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November 14, 2008

The Honorable Theodore Kulongoski
160 State Capitol

900 Court Street

Salem, Oregon 97301-4047

Dear Governor Kulongoski:

Oregon’s success is tied to the educational attainments of our citizens. Today more than ever before in history, invest-
ment in postsecondary education is essential to the economic prosperity and social progress of our state. As governor,
you have articulated an education vision that focuses on high levels of educational attainment for the state and access
to postsecondary education for every Oregonian.

In establishing the Postsecondary Quality Education Commission with a charge to develop a Postsecondary Quality
Education Model, you acknowledged that “State policymakers do not have adequate tools to allow them to determine
the reasonable costs of providing a quality post-secondary education for Oregonians.”

As co-chairs of the Commission, we are very pleased to report on the progress that the Commission has made over the
past ten months in creating a new tool to support policy decision-making. Now in the early stages of model develop-
ment, the Commission is building the ‘pipeline’ portion of the Model, which will estimate the number of students
that must be educated to meet the state goals by 2025. It will be designed to identify points along the postsecondary
education pipeline where an increase in successful completions would significantly close the gap between state goals
and current achievement.

The work of the Commission will be phased over a number of years, beginning with a focus on production of degrees/
certificates and other successful measures of completion and then integrating other critical postsecondary functions
into the model over time.

The Commission has identified the ‘Quality’ of the degrees and certificates achieved as a key issue that it will begin to
address in the coming months, recognizing that a focus on the quantity of degrees and certificates alone is not suffi-
cient to meet state goals.

We also recognize that we face several challenges to developing a robust model that will provide policymakers with the
decision support information that they need. These challenges include development of consistent data across commu-
nity colleges and universities; an assessment of the impact of the new high school graduation standards; understanding
the quality and types of student outcomes with respect to degrees and certificates, and the cost of those outcomes over
time.

Despite the challenges, we look forward to continuing this important work and appreciate the opportunity to serve.
We wish to express our appreciation to you for your leadership and commitment to postsecondary education and to
our fellow Commission members for their willingness to give of their time and expertise.

Respectfully submitted,

co b S e t{ujmsrin

Edward J. Ray . Mary Spilde
President ’ President
Oregon State University Lane Community College
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EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 07 - 13
POST-SECONDARY QUALITY EDUCATION COMMISSION

Oregon’s economic future depends on a well-educated and well-trained workforce and citizenry. Oregon’s community
colleges are the primary providers of workforce training for both emerging and adult workers. Oregon’s community
colleges provide an entry point for students interested in workforce training, professional certificates or two or four-
year degrees. Oregon’s Universities provide access to four-year and advanced degrees, in addition to providing vital
research used by Oregon businesses.

State support for the post-secondary education system in Oregon has steadily eroded since the passage of Ballot Mea-
sure 5 in 1990.

State funding for the post-secondary system comes primarily from the state general fund and student tuition. These
sources are volatile, and state funding for the post-secondary education system needs stability.

State policymakers do not have adequate tools to allow them to determine the reasonable costs of providing a quality
post-secondary education for Oregonians. In conjunction with the Governor’s office, members of the education com-
munity are working to lay the foundation for understanding the needs of the post-secondary education system.

Therefore, it is hereby ordered and directed:

1. The Post-secondary Quality Education Commission is hereby created to help direct the work necessary to complete
a Post-secondary Quality Education Model to be used by state policymakers.

2. The Commission members shall be appointed by the Governor, after consultation with the Commissioner of Com-
munity Colleges and the Chancellor of the Oregon University System. Members shall serve at the pleasure of the

Governor.

3. The chair shall be appointed by the Governor, after consultation with the Commissioner of Community Colleges
and the Chancellor of the Oregon University System.

4. The Commission shall meet at the call of the chair. A majority of the members of the Commission shall constitute
a quorum to do business.

5. The Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development and the Oregon University System
shall jointly staff the Commission.

6. Members of the Commission shall receive no compensation for their activities as members of the Commission,
but may be reimbursed for travel expenses incurred in the attending Commission business pursuant to ORS

292.495(2).
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7. The Commission shall:

a. Identify key issues to address in completing a model that identifies the particular needs of Community College
and University students;

b. Study the impact of the use of part-time faculty and graduate student employees on program quality and stu-
dent success, and recommend a consistent definition to describe adjunct, contingent and part-time faculty;

c. Determine the key values encompassing the mission of post-secondary education in Oregon including access to
education, educational quality, student success, professional compensation, research, service, innovation, techni-
cal/career and adult basic education;

d. Solicit input from educators, education policy experts and others about the elements of the model;
e. Solicit public input regarding educational priorities for use in developing the model;
f. Develop the model based on research, data, public input and experience; and
g. Communicate with stakeholders regarding model development.
8. The Commission may establish subcommittees as necessary to assist in carrying out its work.

9. The Commission shall implement a work plan that allow for completion of the model pilot in sufficient time to be
used by the Governor in developing the 2009-11 Governor’s Recommended Budget for the Postsecondary portions

of the Education Enterprise.
[Syi7ivas

Done at Salem, Oregon this 28th day of August, 2007.
Theodore R. Kuldngoski

Governor

Attest:

B l] 2 Ay

Bill Bradbury
Secretary of State

Executive Order No. 07 — 13 11



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

“The world economy has undergone a fundamental transformation. Shocking demographic evi-
dence indicates that unless America invests in its greatest asset—the knowledge and skills of its
people—uwe will not compete successfully in this new global environment.”

Oregon faces daunting challenges. At a time when
the education of its citizens is more critical to its
success than ever before, education levels in the state are
declining. Decades of disinvestment in Oregon’s public
postsecondary education system threaten to place the
state at a disadvantage in a dynamic and highly competi-
tive global economy. Recognizing that Oregon’s future

is at stake, Governor Kulongoski, the Legislature, other
state policymakers, and business leaders are advancing

a vision that calls for Oregon to improve educational
achievement and workforce preparation to unprec-
edented levels. Oregon’s graduates must be prepared to
contribute positively to the economic, civic, and cultural
life of communities in all regions of the state and to
participate in the transformation of Oregon’s economy.

The Governor appointed the Postsecondary Qual-

ity Education Commission in January 2008, with the
charge to develop a Quality Education Model to sup-
port policymakers in reaching the state’s goals for high
educational attainment. This model will be a logical
extension of the work of the K-12 Quality Education
Commission, which for the last decade, has provided
policymakers with the tools to determine the necessary
investment in primary and secondary education in order
to meet Oregon’s quality goals.

The postsecondary education goals have been touted for
several biennia by the Oregon Progress Board, known as
40% 40% 20%, they envision a highly educated work-
force by 2025:

* 40 percent of Oregon adults will have a bachelor’s
degree or higher,

* 40 percent will have at least an associate’s degree or
other technical credential,

* the remaining 20 percent will have a high school
diploma that reflects high level skills.

12 Postsecondary Quality Education Commission Report
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COMMISSION WORK

In its first months of activity, the Commission has:

* Adopted the 40% 40% 20% goals and developed
a set of Quality Education Indicators, building on
earlier policy work of Oregon education stakeholder
groups;

* Reviewed education goals and related policy work in
other states;

* Developed a set of early recommendations to the
Governor to support 2009-2011 education budget
development;

* Conducted a literature review of studies on the effect
of full-time and part-time faculty on instructional
quality and student success and made recommenda-
tions for data development;

* Created the conceptual framework for a Postsecond-
ary Quality Education Model that will serve as a
tool to support decision-making on policy and state
budget development;

* Initiated model development, beginning with the
postsecondary education ‘pipeline’ to estimate the
number of degrees needed to achieve the 40% 40%
20% goal by 2025.

The Model will:

 Focus on results, including degrees, certificates and
other measures of successful completion.

e Calculate the number of students that must be edu-
cated to meet state goals.

* Identify gaps along the education pipeline and ‘le-
vers' to ramp up educational attainment.

* Provide a way for legislators and the public to ana-
lyze a variety of “what if” questions related to the
state goals.

* Demonstrate the need for investments and policy
changes to attain desired outcomes and achieve qual-
ity education goals in a systematic way.

* Estimate the costs and benefits of policy proposals.

EARLY RECOMMENDATIONS

As the Commission moves forward with designing this

Model, it has also developed a set of early recommenda-
tions to the Governor as he prepares for the 2009-2011
Legislative session.

1. The Commission strongly endorses an increase in
state funding to make college more affordable for
all Oregonians through the Shared Responsibil-
ity Model, which is Oregon’s revamped need-based
financial aid program for students planning to go to
college.

