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Greetings: 
 

The connection between education and the economy is evident. In Oregon and the United States 
of America, education has risen as an arbiter of economic opportunity. The door to an 
individual's success hinges on education. We cannot guarantee economic outcomes, but without 
post secondary skills citizens may well find access to a prosperous future compromised. 
Educational attainment level also correlates positively with other things we care about as a 
society. The more educated a person is, the more likely that person is to be employed, to be 
paying taxes, to vote and to be active in the political process. 

 

Oregonians want a quality of life that supports them, their families and their communities into the 
future. But recent research, described by a source from the Collins Foundation, makes it clear that 
many Oregonians do not have hope for themselves, their communities or for their children and 
grandchildren. Why not? To answer this question we must address why: 

Public Service Building 

255 Capitol Street NE 

Salem, Oregon 97310 

 The current generation is the first generation to have less education than their parents.  Phone (503) 378-8648 

 The current demographics of Oregon show more people without high school degrees or 
GED’s than ever before.  

Fax (503) 378-3365 

 
 

 The tuition at Oregon’s community colleges is among the highest in the west.  

 The gap between success of white students and ethnic minority and underrepresented 
students is 33% in high school attainment and 28.2% in college attainment.  

 

These troubling statistics, from the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems 
(NCHEMS), and the questions they raise are compelling reasons for Oregon’s Community 
Colleges to engage together in an intentional examination of student success. In October 2007, 
the Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development (CCWD) created 
the Oregon Community College Student Success Steering Committee. The committee charge 
was two-fold. They were to review student performance in Oregon’s community colleges, 
understand national trends and the findings of relevant research and identify promising practices. 
Based upon this in-depth effort they were to develop an Oregon Community College Student 
Success Plan that included three crucial elements: 1) working together to improve student 
success, 2) targeting investments in best practices that create success for more students and 3) a 
plan for measurement to assess progress and results. 

 

The Oregon Community College Student Success Plan presented here is not a one-year plan. It is 
a plan that is committed to the colleges acting intentionally within a culture of measuring, 
learning and adapting to improve student success. It is based on a clear acknowledgement of 
what we want (treasure) for student success and that we must track/report (measure) and learn 
from our results. The plan carries with it CCWD’s commitment to work with the community 
colleges and their leaders to ensure that Oregon’s community colleges meet the needs of 
Oregon’s citizens and communities.  

 

 
 

 
Camille Preus, Commissioner 
Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development 
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   Executive Sum
m

ary 
Executive Summary 
 

Measure What You Treasure 
 

Creating a culture of evidence in Oregon’s community colleges:   

measure, learn and adapt to maximize student success 
 and stimulate Oregon’s economy. 

 

The New Urgency for Improving Student Performance 

There is a growing sense of urgency for Oregon’s Community Colleges to seriously 
address student performance and its impact on access and on persistence in post-secondary 
education and training. The urgency is driven by several facts: 

 Over the next ten years, 92% of Oregon’s high paying and high demand jobs will 
require postsecondary education. 

 Oregon has set a goal that by 2025, 40% of Oregonians will have a bachelor’s 
degree or higher, 40% will have an associate degree or professional credential and 
the remaining 20% will have at least a high school diploma. 

 Many students who start at community colleges leave before completing a degree 
or earning a certificate. Nationwide, more than 50% of community college 
students drop out without achieving one of these goals within a six-year period.  

 Oregon community colleges fall below national performance rates in areas 
including affordability, student progress rates, recent high school graduate 
enrollment rates, minority student achievement and parity of achievement rates 
among Oregon counties.  

In response, the Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development 
appointed the Student Success Steering Committee to develop a Student Success Plan.  
 
The Plan focuses on creating adequate measurements for the three areas of student 
success: Access, Progress and Goal Attainment. These measurements will provide 
community colleges with a more complete picture of student enrollment and achievement 
patterns that is intended to provide community colleges with the knowledge to act in 
ways that will lead to an increase in student success. 
  
The plan defines a long-term initiative to develop and implement: 

 A culture of evidence in Oregon’s community colleges, where the collection and 
analysis of longitudinal, demographic and other data informs policy decisions 
locally and statewide. 

 Strategies to improve performance in areas falling below the national average 
such as minority student enrollment and geographic disparity in student success 
rates. 



 

 

 A “Framework for Measuring Student Success,” a visual model to reflect 
colleges’ diverse student populations and their non-linear educational pathways. 

 New performance indicators, such as Fall-to-Fall persistence, to measure student 
access, retention and success rates. 

 A strategy to improve student retention. 
 Improvements to the community college statewide data collection system. 
 Policies relating to noncredit workforce training. 
 A system to disaggregate performance data, on a college-by-college basis, to 

identify the high-performing colleges and share their best practices. 

When fully implemented, this plan will provide the following results: 
 More Oregonians will be enrolled in community colleges. 
 More community college students will make progress toward their intended 

educational goals whether that means: taking skill enhancement classes for job 
success, transitioning from noncredit classes to credit classes or from adult basic 
education to lower-division transfer courses, completing a career or technical 
certificate, earning an associate degree or transferring to a four-year institution. 

 The gaps in enrollment and success rates between minority and white students 
will decrease. 

 The disparity in student success rates between Oregon’s counties will decrease. 
 Students will attain progress toward goals, certificates, degrees and/or credentials 

2 



 

 3

   O
verview

 of the R
eport 

Overview of the Report 

Part One – Steering Committee Findings 
Chapter One: Overview of Community College Student Success 

In order to build this Plan, the committee embarked on a year-long study of student 
success issues.  

Specifically, the committee: 
 Defined Student Success. 
 Reviewed emerging national data and findings on student success. 
 Commissioned a study on Oregon’s performance (the NCHEMS report). 
 Created a new framework for measuring student success. 
 Analyzed promising retention practices. 
 Conducted an internal review of data collection of Oregon’s 17 community 

colleges. 
 Studied noncredit workforce issues. 
 Responded to the legislative budget note on community college performance. 
 Developed seven areas of recommendations for improving student success for the 

State Board of Education. 

Each one of these endeavors provided the committee with a better understanding of how to 
increase student performance. EJ drafting introduction to 

The underlying assumption of the Framework is depicted by three words: Access, 
Progress and Goals. Success is defined as students having Access to the range of 
opportunities that community colleges offer and students making Progress toward the 
attainment of their education and career Goals. These three words are intrinsic to the 
Framework. 

The process for achieving student success is iterative rather than sequential. The theory is 
that a targeted or focused measurement (as in performance measurement) produces better 
quality data that can be analyzed to identify effective practices. This process will result in 
increased success for all students. 

Chapter Two: National Findings Related to Student Success   

The Student Success Steering Committee conducted a review of national research and 
initiatives related to student success. Four important national trends were identified: 
 

1. Creating a Culture of Evidence is an effective tool for improving student 
performance: 

 The Achieving the Dream initiative found that data-driven decision-
making is very effective in improving student performance. 
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 Creating a culture of evidence simply means that the entire campus 
community uses data to inform decisions. 

 More and more community colleges are creating a culture of evidence to 
help improve student outcomes. 

2. Student progress needs better measurement 
 Measuring student progress is very important to raising student 

performance rates. 
 Measuring student progress allows colleges to understand why and at what 

point students are not meeting their educational goals. 
 Momentum points and milestones are two effective ways of measuring 

student progress. 

3. Retention rates need improvement 
 Over half of community college students leave college before reaching 

standard educational goals. 
 Improving retention rates is vital to raising student performance outcomes. 

4. Noncredit workforce needs more attention 
 A large portion of community college students participate in noncredit 

workforce courses. 
 Noncredit workforce courses need adequate performance measures. 
 National studies indicate that community colleges need to build better 

bridges between noncredit workforce courses and credit courses. 
 Building this connection will allow more students to receive the degrees, 

certificates and credentials they will need to succeed in the workforce. 

Chapter Three: NCHEMS Report – An Unflinching Look at Oregon’s   
Performance 

The Student Success Steering Committee asked the National Center for Higher Education 
Management (NCHEMS) to conduct a review of Oregon’s performance comparing the 17 
community colleges to each other, to other states and internationally. 

Three important highlights from the NCHEMS report include: 
 Oregon has low, on-going college participation rates.  
 The education disparities between whites and minorities are greater in Oregon 

than in most other states. 
 Compared to other states, Oregon has a low rate of high school graduates directly 

entering college. 
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Chapter Four: The Oregon Student Success Model  

The Oregon Student Success Model is made up of two parts: the Framework for 
Measuring Student Success and the Student Success Indicators. The model depicts ways 
that students can access and move through community colleges. The indicators measure 
how students access, move through and exit their college experience.  

To build this model, the committee conducted an inventory of all community college 
performance measures, including both individual college and statewide measures. 

From this inventory, the committee determined that each college had some type of student 
progress measurement, but the community colleges lacked consistent statewide 
measurements of student progress. Studying student progress patterns is an important 
aspect of increasing student success rates, such as the number of students moving from 
adult basic skills to career and technical career courses or noncredit to credit. 
 
The Framework 

Community college students represent the diversity of Oregonians. The committee created 
the Framework of Measuring Student Success to reflect this diverse student population 
and the non-liner paths students take through their community college experience.  

The Framework for Measuring Student Success provides a visual representation of 
community college options for students and the measurement points to track student 
progress, identify “leakage points,” define mitigation strategies to reduce the risks to 
student success and to report results for individuals and cohorts of students. 
 
The Inventory of Community College Performance Measures 

Based on its inventory, the committee also found that certain program areas, such as 
noncredit workforce courses, needed more measurements. The committee developed nine 
Student Success Indicators for student Access and Progress and suggested additional 
indicators for future development.  

