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Projected Degree Gap in
North Dakota

- a

Projected job growth through oo
2020 in North Dakota

b I28% of jobs will require high school diploma or
ess

» 42% of jobs will require at least some college,
associate’s degree, or vocational certificate

» 24% will require a bachelor’s degree

» 6% will require a master’s degree or higher=72%
of jobs will require some form of postsecondary
education

(Carnevale et al., 2013)
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Occupational Categories Rl

Managerial and Professional (e.g., management, business
operations, finance, and legal)

STEM (e.g., computer and mathematical science, architects
and technicians, engineers and technicians, life and physical
scientists)

Community Service and Arts (e.g., social services, arts,
design, sports, entertainment, media)

Education

Healthcare (professionals and support)

Food and Personal Services (e.g., protective services, food
preparation and serving, personal care)

Sales and Office Support

Blue Collar (e.g., farming, fishing and forestry, construction
and extraction, installation, maintenance and equipment
repair, production, transportation and material moving)
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Educational Requirements for —r
2018 Job Openings .

W Graduate Degree
M Bachelor's Degree
® Associate's Degree
®m Some College

® No College Required

Managerial STEM Community Education Healthcare Foodand Sales and  Blue Collar
and Service and Personal Office
Professional Arts Services Suport 6




JOB OPENINGS BY OCCUPATION AND EDUCATION LEVEL (IN THOUSANDS)
Less than High Some Master's

high school college/  Associate’s  Bachelor's degree or
school diploma no degree degree degree better

Manageral and Professional Ofce 0 3 4 R, Tl
STEM ' 0 0 1 1 3 1
Social Scences 0 0 0 0 0 0
Community Services and Arts | 0 0 1 1 2 1
Education 0 0 0 0 4 3
Healthcare Professional and Technical 0 0 1 1 3 2
Healthcare Support 0 1 1 2 0 0
Food and Personal Services 2 8 9 3 3 0
Sales and Office Support 2 8 13 5 1 1
Blue Collar 3 ) 10 b 4 0
TOTAL 6 40 40 2 )] 10,
Need to increase degree ~——

production: Georgetown estimates

» 55% of adults aged 25-64 currently have a
postsecondary certificate or higher

» Demand could reach 72% by 2020, but
projected postsecondary attainment levels are
only 69%.

» An educational attainment gap of 3
percentage points is projected in North
Dakota by 2020 if current trends continue.

(Carnevale et al., 2013)
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Need to increase ~——
degree production:

Lumina Foundation estimates

» 45% of adults aged 25-64 currently have an
associate’s degree or higher

» Demand could reach 60%, but projected
estimate is only 54 percent.

» A degree gap of 6 percentage points is
projected in North Dakota by 2025 if current
trends continue.

e

Current Condition of
Postsecondary Education in
North Dakota
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Leaks in the Pipeline

For every # # Enter # Still #
100 Ninth Graduate College Enrolled Graduate
Graders from Sophomore within
High Year 150%
School Time

ND 100 B 55 41 25

National Center for the( Education Management
Systems. (2011). Student pipeline: Transition and
completion rates from 9% grade to college.
1

Direct college enroliment is T
fairly strong

» 10t™ in nation in high school graduates
directly enrolling in college (68%)

» Highest enrollment rate among peer states
except South Dakota (72%)

| |




Job #1: Academic preparation Ve

» Academic preparation is one of the strongest
determinants of success during college.

» ND has lowest rate of preschool enrollment
among peer states (33%). ND is one of 11 states
without state pre-K program.

» National Assessment of Education Progress
(NAEP) results for North Dakota:

- Over 50% of students fail to attain proficiency in math,
reading, or science

» ACT results: 77% of students do not meet the
college readiness benchmark in at least one
subject area (English, Math, Reading, Science).

Job #2: Affordability ~ed

» College attendance for low-income students
requires between 34 and 43% of family
income after subtracting financial aid (12-
15% for middle-income students)

» 83% of graduates of public 4-year institutions
in North Dakota have some student loan
debt, compared to national average of 57%

» Student debt levels are higher than national
average and higher than average debt levels

I in most peer states.




