quality of the individual’s work product; or (D) obtain a liberal arts education to assist an 
individual in the work force. 
 
  (c)  The community college policy committee shall not consider the provision of 
an assessment, education and training services by the Indiana Community College that are 
authorized by subsection (b) in developing a community college system under IC 20-12-75.  The 
Indiana Community College is not granted any rights by subsection (b) with respect to the 
community college system and shall not use the provision of assessment, education and training 
services authorized by subsection (b) in negotiating or developing any aspect of the community 
college system. 
 
 SECTION 4.  IC 20-12-61-4(a) SHALL BE AMENDED IN ITS ENTIRETY TO READ 
AS FOLLOWS: [EFFECTIVE __________________, 2005]: 
 
 Sec. 4. (a) the Indiana Community College shall be governed by a board of trustees 
appointed by the governor as follows: 
 
 (1)  Three (3) of the trustees shall be appointed to serve for a term of one (1) year;  
 
 (2)  Three (3) for a term of two (2) years; and 
 
 (3)  Three (3) for a term of three (3) years. 
 
  (b)  Seven (7) of the trustees so appointed shall have knowledge and 
experience in one or more of the following areas:  (a) manufacturing, (b) commerce, (c) 
labor, (d) agriculture, (e) health professions, (f) professional services or service industries, 
and (g) state and regional economic development needs.  One (1) of the trustees must be a 
full-student of the Indiana Community College during the two (2) year tenure of the 
appointment.   



 

 

 
  (c)  No one who holds an elective or appointed office of the state is eligible to 
serve as a member of the board of trustees.  A member of an Indiana Community College 
regional community college advisory board may not serve as a member of the board of 
trustees unless he or she resigns from the regional community college advisory board. 
 
  (d)  To assist the governor in the selection of the student member of the 
board of trustees, a search and screen committee is created consisting of one (1) 
representative of the governor and at least __________ (___) students chosen by the elected 
student government representatives by the student body, including at least one (1) student 
from each campus of the Indiana Community College.  The committee shall establish the 
mode and criteria to be used in the selection of student nominees to serve on the board of 
trustees.  The committee shall submit a list of at least ten (10) names to the governor for the 
governor’s consideration.  The governor shall select one (1) of these names for appointment 
as a trustee of the Indiana Community College in accordance with this chapter.   
 
  (e)  All succeeding and subsequent trustees provided in this chapter shall be 
appointed from the respective classes as provided in this section.  All succeeding and 
subsequent trustees shall serve for a period of three (3) years, except for the student 
member who shall serve for two (2) years.   
 
  (f)  In case any vacancy occurs on the board of trustees by reason of the 
resignation, removal from the state, expiration of the term of office, death, or otherwise, 
the vacancy shall be filled by the governor from the respective classes as provided in this 
section to serve only for the unexpired term. 
 
 SECTION 5.  IC 20-12-61-5(b) IS AMENDED IN ITS ENTIRETY TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE ______________, 2005]: 
  
 Sec. 5. (b) The board of trustees shall have the responsibility for managing and 
establishing the policies of the Indiana Community College and its regional campuses 
within the framework of laws enacted by the general assembly.  The board of trustees shall 
select and employ a president of the Indiana Community College, with qualifications set 
out, and other staff and professional employees as are required, including Chancellors for 
the regional Indiana Community College campuses or community colleges. 
 
 SECTION 6.  IC 20-12-61-9(1) through (3) IS AMENDED IN THEIR ENTIRETY TO 
READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE ______________, 2005]: 
 
 Sec. 9. The board of trustees shall have the following powers and duties to:  
 
 (1) Offer and terminate programs subject to the approval of the commission for 
higher education.   
 
 (2) Develop and implement curriculum standards and quality assurance and 
policies; liberal arts, occupational and technical education programs, which in its opinion 



 

 

should be established due to the specialized nature of the programs, the limited number of 
students involved; or other unique features requiring special attention.   
 
 (3) Contract with appropriate educational institutions, including state educational 
institutions, local public schools, or other agencies, to carry out specific programs which 
can best and most economically be provided through this approach. 
 
 SECTION 7.  IC 20-12-61-9 IS AMENDED TO ADD A NEW SUBSECTION (8) TO 
READ IN ITS ENIRETY AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE _________________, 2005]: 
 
 Sec.9. (8) Seek regional accreditation for regional campuses of the Indiana 
Community College and Ivy Tech System. 
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___________ BILL No.  _________ 
 
 

A BILL FOR AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education. 
 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Indiana: 
 
 SECTION 1.  IC 20-12-75 OF THE INDIANA CODE IS AMENDED IN ITS 
ENTIRETY TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE __________________, 2005]: 
 
 Sec. 1.  As used in this chapter: 
 
 “Commission” refers to the Commission for Higher Education established by IC 20-
12-0.5. 
 
 “State educational institution” has the meaning set forth in IC 20-12-0.5-1. 
 
 Sec. 2.  (a) A community college certification committee shall be created to: (1) 
develop the criteria by which an Indiana Community College regional campus may be 
designated as community college in the state; (2) oversee implementation of the Indiana 
Community College community college program, including reviewing the broad policies 
and principles to be used to evaluate the Indiana Community College regional campuses 
seeking certification as a community college.   
 
  (b) The community college certification committee shall not exercise any 
powers that have been assigned to the board of trustees of state educational institutions, or 
the commission.  There shall be _________ (__) members of the community college 
certification committee, all of whom shall be selected by the governor to serve for a term of 
three (3) years.  Members of the community college certification committee may serve more 
than one term and shall include representatives of the business community, the labor 
community, exemplary community colleges in other states; and state educational 
institutions. 
 
  (c) Notwithstanding any law, the state educational institutions shall not take 
any action, including spending of any funds, that frustrates the goals of the community 
college or the community college certification community. 
 
  (d) The community college certification committee shall be staffed by the 
commission. 
 
  



 

 

 Sec. 3.  The criteria established by the community college certification committee in 
consultation with the commission to certify an Indiana Community College regional 
campus as a community college shall include the following elements, in addition to those 
that may established by the committee:  
 
  (a) Full time faculty and faculty governance policies; 
 
  (b) Transfer and articulation agreements for credit for college courses; 
 
  (c) Effective collaboration with other state educational institutions and their 
regional campuses; and  
 
  (d) Independent regional accreditation.   
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