Chapter Five: Oregon’s Retention Promising Practices   

As is the case nationally, Oregon needs to improve student retention rates. Many Oregon 
community college students appear to leave college before reaching their educational 
goals.  

As part of the Student Success Framework, the committee developed five Student Success 
Indicators related to measuring student retention rates and a list of promising retention 
practices to help colleges improve their retention rates. With a better understanding of 
individual college and statewide retention rates the colleges can develop new strategies to 
retain students. 
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Chapter Six: Community College Data Collection – The Importance of Quality 
Data  

OCCURS, Oregon’s current statewide data collection system, provides much of the data 
that colleges use to help them improve student success practices. The committee 
conducted a review of OCCURS to see if improvements to the system are needed. 

The Committee identified three areas for improvement: 
 Consistent use of current data fields and codes by the colleges 
 Creation of additional data fields 
 Exploration of moving to state level reporting of Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data System (IPEDS) 

Chapter Seven: Student Success Issues Related to Noncredit Workforce   

Three issues have emerged, in Oregon community colleges and nationally, relating to 
noncredit workforce instruction : 
 

1.  Significant numbers of students enroll in Noncredit workforce courses. In Oregon, 
noncredit workforce students represent over one-third of student headcount. Yet, 
few policymakers know about this program area nor recognize its value.  

 

2.  Noncredit workforce course outcomes are not adequately assessed by statewide 
performance measures. Understanding performance patterns in these courses will 
help colleges better articulate the value of noncredit workforce instruction and 
improve student success.  

   

3.  Better connections are needed between Noncredit workforce courses and credit 
courses and credentials. Developing these connections will allow more 
Oregonians to earn credits and credentials.  

Chapter Eight: Legislative Budget Note on Community College Performance   
During the 2007 session, the Legislature attached a budget note to the community college 
appropriation bill. The budget note directed CCWD to: 
 

 Disaggregate the Key Performance Measures on a college-by-college basis. 
 Share results and best practices of successful programs with the other colleges, 

especially from colleges that showed exceptional performance in an area. 
 Manage the distribution of resources among the institutions to maximize 

statewide performance, recognize local investment and reward success. 
 

Examples of areas that had some variance in performance are: 
 Nursing completions 
 Associate Degree completions 
 High school student participation 
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Part Two: Oregon’s Action Plan for Improving Student 
Success  
After completing its research on national and Oregon student performance, the Student 
Success Steering Committee developed a plan to improve performance in Oregon’s 17 
community colleges.  

The plan includes six recommendations for the State Board of Education:   

1. Adopt Culture of Evidence as part of Oregon’s community colleges.  

2. Adopt the NCHEMS suggested public agenda priorities: 
 Respond to workforce demands in those areas where there are the greatest 

gaps between demand and supply. 
 Enhance College participation, with special attention to closing the gap 

between whites and minorities. This may also include closing gaps 
occurring due to poverty or geographical disparities. 

 Work with the OUS to consider any future location of baccalaureate 
programs on community college campuses where there are the lowest 
transfer rates. 

 Develop innovative solutions to contain costs and ensure affordability. 
 Change the state’s culture regarding the importance of postsecondary 

education. 
 

3. Adopt the Student Success Framework and the nine Student Success 
Indicators  
 

4. Direct CCWD to take actions to improve community college retention rates, 
including: 

 Share the committee’s list of retention promising practices with the 
colleges. 

 Analyze and interpret the new information generated by the Student 
Success Indicators related to student retention. 

 Revise the list of recommended retention promising practices with 
practices that emerge from new Student Success Indicator retention data.  

5. Implement the recommendations in the, Improving Oregon’s Community 
Colleges Data Collection report. 
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6. Adopt recommendations related to noncredit workforce, including: 
 Evaluate and improve data collection. 
 Develop statewide student performance measures for noncredit workforce 

courses. 
 Develop a uniform method for transcripting noncredit workforce courses. 
 Explore a credential for noncredit workforce courses. 
 Identify ways to transition students from noncredit workforce courses to 

credit courses. 
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   Student Success 
Creating a Culture of Evidence 

 

CHAPTER ONE: Overview of Student Success 
 
Definition of Student Success: What Does Success Mean for 
Community College Students? 

Student success is the epicenter of the community college 
mission. When students are succeeding, community colleges 
know they are performing well. But what does it mean to 
succeed? At community colleges, success can take many 
forms:   

 Meeting a personal goal 
 Getting a better job 
 Transferring to a four-year institution 
 Completing an ESL program 
 Transitioning from basic skills or noncredit workforce courses to college credit 

classes 
 Receiving a degree or certificate 

Community college students take many different paths to achieve these “success” points. 
They can enter right out of high school or return for a second career. They can enroll 
consecutively for two years, or they can leave and come back several times on the path to 
their goal. The possible combinations are endless.  

Having many types of and ways to access community college courses and programs, 
means that community colleges are providing the flexible and universal education options 
that Oregonians need to succeed; but, these options present challenges for the colleges. 
Various types of goals and ways to achieve them in community colleges makes 
understanding, communicating and improving student success rates very complicated.  

Student Success:  Why is it Important? 

Student success is the foundation for improving people’s lives and strengthening Oregon’s 
economy. Individuals with college training enjoy higher wages and expanded job 
opportunities. With the changing economic demands, the value of postsecondary education 
is growing. The Oregon Employment Department projects that over the next ten years 92% 
of the high-wage, high-paying jobs in Oregon will require postsecondary education.  

In response to this economic forecast, Oregon has set an ambitious education goal: by 
2025, 40% of Oregonians will have a bachelor’s degree or higher, 40% will have an 
associate degree or professional credential and the remaining 20% of will have at least a 
high school diploma. The ultimate goal of this 40-40-20 plan is to create a highly educated 
labor force that will attract and create more high-paying, high-skilled jobs for Oregon.  

The Oregon Employment 
Department projects that over 
the next ten years 92% of the 
high-wage, high-paying jobs 
in Oregon will require 
postsecondary education or 
more, to be competitive. 
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If Oregon hopes to attain these educational levels, community colleges will have to 
significantly increase the number of students receiving GED and high school diplomas, 
attaining associate degrees and certificates and transferring to four-year institutions – thus 
covering all three areas of the 40-40-20 goals.  

Student Success:  Measuring the Educational Journey 

Measuring student success is the foundation for understanding how to increase student 
success rates. By tracking students’ educational paths, colleges can learn why certain 
students succeed and why others don’t. Informed by these data, colleges can refine current 
programs and develop new tools, to assist students to succeed.  

To fully understand student success, three areas need to be adequately measured: 
   

1. Access: What types of, and how many, students enter community colleges?  
Which programs do they enter and at what level? 

2. Progress: How are students moving through their courses and programs? Are 
they progressing at a successful rate? 

3. Goals: How do students end their college experience?  Are they leaving with the 
credential, degree, skills, knowledge and/or credits, to be successful in the next 
level of education or employment? 

Student Success Steering Committee 

Student success is increasingly important to individual Oregonians and Oregon’s statewide 
economy. In light of this, CCWD and Oregon community colleges need to provide students 
the best possible chance of reaching their educational goals. Recognizing the need for a 
more statewide approach to student success, CCWD created the Oregon Student Success 
Steering Committee. The committee includes 27 members, representing a broad range of 
community college functions through the participation of deans, presidents, board members, 
students, faculty, various other college employees and stakeholders (Appendix A). 

In the first phase of its work, the committee determined that measuring and understanding 
data is an essential first step to improving student success. They focused on research on 
data, measurements and best practices to establish a framework for increasing student 
success.
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   Student Success 
The committee: 
 

 Defined Student Success. 
 Reviewed emerging national data and findings on student success. 
 Commissioned a study on Oregon’s performance (the NCHEMS report). 
 Created a new framework for measuring student success. 
 Analyzed promising retention practices. 
 Conducted an internal review of data collection of Oregon’s 17 community 

colleges. 
 Studied noncredit workforce issues. 
 Responded to the legislative budget note on community college performance. 
 Developed recommendations for the State Board of Education for improving 

student success. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  National Trends and Findings 
Related to Improving Student Success 

 
Oregon is not the only state wrestling with community college student success and how 
to improve it. Many state and national initiatives have taken on this issue. From this 
work, several national trends and findings have emerged related to student success: 

Creating a Culture of Evidence is Key to Improving Student Success 

In the past, most community college data was primarily collected in response to 
accreditation requirements, federal and state accountability measures, or other reporting.  

In recent years, colleges have placed data or “evidence,” especially in area of student 
progress, at the center of improving programs and services. Relying on the collection and 
interpretation of evidence/data to inform decisions is often called, creating a culture of 
evidence. 

Achieving the Dream, a groundbreaking, national initiative to help more community 
college students succeed, has led the culture of evidence movement (Appendix B). Started 
in 2003, this multi-year initiative involves more than 80 community colleges in 15 states. 
It emphasizes the use of data-driven reforms to improve student success.  

 The Achieving the Dream initiative has outlined three stages for implementing data-driven 
changes:   
 

1. Diagnosis and planning. As a first step, colleges use longitudinal student cohort 
data and other evidence to identify gaps in academic achievement and develop 
strategies for addressing gaps. 

2. Implementation and evaluation. Secondly, administrators, faculty and staff 
design and implement strategies that address priority areas, paying close attention 
to assessing the outcomes of their strategies and using the results to make further 
refinements or discard strategies that are not working. 

3. Institutionalization. Over time, colleges focus their efforts on institutionalizing 
effective policies and practices, paying particular attention to how resources are 
allocated to bring to scale and sustain proven strategies. 

Measuring Student Progress: Milestones and Momentum Points  

Understanding how students move through community colleges is critical to raising 
student success rates, but measuring student progress is difficult for colleges because of 
the various ways students enter and progress through community colleges.  

