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BACKGROUND 

In the early 1980s, the Coordinating Board for Higher Education identified the financial access of citizens to 
quality higher education as the major public policy issue confronting Missouri higher education at the time.  The 
primary means for addressing the issue was to achieve greater diversity among the existing institutions by 
ensuring that public higher education reflected a mix differing in mission, role and scope, admission 
requirements, program emphasis, fees, and functional emphasis.  Key prerequisites for designation as a 
statewide public institution at the time were “…both an institutional mission statement that is unique and 
addresses identified statewide educational needs that are not currently being addressed, as well as the 
institution’s ability to address those educational needs.”1 A statewide mission designation is integrally related 
to the CBHE’s responsibility for statewide planning, requiring first, identification of the needs of the state and 
an examination of the ways educational resources can best respond, and next, an examination of the mission 
and purpose of institutions in light of the identified state needs.   

In 1995, the CBHE undertook the Mission Refinement Initiative, a comprehensive assessment and refinement 
of the missions of all colleges and universities in Missouri.  The process of mission review was to provide each 
institution the opportunity to receive limited additional funds for program enhancement, while also ensuring the 
relevance of the institution’s mission and its alignment to identified statewide needs.  The outcome of the 
process was to be a diverse system of higher education institutions characterized by focused missions and 
clearly defined institutional priorities, mission plans with specific goals and objectives of statewide significance, 
and public accountability for reporting institutional and student performance.  A summary of institutions that 
have received statewide missions can be found in Attachment A.  

In 1995, legislators passed Senate Bill 340, which provides the framework the CBHE currently uses for 
evaluating requests for statewide missions.  Sections 173.030(8) and (9), RSMo, charge the CBHE with 
reviewing public institutions’ missions, based upon “the needs of the citizens of the state as well as the 
requirements of business, industry, the professions and government…to ensure that Missouri’s system of higher 
education is responsive to the state’s needs and is focused, balanced, cost-effective, and characterized by 
programs of high quality as demonstrated by student performance and program outcomes.” The statute defines 
two steps for institutions asking the CBHE to recommend a statewide mission designation:  submission of an 
application based on criteria found in §173.030(9), RSMo, and completion of a mission implementation plan for 
CBHE approval (§173.030(8), RSMo). 

Once the CBHE has approved of the institution’s proposed statewide mission designation, the statute states, 
“no change of mission for an institution under this subdivision establishing a statewide mission shall become 
effective until the general assembly approves the proposed mission change by concurrent resolution, except 
for the institution defined pursuant to subdivision (1) of section 174.010, and has been approved by the 
coordinating board and the institutions for which the coordinating board has recommended a statewide mission 
prior to August 28, 1995.”2 Currently, eight public institutions hold statewide mission designation.  Attachment 

                                                      
1 Coordinating Board for Higher Education, June 12, 1985.  
2 Institutions requesting a statewide mission designation “shall be judged to have met the prerequisites for 
such a mission when they demonstrate to the coordinating board that they have met the criteria described in 
this subdivision.” §174.450 RSMo provides an additional requirement that the board of regents for any 
institution designated as having a statewide mission according to §173.030(8)(9), RSMo shall be abolished on 
the effective date of the statutory mission change, and any appointed members of the board of regents serving 
as of the effective date of the statutory mission change will serve as members of the board of governors until 
the expiration of the term for which they were appointed. 
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A provides a list of Missouri public higher education institutions with statewide mission designations, including 
year approved, governing board structure, and supporting statutory language.       

CURRENT STATUS 

Southeast Missouri State University submitted a request to the CBHE for a statewide mission designation in 
cybersecurity, computer science, and visual and performing arts (Attachment B).  The proposal was posted for 
public comment, with comments received from the University of Missouri System (Attachment C), Truman State 
University (Attachment D), and Northwest Missouri State University (Attachment E). The comments received 
addressed the following concerns:  the institution did not offer evidence of “one or more programs of unusual 
strength,” the programmatic focus of the proposal will disadvantage other Missouri colleges and universities 
offering programs in these areas and may mislead students, and the proposal is a departure from the intended 
goal of statewide mission as one “that broadly influences the daily operations and values of the institution.” 
Southeast Missouri State University provided a response to the comments received (Attachment F).  