Job #3: Institutional .
effectiveness and efficiency

in degree completion

» Public 2-year colleges
> Very High effectiveness
> Moderate efficiency

» Public 4-year institutions

> Low effectiveness
- High efficiency

- :

Job #4: Postsecondary learning Wed

» Are students graduating with the knowledge and
skills necessary for gainful employment and effective
citizenship?

» Are graduates getting jobs or starting businesses?

» Employers seek graduates with “communication
skills, analytical reasoning, quantitative literacy,
broad knowledge of science and society, field-
specific knowledge and skills, intercultural skills,
creativity, teamwork skills, ethical reasoning” etc.
(Schneider, 2010)

» ND does not report student learning outcomes data.
‘ ‘6




Summary T
LR R R e

Postsecondary Enrollment +
Graduation: 2-yr public +

Graduation: 4-yr public** "
Academic Preparation®* =

Affordability** -

Effectiveness and Efficiency: 2-yr public +/+

Effectiveness and Efficiency: 4-yr public** -/+

I Postsecondary learning outcomes** ”

e

Identifying Measures for
Accountability Systems
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Four ideal elements of ~p——
accountability systems

1. Long-term goals or public agenda
2. Performance indicators
3. Criteria for determining success

4. Broad support and utilization

(Burke, 2005)

- |

1. Public agenda e

» What are the most pressing public demands
impacting ND and its ability to have an
educated and skilled workforce to meet these
demands?

» What are the needs that North Dakota’s
colleges and universities should address?

» Consider long-term needs and gaps

- |




1. Public agenda e

» Aim for shared accountability (PK-16,
employers, state)
> Eliminates the blame game
- All stakeholders must articulate their role in
advancing the public agenda
- Advocacy groups
- Employers
- Institutional leaders, faculty
+ PK-12 leaders

. :

2. Performance Indicators o 75 |

MHEC Typology of Performance Indicators for
Shared Accountability:

- Ultimate or target outcomes derived from public
agenda (e.g., postsecondary degree completion or
degrees that meet future job needs of the
economy)

- Process outcomes or leverage points that are
instrumental to achieving public agenda goals
(e.g., increase academic preparation)

- Policy instruments intended to influence leverage
oints and target outcomes (e.g., PK-16 alignment

p
-iolicies)




2. Performance Indicators v T

Important distinction:

o Institutional performance vs. multi-institutional
performance

« Institutional performance indicators: performance can
be attributed to a particular institution’s policies,
practices, programs, or activities (e.g., value-added)

+ Multi-institutional performance: diffused performance
across multiple educational institutions or sectors
- E.g., graduation rates reflect the effectiveness of
colleges and PK-12 system

23

2. Performance Indicators e

» Measures should reflect quantity AND
quality

- NGA recommendation: “require public
colleges and universities to provide evidence
that improvements in completion and
attainment are not occurring at the expense
of learning” (Reindl & Reyna, 2011)

- Specified learning outcomes should reflect
preparation for vocation and citizenship

24




2. Performance Indicators -

» Preserve mission differentiation: different
indicators for different types of institutions

» Align indicators at different levels (either held
in common or instrumental to each other)
- State: proportion of adults with postsecondary credential
System: average four-year college graduation rate
o Institution: institutional effectiveness in promoting
graduation

- (Academic department goals should be aligned with
institutional goals through internal performance reporting)

« Less is more: Include a small set of performance
indicators that provide actionable information

25

3. Criteria for success b7 s

» How will we know whether institutions are
responding to public expectations? (usually
missing)

> Peer comparisons
> Improvement over time

- Projected target (e.g., rank among top 5 percent in
nation)

26




4. Support and utilization e

» Accountability systems may encounter stiff
opposition without the involvement of
institutional leaders

© respecting institutional autonomy increases campus
support, but should not come at the cost of doing
nothing.

» Option 1: mandate use of performance reporting
framework, but state coordinating agency and
institutional leaders identify indicators

» Option 2: do not use legislative mandate;
communicate expectation

(Burke, 2005)

27

4. Support and utilization ~med

» Ensure all stakeholders are familiar with the
accountability system: students/parents,
faculty, department chairs, deans, etc.

