What does a Yes on Question 1 Do?
In the immediate future, nothing more than changing the language of the Constitution.  The biggest changes are to remove the Board of Regents as the controlling body of higher education and make the Legislature responsible for “the governance, control and management of the State University.”  In addition, it will add to the Constitution that the Legislature is responsible for “The reasonable protection of individual academic freedom for persons who are enrolled in or who are employees or contractors of the State University.” It would also revise policies related to distribution of federal funding from the Land Grant Act. 
Arguments for Passage include that a “yes” vote would “modernize” the university and make university education more aligned with industry needs in Nevada.  However, there is nothing in the changes to Constitutional language that proposes specific changes or outcomes that would address this.
So what COULD happen after the passage of Ballot Question 1?
Perhaps nothing.  The Legislature could decide to maintain the current Nevada Statutes that provide for an elected body of Regents. The Legislature could retain the current NSHE structure, and recognize current NSHE Code (which includes to faculty contracts and tenure) and Board of Regents Handbook policy as the governing policies of higher education institutions.
However, passage of Question 1 would eliminate the “Board of Regents” as a named body in the Constitution; a Board of Regents would only exist in statute.  The “governing body” of higher education would fully be subject to changes through legislative processes. This means that a future governor or legislature could modify the Board of Regents or change the administrative authority of NSHE altogether. Any changes to administrative authority could bring the legal status of the NSHE Code or BOR Handbook policies into question. Changes to NSHE Code and policies trigger changes with institutional bylaws and policies as well.
Changes to the composition of the Board of Regents have been proposed previously, with voters supporting the current elected structure (Question 9 in 2006).  The State Senate voted to change the Board to include appointed members in 2019, but the Assembly did not pass this bill.
Although NSHE is already subject to statute (especially in relation to state funding and state employee laws), passage of Question 1 would remove autonomy from NSHE for some decisions. For example, NSHE was able to distribute CARES Act funding to students almost immediately, whereas other state offices had to wait until the summer special legislative session for approval to distribute CARES funding.

Why would the Legislature need to protect academic freedom?
Academic freedom is already protected under the First Amendment, and is already defined in institutional policies (NSHE Board of Regents Handbook Title 2, Chapter 2). The AAUP asserts academic freedom, especially related to the quality of scholarship and teaching, should be made following the standards of the academic profession and applied by the community of scholars with expertise and training to establish such standards. Academic freedom is usually understood as a narrower concept than other First Amendment protections of any individual on an NSHE campus, thus the expansion of academic freedom to all “persons who are enrolled in or who are employees or contractors of the State University” is not consistent with how academic freedom has traditionally been understood and applied. 
What do faculty think about legislative oversight of academic freedom?

The ballot question suggests that the Legislature would enact statutes that would provide greater protection to individualized academic freedom, however, there currently does not seem to be any indication that academic freedom needs additional protections. Of the 25 submissions of public comment on the draft ballot language to Question 1 in May 2020, 15 specifically mentioned that the legislature was more likely to endanger academic freedom or that the legislature is not qualified to define or be responsible for academic freedom (13 submissions came from identifiable UNR or other NSHE faculty including statements from UNR and UNLV NFA; 24 of 25 submitted comments were opposed to the Question 1 draft language). Some of these comments noted the likelihood that partisan interest would drive academic freedom protection statutes; there are more readily available examples of state legislatures curtailing academic freedom than upholding protections (e.g., in Arizona, lawmakers banned courses in ethnic studies and Mexican-American Studies).  Other state legislatures have attacked academic tenure systems, which is also recognized by the AAUP to be part of academic freedom. First Amendment expert, Dr. Patrick File (UNR faculty), also noted academic freedom under the legislature “is highly likely to lead to protracted politicized wrangling over the concept and its boundaries, and is also likely to cost taxpayer dollars through litigation when parties inevitably feel censored, sidelined, or excluded by the legislature's definition.”
There is also question on how much “legislative oversight” would be receptive to shared governance processes currently practiced between institutions, the current NSHE office/Chancellor, and Board of Regents. Unlike the vetting Board policy receives from institutional and faculty leadership, statute changes under regular legislative processes would not include such steps. Many faculty in the public comment questioned whether a biennially convened legislature is as suitable for making higher education policy than a Board of Regents focused solely on higher education year round.
And what about the provision “governing the administration of certain funding”?

This is in reference to the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862, which provides for federal funding to the named land grant institution (UNR). Although changes to this provision to remove obsolete language does not have much effect, there is concern that this change would be interpreted to direct federal funding away from current land grant programs (e.g. Cooperative Extension; Agricultural Experiment Station) to other NSHE institutions. In 2017, the Legislature passed a bill to name UNLV a land grant institution along with UNR to reallocate that funding (this bill was vetoed by then Governor Sandoval).

Who supports Yes on 1?

The campaign for Yes on 1 (that includes the former legislator Elliot Anderson who first proposed AJR5) indicates the main reason is that there is a need to hold Regents and Chancellors accountable and have more transparency with decisions made by the Board of Regents. Evidence cited for this accountability refer to mostly incidents occurring 10 or more years ago. Yes on 1 also assumes that budgets and employees in the NSHE System Office are all related to Chancellor and other administrator salaries and do not show that the majority of the budget and employees are part of System Computing Services, which also provides services (internet, video conferencing, etc.) for the entire state. Similarly, they point to “failures” of our current system (students who can’t graduate, can’t transfer credits, aren’t being trained for industries Nevada needs, etc.), although there is evidence to the contrary for all these claims from our institutions.
For reference: Actual Changes to Constitution are as follows:
RESOLVED, That Section 4 of Article 11 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as follows:[Sec:] Sec. 4. 1. The Legislature shall provide for the establishment of a State University which shall embrace departments for Agriculture, Mechanic Arts, and Mining [to be controlled by a Board of Regents whose duties shall be prescribed by Law.] , and other departments deemed appropriate for the State University. 2. The Legislature shall provide by law for: (a) The governance, control and management of the State University. (b) The reasonable protection of individual academic freedom for persons who are enrolled in or who are employees or contractors of the State University and other public institutions of higher education in this State in order to facilitate the policies of Section 1 of this Article to encourage by all suitable means the promotion of intellectual, literary, scientific, mining, mechanical, agricultural, ethical and other educational improvements.

And be it further RESOLVED, That Section 8 of Article 11 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as follows: [Sec:] Sec. 8. The [Board of Regents shall, from the interest accruing from the first funds which come under their control, immediately organize and maintain the said Mining department in such manner as to make it most effective and useful, Provided, that all the] proceeds of the public lands donated by Act of Congress approved July [second AD.Eighteen hundred and sixty Two,] 2, 1862, ch. 130, 12 Stat. 503, and thereafter amended by Act of Congress, for a college for the benefit of Agriculture [[,] the Mechanics] and Mechanic Arts, [and] including Military tactics , shall be invested by the [said Board of Regents] State of Nevada in the manner required by law in a separate fund to be appropriated exclusively for the benefit of the first named departments to the State University as set forth in Section [Four above;] 4 of this Article. And the Legislature shall provide that if through neglect or any other contingency, any portion of the fund so set apart [, shall be] is lost or misappropriated, the State of Nevada shall replace said amount so lost or misappropriated in said fund so that the principal of said fund shall remain forever undiminished . [[.]]
And be it further RESOLVED, That Section 7 of Article 11 of the Nevada

Constitution be repealed.