At its annual retreat on July 30, 2019, the CBHE briefly discussed the proposal from Southeast Missouri State 
University.  The CBHE directed staff to conduct additional research to determine whether Southeast Missouri 
State University meets the criteria as defined in §173.030(8)(9),RSMo. Staff have reviewed the application and 
determined that the proposal addresses most of the criteria for statewide mission (Attachment G), with the 
exception of a mission implementation plan. 

NEXT STEPS 

MDHE staff requests that Southeast Missouri State University submit, by November 1, 2019, a revised mission 
implementation plan for CBHE review, based on the questions indicated on Attachment G.  CBHE/MDHE staff 
may request follow-up information or ask additional questions as may be necessary to facilitate the review.   

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommend that the approval process move forward, with final consideration of the request after the 
CBHE has received the revised mission implementation plan.   September 10, 2019; Staff recommend that 
the CBHE approve Southeast Missouri State University’s request for a statewide mission in Computer 
Science, Cybersecurity, and Visual and Performing Arts.   

ATTACHMENTS 
A. Institutions with Statewide Mission Designation and Governance Structure
B. Southeast Missouri State University Request for Statewide Mission
C. Comment:  UM System-Southeast Missouri State University Statewide Mission
D. Comment:  Truman State University-Southeast Missouri State University Statewide Mission
E. Comment:  Northwest Missouri State University-Southeast Missouri State University Statewide Mission
F. Southeast Missouri State University Response 
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Tab 7 Attachment A 
Institutions with Statewide Mission Designation and Governance Structure 

 
Institution Mission Authorization Date Governance 

Missouri Southern State 
University 

International or 
global education 

§174.231  2003 SB 55 in 2003 amended 174.231 to change name to Missouri Southern 
State University and give statewide mission of international or global 
education. 
 

Missouri Western State 
University  

Applied learning §174.251  2005 Section 174.450.1, RSMo / Section 174.453.5, RSMo: No more than three 
voting members shall be residents of the same county. Two voting 
members shall be residents of counties in Missouri other than the five 
county statutory service region of Buchanan, Andrew, Platte, Dekalb, and 
Clinton Counties. 7 voting members and 1 non-voting student 

Missouri State University Public affairs CBHE, January 

13, 1995; 

 

§174.450.2 

1995 

 

2005 

At the January 13, 1995 meeting, the CBHE approved recommending a 
“statewide mission” for what was then Southwest Missouri State University.  
 
Section 174.450.2, RSMo:  9 voting members must represent each 
congressional district; 1 non–voting student 

Truman State University Liberal arts and 
sciences 

CBHE 

February 8, 

1985 

 

§174.600 

1985 

 

 

1995 

CBHE voted to approve recommending statutory changes to make 
Northeast into the state’s liberal arts institution with a statewide governing 
board.  
 
Sections 174.610-620, RSMo: 4 voting members must represent Adair, 
Audrain, Boone, Callaway, Chariton, Clark, Howard, Knox, Lewis, Lincoln, 
Linn, Marion, Macon, Monroe, Montgomery, Pike, Putnam, Ralls, 
Randolph, St. Charles, Schuyler, Scotland, Shelby, Sullivan, or Warren 
County, providing that no more than one member may be from the same 
county; 3 voting members must be from any of the seven college districts 
as described in statute and from differing congressional districts; 2 non-
voting members must be non-residents of the state; and 1 non-voting 
member must be a student 

http://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneSection.aspx?section=174.231&bid=35017&hl=
http://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneSection.aspx?section=174.251&bid=35018
http://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneSection.aspx?section=174.450&bid=8969&hl=
http://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneSection.aspx?section=174.600&bid=8974
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University of Central Missouri  Professional 
applied science 
and technology 
university 

CBHE, 
October 19, 
1996  

1996 Section 174.060, RSMo / Section 174.453, RSMo: Five voting members 
shall be selected from the counties comprising of the institution's historic 
statutory service region, except that no more than two members shall be 
appointed from any one county with a population of less than 200,000 
inhabitants. Two voting members shall be selected from any of the 
counties in the state which are outside of the institution's historic service 
region. One non-voting member shall be a student. 

