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" COVERNANCE-OF HIGHER EDUCATION . C s

o .

P

Nowhere in the United States Constitution is there a statement

regarding education. Therefoke, education is a state function. Each,, "

state has the power to create and maintain any type of educ‘étiona.l El

_,‘ R \

systen it so desires. The manner in which education is structured \
and governed is left tq the discretion of the individual states as

long as no state or federal law or constitutional provision is viola‘bed.
1

The organization of public higher education varies from state
' 1o sta‘be. Some states are highly centralized with one statewide VR

'board charged Hith the overall opera.tion o)f all pu’inc colleges and
v .
universities Hithin that state. Other have se‘pa(rate boards

for the different. types of institutions. For example, ‘one ‘board may
- govern universities, another may govern the folrr-year colleges s and i )
J R
still a.nother my have responsibility for the two-year colleges.

] The staté boards are usuany' classified ac'cording to their function, e
such-as governing, coorﬁinating, or a zombination, governing/coordinating. R
The governing board is ie 1l \charged with the direct control and ° ‘
operation of * the educational ihstitutions. These boards have the so'le. )
. l and final authority to .ma deci:sions 'concerning,the éontro-l and o;)eration .
" of the institutions undex their jurisdictions. A coordinating board
is charged with organizing,ﬂregulatihg, or otherwise bringing together
overall policies or functions in' areas of planning, budgeting, and .
_programming, " Mamy boards have the dual J:esponsibilities of governing
, and coordinating. _An example of a governi.ng/coonlinating Yoaiid. is

Florida's Board of Regents which governs and coordinates the nine” | ¥




universitles in that sta_te. - ) . < . ] -

£ <

. Gov'erning and/or coordinating boards have specific* legal authority

~

to mangge, the affairs of the institutions ‘wi:chin their areas of respon-
) /sibility.' Ea.ch board is responsible\fér\ﬁxe /general supervdsion and the
control a.nd directioft of all expenditures from the institution’s funds.
F:or:ther, the courts have .ruled 'that che this power ax.ad -authority is
"give'n to a‘!:;he board and once the'operating funds have; been’ allochted to
"+ the board, the legisla."eure amy not exercise any fcox‘;'trol, 'ei'ther directly
or indirectly,'over the expenaitures and direction of the university.
This power 1is vested in the board in a'bsolute and unqualified terms. .
"HoweVer, the Board like anys other agency ofjthe state, is su'b:]ect to -

such limé. tions‘ as the legislature my prescribe. o ; 4
Throughout the states, the spec\ific powers of these ,boards‘ are ’ o
being teste constantly. However, in test after test, the courds , .
consistantly hegitate to enter into :the governing or coordinating .
affairs of ards, As long as the 'boa.rds aét within the scope of . B |

S ’ ]
.intent of the State Constimtions and Iegisla.tui‘es a.nd a long as no

state or federal law or consti'mtional provision is viola.ted, the courts

4

- will not enter into the "private domains® of the boards. . ’ -

LI

The paragraphs above present the general,feeling of ‘l':he courts in
* this matter. In order to obtain an overview of the reactions of the
B

courts to specific si:huations, please reView the following briefs of

actual court cases where.the courts spoke out in this ma.tter.

r's v/ - '\
- . ..
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Regents of ‘the University of Michigan v. State of MichiJgan
208 N.V..2d. 871 (1973)

» \

1

, An appeal 'by the treasurer and controller ‘of the state from a o

V.
judgment of the Ingham County Circuit Court determined that certain o

/

\sections of an educational act we/e unconstitutional as applied to
respective universities, and appeal by the state board. of education

from that portion of Jucgment determined tha:t the board possessed no

-

power to require its prior a,pproval of certa.in education programs

proposed by universities before implementation of sald programs,

‘Ihe Couxt of Appeals held that provisions‘ of acts which prohibited .

expenditure of state funds for instructors or students who had been

_ found guilty, elther by courts or school officials, of interfering
with university operations or damaging university property were )
viola.tive of constitutional provisijons vesting power t:; contxrol and T
direct” expenditure of ‘institutional funds in respeétive boards of ‘

’ r,egents, governors, and krustees. It was furtt/uer held that the 0 . ‘

state board of education does not have any authog.ty over constitu-

tionally sa.nctioned governing boards of universities. The decision

N,

\\provides, in effect, that an appropriatien of college funds may be .

made upbn condition that mopey shall be used for a specific purpose, ) .

