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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY :

Since its founding, the Colorado Commission on ldigaducation (CCHE) has had the
responsibility for statewide strategic planning2b04 and beyond, however, the Colorado
General Assembly passed several bills that modifiedCCHE's activities in systemwide
planning, ultimately culminating in Senate Bill 052, which formally linked statewide strategic
planning with institutional performance contraatsl duture performance funding.

Though the CCHE'’s performance contracts were nptessly designed to direct resource
allocation decisions, the Department of Higher Edion’'s FY 2012-13 budget request was
directly influenced by the presence of Financiatéuntability Plans, which were created
pursuant to Senate Bill 10-003 (“Higher Educatidexibility”).

Specifically, the CCHE’s FY 2012-13 budget requastmpts to balance needed reductions
between institutional operations and state-fundettutional financial aid in order to help
sustain core programs and operations across Colgrpdblic institutions; to mitigate tuition
increases across Colorado’s student populatiorpeggkrve existing institutional Financial
Accountability Plans and other institutional plampiools to the extent practicable under the
circumstances; and to more objectively apporti@ppsed reductions across institutions
throughout the postsecondary system.

Throughout 2011-12, the CCHE will develop a newestéde master plan according to the
directives found in Senate Bill 11-052. No lateairt December 1, 2012, the Department and
CCHE will use this plan as the foundation for nesvfprmance contracts for public
postsecondary institutions, which may be usednectibudget requests in FY 2013-14 and
beyond.
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STATUTORY_AUTHORIZATION :

“There is hereby established a central policy amatdinating board for higher education in the
state of Colorado, to be known as the Colorado c@sion on higher educatior” Section 23-1-
102 (2), C.R.S. (2011)

“the department of higher education is respondineémplementing the duly adopted polices of
the Colorado commission on higher education...ihésduty of the Colorado commission on
higher education and the department of higher daucto implement the policies of the general
assembly” -Section 23-1-101, C.R.S. (2011)

“On or before September 1, 2012, the commissiofi dbaelop and submit to the governor and
the general assembly a new master plan for Colgradtsecondary education. The commission
shall collaborate with the governing boards an@fcexecutive officers of the state institutions
of higher education in developing the master plaraddition, the commission shall take into
account the final report of the higher educatigatsgic planning steering committee appointed
by the governor. In drafting the master plan, aslsirey the issues specified in paragraph (b) of
this subsection (1.5), and establishing the gaaldescribed in paragraph (c) of this subsection
(1.5) for the state system of higher education”Seetion 23-1-108 (1.5), C.R.S. (2011)

M ISSION STATEMENTS :

Colorado Department of Higher Education: The mission of the Department of Higher
Education is to improve the quality of, ensuredfferdability of, and promote access to,
postsecondary education for the people of Coloradpursuing its mission, the Department of
Higher Education will act as an advocate for thielehts and institutions of postsecondary
education and will coordinate and, as needed, a¢gtihe activities of the state’s postsecondary
education institutions.

The Colorado Commission on Higher Education: CCHE’s mission is to provide access to high-
quality, affordable education for all Colorado chsits that is student-centered, quality driven
and performance-based. CCHE’s primary "customeaesCalorado students and citizens. CCHE
is committed to providing the best quality educatad the best price with the best possible
service for its customers.

VISION STATEMENT :

Higher education must fulfill its essential roledreating the conditions for a healthy state
economy, a productive society and a high qualitjfeffor the people of the state. While
serving these greater societal needs, the depdarandrthe state’s institutions understand that
their main purpose is the rigorous instructiontatients. The department, working together with
the state’s institutions of postsecondary educaserks a future for Colorado in which its
institutions are accountable for continued improgain the quality, efficiency and results of
postsecondary education and are adequately fudsal $o.
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SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

Since its founding in 1965, the Colorado CommissiorHigher Education (CCHE) has had the
responsibility for statewide strategic planning flee system of higher education. According to
statute (C.R.S. 23-1-108), the CCHE is responsdrléhe following statewide planning
activities:

« Establishing a policy-based and continuing systatawilanning, programming, and
coordination process to effect the best use ofl@vai resources;

e Establishing such academic and vocational educatenmming as may be necessary to
accomplish and sustain systemwide goals of higlitguaccess, diversity, efficiency,
and accountability;

« Determining the role and mission of each state-stpg institution of higher education
within statutory guidelines;

« Establishing enrollment policies, consistent wittes and missions, at state-supported
institutions of higher education as described atuge;

« Establishing state policies that differentiate ashiun and program standards and that are
consistent with institutional roles and missionslascribed in statute;

« Adopting statewide affirmative action policies tbe commission, governing boards, and
state-supported institutions of higher educatiord a

« Establishing systemwide policies concerning adnriaise costs.

Historically, the CCHE provided a strategic plargireport to the Colorado General Assembly
once every four years; however, in 2004, this pgeaeas modified significantly.

With the passage of Senate Bill 04-189, the Collegportunity Fund (COF) program, the
relationship between the CCHE and the postsecorgtargrning boards changed. As a result of
Senate Bill 04-189, the traditional planning pracesatlined in §23-1-108 C.R.S. was replaced
with the development and execution of institutipedfic performance contracts. These
contracts were unique in the nation and articulafeetific performance targets for institutions
that participated in the COF program. Followingdgumce found in statute, these performance
contracts addressed common goals such as improtvemestudent retention, completion rates,
and access for underserved students. The origimal of the performance contracts was from
2005-2009, during which time the CCHE did not ceeat additional strategic plan.

In 2010, the CCHE performance contracts were ey the CCHE. In that same year, the
Colorado General Assembly passed Senate Bill 10-08&h granted institutions of higher
education increased financial flexibility in retuior increased accountability to ensure the
ongoing access and success for students from lameemiddle income families. Senate Bill 10-
003 also required the CCHE to renew its historle o master planning and prepare a formal
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statewide strategic plan for delivery to the Goeerand General Assembly no later than
December 2010.

In December 2010, the CCHE formally adopted thehEig=education Strategic Plan’s (HESP)
report,The Degree Dividends the foundation of its “master planning profes@rocess that
would culminate in the development of a new statlewnaster plan and new performance
contracts.

Finally, in 2011, the Colorado General Assemblymdd Senate Bill 11-052, a bill that directed
the CCHE to (1) extend the terms of the existingggenance contracts through December 2012,
to (2) prepare and deliver a formal master plarhfgher education no later than September
2012, and (3) to prepare new performance contfactigher education systems, using the
newly adopted master plan as the basis for theaast by December 2012. And, unlike
previous statewide performance plans or contrédobse created by way of Senate Bill 11-052
must eventually be used for the introduction of@@nance funding.

Today, the CCHE is in the process of developing\a statewide master plan according to the
directives found in Senate Bill 11-052. Nonethsg]aghile this process is underway and will
ultimately culminate in the creation of a new stalns, performance contracts, and a
performance-based funding system, collectivelygkisting performance contracts and financial
accountability plans provide accountability to #ystem of higher education and have helped
guide the CCHE's resource allocation decisions.

In the balance of this report, information on catrand future strategic plans for higher
education, their effect, and their use in the btidgeprocess will be presented. The first section
will address student access and success, the griowars of the state’s performance contracts.
The second section will address financial accouliyapursuant to Senate Bill 10-003. The
final section will concern the process currentlglerway by the CCHE to respond to Senate Bill
11-052 by creating a new statewide master plamamdperformance contracts, which will be
used for performance funding.