Washington State, however, has embarked a multi-year study to improve their student 
success rates. They have developed a new way of measuring student progress by using 
milestones and momentum points (Appendix C). 
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 Milestones include traditional terminal points but also include intermediate 
outcomes 

Most colleges and states measure “terminal” 
accomplishments – completing a certificate or 
degree or transferring to a baccalaureate 
institution. For community college students, who 
enter at various skill levels and progress through 
college in a variety of paths and rates, tracking 
progress points on the way to the “terminal” 
accomplishment is important. 

Measuring milestones offers a broader view. Milestones include conventional 
terminal completions such as earning a credential or transferring to a 4-year 
degree, but also include intermediate outcomes such as fulfilling developmental 
education requirements or completing ESL programs. By measuring all 
milestones (not just certificates, degrees and transfers) colleges can better 
understand barriers to success and determine methods for removing these barriers 
and achieving better outcomes for students.  
 

 Momentum points are the steps that lead to a 
milestone 

Many community college students do not reach 
milestones: terminal or intermediate. The reasons 
can vary: some because it is not their goal and 
others because of barriers. Consequently, colleges 
need to measure more than just milestones; they 
need to measure the steps that lead to milestone 
achievements. Because these steps often provide 
momentum toward achieving milestones, they are 
called momentum points. Momentum points are 
associated with a high probability of incremental 
student success toward a milestone.  

 
Community colleges need to do a better job at student retention  

Recent national research has indicated that community colleges need to improve their 
student retention rates. In fact, a majority of community colleges students nationwide, do 
not reach a final education goal within a six-year period. Many of these students simply 
drop out of college before reaching their goals.  

 Nationwide, only 45 percent of community college students (who seek an 
associate degree) earn an associate or a bachelor’s degree or transfer to a four-year 
institution within six years. 

Examples of milestones include: 
- Completing an ESL program 
- Transitioning from developmental courses 

to college-level course. 
- Earning a Certificate of less than one year 

Examples of momentum points include: 
 Completing 1 English as Second 

Language course 
 Completing 1 Adult Basic Education 

course 
 Completing a career exploration or 

introduction course 
 Completing 15 college-level credits 
 Completing 30 professional technical 

credits in 1 year 
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 Nationwide, only 41 percent of community college students enrolled in a 
certificate program (study orientated toward a particular job or industry) achieve 
that goal, earn a degree or transfer to a four-year institution within six years. 

Noncredit Workforce: The Need for a Better Connection to Credits and 
Credentials    

The importance of postsecondary noncredit education has 
grown in recent years. At many community colleges noncredit 
programs enroll more students than credit programs.  

Noncredit workforce courses make up the bulk of noncredit 
education and include both individual courses and contract 
training courses for businesses.  

Noncredit courses provide the flexibility and adaptability essential to responding to local 
workforce needs. The courses are less restricted than credit courses: they do not need 
college or state pre-approval; they can be taught by an expert in the field (with or without 
academic credentials required for college credit courses); and the length of the course and 
the type of delivery is not regulated by transfer parameters. Because of this flexibility, 
noncredit courses have a very short start-up time and can be customized to student or 
business need. Noncredit courses work well for quick or very specialized skill upgrades.   

The issue though, is how well noncredit workforce programs connect to, or enhance, 
overall student success. Students may get their immediate skill needs fulfilled, but if there 
is no record of that skill attainment or a connection of the noncredit courses to credit 
course work, then the record of proficiency and/or the opportunity to progress to degrees 
or credentials and increase student success is missed. 

This lack of connection between noncredit workforce and credit education is a growing 
concern among community colleges. Many colleges are looking at new ways to bridge the 
gap between noncredit courses and credit courses, credentials, degrees and certificates. 

How will Oregon Create its Culture of Evidence? 

Creating a culture of evidence simply means that data should not be collected only for 
accountability, but should be carefully analyzed to improve student outcomes and 
performance.  

In practice, the process for achieving student success is iterative rather than sequential. 
The theory is that a target or focused measurement produces better quality data that can be 
analyzed to identify effective practices. This process results in increased success for all 
students.  

At many community 
colleges noncredit 
education enrolls more 
students than credit 
programs. 



 

 

Some examples of “creating a culture of evidence” include: 
 Prioritizing the expansion of research capacity; 
 Conducting research to see how your state compares to other states; 
 Reviewing the current data collection systems to get the best results; 
 Utilizing the breakdown of data by race, income level and other demographic 

characteristics to better understand and begin closing performance gaps; 
 Emphasizing the use of longitudinal studies to study student enrollment patterns 

and progress; 
 Being open and forthright about current performance with all interested 

stakeholders; 
 Engaging faculty, administrators, staff and students in data analysis; 
 Asking the question: What does the evidence show?’ in addition to ‘What do you 

think?’ 
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CHAPTER THREE:  The NCHEMS Report – An 
Unflinching Look at Oregon’s Performance 
Oregon community colleges have never conducted a statewide external assessment of 
performance that compares Oregon’s performance to other states’ national averages and 
international performance. For this reason, CCWD commissioned such a study from the 
National Center for Higher Education Management (NCHEMS) in Fall 2007.1 

Dennis Jones, President of NCHEMS, presented the results of the study to the Student 
Success Steering Committee on March 19, 2008, and to the State Board of Education in 
May 2008. His presentation included 136 slides of data emphasizing Oregon from five 
different “lenses”:  

1. Population and demographic characteristics 
2. Workforce participation 
3. The student pipeline 
4. Migration 
5. Financial environment 

The purpose of the report was to: 

 Create a better understanding of the workforce and financial environments in 
which Oregon’s community colleges operate. 

 Provide an assessment of how Oregon’s community colleges measure up, in their 
own right and in comparison to other states. 

The key findings and issues from Mr. Jones’ point of view are provided on the follow 
pages.  

These findings reflect the most urgent areas for Oregon community colleges. To address 
the complete picture created by the 136 slides of data is daunting. However, the following 
eleven findings pinpoint the areas for immediate attention. 

Student Success’s ongoing work will be to use this analysis to structure our conversations 
around performance measurement and next steps. 

The full report and supporting data provided for some findings are contained in Appendix D. 
No single slide can tell the entire story nor convey the full content of the study, and care 
should be taken to not separate individual slides from the presentation.

 
1 NCHEMS is a nonprofit research and development center that focuses on higher education; it is the 
organization that did much of the research for the Achieving the Dream report. 
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1. FINDING:  Oregon is projected to grow more rapidly than most states in the next 20 
years, with most of the growth in young adults occurring in the suburban counties around 
Portland. The majority of the growth in the working-age population will be Hispanic. 

Projected Change in Number of Adults Age 25-44  
by County, 2005-25 

Source:  Oregon Office of Economic Analysis 

Projected Change in Number of Adults Age 15-24 by County, 2005-25 
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2. FINDING:  The education attainment level of Oregon’s young adult population 
(age 25-34) is below the U.S. and most U.S. states. It is considerably below that of the 
best-performing countries that will increasingly be found to be economic competitors for 
the U.S. and for Oregon. Perhaps more worrisome is the fact that the education 
attainment level has dropped in each of the past three decades. 

 
Differences in College Attainment (Associate and Higher) 

Between Younger and Older Adults --- U.S., 2005 
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3. FINDING: The education attainment levels of Oregon’s working-age population is 
at the U.S. average for college graduates and relatively fewer Oregonians are high school 
dropouts or stopped their educational pursuits after completing high school. What is notable 
about Oregon is the high proportion of adults who begin college and withdraw before they 
achieve a college degree. 

 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 ACS PUMS
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Educational Attainment of Population Age 25-64, 2005 

4. FINDING: Hispanics—the fastest growing segment of the population—are the least 
likely to finish high school or to achieve a college degree. Almost half the Hispanic 
workforce has not completed high school, a proportion that holds constant for all age groups. 
The education disparities between whites and minorities are greater in Oregon than in most 
other states. 

 
Percent Educational Attainment of Population Age 25-64  

by Race/Ethnicity—Oregon, 2005 
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V
erm

ont

Difference in High School Attainment 
 Between Whites and Minorities,* 2006 

* Minorities include African-American, Hispanic, and Native American 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 ACS PUMS 
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Percent of Oregon Residents with No High School Diploma By Age and 

Race/Ethnicity, 2006  
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Percent of Civilian Population Age 25-64 Participating 
 in the Workforce, 2005 
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5. Finding: The proportion of adults age 25-64 participating in the workforce is slightly a
the U.S. average but well below that of many other states. Interestingly, those with the least amount
of education are more likely to be working than their counterparts elsewhere, and the more highly 
educated are slightly less likely to be employed. The inference is that Oregon’s economy is such tha
it requires a less educated workforce than is true for the country as a whole. 
 

Percent of Civilians Age 25-64 Not Participating in the Workforce— 
by Education Attainment, 2005 

Source:   U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 ACS PUMS 

 U.S.    Oregon 
Less than High School 37.0 29.9 
High School 24.7 23.4 
Some College 21.0 22.4 
Associate Degree 17.4 19.6 
Bachelor’s Degree 16.5 17.8 
Graduate/Prof. Degree 13.9 16.8 



 

 

6. FINDING:  Oregon’s economy is more concentrated on manufacturing than the 
country as a whole and less concentrated in finance and services (the sectors that 
generally define a high-tech economy). The economy has been growing more slowly than 
that of most other states.   
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7. FINDING: Projections call for relatively slow growth in jobs requiring postsecondary 
training. While there is variation in relative need between these fields in different regions of the 
state, these fields appear as the priorities in almost all parts of the state. 
There will be statewide growth in the following fields: 

 Nursing and allied health 
 Accounting and bookkeeping clerks 
 Truck drivers 
 Auto technicians 
 Computer support specialists 
 Skilled trade  

All of the above fields include community college training. 