~

I

'or J)on any other condition the’ legislature can lawfully impose, but A
4
" {hat a., conditiOn cannotbe iznrposed that would be an i’nvasion of *‘/

A7 ¢

constitutional rights and powers of govezning boards of colleges has

©

been inte}'preted as legally 'restricti_ng permissi Jie scope of legislative '

‘ conditions vis-a=vis§ university appropriations.‘ Each board shall have . /\
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general supervision of its institution and the control and direction of

Pan

a.ll expendi tures from the institution s funds. By q_uoting from Sterling ‘

. Ve Regents of the University of Michigan, 68 N.W. 253 (1896), the court

stated further that, "The power therin conferred would b& Hithout,force

or effect if the legislature could. control these expenditures by o

dicta.ting wha.t departments of learning the regents shall establish, )

L

. a.nd in wha.t places they shall be located Neithér does 1t need a.ny

. argument to show tha.t ‘the power eson.tended foubuld take away 'from

the :r:egents .the control a.nd direction of the expenditures from the fund.

.Ihe power to control these expenditures cannot(be exercised diféctly or
v 7 > .

indirectly by the legislature. It is-vested in the board of regents

in absolufe and uniqualified terms. (emphasis added)

3 % ’
S . S
Dale R. Sprik v..Regents of' ‘the University of Michigan 2 : :
204 KW 24 62 (1972) . _ R ‘

A claSs action ,stiit- was brought against the state university
regents by ma.rried student housing residents who sought refund of rent
'increase collected by defendants and dist.ri'buted to school district as’ ’

]

a, voluntary‘ payment Jn lieu of taxes. . THe court entered summary Judgment

SRR //S.n fa,y of defendants, a.nd the plaintiffs a.ppwealed.3 The Court of . -,

Appéals held that the rent increase vas in fact merely an increase

in rent, not an illegafl tax, and the fact that the ‘money was used for ¢
”ecific purpose aid not change the nature of the payment. ; .
The legislature my put certain conditions on money 4t appmpriates E )

. » for the University of Miehigan, which conditions are binding if the

1) e ;0 . M . »

A\ " PR u - -
\ . . . . . -
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r_gents accept the money, btut these conditions may not interfere w‘lth

1{he regents‘ management of the university and may be applied only to . .

P ‘ . - \\
state appropriated funds.\ Further, ‘funds which are not sta.te appro-ﬂ \

priations may 'be spent by state university regents for any objeect not

N

subversive of their purpose.

a (\. ' ' . ‘ ( -
Andérson 'v. Bellows 179 N.W. 2d. 307, (1970) ( ' S

. . " - ] *
'Ihis was a mahdamus proceeding to compel petitioner's reinstate-

ment as Chairman of division of humanities at a state college in

Minnesota. 'Ihe court granted-petition, and appeal was taken. 'Ihe

" Supreme Court held that abgent proof of any act by the sta.te college

board reflecting knowledge and approval of dean's letter in uhich the .

dean offered pgti‘tioner a position of chariman of the diviSion of

humanities at te state college and in wl'@.ch the dean made. reference to )

~ a four-y

_commi tment, employ'{nent‘ contract between petitioner and

was not entitled to) order directing his reinsta.tement.

'Ihe court stated tha.t exclusive power to enter into contracts

of employment with ,professors is ~in the state college board except

insofar as its duly promulgated rules and regulations delegate that

responsibjlity to others.~ The exclusive authority for the management
T

and control\of each of the state colleges is vested, in the state college

@ard except’ in so far ag that authority my. be restricted 'by the

A ‘
legisla.‘ture itself or delega@ﬁ by the board to others, . \

L] 4 -

-




" The court granted defendants' motion‘ for judgment on the pleadings and . \

Bailey v. University of Minnesota ~187 N.W. 2d. 702 (1971)
“The plaintiffs brought declaratory jﬁdgment action a,ga.ir‘xs.'t state . L

university ahd the’ 'board of regents reques'bing district court to retain

‘jurisdiction and control over the administration of the univemity. \

the plaintiffs appealeds The Supreme Court held that acti'on aid_ not
present a Jjusticiable eontrovex'sy capable ot: jlfd:i'scial de‘bermina.t}én
and that silegations criticizing the manner in uhic}affa'irs of the \
1;ni:versity were being conducted did not sh?w an abyse of g?veming ‘
authority by the board of regents justifying judicial intervention and

