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Update to the Strategic Master Plan for Higher Education
Purpose Statement

This year the HECB is required to update its Strategic Master Plan for Higher Education, four
years after its development in 2008 (RCW28B.76.200). In light of today’s uncertain economic
climate, it is more critical than ever that Washington have strong direction guiding its higher
education system.

The Master Plan was developed by a large group of policy-makers, educators, business and
industry leaders, and higher education to develop a plan with a 10-year scope - the first such
long-range plan attempted in Washington. As such, the plan was supposed to encompass a
vision of what our higher education system would become - especially in light of the need to
help our rapidly growing population achieve much higher levels of education. The plan was
visionary and designed to serve societal, economic, personal, and governmental needs the entire
state. Unfortunately, shortly after the Master Plan was developed there was a huge economic
shift, which calls for us to re-examine the Plan to determine which parts can realistically be
accomplished, given the current economic environment.

An Advisory Committee to the Update to the Master Plan, composed of leaders from colleges
and universities, state agencies, the legislature, business and industry, and non-profit groups has
met twice, July 18 and August 29, to focus on the most essential “next steps” for higher
education. The group’s purpose is to provide the Board with its best thinking and
recommendations about where we have made progress -- and where we have not - on the Master
Plan goals and advice on “next steps” for higher education in Washington. The Advisory
Committee will also consider whether there are some paramount strategies on which the state
should focus to show demonstrable gains in educational attainment.

When the Master Plan was developed in 2007-08, Washington’s future looked different. Asa
result of the Great Recession, the Master Plan goals, set just four short years ago, may be
difficult to attain. Public appropriations for higher education - at least in the near term- are not
going to be increased. In today’s economic climate, it is not possible to do everything. The
Update to the Master Plan process provides Washington with the opportunity to look at what we
have accomplished and what we have yet to do, and to engage in some fresh thinking that may
point the way toward new models that fit 21* Century education.
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College Bound Scholarship: Washington’s solution to improving
completion rates for students from low-income families

Background

Washington currently ranks 40th nationally in the percentage of low-income students participating in
postsecondary education (Postsecondary Education Opportunity, September 2010). Within 10 years,
these students will represent 33 percent of the high school graduating class and, without intervention,
72 percent of students from low-income families are unlikely to aspire to college, let alone enroll.

The College Bound Scholarship supports the goals of the state’s 2008 Strategic Master Plan for
Higher Education to make college more affordable and accessible, to raise educational attainment,
and to create a college-going culture in Washington.

The College Bound Scholarship program was created in 2007 to provide an early commitment of
financial assistance to low-income students who want to achieve the dream of a college education.
The scholarship is available to students who meet income requirements for the free- and reduced-
price lunch program, and who sign up in their 7th or 8th grade year.

Students pledge to graduate from high school, stay out of legal trouble, and gain admission to a
participating campus. To receive the scholarship, students must meet the income standard at the time
of enrollment (65 percent MFI).

Successes

Partnerships

The basis for successful sign-up and support efforts has been strong partnerships with the K-12
system, community-based and college access partners, and non-profit organizations. Statewide
partners have included OSPI, SBE, AWSP, WSSDA, WASA, ESDs, CSF, WCAN, GEAR UP,
TRIO, CCER, NELA, and more. A few of the strategies employed by these partners have been:

e (ollege Success Foundation’s placement of College Bound Counselors in each of the nine
Educational Service Districts to assist individual schools, counselors, and teachers in reaching
eligible students.

e Community-wide sign-up and support events hosted at local colleges.

e Targeted sign-ups such as a personalized letter from the school to eligible families and CB
information in parent/teacher conferences.

A data-sharing agreement with OSPI allows schools and the HECB to monitor the progress of
College Bound students.
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Leveraged funding for support (state, federal & private)

A combination of state funding provided to OSPI and federal College Access Challenge Grant
funding has provided resources for College Bound outreach and student support. Private funding has
also been provided to partners to support local efforts.

Early investment will cover initial scholarship payouts

Coordinating with the State Need Grant (SNG), the College Bound Scholarship will fill the gap not
covered by SNG for tuition at public rates plus a small allowance for books. In 2007, the Legislature
allocated $7.4 million which was invested in the GET pre-paid tuition program and has now grown to
more than $10 million. Those funds are anticipated to cover the first two years of payouts beginning
in 2012,

Outreach & sign-up

To date, more than 88,000 students have applied for College Bound. For the first four cohorts, about
64 percent of eligible students applied. Nearly 74 percent of the most recent 8th grade cohort (in
2010-11) applied by the deadline. This trend is due in large part to the increasing number of 7th
graders applying. Targeted outreach and support of schools and districts have led to more even sign-
up numbers across the state.