University of Missouri Land grant Morrill Act 
(1862) 

1862 Section 172.030, RSMo: 9 voting members must represent each 
congressional district; 1 non-voting student representative 

Lincoln University Land grant Morrill Act 
(1890) 

1890 Section 175.020, RSMo: 8 voting members with no geographic 
requirements; 1 non-voting student 

State Technical College  Highly specialized 
and advanced 
technical education 
and training  

§178.636  1995 Section 178.632, RSMo: 7 voting members, no more than 2 of whom may 
reside in Osage County or other immediately contiguous counties; 1 non-
voting student 

 

file:///C:/Users/aprichet/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.MSO/UCM%20statewide%20mission%20agenda%20item,%201996.pdf
file:///C:/Users/aprichet/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.MSO/UCM%20statewide%20mission%20agenda%20item,%201996.pdf
file:///C:/Users/aprichet/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.MSO/UCM%20statewide%20mission%20agenda%20item,%201996.pdf
http://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneSection.aspx?section=178.636&bid=35020&hl=
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June 17, 2019 
 
 
 
Rusty Monhollon, Ph.D. 
Assistant Commissioner for Academic Affairs 
Missouri Department of Higher Education 
205 Jefferson St., 11th floor, P.O. Box 1469 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
 
Re: Southeast Missouri State University Request for a Statewide Mission 
 
Dear Dr. Monhollon: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to address Southeast Missouri State University’s (SEMO) 
request for a statewide mission in the visual and performing arts, computer science, and 
cybersecurity. We recognize SEMO’s efforts to address important statewide workforce 
needs in key areas, and the substantial work it has done and has committed to doing in its 
application. The purpose of this letter is to raise some questions and concerns the 
University of Missouri System believes should be answered before the state proceeds.  
 
First, we would like to acknowledge the important work that SEMO is doing in these 
areas. The institution has done a great deal of work to ensure its programs are accredited 
by national organizations across the board; and that it is the only institution with 
accreditation in art and design, music, theater and dance is an accomplishment that should 
be recognized. We agree with Governor Parson that, with its cybersecurity programs, 
“SEMO has stepped in to fill an important gap in our workforce.” According to Burning 
Glass, there have been 4,288 Missouri-based job postings for cybersecurity positions in 
the last 12 months, and this is expected to grow by nearly nine percent over the next 
decade. SEMO is setting the bar in some important ways. Beyond SEMO’s application, 
our concerns focus predominantly on the broader process for and purpose of requesting a 
statewide mission. 
 
Scope of statewide missions 
Our first concern centers on the intended scope of statewide missions, as it appears that 
SEMO’s application is a fairly significant departure from existing practice. Our 
comments can be placed into two categories: its focus on programs in specific academic 
areas like computer science and cybersecurity, and its selection of two disparate fields of 
focus. We reviewed some of the existing statewide missions to get a sense of the scope 
and tone that has previously been the norm: 
 



 

• Missouri State University’s statewide mission in public affairs is centered around
the high-level ideals of “educating persons to become responsible citizens and
leaders.” In order to do so, “the university must foster a community where all
individuals are called upon to act and to respond to public affairs issues and to
develop a sense of public spiritedness.”1

• Truman State University’s statewide mission focuses on offering “an exemplary
undergraduate education to well-prepared students, grounded in the liberal arts
and sciences.”2

• The University of Central Missouri’s mission is focused broadly on the
dissemination of knowledge and the professional and applied sciences.3

• The University of Missouri System’s mission is closely linked to its status as a
land-grant university and Missouri’s only public research and doctoral level
institution.

By contrast, SEMO’s application is narrowly focused, particularly when it comes to 
requesting a statewide mission in two specific academic areas: computer science and 
cybersecurity. We believe this may be problematic, because traditionally an institution’s 
mission has been something that broadly influences the daily operations and values of the 
institution.  

Another takeaway from existing statewide missions is that they tend to be a cohesive 
package, yet SEMO’s proposed mission focuses on visual and performing arts on one 
hand and cybersecurity and computer science on the other, making it difficult to 
holistically weave both of those themes throughout the entire campus. This is a departure 
from precedent that may create incentives for institutions to apply for statewide missions 
in any number of specific programs. While this may increase efficiencies in some areas, it 
can also be harmful in situations in which multiple institutions will be needed to 
successfully meet statewide needs. These concerns were somewhat heightened by 
SEMO’s response to the University of Missouri—St. Louis’ (UMSL) proposal to offer 
cybersecurity programs in the St. Louis area, despite the fact that no institution will be 
able to meet significant demand on its own.    

