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Can you tell me if | will get a good job in
my field with a degree from this college?
Do you live in AR, CA, CO, FL, NJ, TN, TX
or VA?

(...) No. I live in Michigan.

Do you want to live in AR, CA, CO, FL, NJ,
TN, TX or VA?

Um, no. | need to go to college near

home. Why?

If you did, I could answer your question.
I mean if you plan to go to a public
college in one of those states...

Can you tell me what | will learn that |
can use with this degree?

Seriously, what skills will | hav
don't have now?

Isn’t that the whole purpose of
Why won't you tell me what | will
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WHY IMPROVE POSTSECONDARY DATA?




In an era of escalating college costs, what do students and the public invest in
postsecondary education and what do they get in return?

DOES (ACCESS x COMPLETION) / COST

VALUE FOR STUDENTS & SOCIETY?

Source: Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation
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Can we adequately answer
No.

ary outcomes and value?

Due to an incomplete and disconnected postsecondary data infrastructure, we have
only partial or no answers to basic questions such as:

= How many non-traditional students attend college and do they successfully
complete credentials? (This includes low-income, adult, and first-generation
students as well as students who transfer and/or attend college part-time.)

Do students who do not graduate transfer to other colleges and earn degrees, or
do they drop out altogether?

How much debt are students accumulating in college, and can they repay their
loans?

Are students obtaining employment in their field after college, and what do they
earn?

How much are students learning in college, and how are they contributing to
society?
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better data really lead to better outcomes

DATA

ACTION

RESULTS

‘When low-income STUDENTS
get targeted and timely
information about college

prices and completion rates.

They choose to attend colleges
that offer more academic and
financial resources.

And they earn degrees at
higher rates.

When COLLEGES use “real-
time” data to identify students
atrisk of not completing their

They can deploy “justin time”
resources to help students get
back on track

And boost retention and
graduation rates by double
digits.

When POLICYMAKERS use data
to set meaningful performance
targets for colleges.

They can enact systemwide
policies and reforms to remove
major barriers to completion..

And measurably increase the.
number of students earning
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Source: Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation
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HOW TO IMPROVE POSTSECONDARY DATA?

POSTSEC

DATA

Postsecondary data theory of change

There is clear evidence that better
data lead to better outcomes in
higher education.

There are two major barriers to
obtaining better data at scale: data

quality (e.g. metrics) and data
infrastructure (e.g. systems). e A oaTause

Our work to date includes
developing  a r.o_bust metrlf:s
fi k synthesizing adh in
data quality in the field.
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Collec for Wide Use

Wide adoption of the framework
requires major improvements in
data systems.

Source: Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation
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States recognize the value of postsec:
data initiatives
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Development process for the metrics framewo
The metrics for the fr k were not sel d, or created, in a vacuum.

* IHEP and BMGF reviewed many voluntary data collection initiatives as well as national
postsecondary data collections, like IPEDS, to determine where the field was converging
on access, progression, completion, cost, and post-college outcome metrics.

We took the metrics framework on the road.

* IHEP and BMGF went to conferences and met with field experts to test the
recommended metrics, solicit feedback, and incorporate their expertise into the
framework.

* The metrics framework is a product not of closed-door meetings, but of the field’s work
over the past decade. A major goal is to accurately reflect where the field has converged
already and recommend continued progress.
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Review of data initiatives, dashboards, funding formulas revealed field
convergence around key metrics

. “
Source: Bl & Meinda Gtes Foundaton =~ IHEP

States also vary in their collection of key postsecondary perfor ce metrics

A ca
State Agency AL AK AR AR (CCS (CSU) (U €O CT R GA H D I Total
Enroliment o e . . . L S S ST ST S 53
Student prices . . 1
Debt . L 9
Persistence e . . LR ST SR S ST ST 52
Remedial course

completion . D) e e 37
Gateway course

completion . B e 18
Credit accumulation ¢ o e . T Y e e e a9
Transfer-out e e e . e e e 50
Graduation rate . . 0 e e e 2
Time to degree. . B e 18
Credits to degree . B e 2
Credentials conferred ¢ ¢+ # . PR ST S S ST SRS 54
Employment rate e u
Earnings . . PR ST S S ST ST 38
Total 5 5 3 10 & 6 4 1 1w 9 2

9 7 10
[} v
Source: Armstrong, J. & Zaback, K. (2016). 4

Assessing and improving stale postsecondary data systems.
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Metrics framework design principles

Counting All
Students

Most initiatives began collecting data precisely because they could not track the outcomes of non-traditional
students — such as part-time, underprepared, transfer, and low-income students ~ in existing national datasets like
IPEDS. As such, the framework definitions reflect this progress in the field, and pushes the field further forward
with recommendations such as using 12-month instead of fall cohorts to capture the more than 1/3 of students
who start after the fall term, particularly in the community college and for-profit sectors,

Counting All
Outcomes

Many initiatives track a more rohust set of student outcomes, including transfer and completion at subsequent
Institutions. The framework reflects this progress in the field, but distinguishes between success rates (graduation
or upward transfer from initial institution) and persistence rates (graduation, transfer, or still enrolled at initial or
subsequent institution) to encourage colleges and universities to use student persistence rates to set stretch goals
for improving their institutional success rates. Research shows that students who complete their programs are
miich more fikely to do 5o at their initial institution.

