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Introduction

In 1996, the Colorado General A.~1y pBSaed HB96-1219 -the Higher Education Quaity Assuran~
~ - which ouUined ~e General A$sembly's expectations for a quality indicator system for Colorado's
atate-supported highereducaticn system. During 1997-98, the Co\Ofado Commission on Higher
Education (CCHE) iMplemented HB96-1219, culmi~tlng In a report ~ the Generel AssemDIy In
December 1998 on the results of the first year's efforts. In the !Ubeequer1t 1999 legislative session,
SB99-229 wes enacted. It refined HB96-1219 and identified state goals and in&tltutional actions for a
revised Quaity IndlcatlJr System (OIS).

Beginning with the 1999..2000 aC8demic year and continuing through the pT8S8nt, the stBte-suppoi'ted
inStltutlon$ of higher education. goveming boards, and CCHE have worked collaboratively to Imple~nt
S699-229 8nd refine the alSo The Indicators comprising the als have been utilized as performa~
~res for the CCHE's perfom1ance funding Iystem. (Readerllnte~ In CCHE'. performance
funding system can ftnd a report daRing the j:)6Il~".ance funding system on the CCHE's web site).

This QIS report Is the third of its kloo. Included is a deecription of the ten Indicators. the mstitutional data
for each. 88 well as the benchmarks for measuring inst!UItIon penormanre where applicable.

Backaround

Cok)rado is one of thirty-6even states that h8$ implemented some type of quality indicator or ~~
m&a8W8~nt system for Its state-supported Institutions of higher education. Similar indicators are
utilized by a majortty of these states, including Colorado: graduation rates, freshmen retention and
persistence rates, passing soores or rates on tests and lansure examinations, faculty teaching workload
rates, and undergraduate ctass size. Colorado's system keep-. the overall number of indicators to ten or
less (with subcomponents), while many states rely on a larger number of Indicators (e.g., MlsSQuri - 24,
Wisconsin -21. Kentucky- 16, VIrginia -14, Washington -13).

To the extent possIble for each CoI~do !tate-supported institution, an individual benchmark Is identified
where the measure is based on the pel'formance levels of i1stihltions that represent a national
comparison g~up for that ~11ege or university (i.e.. Institutions across the oountry with similar roles and
missions, enrollment size. prog~ array. complexitY. etc.). To ensure that each Institution has ttle most
relev8nt oomparison group for In indicator, the groupings may differ from Indicator to indicator. In some
ca~, however. the comparison Is limited by the avail8bllity of national databases and/or rella~e data
from comparable InstitUUOns. In such cases, recent performance of ~ institution serves as the
benchmark, with the expectation that Improvement win occur.

Along with the k1dicators common to other states, CoIof8do's QIS also has unique features as specified
by 5899-229. Fim and foremost. Colorado's ~stem focuses on undergraduate education. Graduate
level education 8nd researa, are not co~ents of 5899-229, and thU8, n8itt1er Is included explicitly in
QIS. This focus of 5899-229 and the subsequent incorporation of It In a!S should not be construed as a
devaluing of graduation level education or research by CCHE or U\e state. Both.,. important
components of Cok)~O'$ higher edlation system and both are supported by CCHE.
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PUr008es of QIS

Puroose 1: Encouraaina Continuous lmorovemlnt bv Institutions ~ Achievina HIGh Levels of
Performa~

In the decade of the 1990$. higher education conscientiously addressed the pubic expectation for 8n
effective framework to ensure quality and aocountBbiity. Colorado'. heightened attention to quality and
accountability occun'ed In 1996 with the pasage of HB96-1219. known as the Higher Education Quality
Assurance Act. This legislation outlned the General Alsembly's expectations and go.ls for higher
education. It also urged higher education t)"...concennte on Improving both the quality end cost-
eftectiveness of higher education in ttte state.' (CRS 23-13-102) The QIS reflects !tis statrtory purpose
by encouraging It8te-suppoTted Institutions of higher educatk>n to strive for continuous Improvement in
achieving h~h levels of perfom'8nce.

Purnose 2: Measurina Institutional Perfom-.nce and AccountabilitY

Since 1985, Colorado's stat upported institutD1s of higher eduC8tion have been involved In
a~nt8bllity ~11ing vis--A-vis several laws (HB85-1187, HB91-1002, S893-136, HB94-1110. and
HB96-1219), The Higher Education Quarrty Assurance Act (HB96-1219) was reftned in 1999 wtiI the
pa8sage of SB99-229, Through this reftnement, the General Assembly mandated the establishment of
"...8 quafity indicator system to m88sure ttIe overall perfonnance of the statewide system of higher
education and each governing board's and each Institution's perfonnance in achieving the statewide
expectations and goals,.," (CRS 23-13-105) In establishing the statewide expectat~8 and goals, the
General Assembly furU1erexpressed its expectation that ea~ Institution... shall worK Ward achieving
a high quality, emclent, end eXpeditious undergraduate education,.,- (CRS 23-13-104(8» The QIS
serves as an accountability reporting process as related to these statewide expectations and goals.