We believe this application could be greatly improved by hewing more closely to the 
precedent for statewide missions. This would include a statewide mission less narrowly 
focused on specific academic programs and with a more unified message. 

Statewide missions as signaling tools  
Granting a statewide mission to an institution influences both the public’s perception of 
the relative quality of academic programs as well as institution’s perception of their 
external environment. SEMO supports this conclusion when it points out that “a 
statewide mission in the requested areas … would only serve to enhance the stature of  

1 Missouri State University Statewide Mission: 
https://www.missouristate.edu/countdown/statewidemission.htm 
2 Truman State University Statewide Mission: https://www.truman.edu/about/mission-vision/mission-
statement/  
3 University of Central Missouri Statewide Mission: https://www.ucmo.edu/about/university-mission-and-
vision/index.php degree 



 

these programs and aid in the continued promotion of Southeast Missouri State 
University.” When a statewide mission is sufficiently broad, this is not particularly 
problematic. For example, while Missouri State’s statewide mission in public affairs or 
the University of Central Missouri’s mission in professional and applied sciences and 
dissemination of knowledge are certainly intended to promote those universities, they are 
also a communication of broader values from which students can make an educated 
choice.  

This is not the case for SEMO’s application, however. Because it focuses narrowly on 
specific academic programs, students may perceive this as meaning that SEMO’s 
programs in the visual and performing arts or computer science are the best-in-state, even 
if this is not necessarily the case. A more rigorous analysis and comparison beyond what 
is required of this application process would be needed to discern this. 

Broadly, our concern is that approving a statewide mission in these specific areas could 
be misleading and undermine students’ ability to make accurate comparisons between the 
programs offered at different institutions across the state. That is, a student should not be 
given the impression that a program at a given school is superior to others simply because 
that institution applied for a statewide mission in that area. 

The “unusual strength” standard. 
Pursuant to RSMo §§173.030(9), an institution seeking a statewide mission must provide 
evidence that it “offers one or more programs of unusual strength which respond to a 
specific statewide need.” While the statute provides some broad examples of the kinds of 
evidence an institution might use in attempting to make that case, there is a great deal of 
ambiguity around the terms “unusual strength” and what this means in practice. This is an 
important benchmark to define if we are to have a process for establishing statewide 
missions that is consistent and fair over time. 

SEMO’s application relies most heavily on the accreditation of its programs to establish 
the strength of the programs. Particularly with respect to computer science, however, 
SEMO’s program is joined by Missouri State, University of Central Missouri, University 
of Missouri—Columbia, University of Missouri—Kansas City, and Missouri University 
of Science and Technology in having an ABET accredited program. Further, the UM 
System campuses have various national and international rankings with deep 
engagements with industry and government. For example, MU, S&T, and UMSL have 
initiated an extensive collaborative relationship with the National Geospatial-Intelligence 
Agency housed in St. Louis. In this case, would we consider SEMO’s program to be 
unusually strong?  

The same questions are raised with respect to retention rates. The application notes that 
58.3 percent of students are retained in the Harrison College of Business and Computing, 
and that 56.5 percent of students are retained in the Department of Computer Science. 
These numbers are substantially lower than the retention rates for SEMO’s visual and 
performing arts programs; how should this be considered when making judgement calls 
about unusual strength? 



 

In closing, our intent with this letter is not to prevent SEMO from achieving a statewide 
mission. SEMO is doing important work in each of the fields it has identified, and we 
applaud and hope they will continue doing work in these areas. However, their 
application diverges from existing precedent with respect to statewide missions in some 
important ways. While the Coordinating Board may deem it necessary to change 
precedent, it is our intent with this letter to highlight some of the consequences of doing 
so that the board can make the most informed decision possible. We appreciate your 
consideration of the questions and concerns we have raised. 

Sincerely, 

Mun Y. Choi, Ph.D. 
President  

c: President Carlos Vargas, Southeast Missouri State University 
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July 23, 2019 

 

The Honorable Zora Mulligan 

Commissioner 

Missouri Department of Higher Education 

205 Jefferson Street 

P.O. Box 1469 

Jefferson, City, MO 65102 

 

 Re: Statewide Mission 

 

Dear Commissioner Mulligan, 

 

 This correspondence is in response to our July 19, 2019 phone conversation wherein we 

discussed the comments received from Truman State University (Truman), Northwest Missouri 

State University (Northwest) and the University of Missouri System (the System) regarding 

Southeast Missouri State University’s statewide mission application.  During that conversation 

you mentioned that while a response was not necessary, we were welcome to submit one 

nonetheless.  Therefore, this response will serve to provide brief comments reflecting on the 

notes submitted by the aforementioned institutions and the comments you personally shared with 

me.  I will also address at the end, comments made by Senator Nodler at the June meeting 

regarding the potential for implications on the composition of Southeast’s government board. 