control over the administration of the unlversity. The courts may not

interfere with boa.rd of regents of state univeXsity in the proper

exercise of 1ts function An governing the a.ffa.irs of the university,

a constitutional corpora/tion. Courts must ‘be r_eluctant to invade the

of a university campus,

ity rol
sphere of authority erved to regents of a state university by

state constitution /

Kunimoto Ve Ka.na.kami "S5 P, 2d. (1976)
. The owners of land desig:na.ted for residential use in the general

plan of the city and cdunty of Honolulu petitioned for writ of prohl-

. bition to prohibit the.circuit Judge and the state from ta.k;ing further

“action in eminent domain proceedings to take the land for expansion

The Supreme Court held ‘that provision in

Hawaii Conmstitution that it is the state's function to provide for the
- ; , g [] :

establishme’nt, support and contxrol of a statewlde r;ystem of public
— : : ~

(8 v € i
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schools and a state university encompass?es, among other things,

Court deﬁied motion and an appeal was taken,

T
the selection and lc;j;ation of public school and-state university

’ and the staﬁg was not required to ‘conform with provisions of

statute providing that no public impv-ovement or project shall be

-

initiated unless it conforms to and implements the development plan

PO

A7 .
for that area.

Liebermar v. Marshall 236 So 2d. 120 (1970)

This was a Florida proceeding on a motion to dissolve temporary
injunction restraining student group from holding meeting or raliy in |
a university hillding until further order of the court. The Circutt
. The Supreme Court held

’

that issuance of an order restraining student groups, not recognizea

‘ by the yniversity, from using the university room for a rally, at

a time whekn members 6f the group had begun ‘occupa.tion of the build;ing,
was not imporper because of lack of notice and hearing, and did not

deny the group -the ‘right’ to assemble, nor freedom of speech. A \1

-/

.~

university administrator has wide discretion in dealing with requirements

of campus order and discipline, and with time, place, and manner of /

. P i i .
extracurricular lectures, and the Supreme Court will not ordinarily .

review the wisdom with which discretion is exercised, -

»

Roy v.. Edwards 2% So. 2d. 507 (1974)

R

"This was a conselidation of cases seeking declaratory judgmeht

%

decreeing that a 1972 Act creating the Louisiana Board of Regents to .
¥4

-

v




k]
—1

. gove
\ .

.

all pu'blic institutions of higher edu‘ca.tion was unconstimtional
insofar as it affected the Board of Supervisors of the Louisiana

’

State 'iniversity and Agriculmral and Mechanical College and State Board
of’ Education, and asked injunctive relief.

The District Court
declared the Act unconstitutional in its entirety and iSsued a permanent

ingunction prohibiting implementation thereof.
o

Appeal was made,
The Supreme Court held that provisions of the Act purporting to abolish'

- *

the 1Sy Board and the Louisiana Cbordinating Council for Higher Education
and merging and consglidating all their powers, duties, and functions

in‘bo/the Board of Regents is\unconstitutional, and that the 1SU Board
.

has exclusive authority over affairs of the universit)‘ except as provided

-

in that provision of the Constitntion giving the Board completg autonomy

over the institution and that unconstitutiona.l portion was not akin to

a diseased limb that could be severed by infirmity went to the heart

of the act rendering it unconstitutional in its entirety.
—\ M I

o

Student Government Association of ISU v, Board of, Sup*ervisors.,ISU
e \\ 264 So. 2d. N6 (1972) .

This was action for declamtory Ju

of the board of supervisors of the sta
bg——% \
H

ent to dﬁermine authority
university (ISU) to impose
fines for violations of parking regulations esta'blished by the board

for control of the vehicular traffic upoh the streets and roadways

of- the campus., The District Court entered judgment from which the board
of supervisors appealed,

Tﬁ‘s"
[y A {
The .Court of Appeals, 251 So. 2d. uea,
.!affirmed. On review, the Supreme Court held thit statutes providing
[ ” : n N N
: - : \ ' 8 .
-
o '

)
Q ° .
’ .
. ’
"
-
i
[s
>
Aruiext provd c
.
.

It R

R



that the fine vhich maywbe imposed &‘or violations of any parking
P“
regulation established ’by governi authority of any state-supported

. university shall not éxceed one dollar infringes upon power given

university govérning boards by'State Constitution to administer

relationships and activities of university's students in their capacity
A o .