Support for students in middle & high school

Many programs have folded College Bound into student identification and support services (TRiO,
GEAR UP) across the state. There are several examples of community efforts to rally around College
Bound students as a means to improve educational outcomes in their area. For example, Tacoma’s
“Tacoma Community Support Network™ which includes the College Success Foundation, Tacoma
Public Schools, and civic and community organizations, reviews data to evaluate the outcomes of
College Bound students and targets support to students in need.

The Washington College Access Network of professionals has embraced College Bound as core to its
mission. The Community Center for Educational Results is building a civic initiative to improve
education in South Seattle and South King County and has identified College Bound as a “powerful
system-changing action and strategy.” These and many other examples of partnerships have
recognized the importance of supporting students after they have taken the first step to apply and
offer needed personalized intervention throughout the middle and high school years.

Postsecondary involvement

Many campuses have requested contact information for College Bound students to provide early
outreach. Several have provided information in the “Campus Corner” section of the student
newsletter JUST IMAGINE!! Campuses have also provided facilities and support to College Bound
events.



College Bound Scholarship: Washington’s solution to improving completion rates for students from low-income families

Page 2

In addition, 80 postsecondary support staff attended a summer workshop to discuss identifying,
welcoming and supporting College Bound Students beginning in 2012. Dr. Scott Evenbeck shared
lessons learned from Indiana University-Purdue University at Indianapolis supporting twenty-first
Century Scholars on campus. Sessions were presented regarding successful mentoring and retention
strategies.

Suggested Solutions to Sustain Support

1) Scale successful sign up and support strategies statewide.

e Continue to develop opportunities for districts to share best practices with similar
size/population districts.

e Ensure GEAR UP support is available in all schools with significant free- and
reduced-price lunch populations.

e Strengthen coordinated efforts with OSPI — data sharing, nutrition services,
NAYV 101, alternative schools, Readiness to Learn, etc.

2) Address common concerns (students who do not qualify, GPA, etc.).
3) Dedicate scholarship funding.

4) Formalize support on campuses to provide a continuum of services to College Bound
students
“We must couple financial support with (mandated) programmatic support and . . . supporting
student success with programmatic elements that address needs beyond financial and traditional
academic support such as a road map for success, campus advocate, intervention at critical points,
support to participate in high-impact activities” (Evenbeck, 2011)

e Support all College Bound students regardless of the scholarship dollars received.

e Formally celebrate the success of College Bound students at each institution and
statewide.

e Begin to develop a database for College Bound alums to encourage them to
“reach back” to support younger students.
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Promising College Completion Efforts

College Completion Tool Kit

The U.S. Department of Education recently released a “College Completion Tool Kit” intended to support the
higher education attainment goals set by the Obama administration. These goals are consistent with the state’s
Strategic Master Plan for Higher Education. The tool kit lays out strategies for achieving higher levels of
attainment based on growth of jobs requiring postsecondary education, higher income levels associated with
additional years of education, and increased educational attainment levels in competing nations.

The Toolkit highlights seven strategies and metrics to achieve greater educational attainment:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Set completion Goals and Develop Action Plans. The first strategy is focused on the need for
purposeful statewide planning that involves both K-12, higher education, adult education, workforce
training, and business leaders. The document points to states that have successfully created P-20
councils to address short-term and long-term completion goals and have developed state action plans.
The document also notes the importance of leadership by governors in moving toward these goals.

Embrace Performance-Based Funding of Higher Education. A number of states have begun to
fund higher education based, at least in part, on progress and completion rather than solely on
enrollments. This includes the Student Achievement Initiative in Washington. A more detailed
discussion of performance funding approaches is included in the packet.

Align High School Graduation, Workforce Training, and Adult Education Expectations to
Public College Admission and Placement Requirements. Adoption of common core standards or
other standards that align high school and postsecondary expectations are important pieces of this
strategy. In addition, it is critical that the sectors work together on a continuing basis and that
students are assessed for college readiness in secondary school so students and schools can make
curricular adjustments prior to graduation and therefore reduce remediation.

