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    Heidi Haartz, Committee Staff 
    Lynda King, Associate General Counsel, NSHE 
     
 
Chair Hardesty called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. with all members present except for Tony 
Sanchez. The Chair acknowledged NSHE Associate General Counsel Lynda King.  

 
1. Information Only – Public Comment  
 
Kent Ervin, Nevada Faculty Alliance, encouraged the Committee to identify the goals of the current 
funding formula (established in 2014) and determine if the goals had been met. He then discussed charts 
he developed that indicate that the annual revenue per full time equivalent student, inflation-adjusted for 
FY 2023 dollars, declined between FY 2007 and FY 2023, while student registration fees were increased 
to offset some of the loss of state funding. Mr. Ervin stated that the current funding formula equalized 
state funding per student between institutions by brining institutions down to a common lower level of 
funding. Mr. Ervin discussed two additional chart he had prepared. The first compared state funding per 
student at UNLV, UNR, and NSU from FY 2007 to FY 2023, which indicated that while the gap between 
the two R1 universities had closed, the state funding per student was 33 to 50 percent lower in FY 2023 
than in 2007 in real dollars. The next chart compared state funding for the four community colleges. He 
indicated that funding gaps were closed by bringing all of the community colleges down to the same 
lower level.  
 
According to Mr. Ervin, state funding and student fees in Nevada are at the low end of the spectrum 
compared to other states: Nevada’s appropriations for higher education, including financial aid, are 22 
percent lower than the national average and Nevada ranks 34th among the 50 states according to 2021 data 
from the State Higher Education Executive Officers Association. 
 
Mr. Ervin concluded by stating that if a new funding formula simply redistributes current funding, he 
believed it would fail to provide high quality higher education that Nevada needs for students to success 
and to support economic development.  
 
Chair Hardesty asked that the charts referenced in Mr. Ervin’s comments be given to the Committee 
secretary as part of the record. 
 
Doug Unger, Nevada Faculty Alliance, provided public comment, noting that over the past 20 years, the 
focus of higher education has shifted from improving access to ensuring adequate funding. In Nevada, 
depending on the institution, funding has fallen in real dollar comparable support from about 30 percent 
to 40 percent in less than two decades. He stated that diminishing state support is one reason that R1 
universities are now operating with more than 50 percent non-state funding. He also noted that financial 
burdens shifted to Nevada students, including debt burdens. Mr. Unger asked the Committee to consider 
adjusting past formula models, as well as strategies to increase higher education’s share of the state 
budget. Additionally, he requested the Committee consider models in other states and innovative 
strategies, such as indexing higher education funding to the state budget, designating revenue sources, and 
exploring new public, private and municipal, federal and international partnerships.  
 
Chair Hardesty requested Mr. Unger submit his materials, including references to the sources he 
discussed in his testimony prior to the next Committee meeting.  
 
Patrick Villa, 
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Mr. Villa provided an example using mathematics: the department at CSN is larger, serves more students, 
and has more faculty, yet the department has very few support staff compared to one of the Nevada 
System of Higher Education’s (NSHE) universities. Mr. Villa also expressed concern that this staffing 
challenge extended to the Faculty Senate, which is also minimally staffed.  
 
Additionally, Mr. Villa offered recommendations for the Committee’s consideration, such as considering 
if budget cuts are necessary and reasonable and what can be done to ensure community college funding 
remains level or increases.  
 
Chair Hardesty requested Mr. Villa submit recommendations on the specific areas he feels should be 
considered by the Committee. 
 
The Chair also invit
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• Performance Pool funding would be earned back based on performance 2 years prior to the fiscal 
year, for example: funding for FY 2025 was based on performance in Academic Year 2023, allowing 
for advance planning if Performance Pool funding was not earned; 

• Annual increases in aggregate points would be uniform across institution tiers, with 2 percent growth 
in the university tier, 4 percent in the state college tier, and 2 percent on the community college tier;  

• If an institution does not earn it Performance Pool funding, it has an opportunity to earn those funds 
back in the next fiscal year by exceeding the performance targets for the applicable academic year. 

 
Mr. Viton reviewed the work conducted by the 2014 NSHE Performance Pool Working Group, which 
included a review of the aggregate points methodology, made baseline adjustments for skills certificates 
and created a common improvement rate target for all institutions of 2 percent, and constraints related to 
the student pipeline and the economic environment.  
 
Chair Hardesty requested mak id 8m7 
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annual growth factor can be challenging for community colleges in particular. She concluded, stating that 
she anticipated the presidents would address this concern in their presentations.  
 