Costs Count  While most initiatives include many of the access, progression, and completion metrics in the framework, fewer
initiatives include cost and efficiency metrics. Although available data remain limited to construct these metrics, it
/as important to include them in version 1 of the framework to signal the need to consider how resources can be

more efficiently allocated to improve student outcomes i this era of scarce public resources

Considering Post-
College Outcomes

While most institutions cannot yet fully access data about their students’ post-college outcomes (as these are
collected and reported by state and federal agencies), it was important to signal to institutions that they should
use currently available data, appropriately contextualized, to understand whether students are earning credentlals
that improve theit economic and ffe chances.

IHEP ?

‘Compieters me:;-s
Institutions can use counts of comy
Do mgume ol M coTEi ACUMBNAD 416 productivty and tha inatih
Popuieion At pareieurs s & gven yar by rocnaa e smarad warklorce and sociely. Especially
Disagorwoaies  Raceiebhicity. onde: age. acadunic pregaratin (s domographic characteristics, 1op-f
el sconrmic st (o oy taeh, et pereestin: ot make the case that they are conl
o s college graduat
. on compieters could show that somi
S Speeig msmpman very faw grachuates in certain fiokds |
RS Diariuson of eadeesan swarded by pogan o sty student groups (0.9, African Amas
Distituon of creseritia swarsed o e the two (e.g, African American
Dopuleaces.

umu can trigger the college to
mber

Dot e o ceaenaras syt gaps and evalua

awardin
T and crodis o el tulonal
e
can emy
Field Usage and Convergence tha types of students that succes
This complats L coniributing to informed school s¢
students who compiat, f crocen-

tials completed. This specification follows convention for tha
new complaters moasure added 1o IPEDS in 2011-12. Whila
of studh

For axamplo, many statos include
awarded or studonts complating—
sented student qroups—in their

IHEP :

Equity Measures:
Key Student Characteristics/Disaggregates recommends defining them at e, For cost melrics, such as

A core purpo:

colloction and uso s 1o shine a light

on—and 1o devolop strategios 1o close—gaps in college

rasantod studants. Nontraditional and undarsarved "
populations have largaly bean left out of or are invisible in
foddoral data colloctions, making It diffcul of i @ to

maasiica how wel hase studants aro served by highar educa.
RSB 6 Sk A an s e sl i A

Ehis framowoek 1 oach matric by
Ko st chacimtn o300 o o ot vy 0o
iniativas over tho past decade. Theso oquily-locused disag-

inoquitios

0 refloct the student's status that year. Recommendations for
haw to dofing tha student disapgrogates—including academic
preparation. sconomic status, first ganaration status. program
o study, race/athnicay, gendor, and age—are aspiored below

Academic Proparation
This ramewosk rocommencls that insiuions minimally idon-
ity studonts as “collage roady” or ‘et colloge ready” in math
and in Englsh according 1o thoir own criteria untl Ruther

i and across our colloges and universitios.

Dopanding on s msti 1ypo, he Iramework racommands
determining characteristics at dfiarant points in time:
8 sk, g vt s . T o f s

Goncr, 1 Tamamc ol Comgte Cobagn ARS
and Accass procadent by basing studont charac.
teristics al entry lor cohort-based moasures, like graduation

moasuros, o
8. such as mpﬂanﬂa:ﬁWWleﬂud which

ration that aro across colloges. Oftenused
proxios for academic proparation inchudo standarcized tost
500168, high school GPA, placement of enrollment in romadial

education

S=in

frameworks
that incorporat soveral meUics (560 Tabla 5-1). I collogs-
ready assessmorts ko the Parinarship for Assessmant of
Reschness for Clege énd Coveis PAACE) o Satc
Balanced gain widespread use, this recommendation shou

ba revsitad to dotorming whather perormance on o

Explore the full report next week at www.ihep.org!
IREP




DATA INFRASTRUCTURE
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isconnected systems; high burd.

Public Institutions. State K12 Systems
Other Agreements

State Higher Education I
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For-profit Institutions

State Workforce/ Labor

Labor Exchanges
Other Providers
Other State Agencies

Voluntary Initiatives
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Ideal state: Identifying the critical path for

ational data “system”

| ——
System Options

IPEDS-I
State K12 ewraga

Systems

Federal
Student
Ald

Al
Institutions
fProviders.

National
Data
System

State

IKEP .




*DATA

Envisioning the National Postsecondary Data Infrastructure in the 21t Century

Improving
IPEDS

Creatinga Leveraging FSA
federal SURDS

Leveraging Biacv/Ssa) Leveraging

Clearinghouse other federal
data IR Capacity data

Linking to wage .
o Improving SLDS

Fostering state-
to-state data

exchanges
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Thank You

Follow us on Twitter: @PostsecData or visit us on the Web at www.ihep.org/postsecdata.

It's time to answer
the call for better data.

Jennifer Engle Amanda Janice Mamie Voight
Senior Program Officer Research Analyst Vice President of Policy Research
fennifer. ion.org ajanice@ihep.org mvoight@ihep.org
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