The report also notes the importance of providing opportunities for students to earn college credit
while in high school through concurrent enrollment or dual credit programs. Last session the
Legislature passed, and the Governor signed, ESSHB 1808, which will ensure academically prepared
students in Washington have an opportunity to earn one year of college credit in high school through
a variety of dual credit and dual enrollment options. These include Running Start, College in the
High School, Advanced Placement, and International Baccalaureate.

Make it Easier for Students to Transfer Among Colleges. The plan highlights the need for state-
level transfer policy. Strategies include development of state-level articulation agreements. In
Washington these would include the Direct Transfer Agreement (DTA) and Associate of Science-
Transfer (AS-T) degree. The plan also recommends including successful transfer among the
performance rewards (for both the sending and receiving institutions).
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5) Use Data to Drive Decision Making. Ensure student-level data is available at the state level that
will allow for analysis of progress and completion across sectors and levels of education. The report
outlines a number of elements that should be included, such as demographic characteristics,
enrollment and completion data, grades, test scores, courses taken, and ability to match teachers to
students. The report also recommends development of data dashboards to provide timely
information on key indicators.

6) Accelerate Learning, Reduce Costs, and Stabilize Tuition Growth. The report points to the need
to stabilize tuition growth and asserts that institutions can both cut costs and raise quality by:

e Redesigning courses and levering technology based on recommendations from the National
Center for Academic Transformation;

e Making greater use of open courseware; and

e Reducing administrative costs.

The report also points to the critical need to stabilize state funding for higher education and highlights
an approach used in Oregon to transition from state support to a public / private endowment to fund
the University of Oregon.

7) Target Adults, Especially Those with “Some College, but No Degree.” The final strategy is to
focus on adults with some college and no degree. Getting more students to go from high school to
college is important but not sufficient to meet the goals laid out by the administration. Nationally,
roughly the adult population has at least a high school diploma but no postsecondary degree.

The report points to a number of strategies to serve these students including greater use of prior
learning assessments, partnerships with employers to award credit for specific training, appropriate
developmental education and placement, and completion programs designed to get students who are
close to a degree but have not completed yet. Project Win-Win, though not cited in the report, is an
excellent example of this last strategy.

Project Win-Win

The Institute for Higher Education Policy (IHEP) and Lumina Foundation for Education have begun a new
initiative—working with both community colleges and four-year institutions in select states—to find formerly
enrolled college students whose academic records qualify them to be awarded an associate degree
retroactively. The three-year $1.3 million effort, called “Project Win-Win,” also hopes to identify former
students who are “academically short” of an associate degree by nine or fewer credits and re-enroll them to
earn a degree.

The project includes 35 community colleges and four-year institutions in six states: Louisiana, Missouri,

New York, Ohio, Virginia, and Wisconsin. For each school, this is a two-year, multi-part process involving a
detailed examination of institutional data that includes: identifying students, matching student records with
state system records and other available data, conducting degree audits to determine student eligibility,
determining any administrative barriers to degree award for those who are eligible, and contacting potential
degree earners to help them finish their degrees.
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During the 2009-10 academic year, nine Project Win-Win institutions first participated in a pilot program in
partnership with Education Trust. The original seven-month project awarded nearly 600 associate degrees and
identified almost 1,600 students who were considered potential degree recipients.

While considered successful, the pilot program also identified several challenges along the way, including
problems with changes in local data systems, incompatibility between local and state data, insufficient degree
audit software, missing transcripts from other institutions, and locating students who might be eligible for
degrees, among others. Nonetheless, based on the early results from the pilot institutions, extending the
estimates across all of U.S. higher education would mean, at minimum, a 12 percent increase in the number of
associate's degrees awarded'.

Project Win-Win is focused on completion of an associate degree. However, the same approach could be
implemented for baccalaureate completion.

The basic scenario for all participating institutions involves seven steps":

1) Identifying students in their data systems who had entered the institutions at any time after2001, earned at
least 60 credits and the minimum grade point average required for graduation, but who had never received
the associate degree and had not been enrolled at the institution for at least a year;

2) Matching that initial list against state system records to determine who is either currently enrolled
elsewhere in the state or earned a degree from another state institution, and removing them from the
population under consideration;

3) Sending the reduced list from step 2 to the National Student Clearinghouse to determine if anyone on the
list is currently enrolled in another state or received a degree in another state, and removing them from the
group under consideration;

4) Subjecting each student from the residual list in step 3 to a “degree audit” to reach a final determination on
degree eligibility;

5) For all degree “eligibles” determine whether there are any administrative “holds” on degrees and resolve
as many of these as possible;

6) For all those for whom the degree audit determined “academic shortfall” by nine or fewer credits, find
these “potential” degree earners; and

7) Provide as many in step six as can be found with templates for finishing degrees that include formal class
work, credit-by-examination, and/or development and review of a dossier that documents and validates
experiential learning.