Chair Hardesty stated that these underlying problems would have to be built into any formula, if they are 
not already included. Vice Chair Charlton agreed. Mr. Viton added that declining enrollment presents a 
challenge because the points are based on actual completion numbers. If enrollment is declining, 
completions will decline as well.  
 
Glenn Christenson asked who sets the metrics and who develops those numbers. Mr. Viton stated the  
metrics for each tier were determined in 2012 by the BOR’s Task Force. Mr. Viton added that the metrics 
were revisited in 2014, at which time minor adjustments were made.  
 
Mr. Christenson asked if there a goal for NSHE regarding the increase in the number of graduates per 
year. Vice Chair Charlton stated that because it was a cumulative growth factor, there are no pre-
established goals, such as the number of bachelor’s degree earned individuals. The Vice Chair shared that 
she participated in the 2011 National Governors’  Association work in this space. While there were 
conversations about where the state would like to move in terms of the number of post-secondary 
education credentials, that may be something that should be revisited.  
 
Mr. Christenson referred to slides 24 and 25 of the reference material and observed that he found it 
interesting to see NSHE’s focus on increasing the number of minority and Pell eligible student degrees. 
UNR has a compounded growth rate of 16.7 percent and UNLV’s rate is nearly 14 percent. Mr. 
Christenson stated that it was impressive to see that NSHE set a goal and accomplished it. He offered that 
it may be worthwhile for the Committee to consider economic development groups around the state as the 
Committee and NSHE plan for the future. Vice Chair Chancellor Charlton shared that a great deal of data 
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an institution could earn is 100 percent of its Performance Pool funding and achieving more than 100 
percent of the targets 
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DRI will receive approximately $9.5 million, in state General Fund appropriations, of which 80 percent 
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discipline system, then high-cost programs with low weights, such as healthcare and business, should be 
reviewed.  
 
President Whitfield also recommended that adding weights based on institutions mission could be 
beneficial because it would acknowledge that universities often have lower teaching loads and faculty 
with higher salaries due to their research responsibilities. This would help align funding more closely 
with the actual needs and roles of different educational institutions.  While the current formula recognizes 
the research mission at UNLV and UNR by adding 10 percent additional weighting to all upper division, 
undergraduate and graduate credit courses to account for the research mission expenses, this percentage 
should be reassessed and based on actual costs.  u-T3s0 Td
[(,mfd
(3s0-)i)6.2lu
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provides an alternative to building new buildings to accommodate growth; however, the state budget does 
not currently include funding for leases. President Whitfield stated that leasing offers a “proof of concept” 
approach for space acquisition. Additionally, leasing offers more flexibility, because leases can be 
terminated more quickly than divesting owned assets. 
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stated that President Sandoval recently shared that there had been concern about the balance between in-
state and out-of-state and international students because NSHE’s institutions are state institutions, so 
Nevadans should be the priority. President Whitfield stated that this had also been discussed in nearly 
every state he had worked. He thought it would be useful to come back with some numbers behind it, 
suggesting that maybe it should be no more than 30 percent out-of-state and 70 percent in state or perhaps 
35 percent out-of-state. President Whitfield felt it would be helpful to look at those tuition dollars and the 
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The meeting recessed at 12:22 p.m. and reconvened at 12:38 p.m. with all members present. 
 
UNR Presentation 
President Sandoval began by reflecting on the Super Bowl weekend and how the community and the 
region rose to the occasion, making it clear to the nation that Nevada is a destination unlike any. He 
considered today’s hearing an analogue to that focused on higher education, because he wanted people 
from out of state to think about Nevada’s system of higher education with that same regard.  
 
He shared his observation that he saw parallels between the questions asked by the Committee, and 
questions raised about the previous K-12 funding formula. After 50 years, the K-12 funding formula 
needed to be modernized and reflect the changing demographics, particularly in southern Nevada. He then 
discussed K-12 initiatives, such as Zoom, Victory, half-day kindergarten, which were designed to target 
specific student groups. He also discussed the tax increase that allowed for this investment in K-12 
education. President Sandoval stated that Nevada now needs to do the same thing for higher education.  
 
President Sandoval stated that it is time to change the NSHE funding formula, because it no longer works.  
The current NSHE funding formula divides the same “pie” in different ways without really increasing the 
amount of funding. He 
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President Sandoval stated that this would be a unique opportunity for Nevada and a way for the 
community to get involved, for a small amount of money, with the improvement the buildings and 
facilities on NSHE campuses.  
 