2. While Model development continues, the Commis-
sion recommends that available funds be targeted in
three areas to maximize the benefit to Oregonians:

a. Strategies to expand the number of Oregonians
participating in the higher education system.

b. Strategies to offer additional support targeted to
increase retention and persistence of students in
community colleges and universities through the
second year.

c. Strategies to increase completion rates to a degree
or certificate.

3. The Commission recommends that the legislature
appropriate $300,000 to fund the continuation of
the work of the Commission to develop the techni-

cal aspects of the postsecondary quality of education
model, including research, expert testimony, public
forums, data collection and analysis, communica-
tions, and drafting a plan for continuing implemen-
tation.

4. The Commission recommends that the colleges and
universities adopt a uniform definition for less than
full-time faculty. All Oregon community colleges
and universities would establish systems and proce-
dures to produce annual reports on the quantity and
utilization of full-time and less than full-time faculty
in accordance with the uniform definition.

The Commission will continue its work over the next
several months to further develop a results-oriented
framework for the Model and the investment needed to
support these results. The focus of the work will be to:

* Draft a feasible postsecondary pipeline that reflects
core instructional capacity and identifies student
cohorts in the pipeline.

* Develop a methodology for a gap analysis to identify
areas along the pipeline that pose barriers to reaching

the 40% 40% 20% goal.

* Develop a simple postsecondary database including
both financial and student data.

CONCLUSION

When fully developed, the Postsecondary Quality Edu-
cation Model will be a powerful tool to support policy
decision-making. But Oregon will not meet the tre-
mendous challenges it faces in the new global economy
simply by creating a Model. The model must be utilized
to understand how to improve the education system and
to advance Oregon’s long-term investment in postsec-
ondary education.

Executive Summary 13



PART ONE:
THE CASE FOR INCREASING EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT - 40% 40% 20%

regon must make it possible for more Oregonians than ever before to attain higher levels of education. At a time
when education levels are more crucial than ever before, education levels in Oregon are declining. The ‘Baby

Boomer’ generation that is beginning to reach retirement age is more highly educated than the generation that follows.

The need to reverse this trend and raise education levels in Oregon will place great demands on the capacity of our
education systems to respond. The graph below shows Oregon’s educational attainment levels in relation to the U.S.
and to the 40% 40% 20% goal.

Looking at the graph we can see that all K-12 students
would have to graduate, allowing for some attainment
that would occur through GED’s, community college 100
partnership with high school, and longer than 12-year
programs so that at age 24 all Oregonians have a high
school diploma or equivalent. Community colleges

Educational Attainment of Adults Age 25+
2005 Estimates Compared to Oregon’s 2015 Goal

would have to make significant gains in associate and 80
certificate program completion and the university
system would likewise need to make significant gains,
which would need additional resources to be accom-
60 -

plished.

Education through and beyond high school is growing
more central to the lives of more Oregonians than at
any time in our history. As knowledge and innovation
become the prime capital in global competition, educa-
tion increasingly determines the fortunes of individuals,
communities, and nations. The workforce in every com-
petitive economy needs to achieve ever increasing levels 20k
of knowledge and skills. Employers depend on a ready
supply of well-educated talent. Where education ce-
ments shared values and expands the personal horizons

Percentage of adults
S
S
1

15.8%
of individuals, it also advances family life, civic stability, 0
- L . S R 2025 Goal
and democratic ideals. This raises the bar for education U ¢ ) Goa
. . mm NO HS diploma
attainment in Oregon. = HS Diploma

E Associate’s Degree, Some College
E Bachelor’s Degree or higher

Source: Oregon Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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LEGISLATIVE MANDATE

In light of that transformation, the Governor has pro-
posed and the Legislature has adopted ambitious goals
for educational attainment.

The 2007 Legislature passed House Bill 3141, Section
15 (2) recommending;

(c) Design a legislative system to review a comprehen-
sive Pre-Kindergarten through Higher Education
budget and policy presentation; and in collaboration
with the Office of the Governor and workgroups
created by the Joint Boards of Education design and
recommend methods of financially supporting an
education system that has the following goals, in
collaboration with the Office of the Governor and
workgroups created by the Joint Boards of Educa-
tion:

(A) All students graduate from high school;
(B) Forty percent of high school graduates each

year go on to earn an associate degree or acquire
equivalent level work skills;

(C) Forty percent of high school graduates each year
go on to earn a bachelor’s degree; and

(D) Ensure that Oregon has world-class educational
institutions.

These goals envision a highly educated population

and accelerated learning opportunities for students.

The state must ramp up educational achievement and
workforce preparation to unprecedented levels. Oregon’s
graduates must be prepared to contribute positively to
the economic, civic, and cultural life of communities in
all regions of the state. While educated newcomers may
contribute to some attainment gains, Oregon will have
to do a better job educating its own citizens to meet the
high standard. This will tax the will and capacity of our
education systems, which heretofore have not faced such
expectations.

GOALS, ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES,
AND METRICS FOR POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION

The Commission recognized that the Postsecondary
Quality Education Model must be based on clear goals
for Oregon’s education system and built on the policy
work of the Oregon Joint Boards of Education and
other stakeholder groups that articulated an aligned
PK-20 education system. The Commission adopted and
developed the Quality Education Goals and Indicators
based on the goals of 40% 40% 20%.

The purpose of the quality education goals and indica-

tors are to:

*  Guide Oregon’s Education Enterprise to improve
education attainment in Oregon.

* Support policy decision-making to reach the goals of
40% 40% 20%.

The Postsecondary Quality Education goals and indica-
tors will:

* Incorporate Oregon’s existing skilled workforce char-
acteristics in assessing needs.

* Increase educational participation for all levels of
postsecondary education.

* Provide educational opportunities for student success
and progression.

¢ Retain and attract an educated workforce.

The following diagram describes the mission, goals, and
expected outcomes for an aligned Education Enterprise.
It identifies performance indicators to measure prog-
ress toward the goals and the education organizations
involved in the Enterprise, including Pre-Kindergarten
programs, K-12 education, Community Colleges, the
Workforce Investment Board, the Oregon University
System, Oregon Health Sciences University, and the
Oregon Student Assistance Commission. Further work
on performance indicators will be necessary.

Part 1 15
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GOALS AND INDICATORS
In developing the Oregon postsecondary quality edu-

cation goals and indicators, the Commission conduct-
ed a thorough review of education goals and indicators
for Arizona, Indiana, Kentucky, Minnesota, New York,
North Carolina, and Washington.

The states of Arizona, Minnesota, New York, and Wash-
ington were included in the review process due to their
high success rate in educating and retaining graduates,
as presented by Dennis Jones to the Oregon House

In 2005 and 2006 Minnesota state policymakers and
education stakeholders developed five goals and 23
indicators to serve as its higher education public agenda,
also know as the Minnesota Measures. The Minnesota
Measures are designed to measure the effectiveness of
Minnesota’s higher education system in meeting state
goals in a global economy (Minnesota Office of Higher
Education, 2007).

The Statewide Plan for Higher Education, 2004-2012 is
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PART TWO:

POSTSECONDARY QUALITY EDUCATION MODEL FRAMEWORK

he Commission is developing the conceptual

framework for a Postsecondary Quality Education
Model that will estimate the resources and propose the
policy decisions needed to achieve the 40% 40% 20%
education goal by 2025.The Model will serve as a tool
to support policy decision-making and state budget
development and will address both the core capacity of
the postsecondary education system and the selective
interventions needed to address gaps in the system.

The Model will draw on the collaboration among
Oregon’s government, business leaders, and postsecond-
ary education, to pursue policy initiatives that enhance
economic success. These initiatives include the focus on
achieving higher levels of education attainment, capi-
talizing on the state’s strength and expertise in sustain-
ability, and targeted investments in research to spur
economic growth.

The Postsecondary Quality Education Model will:

* Articulate a vision for a new postsecondary system
that anticipates the transformation of Oregon’s
economy and achieves the state’s goals for high edu-
cational attainment.

* Determine the capacity needed to achieve the 40%
40% 20% goal and identify a postsecondary educa-
tion pipeline incorporating the relevant capacity of
public and private colleges and universities, ap-
prenticeship programs, and other private education
programs.

* Estimate the level of successful completions that will
exist in 2025 without intervention.

* Identify areas along the pipeline where gaps exist that
interfere with the student flow, in and out, needed
to achieve the 40% 40% 20% goal and areas where
an increase in successful completions would signifi-
cantly close the gaps.

* Provide a tool for legislators and the public to ana-
lyze a variety of “what if” questions related to degree
achievement and the 40% 40% 20% goal.

* Provide a methodology and a calculator for project-
ing the costs of proposed programs and investments
to meet the state’s goal.