I NSTITUTION -SPECIFIC ROLE AND MISSION AND STRATEGIC PLANS:

CCHE through the Department of Higher Educatios astthe central policy and coordinating
organization for Colorado’s public colleges andvensities. As a coordinating body, CCHE
does not direct institutional planning. Each goveg board, local district junior college and
area vocational school has a unique statutoryanetemission and develops individual strategic
and operating plans approved by its respective rpawg board.
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Colorado Department of Higher Education

Strategic Planning and Performance Goals requimenigh Legislation

Senate Bill 11-052

Legislative Timeline

Senate Bill 10-003

House Bill 10-1119

Senate Bill 04-189

Govemment Act

YEAR | 2004 | 2005| 2006] 2004 2008 2000 20{0 20h1 2di2 213 2p14 2015 6
Bill What it does Implications and Outcomes
Senate Bill |Created the College Opportunity Fund Systd %OF system was intended to fund Governing B.o ardsare
. market based approach. Students would receivditbéim®ugh
04-189 and established Performance Contracts betyveen . ) ;
. . the stipend as well as through fee-for-serviceraott for services
(Higher the Governing Boards and the Colorado i
. . . . purchase by the state from the colleges. Establipkrformance
Education) |Commission on Higher Education. L .
criteria and annual reporting.
Suspended tuition appropriations from FY 11-
. 12 to FY 15-16. Requires Governing Board
Senate Bill submit Financial Accountabilty Plans to the
10-003 L ity . _|In the midst of declining state support for pulplgtitutions of higher]
. CCHE for approval in instances of increasing . . L . o )
(Higher . . education, this legislation provides institutiorigan opportunity to|
. tuition for resident undergraduate students al poye .
Education . . - adjust tuition rates and plan for the future.
Flexibility) 9%. The Financial Accountability Plans are
vy required to describe the strategies that instits
will implement to ensure access and affordahility.
House Bill Repealed the statute related to zero-based buglg&macted
10-1119 Created process and requirements for sections requiring Departments to develop stratsaits to be
(SMART development of Departmental Strategic Planfincluded in the annual budget process with thergégeal of linking

funding to programmatic outcomes.

Senate Bill
11-052
(Goals for
Higher Ed
System)

Extends existing performance contracts to
December 1, 2012. Charges CCHE to wor]
collaboratively with the governing boards and
colleges in developing overall statewide goal
higher education. These statewide goals for
higher education are to be included in a new|
master plan for higher education by Septemk
1, 2012.

The new master plan for higher education sh
be implemented through the renegotiated

Performance Contracts between the Goverrjin

Boards and CCHE by December 1, 2012.

Establishes this framework as the basis for
performance funding in the future.

I'I%rrmally integrates the new master plan for higlalercation and thi
renegotiated Performance Contracts between ther@uy®oardg
gpd the CCHE.

Introduced performance-based funding mechanisnhigiter
5ﬁlducation finance policy.

Extends performance contracts to all public ing&tibg of higher
education.

3%
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L EADING PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION IN_ COLORADO

1. Student Retention (Performance Contract Goal)

Fall Retention Rates 2004-2005 2005-200 2006-2002007-2008| 2008-2009 2009-2010
2-Year College$ 48.7% 50.1% 54.9% 53.2% 58.2% 55.3%
4-Year Colleges 73.3% 72.5% 74.3% 75.3% 75.0% 75.79
Statewide Average 67.4% 72.6% 69.5% 70.6% 71.3% 70.69
2. Graduation Rates (Performance Contract Goal)
Graduation Rates 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
2-Year Colleges 25.8% 21.4% 23.4% 24.8% 22.5% 20.89
4-Year Colleges 55.6% 56.0% 58.3% 57.7% 57.7% 57.2%
Statewide Average 47.9% 46.0% 49.0% 49.8% 48.8% 49.39
3. Minority Student Enrollment (Performance Contracaf
Fall Minority Enroliment 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 @0
2-Year Colleges 26.3% 28.3% 27.7% 26.3% 27.5% 28.99
4-Year Colleges 17.5% 17.7% 18.3% 18.3% 19.1% 20.7%
Statewide Average 20.5% 21.2% 21.5% 21.1% 22.3% 23.99
4. Low-income Enroliments (Pell Grant Recipients; Berfance Contract Ggal
Pell Eligible Enrollment? 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
2-Year College$ 28,187 27,603 22,976 23,984 27,329 40,304
4-Year Colleges 27,788 26,523 25,227 25,264 26,143 34,541
Statewide Total 55,975 54,126 48,203 49,248 53,472 74,845

! Data for “2-Year Colleges” includes the Coloradan@nunity College System only. Local District Junio
Colleges did not participate in the College OppaitiuFund program between 2004-2011.
2 Note: Pell eligibility limits based on EFC 9-monthlculation changed in the following ways betwg606 —
2010: EFC limit = $3,850 (2006-08), $4,041 (2008)64.7 (2010).

November 2011
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5. Increased Institutional Financial Aid (Financialgdantability Plan Goal):
Fiscal Year 2003-04 | 2004-05] 2005-08  2006-0f  2007-G 2008] 2009-10 | 2010-11
Total Publc Institutionall - g5 0 61 102620315 138113409 139209125 1638§8,195850.445 222121166 2415820016
Financial Aid
Dolar Change from Prigr ; 13557,634 35493094 1095716 26,28D,2630,381,05f 26261,7P1 19,460,850
Fiscal year
Percent Change f
ercent t-hange from ; 15.29% 34.6% 0.8% 18. 184% 13/4% 4.8%
Prior Fiscal Year
Cummulative Dollar
; 13,557,650 49,050,744 50146464 76415727 106,796,784 133,058,508 152,519,355
Change from FY 2003-04 U U T T U U T
Cummulative Percent ; 15.29% 55.1% 56.3% 85. 119}9% 149.4% 171L.2%

Change from FY 2003-0

November 2011
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PERFORMANCE |INDICATORS: STUDENT ACCESS ANDRETENTION (SENATE BiLL 04-189)

Senate Bill 04-189 charged the CCHE with negotgaparformance contracts with the COF
participant governing boards. These contracts wigreed in 2004 following the enactment of
this legislation.