Chair Hardesty requested that President Sandoval submit specific formula recommendations to the 
Committee. Then he asked President Sandoval to elaborate on the American Association of Universities 
(AAU) 
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UNR was recommending. Mr. Clinger stated that the current funding formula is for the operation of the 
institution and is primarily for instruction and student support. He added that NSHE receives $15 million 
each biennium to support deferred maintenance at all NSHE facilities, but additional funds are dependent 
on the needs of other state agencies. Mr. Clinger referenced President Sandoval’s previous remarks in 
which he stated that UNR if looking for a dedicated funding source for each institution that would grow 
as the economy grows and inflation grows because that would support future growth for the institution 
and renovation of existing buildings.  Mr. Christenson stated that a dedicated funding stream for capital 
projects might be something that could be 
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impacting critical shortages in the labor market and creating viable pathways for those struggling the most 
in communities.  
 
President Pollard added that NSHE needs a funding formula that funds both inputs and outputs, 
acknowledging the value add that institutions offer their students. That means fully funding Summer 
school, rewarding students transition from being a dual credit student to being an enrolled college student, 
encouraging robust support services, investing in students’  professional future by helping them develop 
career pathways, and helping pay for education by promoting scholarships. Higher education needs to 
adapt to the needs of students, the community and the evolving workforce.  
 
Chair Hardesty asked what the formula would look like for a student transferring to Nevada State 
University. President Pollard replied that the formula would recognize that students come from very 
complex backgrounds, so there would be recognition of first-generation college status. Additionally, the 
formula would recognize that many students have to attend part time by providing weighted support for 
that. President Pollard asked if there is a way to incentivize and provide institutions with resources to help 
build robust support services for students who attend. Then, she indicated that she believes the funding 
formula should address growth and capacity building. President Pollard added that having had the 
privilege of working in three other states, she believes there is an opportunity to benchmark with Systems 
beyond those closest to Nevada. It would be beneficial to look across the region and the country for other 
ideas about how NSHE might design the funding formula.  
 
Chair Hardesty stated he was intrigued about the adequacy of funding for the support services that NSU 
students need and how to build that into a funding formula would be an interesting process. He asked if 
the current funding formula is allowing NSU to be recognize its growth in a proactive, innovative way. 
President Pollard responded that the funding formula doesn’ t do that currently. She added that she has 
new programs to be developed but does not have faculty to hire to do that. Last year NSU’s educational 
psychology program asked the school district to fund a faculty member, which they did. She did not think 
it was appropriate for NSU to have to ask a school district to pay for a faculty member to develop a 
program to produce graduates that will be needed by school districts. It is important to adequately fund 
the schools and programs that exist and to allow space for the innovation and responsiveness that needs to 
occur.  
 
After referencing NSU’s mission statement, Chair Hardesty stated that it seems like NSU is being held 
back by limitations within the funding formula. President Pollard responded that she believes everyone is 
doing what they can for a system that was not designed for today’s college student. NSHE and its 
institutions have to be willing to challenge the assumptions of the current funding formula because it is 
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HCM is a public policy consulting firm, with staff located across the country. HCM has worked in a 
variety of different states on issues related to post-secondary access, postsecondary finance and 
affordability issues. HCM has been in practice for 15 years.  
 
HCM is currently working in Illinois on the Commission for Adequate and Equitable University Funding. 
HCM also consulted with the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board on the recent reforms to 
community college funding that resulted in a $683 million increase in investment for community colleges, 
driven through both supports on the front end for students, as well as on the back end in terms of 
supporting outcomes. Additionally, Ms. Snyder has worked with the Oregon Higher Education 
Coordinating Commission on the development of both the university and community college funding 
models.  
 
With respect to the ad hoc Committee on Higher Education Funding, HCM’s scope of work has 3 broad 
components: 1) Evaluating Other Funding Models; 2) Assessment of Nevada’s Current Funding Formula 
and 3) Evaluation of Practices and Protocols for Self-Supporting Accounts. HCM will review some 
common higher education practices as it relates to funding models, trends and assessments of best 
practices. Additionally, HCM has created a list of topics that were presented today, which they will 
address, from the perspective of how other states have approached these challenges and issues. HCM will 
also conduct an assessment of the funding models and history and resource documents around the current 
Nevada funding formula, looking at funding trends and impacts as well as how the outcomes have 
impacted the institutions accentuating or focusing on some need for mission differentiation. A significant 
part of the scope is doing stakeholder interviews, during which HCM
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Mr. Carroll shared that one of the biggest questions states grapple with is who to include when counting 
enrollments. The advantage is that enrollment counts direct student resources to where the students are; 
the dollars follow the student. The disadvantage is that enrollments can be volatile, as we saw during 
COVID, and institutional budgets are not always as adaptable or fast to change because costs can be 
locked in over time. This approach also doesn't incentivize student success. The main driver is to recruit a 
new student, opposed to retaining a current student.  
 