 

Institutional Comments 

 

 Southeast appreciates the time that Truman, Northwest, and the System took to submit 

comments in response to our statewide mission application.  However, we disagree with some of 

the points made.  The below comments are just a few of the points I would like to address.  

 

- Truman comments that the areas in which Southeast seeks a statewide mission do not 

permeate the entire institution’s character.  As you may recall from previous 

conversations we have had, there is nothing in the statutory language governing 

statewide missions that requires this.  All that RSMo §173.030(9) requires is that an 

institution seeking a statewide mission “shall provide evidence to the coordinating board 

that they have the capacity to discharge successfully such a mission,” which then the 

statute then goes on to list five areas of evidence the institution must satisfy.  Southeast 

has demonstrated evidence in each of these areas.  None of them require that the statewide 

mission permeate the entire institution’s character.  Thus, we disagree with Truman’s 

comment and find it to be without merit.  

- Northwest seems to take issue with the part of the application addressing cybersecurity.  

Specifically, in the notes you forwarded you state that “Northwest raises the point that 

the demand for cybersecurity is too high for one institution to accommodate.”  We do 
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not disagree.  However, the same could be said for liberal arts (Truman), public affairs 

(Missouri State), global or international education (Missouri Southern), applied 

sciences and technologies (Central), and applied learning (Western).  As I have 

publicly stated, and our materials note, nothing in our request should be viewed to 

prohibit other institutions from offering programs in the areas made the basis of our 

request.  As such, we disagree with Northwest’s comment and find it to be without 

merit. 

- The System’s comments tend to take issue more with the “process”, or lack thereof, 

than substantive matters of our request.  For example, you note that they “voiced 

concerns” regarding our interpretation of the term “unusual strength” found in § 

173.030(9).  Specifically, they take issue with our use of program accreditations as a 

measure of “unusual strength.”  However, “receipt of national, discipline-specific 

accreditation” is the first example of evidence cited in § 173.030(9)(b) that an 

institution can use to demonstrate “unusual strength.”  Another example of appropriate 

evidence is “receipt of independent certification”, which we speak to as well in our 

proposal by discussing our designation as a NSA/DHS National Center of Academic 

Excellence in Cyber Defense Education.  Our evidence simply responds to the 

guidance of the statute; therefore, we stand by the contention that our programs are of 

“unusual strength.” 

While we respect our colleagues, we disagree that the CBHE making a recommendation to 

endorse our request will set a dangerous precedent.  As you know, there are only three 

institutions without a statewide mission, so we fail to fully understand this argument.  Our 

application responded directly to the statutory criteria; and as such, we believe that the evidence 

submitted demonstrating compliance with the statute should be the only material considered 

when reviewing our request.  

 

Comments Raised During Phone Conference 
 

 On Friday, July 19, 2019 you and I had a conference call to discuss the above referenced 

comments received in response to our request for a statewide mission.  During that call, we 

discussed whether cybersecurity is a valid standalone field or something that should be 

considered a sub-set of computer science.  I have heard similar comments asking “is 

cybersecurity an established field” and “is cybersecurity a fad and will it still be around in 5, 10, 

20 years.”  Our research shows that cybersecurity has been a topic of interest with connected 

areas of study dating back potentially five or more decades.  There is further evidence that 

cybersecurity as we know it today began developing its roots in the 1980s; and as an industry, 

one projection from the Colorado Technical University says there will be 3.5 million open 

positions in cybersecurity by 2021 alone.  All of this seems to demonstrate that cybersecurity is 

not an emerging field nor is it a fad; but, rather, a valid standalone area of study.   

 

 Additional evidence that supports the likely tenure of cybersecurity is that the 

Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET) recognized the need to establish 
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cybersecurity as a formal academic discipline and created new cyber-specific criteria, which 

resulted in the first ever accreditation for cybersecurity programs.  ABET has been accrediting 

programs for more than eighty (80) years and accredited its first engineering programs in 1932.  