» Capture stakeholder attention by holding a
biennial forum or policy summit on the
condition of education, wherein the
accountability framework is
discussed/revised

- n




4. Support and utilization Rl

» Conduct regular assessments of whether the
results are being used to inform policy and
practice

» Ensure that institutions have adequate resources
for institutional research needed to diagnose
problems

» Provide a simple publication format to enhance
usability

. :

MHECi

Example of Performance
Indicator System: lllinois

- :
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lllinois Public Agenda ~rd

1. Increase Educational Attainment.

2. Ensure college affordability for students,
families, and taxpayers.

3. Increase the number of high-quality post-
secondary credentials.

4. Better integrate lllinois’ education, research, and
innovation assets to meet economic needs of the

state.

(reproduced from Phillips, 2012)

31

Increase educational attainment v

» Education Level of Adult Population Age 25-34 with an
associate’s degree or higher.

» Education Level of Adult Population Age 25-64 with a college
degree or certificate.

» High School Graduation. Ethnic/racial group rates.
» College Graduation. Ethnic/racial group rates.

» Adults Earning GEDs.
» Adults Enrolling in College.

» Adults Earning Degrees.

» No High School Diploma. By geographic regions.
» Adults with Associate’s Degree or Higher. By geographic regions.
» Adults with Bachelor’s Degree or Higher. By geographic regions.

(Reproduced from IBHE, 201 3)
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Ensure college affordability ~Thea

» Family Income. Percent required to attend public 4-
year.

» Family Income. Percent required to attend private
4-year.

» Family Income. Percent required to attend public 2-
year.

» Family Income. Percent required to pay tuition and
fees at public 2-year.

» Student Loans. Average debt.

» State and Local Support. Percent of total revenues
for students.

» Institution Efficiency. Spending per degree and

ertificate completed.

(Reproduced from IBHE, 2013) -

Address workforce needs Ty

» AA/AS Degrees and Certificates. Associate-
degree granting institutions

» BA/BS Degrees. Baccalaureate-degree granting
institutions

» Illinois Articulation Initiative. Participation

» Critical Fields. Certificates and degrees

(Reproduced from IBHE,
2013) 34
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Enhance economic growth N

» Research and Development. Academic
expenditures.

» Employment after graduation

(Reproduced from IBHE,
2013) 35

MﬂECi

Example of Performance
Indicator System: Minnesota
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Example: Public Agenda N
Minnesota

1. Improve success of all students, particularg.students
from groups traditionally underrepresented in higher
education

2. Create a responsive system that produces graduates at all
levels who meet the demands of the economy.

3. Increase student learning and improve skill levels of
students so they can compete effectively in the global
marketplace

4. Contribute to the development of a state economy that is
competitive in the global market through research,
workforce training and other appropriate means.

Provide access, affordability and choice for all students.

(Reproduced from Minnesota Office
of Higher Education, 2009) 37

Minnesota Performance Bl

Indicators

» Ultimate outcomes
- Educational attainment (e.g., adults 25+ with

postsecondary degree)

Graduation and transfer rates

Number of degrees/certificates awarded by career

cluster

Employment rates of recent graduates

Cumulative debt of college graduates

- Manageable loan repayments

- Default rates

- Graduate school preparation (e.g., GRE, LSAT,
MCAT)

- Licensure (e.g., teaching licensure pass rates)

- U of M national ranking among research universities

(o]

o

o

o]
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Minnesota Performance
Indicators

» Process outcomes: Preparing for and entering
coHege
AP and dual enrollment
- MN assessment scores
o ACT scores
> High school grad rate
College enrollment rates
> Net price

MHEC!

» Process outcomes: During college

Under%raduate enrollment profile (e.g., full-time, race
and ethnicity)

o Retention rates
o Transfer
- Study abroad

39

MHECi

Example of Performance
Indicator System: Pennsylvania

- m
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Pennsylvania Indicator Types ~Thra

» Groups of indicators
- Mandatory

- Elective (institution selects indicators among
various options)

» Three indicator categories
> Student success
> Access
- Stewardship

41

Pen.nsylvama Mandatory ~———
Indicators
» Access

- Closing gap for Pell recipients
« Closing gap for underrepresented minority students
> Percent of full-time faculty who are non-majority
persons
- Percent of full-time faculty who are female
» Student success
- Number of degrees conferred
- Closing achievement gap for Pell recipients
- Closing achievement gap for underrepresented
minority students
» Stewardship
- Private philanthropic support