The performance contracts were created to trackeggnpon measurable goals pertaining to the
desired policy and program outcomes for the pawiong public institutions of higher education.
Each one of the performance contracts is indiviguallored to the specific governing board’s
unique role and mission; however, most performaceracts include several common
performance measures, principally in areas reletiudent access and success. Examples of
generally consistent performance measures foutiteiperformance contracts include the
following:

* Retention Rates (cohort rates);

* Graduation Rates (cohort rates);

* Minority Enroliments (absolute numbers); and,

* Low-Income Enrollments (i.e., Pell Grant recipieraissolute numbers)

Table One: Retention Rates, 2004-05 to 2009-2010

Fall Retention Rates 2004-200% 2005-2006 2006-2002007-2008| 2008-2009 2009-2010
2-Year Colleges 48.7% 50.1% 54.9% 53.2% 58.2% 55.39
4-Year Colleges 73.3% 72.5% 74.3% 75.3% 75.0% 75.79
Statewide Average 67.4% 72.6% 69.5% 70.6% 71.3% 70.6%

Source: SURDS Enrollment Reports

Table Two: Graduation Rates, 2005-2010

Graduation Rates 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
2-Year Colleges 25.8% 21.4% 23.4% 24.8% 22.5% 20.89
4-Year Colleges 55.6% 56.0% 58.3% 57.7% 57.7% 57.2%
Statewide Average 47.9% 46.0% 49.0% 49.8% 48.8% 49.3%

Graduate within 6 years at 4-Year Colleges; Graduate within 3 years at 2-Year Colleges
Source: SURDS Enrollment Reports
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Table Three: Minority Enroliment, 2005-2010

Fall Minority Enroliment 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 @0
2-Year Colleges 26.3% 28.3% 27.7% 26.3% 27.5% 28.99
4-Year Colleges 17.5% 17.7% 18.3% 18.3% 19.1% 20.7%
Statewide Average 20.5% 21.2% 21.5% 21.1% 22.3% 23.99

Total Undergraduate Headcount

Source: SURDS enrollment reports

Table Four: Low-income Enrollments (Pell Grant Recpients), 2005 - 2010

Pell Eligible Enroliment 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 0
2-Year College$ 28,187 27,603 22,976 23,984 27,329 40,304
4-Year Colleges 27,788 26,523 25,227 25,264 26,143 34,541
Statewide Total 55,975 54,126 48,203 49,248 53,472 74,845

Low-income based on EFC 9-month calculation, less than or equal to S3850 (2006-08) 54041 (2009) 54617 (2010).
Source: SURDS financial aid reports.

Institution specific data related to the above nogr®d goals are available in Addendum A.

On March 5, 2010, the Commission adopted a workjlavhich staff were directed to prepare a
review of the Performance Contracts that were éstedal per Senate Bill 04-189 (and
subsequently modified pursuant to Section 23-5Q2.S.). Between April and October 2010,
Department staff reviewed each of the ten perfocaaontracts. In October 2010, department
staff presented findings to CCHE for discussionm$&ary findings of this report are presented
in Addendum B.

Importantly, though the original performance coctsavere set to expire in 2010, Senate Bill
11-052 extended them again, this time through Déeerh, 2012. Department staff are in the
process of collecting current year data pursuatitégrovisions of the performance criteria
found in the performance contracts. On or befogedinber 1, 2012, the CCHE must execute
new performance contracts with each campus govgboard. These contracts must be based
on the new master plan for higher education, whithbe adopted no later than September 1,
2012.

I mplications of Performance Contracts: At the time of their creation, Colorado’s performea
contracts were unique in the United States. Onbyather state (Virginia) had considered using
contracts to articulate and promote state goafter Aix years with performance contracts, the
CCHE has learned a good deal about their utility stmortcomings (see Addendum B).

The performance contracts proved to be a valuablefar distinguishing institutional roles and
missions and articulating performance goals intlafithe unique attributes of each campus.
Performance contracts were also helpful to the CGEEause they attempted to present state
goals in an unambiguous way. Finally, performacmetracts were useful as they allowed
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campuses to negotiate specific goals for theirturtgins rather than assume that state goals
would simply be fitted to institutional environment

In spite of their promising attributes, the perfame contracts signed in 2004 have several
limitations. First, the provisions in the contsaspecified performance for cohorts of students,
specifically, first-time, full-time students. Thesult is that data used to evaluate institutigns i
biased toward traditional aged students at resmlerzgmpuses who do not transfer prior to
completing, thus limiting the utility of the perfoance contracts for campuses that serve non-
traditional or transfer students. Today's CCHImisch less focused on retention and graduation
rates (because these figures relate to certainrtsobbstudents and not all students) and is
instead much more focused on targeting overall ¢detigm—in remediation, in transitions
(transfer), and of an academic credential.

Second, while the institutions operating undergrantince contracts diligently supplied data and
reports to the Department pursuant to the requingsnef the contracts, the CCHE did not
formally use this information in the budgeting pges. In large part, this was the result of a
structural design feature of the contracts. Speadiy, the contracts neither articulated the ways
in which the CCHE could use institutional perforroamelated information in the budget process
nor outlined any fiscal penalties for not meetimgfprmance objectives. As will be discussed
later, the next series of performance contract&hwill be executed no later than December 1,
2012, must be used for performance funding decssidfioreover, the level of performance
funding is known: 25% of all new revenue above $68llilon after “restored level of general
fund support” (i.e., $706 million) has been react®t1-108(1.9)(c)(l) C.R.S.)

Finally, the performance contracts were not tied statewide master plan or statewide goals.
The result is that the sum total of the goals ithaastitution’s performance contract do not
culminate into a common statewide target. ThisgieBaw was addressed in Senate Bill 10-
052, which requires that the CCHE first adopt &estale master plan, and then execute
performance contracts based upon the goals adtgptedplementation of the master plan. The
resulting harmonization of the statewide plan aedgrmance contracts will ensure that the
campuses and the CCHE are in synch regarding stegteniority goals.
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PERFORMANCE INDICATOR : FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY (SENATE BiLL 10-003)

In 2010, the Colorado General Assembly passed &&iktL0-003 as a way to provide
immediate financial flexibility to Colorado’s higheducation system in light of rapidly
diminishing state revenues and the expiration siséance from the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA), funds from which had besed extensively for higher education.
Senate Bill 10-003 provided individual governingabds with the authority to set tuition for a
period of five years, from FY 2011-12 to FY 2015-1Buring this timeframe, governing boards
are able to raise tuition by up to nine percent olve previous year. Governing Boards were
given the authority to raise tuition beyond nineceeat in return for accepting additional
transparency and accountability by way of a Finangccountability Plan (FAP).

According to Senate Bill 10-003, governing boardsraquired to use FAPs to explain the need
for projected tuition increases for resident stusl@ove nine percent per year as well as
demonstrate how their institution or institution$l wemain accessible to Colorado’s low and
middle income students by way of increased instihat financial aid. In other words, the
primary metric for demonstrating fulfillment of Sae Bill 10-003 is the amount of institutional
financial aid will be provided to eligible studemtsmpared to the rate of tuition increases.

In summer 2010, Commission received proposed FARs ® governing boards. On November
2, November 23, and December 1, 2010, the CCHEphétic hearings to discuss each
governing board’s proposed plan. Several FAPs waniged to fulfill recommended
improvements requested by the CCHE. The FAPs agpeoved at the November 4 and
December 7 CCHE meetings (see Table Five below)edor five years, others for two (FY12
& FY13).

Table Five below provides an overview of the amaatth governing board planned to provide
in institutional financial aid compared to its tait request for FY11-12. The information was
taken from the institution’s FAP, which was subettto the CCHE in October 2010 and
approved in November/December of the same yeae. pldn for increasing institutional

financial aid was based on an assumption of steteifig of $555 million. Since state funding
was decreased to $519, institutional financialra&y have decreased from the plan documented
in the FAP.
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Table Five: Tuition Increases and Financial Assistace Found in
Financial Accountability Plans, by Institution, 2011-12.

al
DW.