It helped established the Computing Sciences Accreditation Board in 1985; and today, across all 

of their disciplines, ABET accredits 4,005 programs at 793 colleges and universities in 32 

countries.  ABET’s reasoning for establishing accreditation for cybersecurity – to recognize it as 

a formal academic discipline – supports the notion that cybersecurity can, and does, exist as a 

standalone program.  Therefore, we dispute the argument that cybersecurity should be considered 

a sub-set of computer science, and we respectfully request that it be kept a part of our request. 

 

 Another area we discussed was the degree of impact and contribution the visual and 

performing arts have on Missouri’s economy and workforce.  To that end, I would direct your 

attention back to our application and the data from MERIC that shows jobs in the “hospitality 

and food service” career pathway, which includes arts-related careers, are projected to grow 8.6 

percent, or 25,000 jobs, from 2016-2026.  Further evidence from the Missouri Arts Council 

shows the importance of the arts to Missouri’s economy.  The Council’s most recent report 

available online shows that during FY2015, the arts and culture industry in Missouri generated 

$1.039 billion and supported nearly 32,000 jobs.  All of this demonstrates that the visual and 

performing arts do make meaningful contributions to Missouri’s economy and its workforce.  

Therefore, we respectfully disagree that visual and performing arts should be removed from our 

request. 

 

Governing Board Considerations  

 

 At the June CBHE Work Session, Senator Nodler made reference to possible 

implications on Southeast’s governing board should the CBHE recommend a statewide mission, 

and the Legislature ultimately approve it.  We agree with his observation.  In support, §174.450 

states that institutions with a statewide mission shall be governed by a Board of Governors.  And 

while the statute outlines the number of Governors that shall comprise the Board, we take notice 

that almost every institution with a statewide mission is operating at different levels than listed.  

Thus, should the CBHE recommend Southeast for a statewide mission in the areas requested, we 

would engage in conversations with the Governor’s Office prior to the 2020 Legislative Session to 

reach consensus on this topic.  We have had preliminary conversations with them on this 

previously, simply noting that should the institution be approved for a statewide mission, likely 

changes to our Board will result.  However, in acknowledgement of Senator Nodler’s comments we 

will be proactive about this; and while recognizing governing boards fall under the purview of the 

Governor, we will work to include language that speaks to Board composition in the legislation we 

file to implement and authorize our statewide mission request.  

 

In closing, let me reiterate some of the comments made in our application packet.  A 

statewide mission in the requested areas – visual and performing arts, computer science and 

cybersecurity – would only serve to enhance the stature of these programs and aid in the 

continued promotion of Southeast Missouri State University and Missouri.  As you know, there 
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is currently no other school with a statewide mission in these areas.  As I have previously stated, 

Southeast is not asking for additional appropriations to support this request, and we are aware 

that other institutions in Missouri will not be prohibited from offering programs in the areas 

requested.  As such, and having demonstrated evidence satisfying all of the criteria outlined in § 

173.030(9), Southeast Missouri State University respectfully requests the Coordinating Board’s 

endorsement of a statewide mission in the visual and performing arts, computer science, and 

cybersecurity. 

 

We recognize the commitment that our colleagues at institutions across the state have to 

their students and the work they engage in on their campuses to ensure that their students are 

successful.  However, we have the same responsibility to those we serve – a responsibility to 

ensure that we provide all possible opportunities for our students to succeed and make 

meaningful contributions to this workforce needs of the state.  We feel that this application aids 

in the fulfillment of that duty.   

 

Finally, I would be remiss not to mention our appreciation for the opportunity to engage 

in conversations with you and the Department on this topic over the last several months.  

Specifically, thank you for making time to meet with us either in person or via phone to discuss 

this matter; and for the opportunity you created for us to have dialogue with the CBHE about this 

at their June work session.  We look forward to hearing any additional or new feedback the 

Coordinating Board may have, and we would welcome the opportunity to answer any further 

questions that may arise.  If you have any questions about the contents of this letter, or wish to 

discuss it further, please do not hesitate to contact me directly at 573-651-2222 or via email at 

president@semo.edu.   

 

Sincerely, 

 
Carlos Vargas 

President 

 

CC: Mr. Douglas R. Kennedy, Chair, Coordinating Board for Higher Education  

 The Honorable Kathy Swan, State Representative 

 

mailto:president@semo.edu