(reproduced from Cavanaugh

& Garland, 2012) 42
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Pennsylvania Elective -
|I"Id icatO 'S (must select 3-5) MIHEC

» Third and fourth-year student persistence

» Educational value added (as reflected in senior CLA, CAAP,
or ETS® Proficiency Profile scores)

STEM degree recipients (including health degrees)

Faculty career advancement

Staff diversity

Student diversity

Student experience with diversity and inclusion (as

reflected in the average of the combined scores on

applicable NSSE items

» Facilities investment (as measured by the annual
Sightlines' Return on Physical Assets study)

» Administrative expenditures as percent of the cost of
education

» Credit-hour productivity (as measured by student credit

hours as a ratio of the total FTE faculty)

student/FTE employee (faculty and staff) productivity

(reproduced from Cavanaugh
& Garland, 2012)

v v v w w

43

Pennsylvania Group lll elective —pmme—
Indicators

» Group Il elective indicators: identified in
institutional strategic plans (e.g., improve
ranking among research universities)

44




Possible Focal Areas for ~p——
North Dakota

» Public agenda goal: raise postsecondary
educational attainment to 60 percent by
2025

- Percentage of population with postsecondary
credential

. :

Job #: 1 Focus on Academic ~—
Preparation

» Academic preparation (prior to college)
Children ages 3 to 4 enrolled in preschool
Academic proficiency of 8th grade students
Rate of high school graduation

Proportion of college-bound students who
demonstrate college-ready achievement

46




Job #1: Focus on Academic ~——
Preparation

» Policy considerations for improving academic
preparation:

- Educational expenditures: Are they adequate?
* Pre-K, K-12, postsecondary systems
- Adoption of 10 Pre-K quality standards

- Adopt policies for PK-16 alignment, teacher
effectiveness, teacher evaluation, etc.

47

Job #2: Improve Affordability T

»  Percentage of family income needed
to pay for college: low/middle/high
income families; 2-yr, 4-yr colleges

»  Percentage of low-income, college-
ready students who enroll in 2-yr and
4-yr colleges

»  Proportion of students graduating
(and prematurely departing) with
‘unmanageable” student loan debt

»  Percentage of low-income, college-
ready students who graduate

- w




Job #2: Improve Affordability —Tea

3 Policy considerations for improving affordability
Make students pay monthly rather than up front
Distribute aid monthly

Maximize effect of aid by providingé;rants to
students with greatest financial nee

Create a two-tier system of need-based grant
aid that incentivizes high level of academic
preparation

Link need-based grant aid directly or indirectly
with degree progress (e.g., 30 credits)

49

Job #3: Improve Effectiveness Vg
& Efficiency in Degree Completion

» Educational attainment (e.g., adults 25+ with postsecondary
degrees

» Graduation rates by race/ethnicity
» Time to completion
» Successful completion of remedial coursework

» Number of degrees/certificates awarded by career cluster
(especially STEM)

» Degrees per expenditure (need to examine comparable
institutions)

» Employment rates of recent graduates (consider congruence
with major)

50
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Job #4: Postsecondary Learning viedy

» Are students graduating with the knowledge
and skills necessary for gainful employment
and effective citizenship?

Remember: Many employers seek graduates with
“communication skills, analytical reasoning, quantitative
literacy, broad knowledge of science and society, field-
specific knowledge and skills, intercultural skills,
creativity, teamwork skills, ethical reasoning” etc.
(Schneider, 2010)

Job #4: Postsecondary Learning Thea

» Value-added measure for student learning

° College achievement test scores (e.g., CLA)

» Value-added measure for degree completion

» Professional preparation

© Praxis teacher pass rates
° Nursing licensure pass rates
© CPA pass rates

» Diffusion of best practices

° National Survey of Student Engagement scores
® Community College Survey of Student Engagement scores

26



An additional public —~—_———
agenda goal

» Increase public engagement of postsecondary
institutions

- Community Engagement Carnegie Classification:
“collaboration between institutions of higher
education and their larger communities (local,
regional/state, national, global) for the mutually
beneficial exchange of knowledge and resources in
a context of partnership and reciprocity.”

> University of North Dakota: awarded Community
Engagement Classification in 2010

53

Public engagement indicators el

- Research and Development: Academic
expenditures.