AS
v .

as students on university campuses and is um;cmsﬂl:.i't;u‘l".iona.lL and hence

university parking i:egulations were not invalid inso{ar as the imposed

fine exceeded the one dollar maximum provided by the statutes,

Constitutional provision stating that state universities shall

. be under d_irection. control, and supervision of the board of .supervisor's

unambi guéusly grants the board of supervisors full administrative

control of the university, a.nd this includes not only the power to

prescribe courses, to select faciilty, and 10 hire and fire -emp'loyeés.

but also power to adop’t and to enforce, administrativelyl reasona.ble

regulations governing on-ca.mpus actiyity and conduct of fa.culty,

) employees, and students.

Weltzel v, State of Florida 306 So. 2d. 188" (1924)
A student, on behalf of herself a.nd others similarly situated,
" took action to have part of her registration fee (charged to smdents
' who' were citizens of Florida for less than one year) d’ecla.red to have
been collected in viola.tion of’ constit@onal and statuto%:ovisions,
P2

by
The Circuit Court dismissed the

and for a refund of portions of fees allegedly improperly
her and others similarly situated.
9

14

t,

»
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_ complaint and the student appealeds The District Court of Appeals

~y £ . ‘r
held tha.t tuition differential based upon one year residency requirement

is constitutiona.lly permiss,tble and tha.t the legislature htended to

grant the Board of Regents full power an’d authority to prescribe rules

olicies, and regulations 1ncident to tuitions fees, differentiating

batween citizens of Florida. and students from other states and that .

such power and a.uthority is sufficiently broad to authorize defining ' .

of Florida students as persorg who have reslded in Florida for at le_a'.st"
one year. : - ‘ ' ' T
L@

P
g

) \ X ‘ '
Estetan v, Central Missouri State Colle'ge 415 F. 2d. 1077 (1969)
Two students (Esteban and Roberds) were suspended as a result of -
ha.ving participated in a demon.stra.tion at the college where violent

acts had occurred .The defendants asked for in:junctiVe relief alleging
First, Fifth and Fof\rteenth Anendmé t violations. The District Court
5 prdered a new hearing on the ;rowds that due process ha.d not 'been '
" afforded the %tudents. 'Ihe Board of Regentsk;;eld a new hearing and -

<

affirmed the suspension, The Dj.‘strict.court Eecieved the case a second

time, denied relief, and dismissed :the complaint, . N

~ -~

'Ihe Gour; of Appeals held tha’%*"conduct of college students who

”participate_d ix;,ma,ss ga‘t.herin_@ that engaged in potentially disrupi.iéve x:’*

conduct, aggressive actlon, disorder and distur‘nance,‘a.cts vf violence

3

and destructive intdrference witl¥ the rights of others did not constitute

hd

» protected free speech and assemb}y. Courts must ngt interfere 'in .

disciplinary a.ction 'brought against students by a university unless

8

E 10 “ \}. .




there is a clear case of constitutional infringement,"”
< = o
e

Bayless, v, Martine l+3o F. 2d. 873 (1969)
Ten s{tudents at Southwest Tems Sta'be University were suspended
for p’;rticipation in a Viet Nam Mpri‘bo;ium demonstration., The
Universit& had granted approval ﬁo'hold the demonstration in :the '
auditoriul‘n between 11:00 and 12:00 only. The demonstration ;as also .
'held outside from 10:00 to 11~ 00‘ and from 12:00 to 1}15 Hithout
authorizatlon and against regulationy pu'blished 'by the Uni.Versity‘
and the Student Handbook, Both of which called for reservatiods forty-
* eight hours in advance and for use of the place reserved only., Fseulty
and..students complained that the outside demdnstrations had disrupted
regularly scheduled classes. The suspended students sued on the grounds
that the'reguia.tibns were overbroad. The Di;strict Cou;:t'den:led“the, ‘

preliminaanction. The students appealed. T . .