* Incorporate the role of university research and out-
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reach in economic development in the gap analysis.

Inform needed changes in programs, systems, ef-
ficiencies and productivity, and policies to reach state
goals.

Prioritize and recommend policy actions and invest-
ments needed to address the gaps.

The purpose of the Model will be to:

Enhance our understanding of Oregon’s education
system and the ‘education pipeline’.

Estimate the funding requirements for the postsec-
ondary system and the costs and benefits of policy
proposals.

Support investments in initiatives in a systematic
way to attain desired outcomes and achieve quality
education goals.

Estimate the numbers of students that will need ac-
cess to postsecondary education in the future.

The Postsecondary Quality Education Model will give
legislators and the public a way to analyze a variety of
what-if questions based on tangible components that
can be quantified.

How this Model Differs from the K-12 Quality
Education Model

Both the K-12 Quality Education Model and the new
Postsecondary Model are intended to provide a vi-

sion of a Quality Education, to serve as policy tools to
estimate the level of statewide resources needed to meet
state goals, and to support policy decision-making and
budget development. But there are some important dif-
ferences:

1) Goals - The K-12 Quality Education Model is

based on the Quality Education Goals that are set in
statute by the Legislature and on clear, measurable
standards for student achievement at different grade
levels set by the State Board of Education.

The proposed Postsecondary Quality Education
Model focuses on the 40% 40% 20% educational
attainment goals, adopted by the Joint Boards of
Education and the Oregon Legislature in House Bill
3141 in 2007. The Postsecondary Model will also

2)

3)

be influenced by the changing economy, workforce
needs, and the demands of global citizenship in the
21st Century. The Commission has reviewed and
evaluated the policy work completed by the Joint
Boards of Education and other education groups and
has developed a set of Quality Education Goals and
preliminary Indicators that will be used to measure
progress.

Quality - The K-12 Model emphasizes the capac-
ity needed to meet high standards, provide a well-
rounded education, and move a mandatory popula-
tion through K-12 levels to the required high school
diploma.

The Postsecondary Model will focus on degree/
certificate production, but it will also be necessary

to define Quality Postsecondary Education in terms
of the ‘quality’ of degrees and certificates, which
could be based on measures such as evidence from
the workplace, from subsequent education providers,
and direct assessment of learning.

Structure - The K-12 Model uses Prototype
Schools—Elementary, Middle, and High School—as
the unit of analysis and is focused on the primary
mission of K-12 education, which is Instruction. The
Model estimates the resources required to meet the
high standards and achieve high school graduation.

The new Postsecondary Model will focus on degree/
certificate achievement, or other measures of success-
ful completion, using results achieved by groups of
students at the different instructional program levels
and disciplines within the colleges and universities as
the unit of analysis.

It contains no prototype institutional assumption,
focusing instead on improvements needed in the
production of degrees/certificates and other measures
of succesful completion, both through additional
enrollments and through changes in retention and
completion.

The Postsecondary Model will eventually also ad-
dress the other two core missions of the postsecond-
ary system in addition to Instruction: Research and
Community and Public Service.

In addition, the Commission will address relation-
ships needed with Oregon business and workforce

sectors to support the transformation of the state
economy.

4) Student Enrollment - K-12 education enrolls a man-

5)

6)

dated population of students, and enrollment trends
are relatively easy to predict and can be accepted as a

given in the Quality Education Model.

Postsecondary enrollment is discretionary to some
extent and is determined by a number of variables
that are influenced by federal and state policy, finan-
cial factors, student choices, and campus missions.
The postsecondary education pipeline contains
multiple points of entry and successful completion.

An important element of the new Model will be a
mechanism to calculate enrollment changes needed
to meet state goals. In addition, the postsecondary
model will acknowledge enrollment capacities and
educational attainment from the private and inde-
pendent sectors as well as in-migration.

Funding Sources - K-12 is heavily state funded and
has few other funding sources.

The postsecondary system receives relatively little
state funding. The new Model will need to address
tuition and financial aid policies as well as other
major sources of funding.

Data — The state invested in the Database Initiative

to improve the quality and consistency of K-12 data
concurrent with the development of the K-12 Qual-
ity Education Model. The K-12 Model depends on

uniform data at the school level in order to compare
actual resources to those suggested by the prototype
schools.

The Postsecondary Model will initially rely on
system resources as a proxy for cost. As the Model
becomes more robust, it will incorporate actual and
estimated cost data.

An assessment of data quality across postsecondary
institutions and clarification of what data are needed
to support the new Postsecondary Model should be
a part of the effort over the next two years. State and
system-level data sets are adequate for, at least, the
initial use of the model and no major data initiative
is proposed at this time.
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PART THREE:

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2009-2011

q s the Commission moves forward with designing a

ulti-year model, the Commission has also devel-
oped a set of early recommendations to the Governor
as he prepares his budget for presentation to the 2009-
2011 Legislature, as follows:

1. The Commission strongly endorses the expansion
of the Shared Responsibility Model. The SRM—the
state-funded, need-based grant for college students—
enables more Oregon students to afford college. Pro-
viding access to affordable education, this program
will help us progress toward Oregon’s adopted goal
of 40% 40% 20%.

2. The Commission’s ultimate goal is to establish a
funding model that provides a tool for projecting
policy decisions on cost for postsecondary educa-
tion that will enable the state to achieve its goals for
quality and quantity of graduates needed to remain
competitive in the global economy. While work
continues on development of that model, the Com-
mission recommends that available funds be targeted
in three areas to maximize the benefit to Oregonians:

a. Strategies to expand the number of Oregonians
participating in the postsecondary education
system in collaboration with the K-12 sector.

b. Strategies to offer additional support targeted to
increase retention and persistence of students in
community colleges and universities through the
second year.

c. Strategies to increase completion rates to a 2-year
degree, certificate, or a 4-year degree.

3. The Commission recommends policy option pack-
ages based on their effectiveness in addressing those
three objectives. Examples of such programs include:

a. Investing in new career and technical education
programs.

b. Improving the transfer process between high
school, community colleges, and universities.

c. Additional outreach efforts to students from non-
traditional backgrounds.

d. Additional support services for students already
at college, including expanded advising, academic
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and career counseling, tutoring for students who
are struggling, and outreach to K-12.

4. The Commission recommends that the Legislature
fund the continuation of the work of the Commis-
sion to develop the technical aspects of the post-
secondary quality of education model, including
research, expert testimony, public forums, data col-
lection and analysis, communications, and drafting
a plan for implementation with an appropriation of
$300,000.

PART FOUR:

Current Model Development

he 40% 40% 20% state goal for educational attain-

ment is the main driver of the model design. The
model will serve as a policy tool for identifying, priori-
tizing, and developing proposals for investment and
intervention directed to achievement of the goal.

The model assumes a high level of collaboration be-
tween leaders in postsecondary education, state govern-
ment, and Oregon business and the changing needs of
the workplace. The state goal assumes both a changing
level and pattern of postsecondary degrees and also the
transformation needed in Oregon’s economy and work-
force necessary to productively value and use successful
postsecondary graduates.

Context for 40-40-20 goal

Less than high |  High school 2-year degree/ Bachelor’s or
school certificate higher
Economy/Work
Economy/
Work
By 2025
0% 20% 40% 40%
Economy/Work
I

Modeling 40, 40, 20: What Will it Take to Achieve it?

The GAP
Additional Diplomas, Certificates, and Degrees
Needed by 2025 to Achieve 40, 40, 20

Non-Traditional Adults

Closing Racial/Ethnic and
Regional/Geographic Gaps

20% HS Completions Increased Inputs Increased Throughputs Increased Outcome
1
Additional
Couege'GOlflg Rates Retention Rates Certificate and Degree Pro-
High School onchem High School Transfer Rates duction Needed to Achieve
Diplomas raduates : 40 Percent Associate and
Participation Rates of Graduation Rates Certificate, and 40 Percent

Bachelor’s and Higher

The Impact On:

Enrollment

Required General Revenues
- “Business as Usual” and
Increased Productivity

Degree achievement is a result of postsecondary educa-
tion investments, and the proposed model is oriented
to system-level relationships between enrollments and
degree/certificate production rather than to institutional
organization or program decisions.

It is important to note that college attendance and
completion result in other benefits to students and so-
ciety in general in addition to job preparation. For now,
these benefits will be assumed rather than built into the
model.

The Postsecondary Quality Education Model is a policy
tool, not a funding formula or distribution model. It
will be focused on total revenues needed to produce de-
sired results and will be applied at the state and system
level. It will not be institution specific.