12.9%-CSU-P

Institution FY11-12 Tuition | Planned increase in institutional financial aid
Increase resulting from increased tuition
Adams State College 12.2% Increase by $202,000 in FY11-12 and by a
similar amount each fiscal year thereafter.
Colorado Community College System 10.0% 20% of increased tuition revenue to institutior
aid for students at 150% of Pell EFC and belc
Colorado State University System 20.0%-CSU | Increase institutional aid by $9 million in FY1]

12.

| -

Colorado Mesa University

5.5%

Increase institutional aid by $610,081 in FY1]
12.

L

Fort Lewis College

19.8%

Institutional aid to cover 100% of tuition
increase above 9% for Pell eligible students;
75% of tuition increase above 9% for level 1,
not Pell eligible students (between 101% and
150% of EFC for Pell); and 50% of tuition
increase above 9% for level 2 students (betw
151% and 200% of EFC for Pell). Total
increase in institutional aid is estimated at
$630,000.

een

Metro State College

22.6%

Increase institutional aid by $3.3 million in
FYl11-12.

University of Colorado System

9.0% - UCD

7.2%-UCCS

9.3%-UCB

Increase institutional aid by $4.1 million in
FY11-12.

University of Northern Colorado

13.2% - 24.8%
Depending on coursg
differential

25% of increased tuition revenue to institutiorn
> aid.

al

Western State College

14.6%

25% of increased tuition revenue to institutiorn

al

aid.

Note: The Colorado School of Mines did not submit a Financial Accountability Plan and did not increase tuition above 9% in
FY11-12. Therefore, they were not required to submit a plan for increasing institutional financial aid.

EFC = Estimated Family Contribution
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Use of FAPsfor FY 2012-13 budgeting: Unlike the performance Contracts, which were not
expressly used for budgeting purposes, the FAPs wedaited to the Governor's FY 2012-13

budget request. The FAPs provided a degree abflay for planning the absorption of a $61
million reduction in general fund revenues (appneiely equal to 10 percent of the total
remaining general fund revenue in FY 2011-12, @&@ent cumulative reduction since FY

2009-10).

After consulting with the governing boards, a decisvas made to divide the proposed
reduction in general fund appropriations nearlyadiguacross general operating revenue and
student need-based financial aid. This decisiosimade because of the presence of FAPs. In
other words, the Department and the CCHE proposedthod that would attempt to preserve
the agreed upon tuition flexibility and operatirggamptions along with proposed increases in
institution-based student financial assistance iiezaf the predicted impacts on campuses and
students articulated in the FAPs. In this way,Dlepartment and the CCHE believed that this
would both preserve the integrity of the operaaggeements with the governing boards and
mitigate the negative financial impact on studevith demonstrated need to the greatest extent
possible under the circumstances.

Table Six: Change in Institutional Financial Aid at Public Institutions of Higher Education
in Colorado, FY 2003-04 to FY 2010-11.

Fiscal Year 2003-04 | 2004-05] 2005-08  2006-0f  2007-48  2008] 2009-10 | 2010-11
TOta'F'Tn”;r':zi;TSAt:g““O"a' 89062661 102,620315 138113409 139209125 163888,195859445 222121166 241582016
Dolar Change from Prigr - 13557.654 35493004  1095/716 26.26D,2630,381,05f 262617p1 19,460,850

Fiscal year

Percent Change from - 15.2% 34.6% 0.8% 18.9% 18.4% 1314% 8.8%
Prior Fiscal Year
Cummulative Dollar
; 7 / 5 5
Changs from FY 2003.04 13557,650 49,050,748 50146464 76415727 106796784 133,058,509 152,519.35
Cummulative Percent
- 0, 0, 0, 0, d A0, 0,
Change from FY 2003.04 15.2% 55.1% 56.9% 85.8% 119]9% 149.4% 170.2%
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FUTURE PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

On December 2, 2010, the CCHE adopted a “mastanilg process” that included three
primary components:

1. Adopting a comprehensive strategic plan, egree Divideng

2. Narrowing strategies to develop specific institnéiblevel plans to be completed by no
later than December 31, 2011; and,

3. Ongoing evaluation to maintain accountability anéddress changing conditions.

Several months later, the Colorado General Assepddged Senate Bill 11-052, which requires
that the CCHE to adopt a new statewide masteripje®eptember 1, 2012 and then execute new
performance contracts for public institutions ajlfer education on or before December 1,

2012. It should also be noted that these new contrailitbe extended to include some public
institutions of higher education that do not cutlghave performance contracts, including the
Local District Junior Colleges (Aims Community Gade and Colorado Mountain Colleges) as
well as the Area Vocational Schools.

Since the end of the 2011 legislative sessionDiggartment and the CCHE have fulfilled the
requirements of Senate Bill 11-052 through thougrahd deliberate work planning to meet the
September 1, 2012 deadline for the delivery ohtestide master plan.

In July 2011, the Department held professionaltyiifated focus groups with key stakeholders
in the state to examine the findings @he Degree Dividericand discuss what impact, if any,
the findings would have on the statewide mastar.plaose stakeholders included:

» Chief Academic Officers and campus faculty;

» Chief Student Services Officers and campus staff;
» Chief Financial Officers and campus staff;

* Legislators;

» External Stakeholders (including nonprofit leadscholarship programs,
outreach programs, and affinity groups); and

» Student Leaders (this focus group was held in Gajob

The feedback collected from these stakeholder fgomsps has been, and will continue to be
used to help guide the CCHE in crafting the stadewnaster plan and framing new performance
contracts. Both of these processes will be dewel@gnd used in tandem with the development
of the department strategic plan.

3 The Colorado School of Mines has an alternativéoperance contract articulated in statute whicrepuired to take into
consideration of the new master plan for highercatian created in Senate Bill 11-052.
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Following the focus group stage, the CCHE heldamiping retreat at Fort Lewis College in
Durango, Colorado on Augusf4nd . The objective of this retreat was to begin thecpss of
identifying the preliminary goals of the CCHE'stst&ide master plan, which would then be
more broadly discussed and refined with the assistand full participation of the institutions
and the larger postsecondary community.

Following a presentation from the National CenterHigher Education Management System
(NCHEMS, a contractor of the Department of Highdu€&ation), a review of Colorado’s four
previous master plans as well as other stateséontimaster plans, consideration of constituent
feedback collected by the retreat facilitator (EgegghPublic), and an exhaustive conversation
about the priorities identified ihhe Degree Dividendhe CCHE worked to formulate the
preliminary objectives for the 2012 master plan.

Using the framework found ifihe Degree Dividendhe CCHE arrived at foyreliminary

goals for its 2012 master plan. The CCHE emphddizat these goals are a starting place for a
thoughtful conversation with the stakeholders ghler education to arrive at agreed upon
measures and may be further refined as the CCHEhandepartment move forward in the
coming months of work to meet the September 1, Zpatitory deadline. The following

identify the CCHEpreliminary goals for the 2012 master plan.

Goal One:Increase degree attainment across Colorado in order to meet future
workforce demands. The objective of this goal iglentify projected workforce demand,
net of the in-migration of talent to the state, e¥hcould be used to both benchmark the
state’s needs and evaluate future progress.

Goal Two: Close gapsin degree attainment among students from traditionally
underserved communities, in particular, Latinoggdents from rural communities, and
students from lower socioeconomic households.

Goal Three: Improve outcomes in remedial education by successfully aligning the

state’s postsecondary admission and remedial psligith the state’s K-12 system, by
assisting the state’s school districts in identifyand addressing students’ developmental
needs before graduating from high school, and Biregup successful innovations in
remedial/developmental placement and instruction.