Projected Percent Change in Occupations Requiring Some 
Postsecondary Training, 2002-2012
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Source:  ACINet, Career InfoNet
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8. FINDING: Oregon’s education pipeline is characterized by: 

 Higher high school graduation rates than the U.S. average, although there is 
substantial county-to-county variation (slides 55-56). 

 A very low college participation rate (slide 58), again with large county-to-county 
variations (slide 60) and with most attendance being at colleges close to home 
(slide 62). 

 The number of associate degrees awarded per 100 high school graduates three 
years earlier is slightly higher than the U.S. average, but graduation rates vary 
substantially from college to college (slides 73-75). 

 There are large gaps between demand and supply in selected occupations 
(slide 77), primarily:  Nurses and health techs, construction trades, computer support 
and automotive repair. 
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9. FINDING:  The number of degrees produced in Oregon relative to the adult population 
with no college degree is lower than in most other states. Noteworthy is the fact that 
relatively few of the awards made in Oregon are “certificates,” indicating less connection to 
needs of employers than is found elsewhere. 

 
Undergraduate Credentials and Degrees Awarded at All Colleges per 1,000 Adults 

 Age 18-44 with No College Degree, 2006 
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10. FINDING: Enrollments in adult basic education and ESL classes are small 
relative to the size of the populations to be served. 

Enrollment in State-Administered ABE Programs Per 1,000 Adults  
Age 18-64 with Less than a High School Diploma, 2005 
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Enrollment in ESL per 1,000 Adults Age 18-64 with Little  

or No English Proficiency, 2006 
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Source:  U.S. Department of Education; U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 
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11. FINDING: Oregon is heavily dependent on migrants to meet its demand for a 
skilled workforce. It is also importing a large number of unskilled workers The result is a 
situation in which most of the college graduates living in Oregon were born in other states. 

The fiscal environment for higher education in Oregon is characterized by: 
 A per-capita income lower than the U.S. average with great variation from one 

part of the state to another.  
 Lower than U.S. average earnings at all levels of postsecondary education. The 

gains in earnings tied to a college education are below the U.S. average but 
greater than most other states.  

 Low tax capacity and low tax effort. Oregon has less wealth to tax than the U.S. 
as a whole and it taxes the wealth it does have at rates below the U.S. average. 
Given the structural deficit in the state’s budget, the outlook for substantial new 
resources for postsecondary education is not particularly good. 

 This results in a situation in which students are paying a greater share of the bill 
and college is becoming less affordable. 

Personal Income Per Capita, 2006 

25,129  to  43,100
22,783  to  25,129
20,629  to  22,783
18,000  to  20,629

Source: PUMS 
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Median Earnings of Population Age 25-64 by Level of 

Education, 2005 

 

 28 

 

NCHEMS Suggested Priorities for a Public Agenda 
The committee requested that NCHEMS share their suggested public agenda for Oregon 
community colleges. 

According to Dennis Jones, President of NCHEMS, Oregon community colleges should 
direct their attention to: 

1. Responding to workforce demands in those areas where there are the greatest gaps 
between demand and supply. Examples of these areas are: 

 Nurses and health techs 
 Construction trades 
 Computer support 
 Automotive repair 

2. Enhancing college participation, with special attention to closing the gap between 
whites and minorities. Gap closing efforts might also include students affected by 
poverty or geographical disparities. 

3. Aligning college programs more closely with development of workplace skills. 
This may include such actions as: 

 Offering more certificate programs 
 Emphasizing a career readiness certificate as well as GED 
 Putting greater emphasis on adult literacy and ESL programs 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 

20,384

30,576

32,614

36,691

45,864

21,199

29,557

35,162

38,729

635

$0

5,000

0,000

Less than
High School

High School Some College Associate Bachelor's Graduate or
Professional

Degree

56, 05549,

61,151

$2

$5

$75,000
Oregon United States

20,384

30,576

32,614

36,691

45,864

21,199

29,557

35,162

38,729

635

$0

5,000

0,000

Less than
High School

High School Some College Associate Bachelor's Graduate or
Professional

Degree

56, 05549,

61,151

$2

$5

$75,000
Oregon United States



 

 

  The N
C

H
EM

S R
eport: A

n U
nflinching Look at O

regon’s Perform
ance 

4. Working with the OUS to consider any future location of baccalaureate programs 
on community college campuses where there are the lowest transfer rates. 

5. Developing innovative solutions that contain costs and help ensure affordability. 

6. Working to change the state’s culture regarding the importance of postsecondary 
education: 

 Conduct a campaign  
 Enlist the help of employers (including especially public sector 

employers)  
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CHAPTER FOUR: The Oregon Student Success Model 
The Community College Student Success Steering Committee developed the Oregon 
Student Success Model to respond to national trends, specific findings in the NCHEMS 
report and to improve Oregon community college student success rates. This model 
includes two components related to measuring student success:   

1. The Framework for Measuring Student Success 

2. The Student Success Inventory of Community College Performance Measures 

The Framework for Measuring Student Success 

Community college students come from all walks of life and demographic groups and they 
have a variety of educational needs. Community colleges offer a wide range of credit and 
noncredit programs, courses, training workshops and student support services such as 
advising, financial aid and tutoring. The Student Success Steering Committee began the 
development work on the Framework of Measuring Student Success to reflect this diverse 
student population and its non-liner path through community college.  

This Framework: 
 Demonstrates to policy makers that community college students move through 

college in complex, non-linear ways. 
 Adds to the existing Culture of Evidence practice within the 17 Oregon 

community colleges to better demonstrate patterns of student progress for 
different cohorts of students. 

 Provides community colleges with a map of student transition points and 
enrollment patterns by using data to describe student progression. Analyzing and 
interpreting student data will identify effective student services and programs, 
with the goal of improving student success. 

The Framework for Measuring Student Success provides a visual representation of 
community college options for students, measurement points to track student progress, 
identifies “leakage points” and defines mitigation strategies to reduce the risks to student 
success for individuals and students cohorts. These functions of the Framework aid 
decisions about promising practices to increase student persistence.  

 
 



 

 

The Framework for Measuring Student Success 
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Student Success Defined 

Three words express the underlying concepts that define the Framework: Access, Progress 
and Goals.  

Access to community college education and workforce training opportunities that are 
relevant to student needs and goals is an obvious requirement for success. Full access to 
courses and programs is supported by financial aid, counseling and advising, 
transportation assistance and other supports for students. 

Progress can mean different things to different students, and to create effective strategies 
to improve student outcomes their progress must be tracked. 

Goals, whether they define completion of one course or completion of a program with a 
degree or certificate as the end result.  
 

Adult Basic  Education
(ABE)
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COLLEGIATE

General Education
Development (GED)

English As A Second
Language (ESL)
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ESOL English for Speakers of Other Languages
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The Logic Behind Student Success
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Important Framework Features 

The Framework is visually represented by a series of boxes that connote the education and 
workforce training options at community colleges. This part of the Framework appears to 
represent a linear progression, as if students start at the first set of boxes, move to the 
second set of boxes and continue on in this logical pattern. The reality is that students 
move within the community college in random patterns; students enter and re-enter at 
different points of the continuum – represented by the boxes – and often there are time 
gaps between one experience, a course for example and the next experience. 

The end results for students often vary. Students take various pathways leading to 
credentials or degrees or they can go from noncredit courses to credit-based courses. 
Others take courses or attend a workshop to refresh workforce skills or they might 
complete two years of collegiate courses and transfer to four-year institutions.  

The doughnut graphic represents the system process that leads to greater student success. 
The logic behind the process is that sound measurement practices lead to high quality data 
and that meaningful data lead to on-point decisions about relevant and effective practices 
to increase student success. 

These critical Framework features – measurement, data and practices – are discussed in 
this chapter. The committee took great care to conduct a thorough review of current 
community college measurement practices and to identify other measures that are needed 
now and in the future. This chapter contains a plan for improving the data collection at the 
colleges. The committee is recommending the adoption of the promising practices 
identified by the Council of Student Services Administrators (CSSA). This chapter 
contains a list of these practices and examples of colleges that use the practices.  

The Inventory of Community College Performance Measures 

Oregon’s community colleges have used a variety of performance measures to review and 
evaluate college performance:  

 The 13 Key Performance Measures (KPMs) were legislatively adopted. 
Performance is measured and evaluated using predetermined criteria or 
performance targets. The KPMs provide annual summative outcomes for the 
individual colleges and statewide totals for each KPM.  

 The 4 A-s represent goals in four areas: Accessible, Affordable, Adaptable and 
Accountable. Each area has three indicators and statewide outcomes are reported 
for each indicator.  

Individual colleges have developed Institutional Effectiveness Measures (IEMs) for 
accreditation or for an individual College Board of Education. Performance outcomes are 
provided for individual colleges.  
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This table provides more detail about the three sets of measures: 
 

 

Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 

The Key Performance Measures (KPMs) are highlighted because the 17 community 
colleges report data consistently for these measures. The KPMs are high-level performance 
measures that focus on outcomes. The results of these measures are reported annually to 
the legislature. 

These KPMs are color coded on the Framework and a key is provided to identify the 
particular measures. The green boxes represent KPM 1: Successful GED applicants and 
KPM 7, Completion of Basic Skills/ESL. The other performance measures are color coded 
for the Lower Division Collegiate and for Career and Technical Education areas. 

The white boxes in the Framework are the areas that are not measured by KPMs. These 
areas are discussed later in the report. The 13 Community College KPM titles are listed in 
the following table. 