This process takes two years to complete, with the largest amount of time spent on degree audits and locating
the potential degree-completers.

'Based upon press release provided by Institute for Higher Education Policy, August 25, 2010. www.ihep.org/press-
room/news_release-detail.cfm?id=189
" Institute for Higher Education Policy. www.ihep.org/qualifiedstudents.cfm. Downloaded August 22, 2011.
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Performance-Based Funding

A number of states have made progress in implementing performance-based funding and
accountability. This policy brief summarizes main features of performance-based funding
systems in three states: Tennessee, Ohio, and Indiana. The brief also identifies key issues that
states considering performance-based funding must address, as well as recommendations for
states wishing to implement PFB.

As a special note, this briefing paper follows the common practice of using the terms
“performance-based funding” and “outcomes-based funding” interchangeably.

Tennessee?

Tennessee was one of the early adopters of PBF. Its model has received quite a bit of national
attention. Similar to the SBCTC’s Student Achievement Initiative, the Tennessee outcomes-
based funding model rewards institutions whose students persist and complete degrees, instead
of basing funding on enroliment. The Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC)
implemented the new outcomes-based funding formula during the development of the 2011-2012
fiscal year budget recommendations to their Governor.

THEC collects prior academic year (2009-10) data showing the:

1. Number of students accumulating 24 semester credit hours.

Number of students accumulating 48 semester credit hours.

Number of students accumulating 72 semester credit hours.*

Number of bachelor’s and associate degrees awarded.

Number of master’s and education specialist degrees awarded.

Number of doctoral and law degrees awarded.

Total non-state funding for external research, service, and other sponsored programs.

Number of students who transferred to any public, private, or out-of-state institution at
any time during the prior academic year, who had accumulated at least 12 semester
credits prior to transferring.

9. Total number of associate and bachelor’s degrees conferred divided by the year-round,
end-of-term undergraduate FTE generated.

10. Six-year graduation rate.

© N gk~ wbd

* For measures 1 through 4, THEC also reports the number of adult students (age 25 and over) and the number of low-
income students (Pell-eligible at any time during their college career) who achieve these milestones. Forty percent of
these totals are added to the overall total for each measure.

! See HECB Policy Brief, “Tennessee’s Performance Funding Model,” August 5, 2010. Available from the Higher
Education Coordinating Board, Olympia, Washington
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Each outcome measure is standardized into a Scaled Outcome. Total Points are calculated by
multiplying the points by a weight unique to each measure and unique to each type of institution
to reflect the varying institutional missions based on Carnegie Classification system. Included in
the formula calculations are the average faculty salary of similar Carnegie institutions within the
13-state southern region and fixed costs, which includes maintenance and operations, utilities
and equipment replacement. Institutions can earn up to 5.45 percent of base in supplemental
dollars through the performance funding process.

One of the positive outcomes in Tennessee has been that “Our model is not dependent on just
one variable--enrollment,” says Russ Deaton of the Tennessee Higher Education Commission
(THEC). “Rather, we use about 10 variables to assess performance.” Presidents of the
universities were consulted at every step along the way in building Tennessee’s model, so that
institutional buy-in was a key feature. A recent concern, however, is that tuition dollars are
undermining the formula for PBF. Tennessee officials state that another critical feature is the
need for including the right data in the formula. THEC relies on the institutions to provide
accurate data.

In response to criticism that Tennessee’s model only works in flush times, when performance-
based funding dollars are an “add-on,” Russ Deaton stated, “Tennessee’s model works the same
way up and down. There’s a finite pool of state money and it’s allocated yearly. So if there’s
more money generally available, there’s more money for PBF. And it’s the same process and
formula when there’s less money.”

Ohio

Ohio’s performance-based funding model has been implemented for several years. Their actual
funding formula is based on a complex cost model? that operates at a micro-level and uses a
significant amount of data. During the development of the 2010-11 biennial budgets, the Ohio
Board of Regents implemented new SSI formulas designed to focus on student outcomes,
although enrollment is still a critical underlying piece.