Pumos8 3: Detenninina Funding Recomnendatk)ns and l1e Fundlna Distribub Fom1ula for 118 Higher
Educati~ $vateJfl

The inoorp~tion of als in the CCHE's funding recommendations and diltr1butlon formula for the higher
education system is specified in statute; "The commission sh8l1 make annual systemwide funding
reCOIm'Iendations.. .In making Its faccilTff.endatk)"s, the convT¥ssion shall consider ead\ govemlng
board's and each institution's level of achievement of the statewide expectations and goals,., as
measu~ by data collected U1rough the quality Indicator syI1em..." (CRS 23-1-105(2») and ~
commission shall establish... the dlttrib'Jtk>n formula Of general fund appropriations... to each governing
board under tt1e fol~ng pl1nciples... To reftect the governing board's and the Institution's level of
achievement of the statewXje expectatton8 and goals... - measured by data from the quality i'ldIC8tor
system",w (CRS 23-1-105(3)(d»)

PUrDOSe 4: Build Public SUDoort for 1ncr88Sed Fundlna for Hiaher Education

A recent survey of Colorado residentlldentified higMr education.. having a high Ievef of rMped With
the institutions of higher educaUon viewed as providing quality educational experiences. However, this
high level of regard has not translated Into .level of financial support for higher education as measured
by higher education's share of the state budget. For Ieve~ years, higher education staked its M81cia1
future on 8 growing enronment and inftatlon as the primary means for keeping higher educatiOn's percent
of the state txJdget on pace with the rest of state government. Unfortunately. enrolment growth fell shaft
of expectations, Consequent~. higher education lost ground in funding support.

A strategy of building public support for increa$ed funding for higher education Is embodied In the
utilization of daw from CIS In the perfo~nce funding system and the Consumer Guide. Clear, concise
reporting of aspec1s of higher education ttJat rnaUer IntuMIy to the public - graduation rates.

echievement levels of recent graduates, freshmen retention and persistence rates, class size, overhead
colts, credits to degree - the WI"Ulngness to set high petformance expectations and 8tanda~s
(~marke). .r'Id th. oponn... to oomparo ~ parformance of Cobrado's inStitutions with the
pei'formance of like institutions across U1e country. these all provIde a foundatJon Which can be used to
request Increased ftnandalaupport for higher education.
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Balance and Limitations Inherent In Any Qualitv Indicator SYstem

Each state-supported k1stitution of higher education In Colorado has a ~rticul. role and mission. Each
has an admission selectivity level assigned to it by statute. Each hu Its own particular set of .cadem~
and student support programs and services. Each hes relationships witi1 its local ~munlty. region. and
the state. SOme have natk>nal and international T91ationshipa. Traditions have shaped e.ch institution.
Taken as a whole. each insUtution has 8S~ th8t cannot be adequately taken into ~nt or measured
by any system, no matter how sophisticated "that system may be when. by design, the system
incorporates some amount of unifonnlty and convnonaity among the institutions. This is .limitation of
.ny Qu~1ty Indicator or performance ~a&urement system that seeks to Include alilnstitutJons In some
COfTVT1OO format and approad1. W\atever ~ qu~lty Indicator or performence measu~t system
employed. It must reoognize this Dmitatlon and StriYeto balanoo the diversity of institutions 8nd their
r&spedive dlWerenQ8S with the commonelity ~d unifonrity itherent in the quality indicator or
perfonnance m...urement syst8m.

On the other hand, all state-supported b'1stJtutions should be able to denX)n8tr8te good ed~onaI and
admlnisndve practices In oferlng their programs, aU~tlng their rnources, and being accountable to
their studenb, taxpayers, and the public. As state-eupported instituti0n8 of higher ed~ tlat baneftt
from public funda, state-supported institutions have a special obligation to be accountable to the citizens
of the state. This balance also mU$t be achieved by 8 Quality Indk:ator or p&."1ofiT..nce measurement
system. It Is believed that the quality indicator system reflected In this report sbikes this balance by
honcxing the diversity cI Colorado's state-suppor'ted Instkutlons of higher education while promoting
continuous lrT1)rovement In their operations U1rough aa:ountability.

Actions Taken or Planned bv the Governing Bo8rds and Institutions

This report presents quality Indicators, institutional data. and applicable bend1n.rks without inoorporating
an evaluative component or outlining new inlti8tivss, remediation, or further inquiry that the data might
suggest. HB96-1219 provides auch opportunities ~rough a ~llow-up report due JM'luary 30,2002 that
takes U\at next step. The J8nuary report will describe t1e responsive actions taken or planned by the
governing ~8 and Institutions.