 

 

 A Quick Look at the Community College  
Performance Measures 

 Key Performance 
Measures (KPMs) The 4 As Institutional Effectiveness 

Measures (IEMs) 

Level of 
Measurement Statewide outcome  Statewide outcome  Institution outcome 

Intent of 
Measurement 

Summative: 
- Legislative annual 

reporting 
- College education boards 

Annual reporting 
- CCWD reporting 

Summative: 
- State Board of 

Education periodic 
reporting 

- CCWD reporting 
- OCCA reporting 

Summative and Formative: 
- Individual college 

faculty/staff 
- Annual reporting 
- College education boards 

periodic reporting 
Focus of 
Measurement 

College effectiveness and 
accountability at individual 
colleges and statewide 

 

Statewide college  
effectiveness 

 

Individual college 
effectiveness 

 
Measurement 
Detail 
 

13 measures focused on 
Lower Division Collegiate, 
credit Career and Technical 
Education and Adult Basic 
Education, noncredit 
workforce, enrollment and 
tuition and fees 
 

Four Areas of Measures: 
Accessible, Affordable, 
Adaptable and 
Accountable. 

Three outcome goals and 
measures in each area 
 

Approximately 178 
measures among the 17 
colleges in five areas: 
progress, completion, 
employment, 
transfer/transition and 
student satisfaction 

 
Data 
Analysis 
 

Data reported to OCCURS 
and analyzed by 
CCWD/OCCURS staff 

Data Reported to 
OCCURS and Analyzed 
by CCWD/OCCURS Staff 

Data collected and analyzed 
by college Institutional 
Researchers 
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The Community College Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 

KPM #1   Successful GED Applicants  KPM #13 Association Degree Completion 

KPM #7   Completion of Basic Skills/ESL  KPM #14 Student Transfers 

KPM #8   Nursing Completion  KPM #15 Progress of Transfer Students 

KPM #9   SBDC Business Start-Ups  KPM #16 Tuition/Fees 

KPM #10 BITS Company Satisfaction  KPM #17 High School Participation 

KPM #11 Licensing/Certification Rate KPM #18 Minority enrollment 

KPM #12 Career and Technical Education  

                   Degree/Certificate Completion 
 
 
 
 

These KPMs are listed by title; the actual measures and the outcome data are on page 55 of 
this report. 

The Student Success Indicators  

A variety of institutional effectiveness measures are used by community colleges to 
produce outcomes on student progress, sometimes referred to as retention. There is not, 
however, a consistent set of performance measures that are used by all colleges to produce 
outcomes on the progress that students make to achieve goals related to acquiring basic 
skills, furthering their education, or increasing skills through workforce training.  

To remedy this, the committee identified Student Success Indicators to track and evaluate 
student progress in the same way by all the colleges. These indicators will produce 
performance outcome data for individual colleges and the colleges collectively. The  
Indicators are designed to work similarly to and along side the legislatively created KPMs. 

The Indicators are an important first step to improve student outcomes. They provide the 
data to help community colleges develop more effective strategies for enrolling and 
retaining more students.  

Recommended Student Success Indicators (SSI) for Student Progress 
 Indicator #1 High school students enrolling directly into college –Track the 

number of Oregon high school graduates who enroll in a community college the 
following fall term. 

 Indicator #2 Postsecondary level of math, reading and writing – Measure the 
reading, writing and math skills necessary to enter Lower Division Collegiate 
credit courses and Career and Technical Education program areas.  

 Indicator #3 Credits earned toward an Associate of Arts degree – Measure 
progress in Lower Division Collegiate program areas. (i.e., 30 credits of lower 
division transfer courses.) 
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 Indicator #4 Credits earned toward a Career and Technical Education (CTE) 
Certificate or degree – Measure progress in the CTE program areas (i.e. 15 credits 
of career and technical education). 

 Indicator #5 Term-to-term persistence – Measure whether a student continues 
term-to-term in all community college program areas. 

 Indicator #6 Fall-to-fall persistence – Measure whether a student returns one year 
to the next year in all community college program areas. 

 Indicator #7 GED to next level – Measure the movement from GED completion to 
the next level of learning.  

 Indicator #8 GED Fall-to-Fall persistence – Measure the movement of GED 
completers who persist at the next level of learning.  

 Indicator #9 ESL/ESOL noncredit to next level (credit classes) – Measure how a 
student transitions from ESL/ESOL to credit classes. 

 
Potential Future Student Success Indicators: 

 Financial aid issues (Access) 
 Penetration of community colleges in specific geographic areas: headcount, 

population and subset without post-secondary education (Access) 
 Enrollment of low-income Oregonians, ages 16-26 (Access)   
 Number of Oregonians needing adult basic skills compared to number of students 

enrolled in adult basic skill courses (Access)   
 Credentials for noncredit workforce courses (Goals) 
 Career readiness credentials (Goals) 
 Family income increases  (Value Added) 
 Return on investment (Value Added) 
 Lifelong learning (Value Added and possibly Access) 

Rationale and Background of Indicators by Access, Progress, Goals and Value 
Added  

This section contains further support for the three components of student success as 
depicted in the Framework: Access, Progress and Goals.  
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Access Measures 

Student Access is already tracked with three comprehensive statewide measures that 
reflect the community colleges’ long-standing mission of the “open door policy.” These 
measures track the level of tuition and fees, the number of minority students and the 
number of high school students co-enrolled in community college classes. 

The adoption of one Student Success Indicator is recommended to track statewide 
enrollment rates for recent high school graduates. Tracking this number will allow 
community colleges to better understand how to identify strategies to improve enrollment 
of recent high school graduates. Other measures that will be considered in the future 
address the impact of issues such as financial aid and meeting student needs.  
 

Progress Measures 
 

Access Measures 
 

Key Performance 
Measures (KPM) 

KPM #16 Tuition and fees 
KPM #17 High school students co-enrollment 
KPM #18 Minority enrollment 

Recommended 
Student Success 
Indicator (SSI) 

    
SSI #1 Fall Enrollment after high school graduation  
 

Possible Future 
Measures 
 

 Financial aid issues 
 Geographic penetration of community colleges in 

specific areas: headcount, population and subset without 
postsecondary education 

 Enrollment of low-income Oregonians, ages 16-26  
 Number of Oregonians needing adult basic skills 

compared to number of students enrolled in adult basic 
skill course 

 

Progress Measures 
 

Key Performance 
Measures (KPMs) KPM #14 Student Transfer to OUS 

Recommended 
Student Success 
Indicators (SSIs) 

    

SSI #2   Postsecondary level of math, reading and writing 
SSI #3  Credits earned toward an Associate of Arts Degree 
SSI #4  Credits earned toward a Career and Technical Education  
    Certificate or degree 
SSI #5   Term-to-term persistence 
SSI #6   Fall-to-Fall persistence 
SSI #7  GED to next level 
SSI #9   ESL/ESOL noncredit to next level (credit classes) 
   

Future Student 
Success Indicators 

 

Other momentum or “progress” points are not included in the first set of 
SSIs. 
 



 

 38 

Community colleges currently lack adequate, statewide measures on student progress. 
Nevertheless, tracking student progress is critical because it will allow community colleges 
to see where students are succeeding, dropping out, or slowing down, on the way to their 
educational goals. 

Currently Oregon has only one statewide measure on student progress, the Progress of 
Transfer Students after transferring to Oregon University System Institutions. Moreover, 
this measure, arguably, is more about “quality” than “progress” because it measures how 
well community college students perform after they leave the community college system.  

Tracking student progress is challenging because community college students move 
through educational institutions in various ways. The committee looked to Washington 
State’s milestones and momentum points as a guide for creating performance measures 
related to student progress. Momentum points are the important “progress points” for 
milestones achieved on the way to an educational goal, such as completing 30 credits of 
lower-division transfer courses. Reaching a momentum point is associated with a high 
probability of achieving an educational goal, such as a degree, certificate or transferring. 

Seven Student Success Indicators, that relate to student progress and/or persistence at 
specific points in time and to specific results such as a certificate, degree or other goal, are 
recommended at this time. Other progress measures will be considered in the future. 
 

Goals Measures 

 
Community colleges currently have six statewide goals measures that cover all program 
areas, except noncredit workforce. 

The Student Success Steering Committee does not recommend any Student Success 
Indicators related to Goals Measures at this time. But recommends further work in this 
area. 

Goals Measures 
 

Key Performance 
Measures (KPMs) 

 

KPM #1  Successful GED applicants 
KPM #7 Completion of Basic Skills/ESL 
KPM #8 Nursing program completion 
KPM #9  SBDC (Small Business Development Center) Business  
    start-ups 
KPM #12  Career and Technical Education Certificates and degree 
    completion 
KPM #13  Associate Degree completion 

 

Recommended 
Student Success 
Indicators (SSIs) 

    
No measures are recommended for the first set of SSIs 
 

 

Possible Future 
Measures 

 Credentials for noncredit workforce courses 
 Career readiness credentials 
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Value Added Measures 

One value added measure, that tracks employer satisfaction with Business and Industry 
System (BITS) training, is in place. 

To track the value added benefits of student success, the committee recommends future 
development of measures such as family wage increases, return-on-investment and 
participation in life-long learning. 

Recommendations for the Oregon Student Success Plan 
 

The Steering Committee has five recommendations to further the development of the 
Student Success Plan.  
 
Recommendation 1: Adopt the nine Student Success Indicators (Fall 2008) 

#1  Fall enrollment after high school graduation  
#2  Postsecondary Level of math, reading, writing  
#3  Credits earned toward an Associate Degree  
#4  Credits earned toward a Career and Technical Education Certificate or degree  
#5  Term-to-term persistence  
#6  Fall-to-Fall persistence  
#7  GED to next level 
#8  GED Fall-to-Fall persistence  
#9  ESL/ESOL noncredit to next level (credit classes) 
 

Value Added Measures 
 

Key Performance 
Measures (KPMs) 

 

KPM #10 BITS (Business and Industry Training Systems) Company 
satisfaction  

Recommended 
Student Success 
Indicators (SSIs) 

    
No measures are recommended at this time 
 

 

Possible Future 
Measures 

 Family income increases 

 Return on investment (socio-economic studies) 

 Lifelong community learning (percentage of community members 
enrolling in community education courses) 



 

Recommendation 2: Define, develop and implement the methodology for the Indicators by  
Summer 2009 

 Define the measures and develop student cohorts for the new Student Success 
Indicators in the next 8 months (by April 2009).  