The formulas start with FTEs enrolled and the cost per FTE, then make adjustments for student
course completion rates and, for main campuses only, degree completion. Additional adjustments
are also made for enrolling low-income students, for low-income students who complete courses,
and for enrollments in STEM fields. Most of the underlying data is reported by campus, by
subject, and by level (e.g., undergraduate or graduate). The BOR develops a formula and
recommends its use by the Legislature, which generally adopts the formula as is unless a lack of
state revenue requires modification.

Part of Ohio’s formula includes calculating the average cost of instruction per student FTE for
each campus for the most recent 6 years, normalizing each of the years of costs using the Higher
Education Cost Index (HECA), and determining eligible FTE based on previous five years of
FTE data by campus, subject, and level. Completions of undergraduate courses are weighted by
campus, subject, and level, with priority weights for science, technology, engineering,
mathematics, medicine and graduate programs.

> See HECB Policy Brief, “Ohio’s Performance-Based Subsidy Formula,” August 5, 2010. Available from the Higher
Education Coordinating Board, Olympia, Washington.
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A key feature is that operating expenses are funded at least at 98.5 percent of the FY2007 level.
There also is a stop loss component, which allows 1 percent decreases each year up to 95
percent, after which this component will be removed from the formula. This component allows
the BOR to phase in the formula in a way that ensures institutions do not experience a
precipitous drop in earnings from the prior year.

An advantage of Ohio’s model is that it closely ties performance at a micro-level (by campus, by
subject, by level) to state funding with concrete consequences, especially once the stop loss
measure is phased out.

Indiana

Indiana has aligned performance-based funding with the state’s strategic master plan, entitled
“Reaching Higher.” Indiana allocates a portion of the operating base (5 percent, or $61.4 million
in 2011-13%) to fund its performance-based funding model and then distributes the funds based
on priorities set by the Commission on Higher Education. The formula takes into consideration
the different missions of each institution and uses seven common metrics.

A dashboard” displays institutional progress on reaching the state goals for higher education,
expressed in seven major areas:

1) Successful completion of credit hours

2) Successful completion of dual credit hours

3) Early college successful completion of credit hours
4) Low income degree attainment

5) On-time degree change

6) Change in degrees attained

7) Research incentive.

The performance-based funding formula that Indiana has adopted emphasizes degree production,
with 60 percent of the performance-based dollars awarded for degree completion. The remaining
40 percent is distributed based upon other focus areas, including rewards to institutions for
increasing research dollars gained from other sources and increasing credit hours students earn.”

*2011-13 CHE Budget Recommendations. Indiana Commission on Higher Education.

4 “Reaching Higher. Strategic Initiatives for Higher Education in Indiana. State-Level Dashboard of Key
Indicators.” Indianapolis: Indiana Commission on Higher Education. Available at
http://www.in.gov/che/files/Final 2010 Update(3).pdf
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Common Concerns about Performance-Based Funding®

As states get better in developing and implementing performance-based funding systems and
formulas, they are beginning to respond to criticisms of performance-based funding. Some of
the common criticisms and state responses’ are listed below:

1.

“With the economic downturn, now is not the time to implement performance-based
funding.”

The fact is that state legislators and policy-makers are reluctant to fund colleges and
universities without tying funding to student progress and completion. PBF can be a way to
convince policy-makers to provide more funding for higher education.

“By focusing on success, PBF threatens the access mission of higher education.”

Earlier versions of PBF did indeed have this weakness, but newer systems also reward
progress, just as SBCTC’s Student Achievement Initiative does.

“Many aspects of student success just aren’t measured, like improving student learning and
helping students get jobs.”

That was also true when we funded by FTE enrollment. Incorporating progress measures,
like the SAI does, rewards institutions for retention and persistence, not just completion.
Pennsylvania, for example, allows universities to select measures that reflect unique
missions.

“Rewarding institutions for course or program completions could result in lowering
standards if faculty simply pass students along.”

Having multiple measures help protect against “social promotion,” as does faculty
professionalism and ethics; accrediting, licensing and employer standards; and splitting
performance-based rewards on enrollment as well as progress and completion metrics.

“There is no evidence that performance-based funding works.”