Weighted student funding uses additional weights for different types of students and/or different types of 
programs to generate funding. One example is obviously the Nevada weighted student credit hour 
approach. We do see common populations such as adults, underrepresented minority students, low 
income that receive weights in weighted enrollment driven funding formulas. This can allow the students 
and programs that are higher cost to receive more resources. It can also be a way to direct resources to 
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going to right place. The third question is timing: where you are getting something before you have the 
revenue. Mr. Johson added that when talking about outcomes funding, is to think about all sources of 
funding as forms of performance funding.  
 
Mr. Glenn Christenson stated his understanding is that most K through 12 education is funded through 
property taxes. Then he asked if that was true for higher education. Ms. Snyder responded there are states 
that have local resources that contribute to higher education; however, it is not the majority of funding. 
About 3 percent of total support for education comes from local property taxes, and the vast majority of 
that is typically in the community college sector.  
 
Mr. Christenson shared his observation that when you add the state funding and federal funding together, 
approximately 51 percent of the funding in Nevada comes from volatile sources, such as gaming and sales 
taxes and different administrations at the federal level. He asked if HCM can consider the source of the 
funds when reviewing the funding formula. Ms. Snyder stated that most states funding formulas look only 
at the state investments and the allocation of that investment. Mr. Christenson stated that he assumes there 
has not been an adequacy study for higher education in Nevada. Mr. Johnson added that funding sources 
and the stability of those sources would be beneficial for this project; he also added that each state has a 
different approach to funding. 
 
Dr. Kyle Dalpe asked about the number of community colleges that do not receive funding through local 
property tax and if Nevada is an anomaly. Mr. Johnson responded there are three categories: no property 
tax states, which is the majority;  
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universal requirements for ACT. There are a set of states, Ohio being one of them, that uses assessments 
on placement exams. There are a few states that use high school GPA high school as a benchmark.  
 
Ms. Amy Stephenson asked for the definition of Base Plus. Mr. Carroll provided the definition of Base 
Plus, which is a guarantee that an institution will receive what it received last year, without running that 
amount through some type of formula. He then explained that Nevada was not identified as Base Plus 
because the weighted student credit hours are allocated through the funding formula. He added, there are 
a couple pieces carved out first and then the rest of the funding goes through the weighted student credit 
hour. So that was why Nevada was not identified as Base Plus. 
 
Chair Hardesty followed up on Regent Brooks’ question, 
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Chair Hardesty asked if CSN had been impacted like the other institutions when it comes to utilities. Mr. 
Rolando Mosqueda responding, stated that between FY 2021 to FY 2024, CSN’s total utility costs have 
risen from approximately $2 million to $5.9 million, which represents a 126 percent increase. Chair 
Hardesty asked if the funding formula affects CSN’s ability to pay those bills or restricts CSN from 
paying for other services. Mr. Mosqueda stated that the current funding formula does not include a 
specific allotment for utilities, or inflationary pressures of the utilities. CSN, like other institutions, has to 
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Kevin Osorio Hernandez, President of the of Nevada State University Student Body and Vice Chair of the 
Nevada Student Alliance, stated that the current funding formula falls short in supporting our first 
generation and non-traditional scholars. He then described the bleak realities that students face. For 
instance, a fellow first-generation student was forced to halt their education due to the rise in living costs, 
because they cannot continue to pay for their studies and support their family. He also shared that scholars 
face increasing challenges with food insecurity, which directly affects their success in academics. Mr. 
Osorio Hernandez then proposed that the Committee invite student presidents, Nevada Student Alliance, 
the Senate, Faculty Chairs, and the Institutional Access Programs, us to engage in dialogue, allowing 
insight into the realities students grapple with daily on our campuses.  
 
Chair Hardesty asked Mr. Osorio Hernandez to reach out to the Alliance to select a representative to 
present to the Committee during the April meeting.  
 
Patrick Villa, CSN Math Professor and Faculty Senate Chair, shared his thoughts on the meeting stating 
that the Committee had done a great job working through a long meeting. The university presidents gave 
great presentations, which were necessary and took longer than scheduled. But he wanted to point out this 
is an example of what happens to community colleges. Funding gets priority on the universities, and then 
sometimes community colleges are not allowed to get everything they need. Just like today, only one 