Goal Four: Pursue public funding that will allow public institutions of higher edaiton

to meet projected enrollment demands while maimgiourrent productivity

efficiencies. In addition, pursue public fundingaaver the burden on students by
achieving a mix of revenues that equals 50 perstat¢ funds and 50 percent tuition and
fees.

Importantly, while remaining very mindful of thercent fiscal conditions in the state and on
public campuses, the Commission noted that thenpaténability of the state to meet this last
goal in the near term should not invalidate theviones three goals. In other words, the CCHE
argued that each of the goals should be treatedlapendent of one another.
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Background statistics for each of the goals meetion this section are available in Appendix C.

Next Steps: On December 2, 2011, the CCHE is hosting a statesithmit with the chairperson
of each governing board, campus chief executiviear, members of the CCHE advisory
committee, and DHE staff, to discuss and, it isdihsettle on the goals for the state’s next
master plan and future performance contracts. Mieisting will be held at the Auraria Higher
Education Center in Denver.

In preparation for that event, at regular CCHE iingst staff at the Department are preparing
information for the CCHE that will begin to mordljuexplicate the challenges and
opportunities in the proposed goals as well asigeogxamples of how such goals might be
reflected in performance targets and/or questionfufther discussion.

As was mentioned previously, the statewide goal$ifgher education are intended to be utilized
by the Department in the development of its magsiam, its performance contracts, and will
eventually fulfill the “performance-based goals’described in 2-7-202 (9), C.R.S.

The Department is very pleased with the level gfagiement and commitment from the
institutions of higher education, the CCHE membasswell as the administrators and faculty on
each respective campus. While we all understamdigbal challenges in the state, the state’s
system of higher education is a tremendous assebraa of the principal economic drivers of the
state.

Despite the reality that higher education will midetly continue to play a role in balancing the
state budget, the Department remains deeply comuitittimproving higher education in
Colorado and trusts that the General Assembly r@zeg the vital social, cultural, and economic
roles the system plays for the state and commsrsgeved by Colorado’s public college and
universities.
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ADDENDUM A: INSTITUTION SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE ON SELECTED CRITERIA , 2005-2010
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Table Seven: Retention Ratés2005-2010)

Adams State College Goal: 60.9% by 2008 | Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Actual 55.5% 54.9% 55.4% 51.1% 56.5% 60.3%

Colorado Community |Goal: 54.4% by 2008 Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
College System Actual 48.7% 50.1% 54.9% 53.2% 58.2% 55.3%

Colorado Mesa University Goal: 72.0% by 2008 | Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Actual 66.8% 68.4% 72.2% 70.7% 73.9% 65.5%

Colorado School of Mines | 8221 60:0% per CRS. | Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Actual 82.1% 83.4% 80.3% 83.6% 89.0% 87.4%

Colorado State- Goal: 85.1% by 2008 | Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Fort Collins Actual 83.1% 82.0% 82.0% 83.0% 82.8% 83.1%

Colorado State- Goal: 67.0% by 2008 | Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Pueblo Actual 59.2% 61.3% 63.0% 65.6% 65.6% 63.6%

Fort Lewis College Goal: 57.5% by 2008 | Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Actual 58.0% 57.6% 56.0% 58.5% 60.3% 62.0%

Metro State College Goal: 62.8% by 2008 | Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Actual 61.0% 62.0% 68.0% 67.0% 67.0% 66.6%

University of Colorado- |Goal: 88.0% by 2008 Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Boulder Actual 82.4% 84.3% 83.2% 83.9% 82.7% 84.7%

University of Colorado- |Goal: 72.0% by 2008 Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Colorado Springs Actual 66.9% 64.6% 69.1% 71.4% 67.3% 68.1%

University of Colorado- |Goal: 72.0% by 2008 Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Denver Actual 71.1% 71.1% 72.1% 70.8% 69.6% 73.2%

University of Northern |Goal: 71.0% by 2008 | Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Colorado Actual 71.4% 68.0% 66.2% 70.5% 68.4% 69.2%

Western State College Goal: 60.0% by 2008 | Fall 2005 | Fall 2006 | Fall 2007 | Fall 2008 | Fall 2009 | Fall 2010
Actual 57.9% 61.0% 59.2% 61.3% 54.4% 59.1%

* Retention Rates are based First Time (in fall), Fime, degree seeking undergrads, all ages erslagclusive
extended studies students, retained the followaticaf the same institution. Actual data is basedhstitutional
supplied data or SURDs data. In some instancesanhstitutional supplied data is not currently itaksle, SURDs

data has been incorporated. Institution supplatd dhay be updated.
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Table Eight: Graduation Rates (2005-2010)

Goal: 30.4% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Actual 32.0% 29.0% 36.7% 29.6% 31.3% 24.8%

Adams State College

Colorado Community [Goal: 21.2% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
College System Actual 25.8% 21.4% 23.4% 24.8% 22.5% 20.8%

Colorado Mesa Goal: 34.0% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
University Actual 28.0% 33.0% 33.0% 35.0% 25.9% 26.3%

Colorado School of |Goal: 60.0% per C.R.S. 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Mines Actual 67.3% 68.9% 67.6% 71.7% 67.2% 64.1%

Colorado State- Goal: 63.6% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Fort Collins Actual 64.0% 66.0% 66.0% 64.0% 63.4% 63.4%

Colorado State- Goal:31.8% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Pueblo Actual 38.3% 32.7% 42.3% 39.3% 27.4% 30.4%

Goal: 32.0% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Actual 27.8% 32.0% 29.7% 33.0% 33.9% 37.8%

Fort Lewis College

Goal:21.8% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Actual 20.0% 24.0% 23.0% 21.0% 20.6% 20.5%

Metro State College

University of Colorado{Goal: 71.0% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Boulder Actual 69.5% 68.4% 70.9% 70.3% 70.4% 71.5%

University of Colorado{Goal: 42.0% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Colorado Springs  |Actual 47.7% 48.8% 51.8% 53.8% 52.4% 53.0%

University of Colorado{Goal: 42.0% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Denver Actual 49.4% 44.0% 48.0% 46.7% 51.9% 50.7%

University of Northern|Goal: 49.0% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Colorado Actual 45.8% 48.8% 49.8% 49.9% 49.3% 46.4%

Goal: 31.8% by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Actual 36.3% 31.5% 37.0% 36.8% 39.0% 34.4%

Western State College

® Graduation Rates are based on First Time Fall, Tie, Degree Seeking UG, all Ages, excludes edeerstudies
students. 6 year graduation rate (150%) at originear institution and 3 year graduation rated¢} at original 2
year institution. Actual data is based on insititwal supplied data or SURDs data. In some ingsmdere
institutional supplied data is not currently avhits SURDs data has been incorporated. Institigigplied data
may be updated.