Reasons why early PBF models failed included the fact that typically only 2 percent or less
of the budget targeted performance, which was too small an amount to have much of an
effect; unique institutional missions were ignored; consensus wasn’t reached on the
reasonableness of targets for performance; and small categorical PBF programs were cut
when legislatures cut budgets. Although newer PBF systems have yet to be evaluated,
early results show promise. Pennsylvania, for example, reports a 10 percent increase in
graduation rates and 15 percent increase in Latino student persistence.

® This section summarized from Nancy Shulock, (May 2001), “Concerns about Performance-Based Funding and
Ways that States Are Addressing the Concerns,” HELP Brief. Institute for Higher Education Leadership and Policy,
Sacramento, California. Available at http://www.csus.edu/ihelp/PDFs/B_performance%20funding 05-11.pdf

” Information in this section drawn heavily from the SHEEO Policy Conference session, August 8, 2011, “Outcomes-
Based Initiatives.”
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“How much of PBF is sustainable—and how much is engineered?”

A key feature in making PBF sustainable is to ensure that institutions have input into the
formulas. Some “engineering” may be necessary to preserve the state’s public policy
directives, such as not diverting funds for undergraduate completions to graduates, who
complete at the highest rates. Kansas, Tennessee, and Pennsylvania have all paid attention
to institutional input into PBF.

For example, although there has been no new money for three years in Kansas, the state is
still using Outcomes Based Funding. Kansas allows institutions to craft their own
agreements, resulting in 34 distinct agreements, with one part of university Presidents’
contracts tied to performance.

Tennessee queried the presidents at every step of the process. Pennsylvania uses a
combination of five common core indicators and an array of other indicators from which
institutions can select. Tennessee also sets specific interim targets each year, not in terms of
percentages, but in actual numbers.

“Institutions are already ‘on it’ regarding performance and don’t need incentives.”

Overall, this criticism has validity. Faculty members do indeed get up every day concerned
about their students and wanting to do the best job they can. One of the possible
counterpoints to this criticism is that performance incentives are aimed at ensuring that
state-level goals for student progress and degree completion remain highly visible.

“Colleges need stability to plan.”

Performance-based funding that is based upon seven to ten variables is more predictable
than funding that is based on one variable—enrollment.

“Performance-based funding could have a negative impact on quality or standards of
instruction.”

This concern is also somewhat valid. Time may allay that fear. Australia has had
performance-based funding for a number of years. According to the Australian officials,
“At first, all the conversation was about what PBF would do to quality. But you don’t hear
that anymore.”
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Recommendations for States

Among the recommendations for states wishing to implement performance-based funding
initiatives from policy experts at the August 2011 SHEEO Policy Conference were those listed
below:

1. Tie performance-based funding measures to the public agenda for higher education.
Without goals, performance-based funding is simply a technical exercise.

2. Ensure that you have good data, which is critical to the success of the initiative.

3. Use different metrics for research and comprehensive universities and community and
technical colleges. Define performance for audience and levels.

4. Keep metrics simple and be very clear about how metrics will be used.

5. Hold harmless at-risk populations; incentives must be fair.

6. Pay attention to the implementation strategy as well as the design of the performance-
based funding system.

7. Put enough money into performance-based funding to make a difference.

8. Determine how much of the budget will be dedicated to performance-based funding—
and whether the sources will be new or reallocated.

9. Determine a mechanism for allocating performance-based funding dollars. Should it be
built into the regular funding model? Or designed as an add-on or categorical bonus?

10. Don’t include tuition money with state appropriations in any metrics or formulas.

For questions or information about this Policy Brief, please contact Jan Ignash, Deputy Director,
Higher Education Coordinating Board, Olympia, Washington at jani@hecbh.wa.gov.
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“Making it Happen: Increasing college access and participation in
California Higher Education: The role of private postsecondary providers”*

The authors of this report argue that the three public higher education systems in California cannot, by
themselves, respond to increased demand for higher education. They propose that a broader framework is
needed that incorporates the two private higher education systems (non-profit and for-profit) as well as
the three public systems. In this framework they would function as five parts of one coherent system,
collectively growing in capacity to keep pace with the state’s demand for an educated workforce.

They propose eight areas on which the state should focus:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Develop a common course numbering system and synthetic transfer system across all
postsecondary institutions. If the goal is to increase access to four-year institutions and to help the
consumer/student, then all accredited institutions should be able to create a common course
numbering system with identifiable outcomes such that a student can take a course such as English
101 at a community college and have those credits transfer to the public four-year institutions, a
private non-profit college or university, or a for-profit institution.