 Develop a process for collecting, measuring and evaluating each new Student 
Success Indicator over the next 20 months (by Winter 2010). 

 Colleges identify their local strategies for improvement. 
 Implement the first set of SSIs in the community colleges by Fall 2009. 
 Analyze and reorient as necessary (ongoing). 

 

Recommendation 3: Develop the next set of Student Success Indicators (by 2011), 
including but not limited to: 

 Financial aid issues (Access) 
 Geographic penetration of community colleges in specific areas: headcount, 

population and subset without post-secondary education (Access) 
 Enrollment of low-income Oregonians, ages 16-26 (Access)   
 Number of Oregonians needing adult basic skills compared to number of students 

enrolled in adult basic skill courses (Access)   
 Credentials for noncredit workforce courses (Goals) 
 Career readiness credentials (Goals) 
 Family income increases (Value Added) 
 Return on investment (Value Added) 
 Lifelong learning (Value Added and possibly Access) 

 

Recommendation 4: Use the CCWD Website for sharing of best practices, culture of 
evidence processes and improvements in student success (immediately). 
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CHAPTER FIVE:  Retention Promising Practices 
Nationwide, more than half of community college students do not achieve a traditional 
educational goal within a six-year period. Many students cycle in and cycle out but do not 
return to finish what they started. To increase retention and to improve progress toward 
goal attainment, it is important to understand the effectiveness of retention strategies.  

The Oregon Student Success Steering Committee recognized the following reasons to 
study retention:  

 In the national Achieving the Dream Initiative, a focus on retention has proved to 
increase student achievement.  

 A focus on retention practices may help narrow Oregon’s large gap between the 
success rate of minority students and Caucasian students.  

 An inventory of performance measures revealed that community colleges do not 
have statewide retention performance measures.  

To begin its research the committee looked to Oregon’s Council of Students Services 
Administrators’ (CSSA) recent study on retention best practices (Appendix E). The study 
was well-researched using data from both Oregon and national sources and provided the 
basis for the committee’s recommendations on retention. 

The CSSA retention study analyzed retention practices from Oregon’s community colleges 
and Oregon University System (OUS) institutions. They also looked at research on 
national retention best practices. Using this information, they produced a “Retention Best 
Practices” glossary that defines 51 best practices for retention and categorized them into 
seven groups:  

 Curricular initiatives  
 Institutional assistance and academic interventions 
 Student development initiatives  
 Campus climate 
 Partnerships 
 Electronic and online tools  
 Institutional leadership, culture and direction 

Along with the glossary, the CSSA created a retention “grid” that shows which retention 
practices each college and OUS institution utilized and how those institutions ranked those 
practices effectiveness (Appendix E). 

The committee, with help from CSSA, narrowed the list of practices from 51 to 27 items, 
based on what it felt were the most promising practices in light of student demographics 
today. 



 

Based on this list of 27 practices and the issues raised by the NCHEMS report, the 
committee identified three retention practices that are particularly critical to engaging 
students and increasing retention rates: 

 Career planning  
 Early warning system  
 College readiness in reading, writing and math   

The 27 practices are organized in the table below by Access, Progress and Goals and by 
the three critical practices. This table is designed to help the colleges better understand 
how retention practices align with the student success measurement and the critical 
practices areas. 
 
 

  
CSSA Retention Best Practices 

Aligned with performance measurement areas and critical practice areas 

 Access Progress Goals 
Career 
Planning 

Curricular Initiatives 
  Career Pathways 

 

Curricular Initiatives 
 Career Pathways 

 

Student Development Initiatives 
 Counseling and support groups 
 Career exploration or student 

employment services 

Curricular Initiatives 
 Career Pathways 
 

Early  
Warning 
System 

Student Development Initiatives 
 Mandatory orientation or 

special workshops for new 
students 

 Mandatory advising or degree 
planning 

 One Stop enrollment services 
 Financial aid outreach 
 

Electronic & Online Tools 
  Online Student Services 

Curricular Initiatives 
 Learning communities or 

cohort groups 
 First term or first year 

experience 
 Embedding study skills in 

specific courses 
 Curricular innovations or 

faculty development 
 

Student Development Initiatives 
 Peer mentoring or tutoring or 

advising 
 Calling campaigns; person-to-

person contact 

 

College 
Readiness 
in Reading, 
Writing 
and Math 

Institutional Assistance and 
Academic Interventions 

 Institutional Assistance and 
Academic Interventions 

 Mandatory Assessment and  
Basic Skills Prerequisites 

 Learning Centers 
 Early Warning Systems 

 Summer Bridge Programs 
 Developmental Programs 

The Best Practices are taken from: Retention Best Practices for Oregon Community Colleges Rev. 2/18/08 LR, adapted 
from the Retention Best Practices Glossary (2004) developed by:  Jem Spectar, Provost, Western Oregon University; Linda 
Reisser, Dean of Student Development, Portland Community College (Cascade Campus) and Diane Watson, Dean of 
Student Services, Linn-Benton Community College. 

 
There are no practices that align with the “value added” measurement area at this time. 
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The Oregon Student Success Steering Committee’s Recommendations for 
Improving Student Retention  

Recommendation 1: Develop and implement statewide performance measures that will 
provide colleges with more specific information about student retention.  

These performance measures may include:  
 Term-to-term progress 
 Fall term-to-fall term progress 
 GED to next level 
 GED fall-to-fall persistence 
 ESL/ESOL noncredit to next level (credit classes) 

The analysis of new data from these retention measures will validate the current list of 
best practices or provide the basis for refinements and identify promising new best 
practices.  

Recommendation 2: To improve student retention, each community college is 
encouraged to take the following actions: 

1. Analyze current student retention rates, including rates from specific programs 
and specific student populations; 

2. Review the college’s current retention practices, in light of the 27 retention 
promising practices and the findings from NCHEMS report, to: 

 Identify gaps 
 Identify practices that might improve student success 
 Develop a plan to improve student success 

3. Ask all members of the campus community, from the classroom to the library, to 
share best practices. 

4. Share each college’s strategies to improve retention rates with the committee 
responsible for overseeing Phase II of this plan. (The Phase II committee will be 
formed by Fall 2008.) 

5. Analyze information generated by statewide retention performance measures. Use 
these data to further refine and improve retention practices.  
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CHAPTER SIX: Community College Data Collection –   
The Importance of Quality Data 
Data collection is an important step in improving student success rates. With quality data, 
colleges can make better informed decisions related to increasing student outcomes.  

The Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development (CCWD) collects 
statewide community college data in the Oregon Community College Unified Reporting 
System (OCCURS). OCCURS staff works with the colleges to assure common data 
standards, definitions, reporting formats and general policy for the system's operation to 
provide a standardized base of data for:  

 Effective and timely response to state and federal reporting requirements.  

 Individual community colleges to use in education planning and improvement, 
research the effectiveness of programs, maintain records and provide support 
services. 

The Student Success Steering Committee asked CCWD to review the OCCURS system 
and make recommendations for improving data collection. The recommendations are 
presented in the report Data Issues for Student Success Reporting. 

Key Findings and Data Issues for Student Success Reporting 
 Overall the OCCURS system works well and has provided a wealth of information 

to aid in measuring student success over its 14 years of operation.  

 More consistency is needed in data provided by colleges in: 
- Student Major Codes 
- “Needs Remediation” fields 
- Previous Degree Level 
- Program and Core Credits Earned 
- Course ATCI Codes 2  
- Course Credits 

 OCCURS could provide more information on student success by adding the 
following data fields: 

- High School GPA 
- SAT Scores 
- SES Category: Student or Family Income 
- Children/Dependents 
- Education Level of Parent 

 
 
 

 
2  ATCI codes are the codes attached to courses that identify a course as lower-division collegiate, career 
technical prep, postsecondary remedial, adult basic education, adult continuing education, or one of six 
other categories. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: Student Success Issues 
Related to Noncredit Workforce3:  
Three issues have emerged, both nationally and in Oregon, related to the noncredit 
workforce area of community college instruction: 

1. Noncredit workforce courses enroll a significant portion of community college 
students, yet many policymakers know little about this program area.  

2. There are no performance measures for Noncredit workforce courses  

3. Noncredit workforce courses need better connections to credit courses and 
credentials.  

Noncredit Workforce: An Overview  

Noncredit workforce coursework is important to Oregon’s economy. Approximately one-
third of community college students enroll in noncredit workforce courses that provide 
flexible and short term training in workforce development, information technology (IT) and 
occupational/career education. In Oregon, noncredit workforce training includes Career and 
Technical Supplemental Education and Adult Continuing Education (ACE) Workforce 
courses. Career and Technical Supplemental Education (CTE) courses help students 
improve or upgrade work skills in their current career field. ACE workforce courses provide 
Oregonians with life-long workforce development. 

In January 2008, the Community College 
Research Center (CCRC)4 completed a one-
year study of community college noncredit 
workforce training, policies and practices and 
published The Landscape of Noncredit 
Workforce Education: State Policies and 
Community College Practices (Appendix F).  

The study examined state policies in all 50 
states and made recommendations for 
improvements in the noncredit workforce area 
to better serve students and the economy.  