The Model will rely on selected results measures along the
postsecondary education pipeline. Measures will include
inputs, throughputs, and outputs along the pipeline,

as shown in the schematic above. The Commission
engaged the expertise of consultants from the National
Center for Higher Education Management Systems
(NCHEMS), who have developed similar models for
the states of Arizona and Kentucky.

In operation, the measures shown above will be the
levers that can be moved based upon “what if” tests of
the impact on 40% 40% 20% of a proposed policy or
investment intervention. These measures were drawn
from similar efforts in Kentucky and Arizona, but are
common measures of progress along the postsecondary
education highway.

The model cannot accommodate every suggested mea-
sure, variable, or proposal. For that reason, some form
of ongoing policy analysis and decision is needed to
select, prioritize, and develop proposals for investment
and other change along the pipeline. Choices would
likely reflect both areas where significant progress can
be made quickly and areas where change will take more
time. Proposals in the latter category will be candidates
for addition to the model.

The financial component of the model will initially be
the total revenues related to achievement of degrees and
other successful completions. More definitive cost data
will be integrated into the model over time.

While the model can estimate the total revenue needed
for postsecondary education to meet the goal, the
highest and best use of it will be to inform areas where
targeted intervention can produce significant progress.
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The Postsecondary Quality Education Model will track
sub-populations within total Oregon population and
postsecondary education attendance, but only as needed
to support productive interventions leading to achieve-
ment of the goal. Since the middle 40% is a major
contributor to the Oregon economy and given the
particular relevance of many graduate and professional
degrees to the future of Oregon’s economy, these sub-
populations need to be understood, defined, identified,
and recognized. Population and enrollment data will
be organized by regional clusters based upon Oregon’s
Workforce Development Regions.

CHANGES NEEDED TO MEET STATE
GOALS

he Commission will explore the types of transfor-

mational changes that will be required for the state
to meet the Quality Education Goals. Much has been
accomplished over the past several years in re-thinking
the education system. Under Governor Kulongoski’s
leadership, Oregon has developed a PreK-20 vision for
education. The Workforce Investment Board also devel-
oped a strategic plan to help integrate the education and
workforce systems with state economic priorities.

The Joint Boards of Education, in collaboration with
the Office of the Governor, has developed a work plan
focused on PK-20 redesign and related workforce initia-
tives with the following goals:

* Restore the value of the high school diploma and
increase high school graduation requirements.

 Strengthen PK-20 systems alignment and integration
to facilitate smooth transition from K-12 to postsec-
ondary education and training.

* Develop a single unified vision for education
through a PK-20 budget and system performance
measures.

* Clearly communicate the information, decisions,
and actions around a shared and common vision for
education in Oregon and build a strong strategic
stakeholder alliance to accommodate effective policy
development.

The Model will serve as a tool to analyze policy choices
and estimate the costs and benefits of implementing var-
ious changes in postsecondary education—for example:
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Programs — What are the costs and impacts of various
program changes?

* Maintaining and developing strong academic pro-
grams with top quality faculty

* Creating supportive learning environments and
adequate instructional resources

* Raising students’ educational aspirations and increas-
ing access

Systems — What changes can be implemented and quanti-

fied?

* Strengthening systems alignment across the educa-
tion continuum

* Re-structuring to increase productivity and efficiency

Policies — What policy changes will accelerate progress?
What are the costs?

* Academic — Changes needed to increase student suc-
cess

* Resource Allocation — Aligning financial investments
and incentives with state goals

* Tuition — Setting tuition policy to ensure affordabil-
ity and program quality

* Financial Aid — Increasing access and affordability

Additional Students - What are the most effective ways to
increase the number of graduates?

* High School Acceleration — More high school stu-
dents graduate with college credit

* Increased participation — A greater percentage of
high school graduates enroll directly in postsecond-
ary education

* Higher retention — The percentage of postsecondary
students remaining in college to graduate or receive a
credential increases dramatically

* Adult learners — More adult learners return to post-
secondary education and complete their programs
successfully

* Other — Private university graduates, in-migration of
college graduates, non-resident graduates who stay
and work in Oregon

Postsecondary Capacity and Capital Investment

The state does not have a clear picture of the current
capacity of the postsecondary system to accommodate
enrollment growth, either operationally or in terms of
capital infrastructure.

We can assume that some of the increase in enrollment
can be accommodated through online learning, more
efficient use of facilities, extended hours, etc. But the
Commission will need to conduct further analysis to
determine future capacity needs. Such analysis will
identify both the operational (annual) and capital (facili-
ties and technology) costs that are necessary to achieve

quality.

What is not included in the Initial Postsecond-
ary Model

The Postsecondary Quality Education Model will
initially calculate costs for the seventeen public commu-
nity colleges and seven public universities in Oregon. It
will not include the Oregon Health Sciences University,
which is a quasi-public corporation, or the Oregon Stu-
dent Assistance Commission, which is a separate state
agency. Although cost estimates for private universities
(i.e. private universities, apprenticeship programs, pro-
prietary schools, etc.) will not be included, capacity and
projections for the number of graduates from private
colleges each year will be incorporated into the Model.

FUTURE POSTSECONDARY QUALITY
EDUCATION COMMISSION WORK

ver the past six months the Commission has

developed a set of Postsecondary Quality Educa-
tion Goals and crafted a framework for a Postsecondary
Quality Education Model. The Commission will con-
tinue its work over the next several months to further
develop the framework for the Model. The focus of the

work will be to:

* Develop a simple postsecondary database including
both financial and student data.

* Draft a conceptual postsecondary pipeline that
reflects core instructional capacity and identifies
student cohorts in the pipeline.

* Develop a methodology for a gap analysis to identify
areas along the pipeline that pose barriers to reaching
the 40% 40% 20% goal.

* Develop a methodology for assessing current system

capacity.

Outlined below are the Commission’s recommendations
for development of the Model during the next bien-
nium:

* Refine Postsecondary Quality Education Goals,
benchmarks, and metrics.

* Identify needed changes in programs, systems, ef-
ficiencies and productivity, and policies to meet state
goals.

* Develop Oregon data on full-time and part-time
faculty in the postsecondary system.

Develop the Model as an analytical tool:

* Produce a test version of the pipeline portion of the
model using existing data and results measures from
other states.

e Select results measures that will be the basis of “what
if” calculations related to proposals for intervention
along the pipeline.

* Develop a data set that meets the needs of the Model
by drawing from data now available.

* Use the model to identify, prioritize, and develop
proposals for interventions along the pipeline that
will make progress towards state goals.

* Determine future data needs, assess data quality, and
develop plans for standardization and ongoing data
enhancement.

Integrate actual cost data into the Model.
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PART FIVE:
FACULTY AND PROGRAM QUALITY

n the executive order establishing the Postsecondary
Quality Education Commission, Governor Kulon-
goski charged the Commission with addressing the issue
of part-time faculty and the impact on program quality
in postsecondary education. Specifically, the Commis-

sion is to:

Study the impact and use of part-time faculty and
graduate student employees on program quality and
student success, and recommend a consistent defini-
tion to describe adjunct, contingent and part-time

faculey (OUS, 2007).

The employment of part-time faculty in community
colleges and universities has become an issue of increas-
ing controversy among educators and policymakers as
the reliance upon part-time faculty has increased. In
1977, national statistics indicated that 34% of higher
education faculty were part-time; by 1998 this statistic
had risen to 43% overall. The employment of part-time
faculty differs by institution type, with 66% of com-
munity college faculty being part-time, 41% at private
four-year universities and 27% at public four-year
universities in 1998 (Miller, 2001). By 2005, all of these
statistics had increased, with part-timers representing
69% of the community college faculty, 50% of the
faculty at private four-year universities and 30% of the
faculty at public four-year institutions (NCES, 2007).
Generally speaking, part-time faculty receive less com-
pensation, in salary and benefits, than full-time faculty,
have less job-security, and are less likely to share in
perquisites such as office space. It is the understanding
of the Commissioners that there is some concern among
legislators that the quality of program and student
success is lower with use of part-time faculty. If this is
the case, they would propose a limit in the number or
proportion of part-time faculty at Oregon public higher
education institutions.

General Findings

The Commission conducted an extensive review of the
research on the impact of part-time faculty on program
quality and found that it is inconclusive. There are
hundreds of studies and articles on issues surrounding
part-time faculty, but very little quantitative work has
been published in peer-reviewed journals. Many studies
used small sample sizes and questionable methodol-
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ogy. However, two recent studies have been released

that attempt to relate the use of part-time instructors to
student success. The Commission has not had sufficient
time to analyze these studies but will review them and
other emerging research on the subject in considering
program quality issues.