November 2011 20 of 37



Colorado Department of Higher Education
Strategic Plan FY 2012-13

Table Nine: Minority Enrollments ° (2005-2010)

Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Adams State College

Actual 896 890 920 896 982 1,128

Colorado Community |Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
College System Actual 18,318 19,038 19,064 18,912 23,011 27,149
Colorado Mesa Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
University Actual 764 865 919 946 1,044 1,458
Colorado State- Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Fort Collins Actual 2,985 3,050 3,648 3,273 3,406 3,655
Colorado State- Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Pueblo Actual 1,415 1,363 1,460 1,705 1,873 1,953

. Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Fort Lewis College

Actual 1,025 1,001 1,058 1,028 1,084 1,238

Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Metro State College

Actual 5,006 4,961 5,039 5,292 5,587 6,946

University of Colorado{Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Boulder Actual 4,200 4,276 4,282 4,345 4,497 4,805
University of Colorado{Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Co. Springs Actual 1,359 1,377 1,382 1,442 1,597 1,864
University of Colorado{Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Denver Actual 3,177 3,386 3,497 3,675 4,015 4,412
University of Northern|Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Colorado Actual 1,835 1,818 1,687 1,690 1,805 2,096

Goal: Increase by 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Western State College 1/, 197 199 198 186 179 169

® Minority Enrollments are based on fall headcouirthe following self identified ethnic groups indimg Asian,
Native Americans, Black non-Hispanic and Hispanicients.
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Table Ten: Low-Income Enrollments (2005-2010)

Goal: Increase by 2008 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
Adams State College
Actual 1,785 1,424 1,464 1,530 1,572 1,974
Colorado Community |Goal: Increase by 2008 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
College System Actual 28,187 27,603 22,976 23,984 27,309 40,304
Colorado Mesa Goal: Increase by 2008 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
University Actual 3,511 3,471 3,143 2,941 2,677 3,978
Colorado State- Goal: Increase by 2008 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
Fort Collins Actual 5,404 5,037 4,879 4,999 5,205 6,300
Colorado State- Goal: Increase by 2008 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
Pueblo Actual 2,161 2,044 1,920 1,828 2,009 2,523
Goal: Increase by 2008 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
Metro State College
Actual 8,818 8,770 8,562 8,867 9,604 13,232
University of Northern|Goal: Increase by 2008 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
Colorado Actual 3,000 2,825 2,551 2,400 2,387 3,287
Western State College Goal: Increase by 2008 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
& Actual 636 613 524 498 463 585

" Low-Income Enrollments are based on the Estimataily Contribution 9-month calculation, less tharequal to
$3,850 (2005-08), $4,041 (2009), $4,617 (2010).
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ADDENDUM B: EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE CONTRACTS, COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
HIGHER EDUCATION (2010)
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Performance Contract Review Process and Lessons Lread:

Beginning in April 2010 through October 2010, thegartment conducted a review of each of
the performance contracts established under S&iate-189. Each review culminated in a
presentation by institution leadership and disarssiith CCHE. Institutional leaders were
given the opportunity to present on the reportis T¥as followed by Commissioners and
institutional leaders discussing institutional aopiishments and areas for improvement.
Commissioners asked direct questions to deterrhithe iperformance contract was helpful to
the institutions, and questions were raised abdatt \Wind of accountability system was needed
or desired going forward.

Through the performance contract review processCimmission identified the following
findings as “lessons learned” and helpful to coasmhce a new accountability system has been
established. Findings are grouped according tethread themes: pre-performance contract
phase, during performance contract phase, andaismsrs for future accountability systems.

(1) Pre-Performance Contract Phase:

» Performance contracts benefit from a more collaborive negotiation process

Institutional leaders expressed concerns that th@very beginning of the performance contract
process there was a lack of collaborative spirrtagotiating the contracts. Some institutional
representatives described a process where thelyedce list of targets and had little opportunity
to discuss or deliberate on expectations. Someiradscated that there was never a conversation
about how the goals contained in the contract nmagay not relate to the institution’s strategic
plan or institutional mission. The Commission fouhdt for a performance measurement system
to be successful there needs to be a high degme@laboration with the institutions and an
opportunity to link the measurements to institudille, mission and planning.

(2) During the Performance Contract Period:

» Significant compliance

In evaluating the performance contracts the Comongeund that in most cases institutions
worked diligently to respond to contractually agregon indicators and goals. Many metrics
were set and achievements made. There were ssthadlexceptions but the Commission took
care to also note upward trends and positive moweme
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* Duplicative data reporting issues

Too often there was multiple reporting and dupliGateporting. This occurred regularly as
noted in the review reports for each institutiorarea such as annual retention and graduation
rates. Institutions also provided data utilizinfetent data systems at different intervals. Not
only were the data reporting requirements dupheatine data often did not match. The
difference was often due to different entities witthe institutions providing the information or
different definitions being used. Too often mukiplata requirements for similar metrics
increased the chances of reporting errors andleé¢dless additional work by institutional
staff.

» Overlap with other accountability activities

Institutions regularly noted that the reportinguiggments overlapped and sometimes duplicated
similar accountability measures they are requiceprovide to other agencies such as accrediting
agencies. Institutional leaders requested thatdh@mission consider ways to collapse
accountability data reporting when it is identittablata provided to accrediting agencies
assuming it is defined in the same way, measuréukeimdentical manner, reported in the same
format, and reporting timeframes are identical.

As an example institutions noted other reportiniydies such as the Voluntary System of
Accountability (VSA), though only eight institutienn Colorado participate with reporting data
to the VSA. Other examples of accountability atgg should be explored to determine if they
could be utilized, thereby ensuring that alreadgteng external data reporting from institutions
is streamlined for purposes of reporting in futpegformance contracts. The Commission
expressed interest in reviewing a reporting inventlm institutions to reduce duplication as a
part of negotiations on future metrics.

» Determining which activity or effort produced results is difficult

In some cases, efforts to increase retention aadugtion rates changed only marginally from
year to year. Numerous efforts are listed but difscult to determine a meaningful way to
evaluate degrees of impact. Metrics often showatldfiorts were working to improve retention
or graduation rates, but it is difficult to detemaithe linkage between specific strategies and the
impact on results.

* Increased transparency and inadequate accountabiit

The performance contracts created under SBO4-iBAdtianticipate holding institutions
accountable for unmet goals. Greater transparemasyachieved as institutions provided reports
to the Department on an annual basis which was tospabvide annual reports to the legislature.
The comprehensive performance contract review sepits the first opportunity for evaluation
by the Commission and the institutions about tatustof goals accomplished, metrics achieve
and progress made or not made on the state goals.
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During the evaluation several institutional lead®rged that they not regularly contacted about
the merits of their reports or their deficienci®sme went on to note that this significantly
mitigated the usefulness of the reports and thertieyy process.

The Commission and institutional representativesstjaned the value of evaluation without true
accountability. Some institutional leaders noteat & lack of consequences diminished the
value and effectiveness of the performance corstraBbme institutional leaders suggested that
making the data on performance more easily availabthe public would provide implications
for institutions where performance failures aresdot

(3) Observations for Next Accountability System:

* Verifiable, consistent data

Any accountability system should utilize a commatadsystem such as the Student Unit Record
Data System (SURDS) as the sole statewide datatmggponechanism. This is necessary to
avoid inconsistent data definitions, format, andiberpretation of performance contract data
reporting. Additional data could be added for perfance contract reporting purposes but only
to supplement and not replace the data from thexemmdata system.

o Utilize peer comparisons

Greater use of peer comparisons should be explanede appropriate and with the input of the
institutions. This would provide greater meaning aontext to understand metrics and
performance of institutions. It would allow a geramneasure of progress toward goals and help
determine if it was it enough and in the right diren, and at the right pace.