 
3 In Oregon community colleges, there are four program areas that are primarily noncredit: Adult Basic Education; Non-reimbursable 
Courses (Hobby and Recreation); Career and Technical Supplemental Education; Adult Continuing Education (ACE): ACE Workforce 
courses, ACE Health and Fitness courses, and ACE Safety courses. 

 
4 The Community College Research Center (CCRC) was established in 1996 by the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, and is housed at the 
Institute on Education and the Economy (IEE) at Teachers College, Columbia University. It conducts both quantitative and qualitative 
research on community colleges and higher education in general, and develops practice and policy that expands access to higher 
education and promotes success for all students. CCRC is also the organization that overseeing the Achieving the Dream Initiative.  

ACE workforce courses include: 

 (Basic) Literacy Skills; 

 Languages: i.e., conversational foreign 
languages and American Sign Language; 

 Life Skills: i.e., parenting, college success, and 
financial skills;  

 Technology: i.e., computers and software, 
PDAs, Geographic Information Systems (GIS); 

 General Workforce: Anything that meets the 
intent, but doesn’t fall into the other categories. 
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Age Breakout of CTE Supplemental Students 2006-07

15 and under
 0.7%Unknown

4.4%

18-24
14.6%

16-17
3.1%

45-64
35.3%

65 and over
3.6%

25-44
38.4%

Noncredit Workforce Courses  

Noncredit workforce courses enroll approximately 120,000 students per year, 
approximately one-third of all students enrolled in Oregon community colleges. They 
represent only a small fraction of FTE students, however, because most noncredit workforce 
students enroll for only one or two courses. 

It is important to look at the demographic breakdown of students in CTE Supplemental 
Education and Adult Continuing Education Workforce courses, in addition to the overall 
enrollment numbers. Understanding the types of students who enroll in noncredit workforce 
courses will provide insight into how to better serve them.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The demographic data reveals that: 

 Noncredit workforce students tend to be older. 

 Noncredit workforce students are almost exclusively enrolled part-time (98%).  

 Oregon does not have racial/ethnic information for the majority of noncredit 
workforce students. 

Statewide performance measures for Noncredit Workforce courses  

Because there are no performance measures for Noncredit Workforce courses, it is difficult 
to fully understand, articulate and assess the value of noncredit workforce instruction. 

The committee recommends further discussion about creating performance measures for 
noncredit workforce courses and/or credentials.  
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As a preliminary step to creating performance measures, the Steering Committee 
recommends that more data be collected on noncredit workforce courses. Colleges can 
use this expanded information when developing noncredit workforce performance 
measurements. Some suggestions for improving the noncredit workforce data are: 

 More consistent tracking of students in enrolled in specialized noncredit 
workforce classes such as contracted training, small business training and  
dislocated worker training 

 Develop a method to track ACE courses’ subcategories: workforce, health and 
fitness and safety 

 Review noncredit workforce courses to assure they are properly categorized 

 Determine whether noncredit students are co-enrolled in credit classes 

Noncredit workforce courses need better connections to credit courses            
and credentials 

Most noncredit workforce students enroll for one or two courses for a quick skill upgrade. 
Most do not receive a transcript or credential for their noncredit workforce courses. In most 
community colleges, little effort is made to transition these students into credit courses. 
According to the NCHEMS report this is especially true in Oregon.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

If Oregon wants to compete effectively in the global economy and meet its 40-40-20 
education goals, Oregon’s community colleges may need to increase the number of 
noncredit students who transition to earn certificates, degrees and credentials.  

To provide more noncredit students with the opportunity to earn credits and credentials, the 
committee recommends that community colleges: 

 Research transcripting noncredit courses. 
 Research methods to transition noncredit workforce students into credit courses 

where appropriate. 

Breakout of ACE Students by ACE Category of Concentration 2006-07

Workforce
67.8%

Safety
14.4%

Health and Fitness 
17.7%

Other
 0.1%
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 As Oregon moves toward more transcripting of noncredit workforce courses, it 
may benefit from having a measure that tracks the number and kinds of noncredit 
workforce credentials that are awarded. 

The Steering Committee’s Recommendations on Noncredit Workforce 

The Steering Committee makes the following recommendations related to noncredit 
workforce courses: 

1. Evaluate, and if necessary, improve data collection for noncredit workforce.  
2. Develop statewide student performance measures for noncredit workforce in the 

near future. 
3. Research a uniform method for transcripting noncredit workforce courses. 
4. Research methods to transition noncredit workforce students into credit courses 

where appropriate. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: The Legislative Budget Note on 
Community College Performance 
Overview 

The 2007 Legislature’s budget note on community college performance measures is an 
important part of the Student Success Plan because the budget note involves improving 
student success by disaggregating Key Performance Measures KPMs and sharing best 
practices among the colleges.  

Specifically, the budget note directed CCWD to: 

 Disaggregate the Key Performance Measures (KPMs) on a college-by-college basis. 

 Share results and best practices of successful programs with the other colleges, 
especially from colleges that showed exceptional performance in an area. 

 Manage the distribution of resources among the institutions to maximize statewide 
performance, recognize local investment and reward success. 

Background 

On June 6, 2007, the Oregon State Legislature’s Ways and Means Subcommittee on 
Education held a work session on HB 5012, the community college state appropriation.  
As a part of this budget deliberation, the committee reviewed the Key Performance 
Measures (KPM) for the community colleges. A request was made to see the KPMs 
disaggregated college by college and for CCWD to share any best practices identified 
through an analysis of these data. The request became a budget note attached to HB 5012, 
which the committee voted to adopt on June 11, 2007.  

Results 

CCWD disaggregated the Key Performance Measure data on a college-by-college basis and 
shared this information with the colleges. (A table of the Disaggregated KPMs can be found 
on pages 64 this report). CCWD analyzed the data to identify practices that would maximize 
student success. The recommendations in this Student Success Plan are drawn from this 
analysis and the committee’s review of research and further analysis of national and other 
data. 

Care is needed in the interpretation of the college level data because of significant differences 
between colleges such as: 

 The disparity of sizes among the colleges. Smaller colleges with small student 
bodies and small KPM cohort sizes can experience large swings in many of the 
measures. A small number of students can have a substantial effect on those 
measures that are expressed as percentages regardless of the practices in use.  

 Urban and rural factors.  
 Proximity to OUS institutions.  
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 Differing student demographics and educational interests and goals.  

Oregon community colleges range from Portland Community College with a student 
population of 86,709 to Tillamook Bay Community College’s 2,199, from Mt. Hood 
Community College that serves 950 square miles to Blue Mountain Community College that 
serves 18,000 square miles; from Clatsop Community College that serves 20.6% of the 
district population to Rogue Community College that serves 4.6%. Although the significance 
of any one of these factors is difficult to determine, they are the reality of Oregon’s 17 
community colleges. 

Following the disaggregation process, CCWD compared the colleges’ performance using the 
statewide target for each KPM as a guide for the comparison. CCWD identified the colleges 
that consistently meet or exceed state targets or colleges that were making steady progress 
toward the statewide targets. These colleges were contacted to determine if they had best 
practices to share with the other colleges.  

Examples of areas that showed a variation among the colleges’ performance:   
 Nursing Completions 
 Associate Degree Completions 
 High school student participation  

The detailed results from this process are contained in a table of Key Performance Measures 
with Best Practices located on page 81.             
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Legislatively Adopted 2007-09 Key Performance Measures     
Community College Measures     
Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development    

2007-09 
KPM # 

Legislatively Adopted KPMs for 2007-09 
Changes 

to  
2005-07 

Statewide 
Target 
2008 

Statewide
Target  
2009 

Statewide 
Target  
2010* 

1 SUCCESSFUL GED APPLICANTS – Percentage of GED certificate applicants successful  76.70% 77.50%  

7 COMPLETION OF BASIC SKILLS/ESL – Percentage of students enrolled in a basic skills or ESL 
program who complete successfully 

 49.90% 50.90%  

8 NURSING COMPLETION – Percentage of students who successfully complete a nursing program  73.00% 73.70%  

9 SBDC BUSINESS START-UPS – Percentage of SBDC pre-venture/start-up entrepreneurs with a completed 
business plan who start a business 

 71.40% 72.80%  

10 BITS COMPANY SATISFACTION – Percent of companies ranking training they received through 
community college Business and Industry Training System (BITS) as good or better 

 95.00% 95.00%  

11 LICENSING/CERTIFICATION RATES – Oregon community college students’ pass rate for national 
licensing tests compared to national pass rates 

 93.00% 93.00%  

12 CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION (CTE) DEGREE/CERTIFICATE COMPLETION – 
Number of professional-technical degrees and certificates awarded 

New 
targets 

4,812 5,101 5,407 

13 ASSOCIATE DEGREE COMPLETION – Percentage of students in Associate degree programs who 
obtain an Associate Degree 

 30.60% 31.60% 32.10% 

14 STUDENT TRANSFERS TO OUS – Percentage of students attending an Oregon community college 
during one academic year who transfer to an OUS institution the following academic year 

New 
targets 

15.00% 15.20% 15.50% 

15 PROGRESS OF TRANSFER STUDENTS – Percentage of community college transfer students who 
demonstrate progress by returning for the second year 

 80.00% 80.00%  

16 TUITION/FEES – Oregon’s rank for college tuition and fees among all western states  8th highest 8th highest  

17 HIGH SCHOOL PARTICIPATION – Number of high school students enrolled in community college 
credit programs 

New 
targets 

16,112 16,500  

18 
MINORITY ENROLLMENT – Each minority’s proportion of total community college enrollment as a 
percentage of each minority’s proportion of the total population, by racial/ethnic group. A. African 
American, B. Asian/Pacific Islander, C. Hispanic/Latino, D. Native American 

 >=100% >=100%  

      