> What is the tangible result of research related to the
economic and social condition of the state?

> Proportion of faculty involved in “engaged”
scholarship that responds to community needs

- Employment after graduation

54

27



e

The Use of a Bonus in
Performance Funding Models

o :

Tenfold Path to Designing  Thea
Performance Funding Models

1. Identify key stakeholders
2. Establish broad consensus on a public agenda
3. Assess viability of performance funding

4. Identify appropriate measures

5. Define adequate institutional progress

6. Allocate sufficient funds

7. Link with state appropriations

8. Foster favorable conditions for compliance

9. Prevent gaming the system

10. Evaluate and adjust

. |




Cautionary note i |

» Determine whether your state’s ultimate goals for
postsecondary reform can be addressed through
performance funding '

» Ensure you are adopting performance fundin?
because it will be effective, not because it will be
easier than other reforms (e.g., improving pk-12
education, increasing college affordability, fostering
high-quality postsecondary learning)

» Performance based funding has not yet been
empirically validated as an effective means of
improving student outcomes (Fryar, 2011; Sanford &
Hunter, 2011; Shin, 2010; Shin & Milton, 2004;

I Volkwein & Tandberg, 2008)

What are the state’s motivations ~yres—
for accountability measures and
performance funding?

Improve economy?

Have an educated citizenry?

Control “higher education™

Manage institutions?

Reallocate funds among institutions?
Reduce funding for higher education?
Increase funding for higher education?

v Vv Vv Vv Vv Vv v

o Better to agree to the answer to this question before you embark on
performance funding and determining accountability measures.

. :




Measures for performance e

funding

» Preserve differentiation of institutional

missions
- Different measures for different types of
institutions (Jones, 2012)

+ E.g., Community colleges: completion of 12/30
credits; completion of developmental education
coursework; transfer-ready or work-ready status.

(Ewell, 2011)

- Use different resource pools for different types of
institutions (Jones, 2012)
- E.g., Ohio: main campuses, regional campuses,
community colleges

59

Measures for performance MHEC
funding

» Maintain institutional focus on the success of

underserved students

- Homogeneity of student outcome measures can
inadvertently incentivize selective admissions policies

> Ohio model: assigns greater weight to at-risk student

completions
Tennessee model: 40 percent bonus for low-income

student completions

» Account for differences in student characteristics
- Graduation and retention: need to consider differences
in student intent, transfer, and student background
characteristics (e.g., academic preparedness,
socioeconomic status, ethnicity)

60
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Measures for performance .
funding

» ldentify key priorities within performance
indicator framework:
> Job #1: Focus on Academic Preparation

- Job #2: Improve Affordability

> Job #3: Improve Effectiveness and Efficiency in
Degree Completion

- Job #4: Postsecondary learning

61

»

»

»

»

»

»

Common Outcome Indicators —Teo
Used in Performance Funding

Number of (or increase in number of) students who complete a degree (FL, IN, LA,
OH, OK, PA, TN, WA, WV)

mogtHy)for underserved students, such as low-income and minority students (FL, IN,

Priority for high-demand fields, such as STEM (OH);

Degrees per 100 full-time enrolled students (TN);

Number of (or increase in number of) students graduating on-time (IN);
Transfer of students to four-year institutions (FL, IN, LA, OH);

Graduation rates at 100 percent and 150 percent of time (FL, PA, OK, TN-four-year
institutions only)

Graduation rates for underserved students, such as low-income or minority (PA);
job placement (LA-technical colleges only, TN-community colleges only)

(Reproduced from HCM Strategists, 2011)
62
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Allocate sufficient funds i

» Pennsylvania universities: 2.4% of operating
budget ($36-38 million)

» Washington community colleges: $1.15
million

» Massachusetts universities and community
colleges: $2.5 million

o :

Final Suggestion V)

» The litmus test for every policy
consideration, operational action or
motivation should be how it will
improve student access and success.
If it doesn’t result in improvement then ask
the question “Is it worth it?”

o |




Discussion Ve

» Which state priorities will inform the development of
accountability and performance measures?

» What are your top five accountability measures? What
are your next five accountability measures?

» What do you consider outcomes for these measures?
» What do you consider success within these measures?

» How will you ensure utilization of the accountability
system?

» Which top priorities will be linked with performance
funding?

65
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