* Determining metrics

Identifying the right metrics is important. Duritige performance contract review
Commissioners regularly asked institutional leaddrsther the right number of metrics had
been used. Institution leadership responded theds better to have fewer metrics but ensure
that they are relevant and meaningful. Commissgoseggested that a common set of broad-
based performance metrics, derived from a commtmstaurces such as SURDS (e.g., grad
rates, retention rates, underserved student syaasde complemented by institution-specific
indicators.

Institutional leaders noted that it is importanattknowledge institutional differences in
determining the right metrics. For example, thenownity colleges have additional
responsibilities for the successful transfer ofletits and the current performance contracts and
data reporting do not reflect “success” factorSnsomentum points” for the number of students
who transfer on to the four year campuses. Thesgeaeral agreement that more work needs to
be done to determine the right metrics that refiectsfer contributions rather than reflecting
potential reductions in graduation and/or retentetes.
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» Establishing goals

Commissioners and institutional representativegueatly discussed how to establish goals that
are relevant to the state and to the institutidnsring the performance contract review the
Commission noted that state priorities establigheaugh the strategic planning and the master
planning process should be used as a starting. paimm those established goals, an inventory of
the common data elements required for other acabuiy systems should be completed. No
new metrics should be created unless absolutelssacy.

» Referring to and utilizing outcomes could lead to prformance funding

Through the performance contract review procegsCiiimmission found that progress or lack of
progress with institutions and governing boardsukhbe addressed on an annual basis. It was
found that more regular meetings with Commissioth governing boards might enhance the
importance of performance agreements and go av@aygo build common understandings of
goals, outcomes, and performance. As the stateisoagic conditions improve performance
funding could also be explored. Unlike the pase fyjears, when institutions make good
progress, they should receive some reward to ntekadcomplishments noteworthy.

» Performance contract as a useful accountability tdo

On the whole, the Commission and institutional &#adound the performance contracts to be a
positive accountability tool. In comparing perfomea contracts to the former Quality
Improvement System (QIS) they found the contraxtsetan improvement. Institutional leaders
indicated if the performance contract goals coddbdnnected to institution/system goals and
their strategic plans, it would enhance the utiityhe contracts, Institutional leaders also
stressed the importance of regular, annual contiensaabout their performance and their goals.
Reporting data for the sake of reporting data ishetpful and eventually could make the
accountability system irrelevant. Finally institurial leaders noted there were times when
changes in institutional environments could or $thdnave led to changes in goals but there was
no mechanism in place for such conversations angds
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Links to Performance Contact Reviews (2005-2010)

Adams State College
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010k@mrl0 iia attl asc.pdf

Fort Lewis College
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010kaprl0 iia att?2 flc.pdf

Metropolitan State College of Denver
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010/may10 iia att metro.pdf

Colorado Mesa University.
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010/fmay10 iia att mesa.pdf

Western State College
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010jjuml0 iia att wsc.pdf 9

University of Northern Colorado:
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010fjuml0 iia att unc.pdf

Colorado Community College System
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010#ild 0 iia.pdf

Colorado State University System
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010/aug10_iia.pdf

University of Colorado System
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010/sepl0 iva att.pdf

Colorado School of Mines
http://highered.colorado.gov/CCHE/Meetings/2010fxttl0 iia CSM.pdf
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ADDENDUM C: BACKGROUND STATISTICS FOR PRELIMINARY STATEWIDE
MASTER PLAN GOALS (2011)
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Goal One: Increase degree attainment across Colorado in order to meet future workforce
demands. The objective of this goal is to idenpifgjected workforce demand, net of the in-
migration of talent to the state, which could bedit both benchmark the state’s needs and
evaluate future progress.

Table Eleven: Degree and Certificates Awarded by Qorado Public Institution Type

Academic Year | AY2005-06| AY2006-07 AY2007-08 YA008-09 | AY 2009-10 g'hy;nzre
Total Awards Grantdd 21,085 38.450 20 182 20796 43,285 3%
Certiicates 7,090 5 082 6.7p1 7223 8b51  2d.6%
Associate Degregs 6,102 5,630 6,005 6{108 9,285 3.0%
Bachelor Degreels 20,807 20487 20/858 20,425 20.850  |0.2%
Graduate Degreds 7,085 6,751 6,828 7,040 1,597 .2%

Source: Student Unit Record Database System (SURD8yrees Awarded, 2006-2010

The information in Table Eleven represents the maxstnt available over the past five years
related to degree and certificate completion.httidd be noted that other measures are available
that are likely related and causal to this degrekecrtificate completion measure including, but
not limited to, post-secondary matriculation rafespulation changes, enrollment changes,
retention rates, and so on. The last column rtes the percentage change in awards from
2005-06 to 2009-10 by degree type and certificate.

The analysis in Table Twelve assumes that the degjtainment goal for the state is consistent
with that adopted by the Obama Administration, @Gattainment by the year 2025. If this
figure were used as a benchmark, we would assuatéhth production of degrees in the state
would need to increase by approximately 3.1% eaein,\or an additional 230,000 degrees, of
which approximately 151,000 (66%) would be creditedhe public sector. If accomplished,
this would require an estimated $650,000,000 iriteac| state revenues in 2025 at current
costs. If, however, the state were to concurrgmiigue a goal of recalibrating the mix of
revenues to public colleges and universities to Hii%on and 50% state support (i.e., COF),
pursuant to goal four (below), the net incremergaénue to the system would grow to
$844,000,000 in 2025. Again, this projection asssitinat total revenue per student remains
unchanged. In other words, this assumes thatdats per degree would remain constant.
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Table Twelve: Additional Degrees Needed in Colorads Public Colleges and Universities,
by Year and Sector, to Reach 2025 Goal of 60% Degrdttainment for All Coloradans

Public Bachelor's

Year Public Research and Masters Public Two-Year Total
2011 638 351 268 1,257
2012 1,276 702 536 2,514
2013 1,915 1,053 804 3,771
2014 2,553 1,404 1,072 5,029
2015 3,191 1,755 1,340 6,286
2016 3,829 2,106 1,608 7,543
2017 4,468 2,457 1,876 8,800
2018 5,106 2,808 2,144 10,057
2019 5,744 3,159 2,412 11,314
2020 6,382 3,510 2,680 12,572
2021 7,021 3,861 2,948 13,829
2022 7,659 4,212 3,216 15,086
2023 8,297 4,563 3,484 16,343
2024 8,935 4,913 3,752 17,600
2025 9,573 5,264 4,020 18,857
Total 76,588 42,116 32,156 150,859

Source: Estimates calculated by the National CefteEducation Management Systems (NCHEMS) for the

Colorado Commission on Higher Education (Septemb@t1).
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Goal Two: Close gaps in degree attainment among students from traditionally underserved

communities, in particular, Latinos, students framal communities, and students from lower
socioeconomic households.