Generally speaking, there is broad agreement that part-
time faculty are not in and of themselves problematic
and can add to the quality and variety of courses offered
by an institution. Because cost-savings and flexibility are
motivations in the expansion of the part-time faculty
corps, there is disagreement about whether quality is
being sacrificed in order to save money and serve more
students. In the theoretical best case, administrators
only hire part-time faculty who are equally or better
qualified than their tenure-track full-time peers, and
they are likely to be superior instructors because they
are evaluated only on their teaching ability and not on
research and service activities. In the theoretical worst
case, administrators are focused primarily on saving
money and will hire less-qualified instructors with sub-
standard teaching skills, or will hire qualified instructors
who do not have the time to do an excellent job because
they are busy commuting between schools and do not
have offices or other appropriate resources to serve
students well.

Perspectives on Part-time Faculty

Much has been written about the reasons for the expan-
sion of the ranks of part-time faculty and the potential
benefits and costs of this increased reliance. Nutting
argues that part-time faculty, at their best, provide ad-
ditional educational opportunities for students, such

as when an expert in a particular field who is not an
academic teaches one course a year at a local university
(Nutting, 2003). In this case, students are exposed to
coursework and perspectives they would not always get
from the permanent faculty. Some part-time faculty do
not want to teach full-time; they have other jobs and
obligations. Others seek a full-time position and are
teaching part-time as a stop gap until they find full-time
employment. For these reasons, part-time faculty are not
necessarily less qualified than full-time faculty. However,
Nutting is also concerned that part-timers are less likely
to receive institutional support at their colleges, in the
form of mentorship, office space, or predictable work.
Part-timers who teach at multiple colleges, so-called
“freeway flyers,” are particularly less likely to have time
to work with students outside of class.

Haeger singles out budgetary constraints as being the
most important reason for the increase in employ-
ment of part-time faculty at colleges and universities
(Haeger, 1998). In addition to saving money through
lower pay and benefits, the employment of part-time
faculty provides institutions with the flexibility to add
and eliminate courses without the costly and long-term
investment in tenure-track faculty. However, cost sav-
ings are not the only consideration. Part-time faculty
are a source of program enhancement, particularly for
pre-professional programs that actively seek full-time
professionals to provide real-world expertise to students.
Haeger is a university administrator and is concerned
both about substantive issues of quality regarding part-
time faculty (that they are providing as good an educa-
tion as tenure-track faculty) and issues of institutional
reputation (students come to universities expecting

to be taught by the tenured and tenure-track faculty).
Yet, Haeger concludes that quality issues surrounding
part-time faculty are less about what happens in the
classroom and more about what happens outside, with
part-timers having less time and institutional knowledge
to advise students.

Other observers are less convinced about the equiva-
lence in classroom instructional quality. Fulton argues
that quality must suffer when instructors string together
multiple teaching appointments at multiple universities,
essentially doing a full-time (or greater) job but without
the institutional support a full-time faculty member

at one campus would receive (Fulton, 2000). Colleges
are effective when faculty are involved in curriculum
development, faculty review, and academic planning, all
things to which part-timers may not contribute. Fulton
believes that core courses ought to be taught by full-time
faculty and that part-timers should be sought out with
special expertise not present in the full-time faculty.

What is the effect of part-time faculty on pro-
gram quality and student success?

The research is inconclusive. There are hundreds of
studies and articles on issues surrounding part-time fac-
ulty, but very little quantitative work has been published
in peer-reviewed journals. Many studies used small
sample sizes and questionable methodology. Two studies
exemplify many of the problems.

1. A study by Cruise, Furst, and Klimes examined stu-
dent evaluations, faculty evaluations, and self-evalu-
ations of instructors at a community college (Cruise,

1980). They found no statistically significant differ-
ences in the evaluations of part-time and full-time
faculty. One problem with this work is that it was
only done at one institution. The college chosen for
the study may be typical, or it may be atypical, in
ways that are relevant to the quality of the part-time
teaching corps. A more fundamental problem is
whether un-calibrated evaluations of teaching are a
valid measure of quality. This is controversial, and it
would be much better to have a quality measure tied
directly to student achievement and success.

2. A study by Bolge reviewed student performance in
a basic mathematics course at a community college
(Bolge, 1995). There were several sections, some
taught by full-time and others taught by part-time
faculty. All students took the same final exam. Bolge
found that there was no statistically significant
difference between the test scores for the students
taught by part-time faculty and the students taught
by full-time faculty. While a standard test is prob-
ably a better measure of student success than teach-
ing evaluations, the results of a study of a handful
of instructors of one course from one community
college cannot be generalized to all part-time faculty.
A much larger — and random — sample would be
needed, across colleges and disciplines. But measur-
ing student performance across colleges and disci-
plines would be very challenging.

The literature about part-time faculty and student
success is replete with studies like these: small efforts
with serious methodological flaws that do not provide

a robust analysis of the impact of part-time faculty on
student success. Probably the most sophisticated effort
to address part-time faculty and student success was
conducted by Jacoby in 2006. Jacoby used multiple
regression and data from all 1,209 public two-year col-
leges in the United States and found that community
colleges with a higher proportion of part-time faculty
have lower graduation rates (Jacoby, 2006). Jacoby’s

use of statistics is impressive, yet this study has seri-

ous problems. While graduation rates are considered

an important metric for four-year universities, they are
a very problematic measure of success for community
colleges. Many community college students transfer to a
four-year institution without taking an associate’s degree
and go on to earn a bachelor’s degree. Many community
college students are looking to upgrade their skills from
a few classes and are not interested in earning a degree
or certificate. And some community college students
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may be working on their degree part-time over a much
longer timeframe than a traditional student. Gradu-
ation rates are not a valid measure of student success
for community colleges. But even if they were a good
measure, this study is still flawed because it exemplifies
the ecological fallacy (JSTOR). Jacoby chose the college
as the unit of analysis. Just because colleges with lots

of part-time instructors happen to have low gradua-
tion rates does not mean that part-time instructors are
responsible for the low graduation rates. A better study
would use the instructor or the student as the unit of
analysis, but this would make the study much more
difficult to conduct because obtaining data on this level
would be an enormous undertaking.

Why is there so much variation in the propor-
tion of part-time faculty among institutions?

In a working paper, Liu and Zhang (2007) use multiple
regression to better understand the variation in part-
time faculty employment in colleges. They found that
the following factors are associated with institutions that
rely on a high proportion of part-time faculty:

* Full-time faculty earn high salaries

* Limited financial resources

¢ Urban location

* Small enrollment and many part-time students

* Private institutions (not including doctoral/research
institutions)

* Heavy reliance on tuition and fee revenue

These findings jibe with many of the reasons that col-
leges and universities employ part-time faculty. Insti-
tutions save money and gain financial flexibility by
employing part-time faculty, so it is not surprising that
colleges and universities with a difficult financial situa-
tion (limited resources, reliance on tuition due to lack of
state support) would have more part-time faculty. Urban
locations are likely to have an abundance of the kinds of
highly qualified specialists that colleges like to hire on

a part-time basis to provide students with varied course
options. It makes sense that colleges with many part-
time students would have more part-time instructors for
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scheduling reasons. Since many part-time students and
part-time instructors work full time during the week,
they are likely to be restricted to teaching and attending
class during evenings and weekends, timeslots that may
be less attractive to full-time faculty.

What is the situation in Oregon?

The Commission has requested data about full-time and
less than full-time faculty from all Oregon universities
and community colleges. Some data have been reported
from community colleges, but the Commission is still
waiting for data from the Oregon University System
along with the rest of the community college data. The
data request along with a sample of preliminary results is
available in Appendix D.

Recommendations

Because research on the impact of part-time faculty on
program quality and student success is inconclusive, it
would be premature to limit the employment of part-
time faculty at Oregon community colleges and univer-
sities. Since part-time faculty employment varies accord-
ing to many factors, such a limit would have significant
unintended and undesirable consequences, including
fewer course options for students, and would particu-
larly affect institutions in urban areas and small institu-
tions serving a high proportion of part-time students.

There is anecdotal evidence that some part-time fac-
ulty string together multiple jobs at multiple colleges
to create a full-time job. There is no quantitative data
identifying how many “freeway flyers” are working in
Oregon, although it is certainly a small minority of all
part-time faculty (82% of part-time faculty teach two
or fewer courses) (Miller, 2001). Improving the work-
ing conditions and benefits for freeway flyers could be a
good near-term project for study while awaiting bet-
ter information on the impact of part-time faculty on
student success.

The Commission recommends that a uniform definition
for less than full-time faculty be adopted by the colleges
and universities. All Oregon community colleges and
universities would establish systems and procedures to
produce annual reports on the quantity and utilization
of full-time and less than full-time faculty in accordance
with the uniform definition.