The Court of Appeals found that the University regulations

prescribing time a.nd place of student expression and demonstration

area forty-eight hq{us in advance is valid exercise of universi_tz

rights. A;j . o ) i

B

N -
F A P

Tate V. Board of Educa.tion 453 F. 2d. 975 (1972)

., Twenty-nine Negro students were suspended for demonstrating against
" the playing of”’ "Di:d.e" at a school pep rally in Arkansas by . leav:Lng the
rally while the tune was being played. Tate Brought suit for violation

of First Amendment rights of free speech. The District Court held that

11 ‘ 3 . -
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no federal quxestion was involved and dismissed ‘the case. Tate

appealed. The Court of Appeals affirmed the judgment of the lower .
e "_ ~court. _The Court said tﬁat actlion taken by the s¢hool authoritieg ;
. : A ;
’ o'bviously averted serious trouble and was mot only practical but ' .

’

clearly within the rights of school officials if we are to have discipine

" in our schools. The court should riever interfere except vhere there

is a clear case_ of cons;titutional infringement.

\‘. ’ - - ‘ Al
. P R , . [y ‘ N .
. .

' Regents of the University of Michiga.n V. Michigan Employment

Relations Comnission 195 N.W. 2dv 875 (1972) - .
‘ 'Ihis proceeding was to review a decision and oxder of the Michigan N
® Employment Relations Commission whereby a representation election was
",L . | ordered to be conducted among the interns, residents a.nd postdoctoral "

‘fellows working for the regents at the University of Michigan Medi@al
Center for the purpose of determining whether such }individmls wish

to be represented fbr collective tatgaining purposes by the University

of Michigan Intems-Residents Association. The urt o. Appea.ls held

£
that interns, residents and postgraduate fel2ows ajsociated with the 5“

University Medical 'Center are, not pu'blic employees within the meaning =~ =~

of the Public Employment Relations Act, The court sald that a state

\.

university is a unique public imployer 'b’écause its powers, duties,

and responsibilities are derived from the Constitution rather than from

enactments of legislation, The Pegents of the University of Michigan’

have exclusive control of all’ matters dealing H’lth the education of the

:student; to thisrend, the legislature cannot enact any l.aw which will T

121‘ L
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© . :
regulate or direct the,‘xrxamner in which the educational processes are '
. to_be conducted, . 1 :

_ Schatdt-v, Régents«q ofjthe University of Mictxiga,n 233 N.¥. 2d. 855 (1975) ¢ -

A This class. a.ction sult was brought on behalf of all students who
had 'been “denied reside\nt status for tuition purposes under residency
&'egulations a.dopted by the Begents of the University of Michigan. .

> The Circult Court enteredv summary judgment in faqor of the regents

a.nd the plai.ntiffs a.ppealed. The Court of Appeals held that the power

of the regents to es*ta.'blish tui tion :'i.ncluded the pover to determine

residency for the exclusive purpose of attendance at ae University.

B

students. The Court of Appeails held tha.t plaintiffs who \claimed

a lack of even-ha.nded Justice in administration of private university 8

regula.tions wamnting invoking jurisdiction of court to determine

Hhether there had been a clear: a.buse‘ of discretion. Reversed.

’ L4

~ - The court said that govérning boards of private colleges and
13N




universities ha.ve 'the right to make reg{zlations, esta'blish requirements;

set scholastgc sta.ndards and enforce disciplinagy Tules without

<3 . .

interference of courts, except in cases of clear abuse of discretion.

b

.- . . 'i"'} N \
\ People of I1linois v. Tadd 299 N. E. 2d. 8 (1973) . J
The defendanf was prosZcuted unw vehic‘le code for speeding -

. ~on drives situated on, campus of staté m;.verselty. The Circuit Court
dismissed charges on grounds that the offense did not :ake place o:; a |
highway within the meaning of Vehicle Codes. The State appealed. R
The Appellate Court held thit if the public's right to use roads fn S

¢ question at the time of charged offense ias not qualifi‘éd' o:f" denied,
excei;t as e. mtter of perimission, under proper grant of .authority, ‘

roads constituted a.ohighuay within the meaning of the Cods. . The -

' Court'said that the board of régents is an agency of the S'a'

holds its campus street is trust for the People of/tz te. It ﬂ

‘ »follows tha.t the State may ’empower one of its ncies, here the Board i )
-~ _ of Regents, to .regulate and impair the use of streets and roads located

on the ca.mpus in furtherance of particular needs and uses of the

-~

universif;y. Thus, m effect, the regents could deny use of the roads ]

4”&&

to the general public "as a'matter of right.”

;» :. — . . » . :
" Sendak v. Trustees of Indiana Unlversity 260 N.E. 2d. 601 (1970) :

- x Action Was brought challenging right of . the Trustees of Indiana.