QUAUTY INDICATORS FOR FY 2001 .02

Indicator 1A: Baccalaureate Graduation Rates (four-year institutions)

An institution's ~aureate graduation rate Is the mgle molt ~mon Indamr used by qu81ity
indicatcr and performance measurement systemSacrou ~ thirty-seven states that use some form of a
qualty Indicator or performance measurement $YSt8m. Its inclUSion Is reftected In the fact that gr8d~n
rQtec .re reporWd nationally by educational 0tG8nlutions. publk:ations (e.g.. US News and World Report)
and other I1ales.

Colorado's QIS mirrors Ute nation's and other states' utilization of 8 similar indk:atDr, Four, ftve, and six-
year graduation rates are calculated for each ba<:calaureate-granting Institution based on the nationally
accepted deftn/tion of a first-tine, entering, full-time, degree-seeking student StOOents meeting these
criteria and beginning at 8 specified time constitute an entering cohort upon which the measurement is
based. A graduation rate for ~nta completing at their Or1ginailnstitutlon Is calculated along with a
graduation rtIte from any four-year institution in Colorado's etat...upported sy9tem of higher edu~.
For the latter measure, students transfening to private Institutions in Colorado and to institutions outside
Colorado are not counted. Since some institutions have more of a transfer role than others, the
gr8duatlon rate from any four-year instittJtion in COorado's state-supported system of high education is
meant to recognize U'1is important component of an institution's role ~nd mission.

8enchm.rtc rar\g" for th. Indlc.tor ~.&urlng graduation ,... from the original institution are based on
a national comparison group of sln'ilar institutions. The benchmark for the indicator measuring
graduation rates from any four-year institution in CoIorado's state-sUpported higher ed~tion aystem i$

-3-



based on each institution's recent penonnance, with the emphasis on improvement from the past year's
performance level.

Factors to Keep in Mind When Interpreting Graduation Rat..

Fof!Qwing nationally-recognized definitions. the entering cohorts tracked in the QIS graduation, retention,
and persistence rate indicators (indicators 1, 2, and 3) are limited to first-time, degree-seeking freshmen
who entered the instiUltion in the su~er or fall and were enrolled fulJ.time in thai r first ~II term.
Reporting on minority student retention and completion relies on the same criteria. Other undergraduate
students new to the institution are excluded from ,the entering cohorts - freshmen enrolled part-time their
first term, non-degree students, and all transfer students. For some Institutions, a large percentage of
U1elr new undergraduates may be non-degree !eeking, transfers, and/or part.time. Once the entry cohort
i~ fanned, no students are added, and students 8re removed only for dcath, military 8efVico, or
missionary service. F'inally ,one 8180 ahould be mindful that, while a student may have enrolled fuU--time
in the fi'st term, the student may register on either a full- or part-time basl$ in subsequent tenT1S but
continue to be included In the calculations.

Indicators 1B: Three-Vea, GraduatiOl1 Ratfi (two-year institutions)

This indicator is the equivalent indica1Dr for two-year institutions. It measures the three--ye.- graduation
tate for first-time, full-time. certiftc8te or associate degree-seeKing freShmen who entered a two-year
institutio"~ summer or fall 1997 and either graduated from the original institution or another two-year
institution in Colorado's state-supported institution of higher education within three years after entry.
Individual institution benchmar1< ranges are based on recent performance with the expectation for
Improvement from the past years performance level.

Similar factors should be kept In mind when interpreting these indicators as for the baccalaureate
graduation rate iMicators. In addition, re~rch shows that when the national or state economy is robust
(which both were during the period of time measured by this indicator), enrollments in two..year institutions
often stagn. or even decline as students take adVanta~e of increased employment opportunities and
delay their higher education careers.

Indicators 2A and 28: Freshmen Retention and Pe-rsistence Rates

These i'ldioators mim)r simBar indicators used by od'ler states which measure the percentage of first-time.
full-time, certificate or degree-seeking freshmen entering in summer or fall 1999 who eitI'I« completed a
program by August 2000, were enrolled in the fall 2000 term at the same institution, or transferred to
another Colorado state-supported institution of higher educaOOn and enrolled at that institution in the fell
2000 term. Benchmsrks for the four..year institutions are based on national comparison groups and also
on recent performance of the institution with an expectation for improvement from the past year's level of
performance. Benchmar1(s for the two-year Institutions are based on recent performance with an
expectation for improvement from the past yeats Ieve1 of performance.

Indicators 3A . 38: SUDDDrt and Success of Minoritv Students

These two indicators take the slx-year greduation (from four-year institutiOns), three-year graduation (from
two-year institutions), freshmen retention, and freshmen persistence rate Indicators and measure them for
first-time. full-time, certificate and degree-seeking ~~ minority studen~. The same factors must be
kept in mind when interpreting these indlcatOl-s as apply 'to Indicators 1A - 28.
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