Further recommendations are premature until more
data are made available to the Commission.

Appendices

Appendix A:

Appendix B:

Appendix C:

Appendix D:

Education Goals and Indicators Comparison

Model Framework

Background on Postsecondary System

Faculty and Program Quality Data

Appendices
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Extramural research and development funding per capita.

College graduates remaining Kentucky to live and work.

construction trades, health care, early childhood education and other middle-wage

occupations.
Invest in university- and college-based research that improves student learning and

ing North Carolina’s education system to ensure that students leave school better
states in both total and federal research and development expenditures per capita
by 2012 (Indiana’s colleges and universities, ICHE, Indiana Department of Work-
force Development).

Launch the first Center for 21st Century Skills. The Center is focused on chang-
prepared to succeed in the global economy.

Indiana must aspire to rapidly implement or expand programs that respond to
critical state and regional workforce needs, and be among the top Midwestern

neering, mathematics and health sciences and mid-level degree programs in the
Improve student interest in and preparation for programs in high demand by

Expand bachelor’s and advanced degree programs in science, technology, engi-
employers.

Degree and other credential production in focus fields.
drives innovation and economic growth.

Workforce training and assessment.

More citizens having access to higher education to meet future economic and

workforce needs.

Research

Capacity (human and fiscal resources) to assist in meeting student needs along

with the State’s workforce, economic, and societal needs.

Are Kentucky’s people, communities, and economy

benefiting?

a well-prepared, world-class workforce; to advance
improve the quality of life of Indiana and its residents

Contribute to a dynamic, cutting-edge economy by
collaborating with government and business to create
human knowledge; to enrich the culture, and to

Promote economic growth and innovation.

21st Century Schools

through high quality research and creative activity,

which where appropriate, will be supported by an

increasing level of external funding.

State Needs

Institutional Needs

Kentucky

Washington
North Carolina

Indiana

New York
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Appendix B — Model Framework

YT he Commission began by creating a simple frame-

A work to guide its thinking as it began to concep-
tualize the model, as shown in the following schematic.
Early on, the 40% 40% 20% state goal for educational
attainment became the main driver for model design.
This overarching goal is supported by the Quality Edu-
cation Goals and Benchmarks, which the Commission
reviewed and embellished.

The schematic also depicts the current ‘AS IS’ Post-
secondary Education System by major program areas,
current number of students, costs, and outcomes and
assumes that the transformational changes needed in the
system will require modifications in programs, resources,
and policies to meet the state goal.

A key function of the model will be to estimate the
number of students that must be educated to meet the
state goals by 2025 and to identify the types of interven-
tions that will be most effective.

The schematic also indicates that the work of the Com-
mission will be phased over a number of years, begin-
ning with a focus on lower division and professional/
technical students and then integrating other critical
postsecondary instructional functions into the model
over time.

Now in the early stages of model development, the
Commission is building the ‘pipeline’ portion of the
Model, which will focus on degree and certificate pro-
duction. It will be designed to identify points along the
postsecondary education pipeline where an increase in
successful completions would significantly close the gap
between current achievement and 40% 40% 20%.

Initially, revenues will be used as a proxy for actual costs
with the expectation that cost estimates will be integrat-
ed into the model over time.

A summary of the pipeline model development to date
is found in Part 4 of this report.

The Commission has identified the ‘Quality’ of degrees
and certificates achieved as a key issue that it will begin
to address in the coming months, recognizing that a
focus on quantity of degrees and certificates alone is not
sufficient to meet state goals and support the transfor-
mation of Oregon’s economy.
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Oregon Success

Outcomes
Outcomes
QOutcomes

New

~

New Postsecondary Model

New
Cost

Programs
Systems
Resources
Policies
Students
Future
Changes

New
More

High School
Higher Retention
Capital Renewal &

Acceleration
Participation

Increased
Other
Expansion

Additional Students
Adult Learners

+

Changes to Meet Goals

Changes
Future PSQEC Work

- Financial Aid

- Academic
- Resource

Allocation
- Tuition

Programs
Resources
Systems
Efficiencies
Policies

+

ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES

STATE GOALS 40% - 40% - 20%
QUALITY EDUCATION GOALS & BENCHMARKS

Outcomes
Outcomes
Outcomes

Costs

of Students
Number
of Students

X | Number

Current Postsecondary Education System

Lower Division, Profes-
Instruction Programs
Fixed Capital Cost/Std.
Adult Basic Ed, Graduate
Instruction Programs
Auxiliary Services
Scholarships/Loans

Cost per Student
Public/Community

sional/Technical
Upper Division
Student Services
Overhead Costs
Professional
Student Services
Overhead Costs
Cost per Student
Research
Service
Overhead Costs

Appendix C — Background on Postsecondary System

CCWD and Community Colleges

What Community Colleges Do

Oregon has 17 community colleges located throughout
the state. Community colleges specialize in instruction
that is directed toward preparing students for a particu-
lar job (known as career and technical education) or
preparing students to complete a degree at a four-year
university as well as foundational skills such as basic
skills, GED and English Language Acquistion, and
continuing education.

Community colleges award two types of credentials.

* Associate’s degrees are granted to students who have
completed a two-year course of study that is designed
to provide an education in a major area. Some associ-
ate programs are designed to facilitate transfer to a
university to complete a four-year degree. Other as-
sociate programs are designed to prepare students for
a particular occupation. All associate degrees include
a core of general education requirements.

* Certificates are granted to students who have com-
pleted a course of study that is designed to prepare
them for a specific job. Certificates usually require
less coursework than an associate’s degree. They
frequently require one year of study, but some are
designed to be completed in a quarter or two.

Community colleges offer programming in a multitude
of areas, and it is common for colleges to offer both
certificates and associate’s degrees in a particular area.
Examples of programs that are offered at many colleges
include:

» Accounting
» Business Administration
» Computer Applications
»  Computer Science
» Hospitality Management
» Retail Management
» Nursing
» Emergency Medical Technology
» Criminal Justice
» Early Childhood Education
» Instructional Assistant
» Automotive Technology
» Construction Technology
» Electronics Technology
» Network Technologies
» Welding and Fabrication

All colleges also offer basic coursework in
many areas that can be applied to a degree

Blue Mountain
[

Columbia Gorge

@ Linn-Benton
®osu

Central Oregon
0SU-Cascades

@ Rogue

Klamath
soue %o

Source: CCWD

at a four-year institution that include:
» Poreign Language

» English

» HiStOl‘y

» Art

Treasure Valley @ » Music

» Math

» Biology

» Chemistry
» Physics

» Agriculture

» Social Sciences
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There are also many programs that are exclusive to a few
colleges or even a single campus. Examples include:

» Aviation

» Journalism

» Dental Hygiene

» Massage Therapy

» Mental Health

» Physical Therapy

»  Social Work

»  Graphic Design

» Building Inspection

» Truck Driving

» Environmental Management
» Hazardous Materials

» Geographic Information Systems
» Maritime Science

» Turf and Landscape

» Culinary Arts

» Winemaking

Generally speaking, community college missions are fo-
cused more on teaching and less on research and service
activities that are emphasized at universities. They offer
many programs that universities do not. Of these, the
career and technical programs are often very expensive
to operate, requiring low student to teacher ratios and
specialized equipment.

A degree from a community college is helpful, but
not required, for admission to a four-year institution.
Many students attend courses at community colleges
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and transfer to a university without obtaining a degree.
Some of those students participate in dual enrollment
programs, which allow students to attend a community
college and a university while seeking a bachelor’s de-
gree. Additionally, many students will take coursework
to upgrade their skills and job prospects but not achieve
a certificate. Therefore, it is difficult to assess commu-
nity colleges from the perspective of graduation rates or
dropout rates, as attending courses without obtaining an
associate’s degree or certificate is not necessarily indica-
tive of an unsuccessful outcome for some students.

How Community Colleges are Governed

Community colleges are independent entities governed
by locally-elected boards of directors. Each board has
the authority to set policies for their college, present the
voters with property-tax funded construction bonds,
and hire a president who serves as the administrator of

the college.

While colleges have considerable flexibility due to their
local governance, they are part of a state system, rely

on the state for a major part of their funding, and are
subject to state laws and policies governing community
colleges. The State Board of Education is appointed

by the Governor and sets policy for public schools

and community colleges in Oregon, also known as the
K-14 system. The State Board is responsible for approv-
ing all new associate’s degree and certificate programs.
Led by a Commissioner appointed by the State Board,
the Oregon Department of Community Colleges and
Workforce Development (CCWD) is the state agency
that implements these policies and maintains central
databases on community colleges, faculty, staff, stu-
dents, and finances. CCWD administers state funding
and federal funds related to programs like the Workforce
Investment Act, working along with other state agencies,
such as the Oregon Department of Education’s Office of
Professional Technical Education.