Table Thirteen: Postsecondary Credential in Colorad, by Race/Ethnicity, 2005-2009

Year

2005

2006 2007 2008 2009
" Percent Gap from Percent Gap from Per.cent Gap from Percent Gap from Percent Gap from
Race/Ethnicity] ~ with Majority with Majority with Majority with Majority with Majority
Credential Credential Credential Credential Credential

White 52.49 51.1% 51.2% 52.2% 52.Y%

Black 36.99 15.8% 30.690 22.1% 36.83% 16}4% 32.9% 19.7% 32.4% 20.3%
Amer Ind. 33.4% 19.3% 30.9P0 21.8% 21.p% 30|8% 21.8% 24#.9% 46.5% P6.2%
Asian/Pac 57.0% -4.4p% 54.4% -2.1% 571% -4 4% 52.8% -P.2% H7.0% L4.3%

Other 39.4% 13.2% 36.2P%6 16.9%% 46.% 6]0% 44 8% 1.9% 417 2% 5.5%
Hisp/Latino 18.0% 34.7% 16.6P% 36.1% 17.p% 34/8% 11.9% 34.8% 18.7% B4.0%

Source: National Center for Higher Education Managst (NCHEMS)

The information found in Table Thirteen represehesmost recent available over the past five
years related to the ethnic degree attainmentrg@mwiorado. The data in Table Two do not
directly capture disparities that exist in rurahgaunities and students from lower
socioeconomic households but the general attainganis evident by this measure. Another
indicator of the attainment gap is illustrated igu¥e One, on the following page.

The information found in Figure One illustrates tegree attainment gap between Whites and
Minorities by county. The college attainment gggahis measure is 49.9% between the five
most educated counties and five least educatediesun

November 2011

32 of 37



Colorado Department of Higher Education
Strategic Plan FY 2012-13

Figure One: Gap in College Attainment, by County, 6r Ages 25-34 (Whites vs. Minorities)
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Source National Center for Higher Education Managem®&€KEMS), U.S Census Bureau, 2005-09 American
Community Survey
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Goal Three: Improve outcomesin remedial education by successfully aligning the state’s
postsecondary admission and remedial policies thihstate’s K-12 system, by assisting the
state’s school districts in identifying and addmegstudents’ developmental needs before
graduating from high school, and by scaling up sssful innovations in
remedial/developmental placement and instruction.

Table Fourteen: Colorado Public Higher Education Renediation Rates by Fall Term

Term Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fal 2007 Fal 2008 Fall 2009 5-year Change
First Time, First Percenf Percent Percent Percent Percent Perceni
' Count Count Count Count Count Count
Year Cohort oun of Total oun of Total oun of Total oun of Total oun of Total oun of Total

Statewide 7,984 29.80¢% 8,338 29.70% 8,40 29.90% 8,/03 028.38,592 | 28.60% 7.699 -4.0%

Four-Year

L 3,766 | 19.609 3,959 19.80p0 4,224 20.8D% 4,420 19.p0% 3[84630%f 2.1% | -6.6%
Institutions

Two-Year
Institutions

4,236 | 55.90% 4,395 54.50r/o 4,177 53.2p% 4,478 52.f/0% 4])76480%B4 12.5%| -5.5%

Source Student Unit Record Data System (SURDS) — Finset first-year students enrolled in public inditas of higher
education, Fall 2005 — Fall 2009

The information in Table Fourteen is from the fagt years of remedial reports assembled by
the Department pursuant to the requirements in@e28-1-113.3, C.R.S.

Though remediation is not a new phenomenon in higtacation, the magnitude of remediation
has changed and increased over the years. Currer@lglorado, the percentages of students
needing remediation is 52% at two-year public tnfttns and 18% at four-year public
institutions. Overall, 28.6% of recent high schgduates in Colorado need remediation upon
entering a higher education institution. While thasmbers are high, they compare favorably to
the national averages, where 97% of two-year pulbétitutions and 78% of four-year public
institutions offer at least one remedial course B$C2003). A recent national report shows a
slight increase in the percent of students needingediation in the past decade. For two-year
public colleges, 44% of students needed remediai@007 compared to 39% in 1995. For
four-year public institutions, 30% of students rneed remediation compared to 27% in 1995.

Currently, the Department is working with the pabfistitutions of higher education in an effort
to develop strategies to reduce the state’s reriedisates. The state’s efforts have been
bolstered by a Complete College America grant fdrimiethe Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation. That grant will support the work ofl@ado’s community college system over an
18 month period to increase the speed at whictestsccomplete required remediation by a
minimum of two semesters and decrease the attmfitsnof students enrolled in remedial
courses during the grant period by 20% comparekde@urrent baseline attrition rate of 39%. A
key part of that effort will be to further alignmedial policies so they facilitate increased
completion rates (Goal One).
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Additionally, the Department received an invitatioom The Hewlett Foundation, The Lumina
Foundation and The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundettioapply for funding to strengthen the
Department’s work with the Department of Educaiimaligning the state’s education systems.
This additional support would help ensure thatdfage’s expectations, standards and
assessments are better aligned, thus reducingdpeodt rate, increasing graduation rates, and
increasing the number of students who continueantb successfully complete higher education
without the need for remediation. More specifigzalhe grant would support department efforts
to review and revise higher education admissiocasdstrds and ensure that educator preparation
programs and basic skills assessments are aligitledh# state’s postsecondary and workforce
readiness description.
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Goal Four: Pursue public funding that will allow public institutions of higher edation to meet
projected enroliment demands while maintainingenirproductivity efficiencies. In addition,
pursue public funding to lower the burden on stisléy achieving a mix of revenues that equals
50 percent state funds and 50 percent tuition aas. fimportantly, while remaining very mindful
of the current fiscal conditions in the state anghablic campuses, the Commission noted that
the potential inability of the state to meet thimbin the near term should not invalidate the
previous three goals. In other words, the CCHE edghat each of the goals should be treated as
independent of one another.

Table Fifteen: Mix of Revenues for Public Institutons of Higher Education, FY08-FY12

Component FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09* FY 2009-10* FY 2010-11* FY 2011-12%
Public Institutions of
0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Higher Education $ % $ % $ & $ & $ %
Appropriated State Funding 652,927,494  39% 70596505  38% 70596505  35% 644483108  31% 519040694  25%
(COF and GF)
Appropriated Tuition Revenue 1014561016  61%|  1,136540,13§ 62%| 1299114173  65%| 142354741  69% 1,537,651,78]  75%
(resident and non-resident)
Total Funding 1,667,488 511 1,842,505,195 2,005,079,23p 2,068,030,51p 2,056,692,48]

* ARRA counted as "State Funding" in these fisczais.
** FY 2011-12 tuition revenues identified here arederstated as the Long Billincludes estimatel08 resident and 5.0% non-resident. Actual tnit&te increase varied between 9.0% an|
20% due to S.B. 10-003 and this appropriation ticgrated to be updated upon receipt of final tuitrevenue in FY 11-12.

The information in Table Fifteen is based on timalfiappropriation to the public institutions of
higher education over the last five fiscal yearbe data reported in this table is aggregated and
it is not correct to assume that these percentagesfor each Governing Board or for an
individual campus. It is however, reasonable ferithat there is a clear trend of the student
paying for a greater share of the total cost ohestadent’s higher education, while the state
continues to pay proportionately less.

Despite increased enrollment and fewer public fu@idorado has maintained its position as
one of the most efficient and productive systemisigtier education in the country. According
to the most recent information available to NCHEMS®|orado produces more degrees and
certificates for less money spent than any ottaesincluding money spent by students on
tuition and fees. See Figure Two below:
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Figure Two: Total Revenue per Degree (BA/MA Institdions, 2008-09) *
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