University to use gifts and bequests from private donors to invest

lu s : } . ..'<\
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in corporate stock. The Superior Court entered a summary judgment
in favor of the trustees and the plaintiff sta‘be officials apppaled.

‘Ihe Supreme Cou.gt held that Board of Tmstees of Indiana University R

was authonized tg) make and hold investments in corporate stock of +  *
Pt

: :
privatevcorporations out ‘of money received 'by it from private souxces,

AY

notwithstanding constitutional Jmhibition against state becom.ing

a stockholder in any corporation. The Boa.rd acts in a dual capa.city,

first as- directors and managers of the University s Operations;

second, as trustées of priva.te trusts created by private donors.

In the first capacity itisa corporate\ body politic governing the

5

University and in the second capaci%‘ky it has the common-law duties and

priviliges\of a private trustee to ‘administer funds( which statute »

«

&

authoriges it to accept on terms and conditions fixed by priva7te donors. )
. . . hd : \ : .

[ 4 ’
/

/
-

State Beard of Regents v. United Paking House Horkelss
175 N.W. 2d. 110 ?e97o) SR

Actlon was taken by the state Boaxd of Regents against union
representing striking nonacademic personnel ftho operated Iphysiw.l ;
plant of the University of Northern Ipwa. The District Court held

<
that the Board had authority to bargain gollectively with the uniqn,
but enjoined defendants from picketing to coerce the Board into b'ar;ga
collectively, Both the Boayd and the union appealed. The Supxreme Co
held that state Board of regents has no authority ‘bo enter into

collective bargaining 91 collective bargaining agreenments in the

. "industrial conte-:_ct. Power to_hire employees, fix their salaries

\

~

A




an s, direct expenditures of money and to perform all other
. /-/ ‘ ‘ ! *

acts ne¢essary and proper for execution of powers and duties conferred

- ¢ .
upon the state Board of Regents carries with it the power and authority

to confer andgconsult wlth representatives of employees in order to make
’ T n -

. its judgment as to wages and working conditions.
. 7

3

,
7

Board of Regents v. Judge 543 P. 2d. 1323 (1975)

The Board of R.gents sought statutory judgment seekingsrulings on

N ~
constitutionality of statutes appropriating monies for university system

’ . ) i 4
for biennium and -providing for a Legislative Finance Committee to approve,

ﬁudgzt endments. The Supreme Court Held that power to,apporve budget ,
oget A . 4 —_—

amendments, vested in Legislative Finance Committee, constituted an .

uLconstitutional delegation of legislative power; that conditioning »

¢
; university system appropriations and summary procedure for compliance

with condltions were proper exercises of the legislature'

!

appropriation power to extent that conditions did not infirnge on the

3

constitutional phwers granted the Regents; that to extent certification
A3 )

reqﬁirement attempted to exert any control over private monies restricted

by law, trust agreement, or contract or to grant any discretion over
)

" such funds to department of administration, it was unconstitutional;

and that certification cohdi tion limiting salary increases for presidents

of units, of univexrsity system was unconstitut{cnal infringement on

L3

powers of Regents,
v . ’ .
Melancon v. State Board of Education 195 So. 2d. 289 (1967)
Vo 16 : ’ -
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This was a taxpayer's suit, The District Court enjoifi%ned the

s

establishment of an education center, and an appeal was ta.ken.

'Ihe Supreme Gourt held that the Edu;tion Center of the University of

Sou'thWestem Louisiana, which the Board sought to esta’blish in a

parish other than tha.t designated for the location 'of a university,

on BOard land, uith state funds and’ unde:; state control and administra-* e

tion, was an "edpcational institution”, within the meaning of the

Constitution, and could not be esta.'blished without special legislativ;

authorizétion. Generally, a sta.te educational institution is one,

title to whose plant is vested in the statef d whose physiwl <plant

and facilities are controlled and managed by the sta. through one
.of its state-wide boards a.nd whose funds for its operation a\re derived
from state appropriations made by the ligislatth That institution
lacked perfect autonomy, since the presideht of the university was

p_igterposed between it and the State Board of Education, did not alone
desifoy institutional aesign or preclude institution from falling within
the Constitutional seetidn requiring legisla:tivekpproval for eita.blish7
nent'of state educational institutions. = - o
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