Oregon Community Colleges

Blue Mountain Community College
(2007 enrollment, 1,782), located in Pendleton, with
centers in Hermiston, Milton Freewater, and Baker City.

Central Oregon Community College

(2007 enrollment, 4,400), located in Bend with a center
in Redmond. The Oregon State University — Cascades
Campus is located on Central Oregon’s Bend campus.

Chemeketa Community College

(2007 enrollment, 7,255), located in Salem, with cam-
puses in McMinnville and Woodburn and centers in
Dallas and Santiam.

Clackamas Community College
(2007 enrollment, 6,613), located in Oregon City, with
centers in Milwaukee and Wilsonville.

Clatsop Community College
(2007 enrollment, 1,262), located in Astoria, with a
center in Seaside.

Columbia Gorge Community College
(2007 enrollment, 960), located in The Dalles, with a
center in Hood River.

Klamath Community College
(2007 enrollment, 861), located in Klamath Falls.

Lane Community College

(2007 enrollment, 8,616), located in south Eugene,
with centers in downtown Eugene, the Eugene Airport,
Cottage Grove, and Florence.

Linn-Benton Community College
(2007 enrollment, 5,290), located in Albany, with cen-
ters in Corvallis, Lebanon, and Sweet Home.

Mt. Hood Community College
(2007 enrollment, 7,588), located in Gresham, with a
campus in northeast Portland.

Oregon Coast Community College
(2007 enrollment, 507), located in Newport, with cen-
ters in Lincoln City and Waldport.

Portland Community College

(2007 enrollment, 24,353), located in Portland, serves
west Multnomah and Washington counties and has
three major campuses. Cascade Campus is located in
north Portland, Rock Creek Campus is near Beaverton,
and Sylvania Campus is in southwest Portland near
Lake Oswego and Tigard. PCC has centers located in
central eastside Portland, northeast Portland, southeast
Portland, Hillsboro, and Beaverton.

Rogue Community College

(2007 enrollment, 4,398), located in Grants Pass, with
campuses in Medford and White City and centers in
Grants Pass, White City, and Kerby.

Southwestern Oregon Community College
(2007 enrollment, 2,344), located in Coos Bay, with
campuses in Brookings, Gold Beach, and Port Orford.

Tillamook Bay Community College
(2007 enrollment, 313), located in Tillamook, with a
center in Nehalem.

Treasure Valley Community College

(2007 enrollment, 2,010), located in Ontario, with a
campus in Caldwell, Idaho and centers in Nyssa, Burns,
and Lakeview.

Umpqua Community College
(2007 enrollment, 2,122), located in Roseburg.
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Financing

Historically, the major source of funding for commu-
nity colleges was the property tax, which was set by the
locally-elected community college board. In the 1990s,
voters approved ballot measures to cut and limit increas-
es to property taxes. Now, the major source of funding
is the state general fund (the income tax), followed by
tuition/fees and the property tax.

State support for community colleges has been cyclical.
To make up for cuts in state funding during the reces-
sion earlier in the decade, colleges raised tuition (61%
over the last five years, on average) and cut the number
of course sections offered (from 93,296 statewide in
2001-02 to 86,825 in 2005-06). As community college
students are highly price sensitive, it is not surprising
that student enrollment dropped from 102,119 FTE in
2001-02 to 91,401 FTE in 2005-06. Community col-
lege is still significantly less expensive than alternatives.
One year of resident tuition and fees at a community
college is around $3,000; whereas, OUS institutions
charge around $6,000 for resident tuition and fees.
However, Oregon has the third highest community col-
lege tuition among fifteen western states, and the impact
of high tuition on enrollment is a formidable barrier to
achieving Oregon’s 40% 40% 20% educational attain-
ment goal.

Oregon University System and Campuses

The Oregon University System (OUS) includes the
state’s seven universities: three large research universities
and four smaller regional universities. The OUS is gov-
erned by the Oregon State Board of Higher Education,
which is appointed by the Governor. The Board hires a
Chancellor who is the chief executive and administrative
officer of the system. Each individual university is led by
a President who is appointed by the Board.

Oregon universities fulfill several missions, includ-

ing undergraduate, graduate, and professional educa-
tion, distance learning, research, grant administration,
service, public outreach, international programs, library
and archival access, continuing education, and athletics.
Every institution is different in the programs offered,
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although all offer a variety of undergraduate degrees for
first-year and transfer students. Community colleges are
an important source of students who ultimately transfer
to four-year OUS universities, and significant efforts
have been made to improve the credit transfer process.
Through dual-enrollment programs, students can even
be enrolled in and take courses at a community college
and an OUS university at the same time.

The seven OUS institutions, in descending order of
enrollment, are:

Portland State University (2007 enrollment, 24,999)

is an urban campus located in downtown Portland,

with a wide variety of degree options in the liberal arts,
sciences, education, business, engineering and computer
science, and fine arts. PSU also has a school of social
work and a renowned school of urban and public affairs.
PSU serves a high proportion of part-time students
(over 4 in 10).

University of Oregon (2007 enrollment, 20,376),
located in Eugene, offers degrees in liberal arts, sciences,
computer science, music, and business. The university
has significant graduate programs in the liberal arts and
social sciences and is recognized for its programs in
architecture and allied arts, education, and journalism/
communications. Oregon offers programs to the metro
region through its Portland facility, and the university
is the operator of the Oregon Executive MBA program,
which is a collaborative effort among UO, PSU, and
OSU. The UO School of Law is the only law school in
the Oregon University System.

Oregon State University (2007 enrollment, 20,250)

is Oregon’s land grant university, with the mission of
providing educational and outreach benefits to residents
across the state. With a main campus in Corvallis, OSU
offers degrees in liberal arts, sciences, education, busi-
ness, engineering and computer science, along with
highly regarded programs in agriculture and forestry.
Oregon State offers the only professional degrees in
veterinary medicine and pharmacy in the Oregon
University System. OSU has a large distance education
operation (e-campus) and operates a statewide network
of extension services, which provide research-based tech-
nical assistance to Oregonians. OSU is the operator of

a smaller campus (known as OSU — Cascades) in Bend,
which serves students in the central Oregon region who
may be enrolled in any of Oregon’s public universities.

Western Oregon University (2007 enrollment, 5,037)
is located in Monmouth, Oregon 20 minutes west of
Salem. Degrees at WOU are mostly in the liberal arts
and sciences, but also include business and computer
science. Western offers graduate degrees in education,
music, and criminal justice.

Southern Oregon University (2007 enrollment, 4,836)
is located in Ashland, Oregon. In addition to liberal arts
and sciences, Southern offers health, criminal justice,
and computer science. SOU offers graduate degrees in
education, business, computer science, and theatre stud-
ies.

Eastern Oregon University (2007 enrollment, 3,433) is
located in La Grande, Oregon. Eastern offers programs
in liberal arts, sciences, education, and business and
operates a large distance education program. Through a
cooperative arrangement with Oregon State University,
EOU offers programs in agricultural sciences. Eastern
also has pre-professional programs in nursing and dental
hygiene.

Oregon Institute of Technology (2007 enrollment,
3,318) is located in Klamath Falls and mostly offers
undergraduate degrees in science and engineering. Or-
egon Tech also offers degrees related to the health fields,
such as health sciences and medical imaging technology,
along with pre-professional programs in nursing and
dental hygiene. OIT specializes in unique, interdisci-
plinary science/engineering degrees, such as the new
program in renewable energy systems.

Financing

Universities in Oregon are funded by four major sourc-
es: tuition and fees, research grants, donations, and sup-
port from the state general fund (the revenue generated
by the personal and corporate income tax). Since the
voters approved property-tax limitation measures in the
1990s, legislators have devoted more of the general fund
to K-12 education and less to universities. In 1990, the
state provided $4,292 per student in the university sys-

tem. By 2006, this contribution had dropped to $2,443.
Because of this decline in state support, universities have
relied more on the other three sources of revenue, and
this has included significant increases in tuition and fees.
As a share of median family income, tuition and fees to
attend an Oregon public university have doubled over
the past 30 years.