Incentivize private-public partnerships that discount tuition. The idea here is to develop voluntary
public-private partnerships that are cost-neutral to the state and provide consumers with course
offerings and majors in particular geographic regions that would otherwise be unavailable.

Outsource remedial courses to specialized private postsecondary institutions and other entities.
In some cases, remedial services could be outsourced to private non-profit and for-profit institutions
that have a successful history of serving students in need of remedial work.

Incentivize non-profit private colleges and universities to enroll state-resident students over and
above the average number of students they have had for the past three years. To meet current
and pending capacity challenges in certain fields, the authors propose, for example, to average the
number of undergraduate students in attendance at an institution over the last three years and then
provide a premium per student up to an additional 10 percent of the student population.

This could lead to potential benefits to the state in terms of enabling more students to participate in
postsecondary education. The incentive for the private institution is a modest infusion of income, and
the state would benefit from the ability to admit more students at a relatively small marginal cost at a
time when alternative options may be foreclosed.

* Tierney, W.G. and Hentschke, Making it Happen: Increasing college access and participation in California Higher Education: The
role of private postsecondary providers; http://chepa.usc.edu/pdf/Making_It_Happen.pdf
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Outsource online learning and focus on competency-based, not credit-based learning. The
authors argue that national online institutions have the capability of offering significant numbers of
courses that are frequently competency-based rather than credit-based. Students take courses at their
convenience, scalability is generally not an issue, and campuses, obviously, are irrelevant. Insofar as
the price structure is for time rather than credits, the potential exists for students to speed up their
learning rather than have to wait four, five, or six years to get a degree. They point out that Indiana
has adopted just such an approach.

Lessen barriers to entry from out-of-state providers. At a time when many public postsecondary
systems are at or near capacity, states need to rethink licensure requirements when appropriate to
remove unnecessary barriers for out-of-state providers (e.g., for-profit institutions) of higher education
Ccourses.

Enhanced oversight to promote quality and growth. One vital role of any state is to provide
protection to its citizens, and the regulation of the for-profit industry is one of those roles. The point
here is not to create so much oversight that potential providers are scared away from participating, but
without an expansion of the bureau in the department of Consumer affairs, the state is exposing the
citizenry to unnecessary risk.

Create a statewide planning board that includes all sectors and enables greater coordination
and programmatic coherence. An entity for all of higher education helps coordinate planning and
policy functions and arbitrates disputes among sectors and regions, while maintaining focus on the
state’s needs as a whole.

* Tierney, W.G. and Hentschke, Making it Happen: Increasing college access and participation in California Higher Education: The
role of private postsecondary providers; http://chepa.usc.edu/pdf/Making_It_Happen.pdf
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DRAFT: Focused List of “Next Steps” to Achieve the
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Goal 1: Increase Educational Attainment (readiness, acceleration, completion)

1.

Focus on increasing K-12 students’ participation in College Bound and provide the
financial and mentoring resources for them to succeed.

Expand institutional enrollment capacity at existing sectors, institutions, branches, centers
and online venues.

Support efforts to expand opportunities for adults with some credits already earned to
complete their degrees.

Expand opportunities for 2- to 4-year transfer.

Promote acceleration strategies for both high school students and adult learners through
Launch Year, Prior Learning Assessment, CTC Alternate Math Pathway, I-BEST, and
pre-college reform.

Promote college and career readiness.

Goal 2: Promote Economic Growth and Innovation, Responding to Economic

Demand, Pathways to Career Opportunities and Public/Private
Partnerships

Grow capacity in high employer demand programs of study, recognizing the higher cost
of these programs.

Provide incentives for students to enter programs in STEM/high demand degree
production and areas of critical state needs. Leverage the state’s investment through
Opportunity Scholarship Fund and Opportunity Expansion programs to meet labor
market demand.

Encourage business and industry leaders to assist the colleges in innovation.

Engage the private sector in assisting and developing high employer demand capacity and
research and innovation.

Define and develop K-12 through postsecondary program pathways, especially in high
employer demand majors and careers.
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Goal 3 Monitor and Fund Higher Education for Results

N
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Funding and monitoring the higher education system should focus on completion results.

Build a focused accountability system that aligns with state goals to promote progress
toward educational attainment.

Align incentives with degree production to increase number of the number of graduates.
Reward improvements rather than goals/targets.
Allow for flexibility in institutional mission within a focus on outcomes.

Improve data systems so that funding and monitoring is built upon good data.
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