Student Financial Aid

Traditionally, Oregon has been a low-tuition, low-finan-
cial aid state. As state support has declined and tuition
has risen, it has become significantly more difficult for
Oregonians of modest means to afford college. In 2007,
the state legislature enacted a broad overhaul of financial
aid and appropriated a significant increase in funds to
help children from low and middle income families at-
tend college. The program is called the Shared Respon-
sibility Model, and the intention of the program was

to provide enough financial aid so it would be reason-
able for a student to be able to work their way through
college. The increased state grants (called the Oregon
Opportunity Grant) are available to students attending
public and private universities and community colleges.
The program is in the first year of a four-year phase-

in; however, it has already attracted strong interest and
is oversubscribed. In 2009, the legislature will make a
key decision whether to invest additional resources to

sustain the Shared Responsibility Model.
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Appendix D — Faculty and Program Quality Data

Data Request for Faculty and Program Quality Subcommittee

April 29, 2008

For purposes of this list, “less than full-time” means
position(s) that are less than the quantity of time for
either an academic year, or, regardless of the quantity of
time, fewer than the number of academic terms that are
considered full-time. Eligibility for benefits is not deter-
minative. References to “teaching/instructional faculty/
staff” includes graduate teaching fellows/assistants and
any undergraduates teaching.

Data should be for each of the last five fiscal years to/
through the most recent available.

* Total number of teaching/instructional faculty/staff
in OUS system (by university and by campus and by
school or division)

* Total number of teaching/instructional faculty/staff
in community college system (by college and cam-
pus)

¢ Definition(s) of full-time

* Reference or source of policy containing the
definition

* Titles (e.g., “Professor”) used for full-time posi-
tions

* Definition(s) for each and all teaching/instruc-
tional faculty/staff positions that are less than
full-time

* Reference or source of policy containing the
definition(s)

* Tides (e.g., “adjunct,” or designations (e.g., term-

by term) used for positions that are less than
full-time

* Number and percent of total teaching/instruc-
tional faculty/staff who are full time

* Number and percent of total teaching/instruc-
tional faculty/staff who are less than full-time
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* Number and percent of positions that are
tenured and tenure-track, or for community
colleges, similarly employed

* Range, Mean, median and mode for length of
service for each title used for full-time and for
less than full-time positions

* Listing of instructional qualifications of teach-
ing/instructional faculty/staff positions that are
full-time faculty/staff

* Listing of instructional qualifications of teach-
ing/instructional faculty/staff positions that are
less than full-time

* Number of students taught by full-time teach-
ing/instructional faculty/staft (headcount or
FTE)

* Number of students taught by less than full-
time teaching/instructional faculty/staff

* For courses that are basic courses to meet
graduation diploma or transfer requirements
(e.g., an English or math or social studies re-
quirement for the degree)

The number of courses that are taught by full-

time teaching/instructional faculty/staff

The number of students (by headcount and FTE)
in these degree-requirement courses taught by
full-time teaching/instructional faculty/staff

The number of courses that are taught by less
than full-time teaching/instructional faculty/staff

The number of students (by headcount and FTE)
in these degree-requirement courses taught by
less than full-time teaching/instructional faculty/

staff

Number of credit-hours taught by full-time
teaching/instructional faculty/staff

* Number of students transferring to four-year
colleges from each community college

* Makeup of faculty by gender, ethnicity/race,
and age (disaggregated by full-time and less
than full-time) for OUS and each OUS univer-

sity, and for each community college

Percent of full-time teaching/instructional fac-
ulty/staff with offices and office hours in OUS
by university and in community colleges by
each college

Percent of less than full-time teaching/instruc-
tional faculty/staff with offices and office hours
in OUS by university and in community col-

leges by each college

Hiring process by OUS system (and by univer-
sity) for full-time teaching/instructional faculty/
staff (where different from above) for less than
full-time teaching/instructional faculty/staff
Reference or source of policy describing the pro-
cess

* Hiring process by community college system
(and college) for full-time teaching/instruc-
tional faculty/staff (where different from above)
for less than full-time teaching/instructional
faculty/stafft

Reference or source of policy describing the pro-

cess

* Duties and responsibilities of full-time teach-
ing/instructional faculty/staff with respect
to curriculum development, student contact
outside of class, and participation in governance
and any other major duty or responsibility less

than full-time teaching/instructional faculty/
staff with respect to curriculum development,
student contact outside of class, and participa-
tion in governance and any other major duty or
responsibility

* Job continuation rights for full-time and less
than full-time

* Listing of any studies or reviews on the status
of less than full-time teaching/instructional fac-
ulty/staff produced by OUS, OUS university,
community colleges or any individual commu-

nity colleges

Budgeting distinctions between full-time posi-
tions and less than full-time positions. For
example, are all teaching/instructional faculty/
staff positions categorized together? Separately?
Other than financial values, what are the dis-
tinctions?
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Percentage of students taught by full-time instructors at Oregon community colleges.

Mean and median for length of service (in years) for each title used for full-time and for less than full-time positions.
Several colleges did not report or indicated the question was not applicable. Central Oregon had several categories, so

their answer is omitted from the comparison.

2002-03 2006-07

Blue Mountain 61% 59%
Central Oregon 57% 64%
Chemeketa 67% 63%
Clackamas 58% 53%
Clatsop 41% 66%
Columbia Gorge 23% 25%
Klamath Did not respond

Lane 57% 56%
Linn-Benton 62% 64%
Mt. Hood 53% 60%
Oregon Coast 28% 29%
Portland Did not respond

Rogue 449% 42%
SW Oregon 62% 55%
Tillamook Bay 38% 37%
Treasure Valley Did not respond

Umpqua 67% | 67%

2002-03 2006-07

Mean Median Mean Median
Chemeketa FT 13.3 13.1 10.2 10.8
Chemeketa PT 7 11.8 7.4 7.9
Columbia Gorge FT 5 2 4 4
Columbia Gorge PT 5 3 5 3
Klamath FT 2.5 2 3.6 3
Klamath PT 2.4 2 3.6 3
Lane FT 12 11 13.2 13
Lane PT 9 6 9.3 7
LB Contracted 11.1 10
LB Noncontracted 3.79 3
Rogue FT 9.1 6 9.5 9
Rogue PT 2.9 2.7 4.7 4.3
Southwestern OR FT 8.3 10.3 10
Southwestern OR PT 6.2 5.9 4

Percentage of students taking basic courses to meet graduation diploma or transfer requirements taught by full-time

instructors, by section, headcount, FTE, and by credit-hours.

2002-03 2006-07

Sections Headcount FTE Credits Sections Headcount FTE Credits
Blue Mountain 57% 60% 65% 60% 57% 62% 63% 60%
Central Oregon 57% 60% 62% 61% 64% 66% 69% 68%
Chemeketa 67% 65% 68% 67% 62% 61% 64% 61%
Clackamas 59% 56% 60% 64% 55% 53% 55% 60%
Clatsop 43% 37% 41% 41% 54% 57% 66% 66%
Columbia Gorge 20% 18% 26% 24% 23% 21% 28% 27%
Klamath Did not respond
Lane 57% 56% 58% 62% 56% 56% 60% 63%
LB Contracted 61% 61% 66% 64% 65% 61% 66% 63%
Mt. Hood 49% 50% 53% 51% 57% 57% 61% 59%
Oregon Coast 36% 24% 23% 21% 33% 20% 19% 22%
Portland 47% 45% 47% 48% 42% 43% 46% 46%
Rogue 57% 47% 50% 60% 55% 44% 46% 59%
Southwestern OR 49% 66% 65% 68% 46% 53% 56% 57%
Tillamook Bay 38% 28% 33% 42% 34% 33% 33% 35%
Treasure Valley Did not respond
Umpqua 64% | 68% | 67% 68% 64% 73%
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Faculty Instruction Data for the Oregon University System

FTE Studnet Instruction by Faculty and Graduate Assistants

All OUS Institutions Combined

Fall Fourth Week, 1997 to 2007

Full-time faculty Part-time faculty Graduate asst. Total
Student

Year Student FTE % Student FTE % Student FTE % FTE
1997 39,535.7 73.7% 10,745.6 20.0% 3,386.6 6.3% 53,667.9
2002 49,874.1 75.4% 12,110.3 18.3% 4,122.2 6.2% 66,106.6
2007 47,93.6 71.5% 14,177.3 21.1% 4,970.2 7.4% 67,079.1

Note: Student FTE for which the instructor of record is unknown (5% to 6% of overall student (FTE has
been distributed proportionately between full-time and part-time faculty.

Source: OUS institutional Research Services, files run from October 31 payroll, 1997. 2002. 2007.
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Notes

Page 26 — A famous example of the ecological fallacy was Stack and Gundlach’s 1992 study that linked country music
to suicide because cities with a high proportion of country-music listeners had above average rates of suicide. The
problem is apparent: because the unit of analysis is the city, we have no idea whether or not the people who com-
mitted suicide were actually country music listeners. For more, visit http://www.jstor.org/pss/2580303.
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