* The 2010 targets for most KPMs will be negotiated in July 2008. The Ways and Means Subcommittee on Education negotiated 2010 targets with    
CCWD for three KPMs during the last legislative session.     
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KPM #1 Successful GED Applicants
Percentage of GED certificate applicants successful
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KPM #1 – Percentage of GED certificate applicants successful  
Data presented by Community College for 2001/02 through 2005/06 

College 
*2001/02 

Successfully 
Completed 

2001/02 
Number 

Who 
Tested 

2001/02 
Percentage 

Passed 

2002/03 
Successfully 
Completed 

2002/3 
Number 

Who Tested 

2002/03 
Percentage 

Passed 

2003/04 
Successfully 
Completed 

2003/04 
Number 

Who Tested 

2003/04 
Percentage 

Passed 

2004/05 
Successfully 
Completed 

2004/05 
Number 

Who Tested 

2004/05 
Percentage 

Passed 

2005/06 
Successful

ly 
Completed 

2005/06 
Number 

Who 
Tested 

2005/06 
Percentage 

Passed 

Blue Mountain 223 233 95.7% 192 246 78.0% 258 342 75.4% 349 450 77.6% 309 398 77.6% 
*Central Oregon 562 592 94.9% 298 339 87.9% 325 364 89.3% 306 356 86.0% 285 337 84.6% 
Chemeketa 1,224 1,309 93.5% 748 906 82.6% 654 831 78.7% 737 878 83.9% 679 861 78.9% 
Clackamas 687 720 95.4% 438 519 84.4% 469 560 83.8% 529 645 82.0% 468 579 80.8% 
Clatsop 301 342 88.0% 298 415 71.8% 252 341 73.9% 217 295 73.6% 294 382 77.0% 
Columbia 
Gorge 97 108 89.8% 88 121 72.7% 95 126 75.4% 81 106 76.4% 76 110 69.1% 
*Klamath 239 256 93.4% 123 149 82.6% 151 177 85.3% 155 174 89.1% 143 170 84.1% 
Lane  722 764 94.5% 350 434 80.6% 254 312 81.4% 251 311 80.7% 214 266 80.5% 
Linn Benton  580 590 98.3% 402 470 85.5% 332 423 78.5% 421 518 81.3% 339 436 77.8% 
Mt Hood 663 764 86.8% 420 552 76.1% 446 571 78.1% 496 700 70.9% 485 705 68.8% 
Oregon Coast 199 218 91.3% 170 222 76.6% 162 228 71.1% 182 238 76.5% 167 241 69.3% 
Portland 1,124 1,200 93.7% 638 851 75.0% 745 976 76.3% 935 1,223 76.5% 781 1,082 72.2% 
Rogue  638 682 93.5% 463 572 80.9% 455 556 81.8% 430 542 79.3% 451 590 76.4% 
Southwestern 
Oregon 305 321 95.0% 216 292 74.0% 178 223 79.8% 178 215 82.8% 219 288 76.0% 
Tillamook Bay 98 110 89.1% 81 114 71.1% 58 72 80.6% 16 17 94.1% 31 39 79.5% 
Treasure Valley 90 104 86.5% 98 123 79.7% 145 195 74.4% 129 159 81.1% 126 164 76.8% 
Umpqua 488 524 93.1% 294 370 79.5% 355 429 82.8% 351 440 79.8% 379 471 80.5% 
                                
Totals 8,240 93.2% 5,317 6,695 79.4% 5,334 6,726 79.3% 5,763 7,267 79.3% 5,446 7,119 76.5% 8,837 
Statewide 
Targets: 

No performance targets set before 2005/06 
          

Reporting Cycle: Oregon fiscal year (for this project).  

The number who tested only includes numbers for of Applicants who took the first of five GED tests in a calendar year. Successful applicants are those who 
complete and pass all five of the GED tests and who are issued a GED certificate. There are no known unique factors affecting the results. Over 2/3 of those 
tested are at community colleges with other sites being at Education Service Districts, the Univ. of Oregon, WorkSource One-Stops, School Districts and 
Corrections. *The higher number 2001/02 pass rate was primarily due to larger numbers of individuals completing their test series before new GED 
requirements became effective.  

*For testing, Central Oregon CC contracts with High Desert ESD and Klamath CC contracts with Klamath Adult Learning Center. 
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KPM #7 - Completion of Basic Skills/ESL
Percentage of  students enrolled in a basic skills or ESL program who complete successfully 
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KPM #7 – Completion of Basic Skills/ESL     
Percentage of students enrolled in a basic skills or ESL program who complete successfully 
Data presented by community college for 2004/05 through 2005/06 
  

Percentage of 
Successful Students – 

Basic Skills/ESL 

Percentage of Successful 
Students -  

Basic Skills/ESL  

Percentage of Successful 
Students -  

Basic Skills/ESL 

Percentage of 
Successful Students -  

Basic Skills/ESL   
College 

2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06   
Blue Mountain 63.0% 62.0% 58.7% 57.7%   
Central Oregon 56.9% 53.6% 40.0% 47.8%   
Chemeketa 54.9% 43.7% 52.1% 65.4%   
Clackamas 37.4% 53.1% 58.9% 55.6%   
Clatsop 56.5% 58.0% 47.3% 67.6%   
Columbia Gorge 59.2% 58.9% 59.7% 48.0%   
Dept of Corrections 66.2% 63.4% 64.0% 66.9%   
Klamath 50.7% 41.9% 38.3% 69.2%   
Lane 60.9% 64.1% 63.4% 77.9%   
Linn Benton 58.3% 36.6% 46.7% 63.1%   
Mt. Hood 62.3% 61.6% 52.4% 45.2%   
Oregon Coast 60.2% 61.3% 47.2% 53.5%   
Portland 64.5% 62.0% 65.4% 74.2%   
Rogue 63.7% 63.9% 66.9% 63.8%   
Southwestern Oregon 51.4% 46.1% 43.1% 72.5%   
Tillamook Bay 68.3% 55.9% 64.6% 56.6%   
Treasure Valley 53.7% 47.0% 50.4% 51.7%   
Umpqua 73.0% 75.8% 81.9% 82.6%   
Totals 58.1% 53.3% 50.2% 64.0%   
Statewide Targets 47.9%     

No performance targets set for 2003/04 through 2004/05 
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KPM #8 NURSING COMPLETIONS 
Percentage of students who successfully complete a Nursing program
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KPM #8 NURSING COMPLETIONS    
Percentage of students who successfully complete a Nursing program 
Data Presented by Community College for 2001/02 through 2005/06 
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Blue Mountain 7 15 46.7% 41 43 95.3% 123 143 86.0% 71 77 92.2% 53 77 68.8% 

Central Oregon 52 57 91.2% 66 70 94.3% 60 69 87.0% 87 92 94.6% 77 85 90.6% 

Columbia Gorge 13 16 81.3% 38 39 97.4% 40 40 100.0% 35 35 100.0% 37 37 100.0% 

Chemeketa 94 114 82.5% 106 112 94.6% 111 130 85.4% 110 118 93.2% 114 122 93.4% 

Clackamas 31 38 81.6% 40 50 80.0% 42 53 79.2% 22 150 14.7% 27 27 100.0% 

Clatsop 16 22 72.7% 25 42 59.5% 17 45 37.8% 25 47 53.2% 20 54 37.0% 

Klamath 0 0 NA 0 3 0.0% 0 2 0.0% 0 3 0.0% 0 2 0.0% 

Lane 88 115 76.5% 104 133 78.2% 106 110 96.4% 118 138 85.5% 123 154 79.9% 

Linn Benton 70 98 71.4% 76 77 98.7% 66 66 100.0% 50 50 100.0% 36 36 100.0% 

Mt. Hood 38 38 100.0% 40 40 100.0% 44 47 93.6% 49 50 98.0% 39 41 95.1% 

Oregon Coast 0 0 NA 0 0 NA 0 0 NA 1 1 100.0% 0 0 NA 

Portland 75 97 77.3% 78 105 74.3% 63 88 71.6% 93 127 73.2% 80 86 93.0% 

Rogue 25 117 21.4% 27 189 14.3% 31 218 14.2% 38 93 40.9% 35 57 61.4% 
Southwestern 
Oregon 50 160 31.3% 38 129 29.5% 66 131 50.4% 26 35 74.3% 24 32 75.0% 

Tillamook Bay 0 0 NA 0 0 NA 0 0 NA 0 0 NA 0 0 NA 

Treasure Valley 40 51 78.4% 43 61 70.5% 27 35 77.1% 30 81.1% 43 53 33 90.9% 

Umpqua 36 81 31 73 42.5% 85 101 84.2% 99 44.4% 127 78.0% 105 124 84.7% 

Totals 635 57.3% 753 1,166 64.6% 897 1,296 69.2% 1,109 851 1178 72.2% 800 967 82.7% 

Statewide Targets      No performance targets set before 2006/07 

Reporting Cycle: Oregon fiscal year. 

The measure cohort includes all professional technical concentrators for the program year who were identified as having Licensed Practical Nursing or 
Registered Nursing majors. The measure result is the percentage of these students who completed one- or two-year nursing programs within the program 
year. The definition of professional technical concentrator is based on Perkins III accountability measures, and includes students who are credit students in 
the fall term of the reporting year and who have earned at least 50% of credits applicable toward their professional technical major.  
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Note: KPM # 9 – SBDC Business Start-ups           
 
Percentage of SBDC [Small Business Development Center] pre-venture/start-up entrepreneur with a completed business plan who start a 
business.    
 
The Oregon SBDC Network has noted that that they are doing their best to provide 2005-06 results and estimates as soon as possible.  
However, they noted that the network is funded as a whole and that their Management Information System is designed to report out to their 
funding partners as a statewide system. The SBDC Network further noted that most reporting measures only make sense when reported as a 
system, not as individual community colleges or subcontractors. There are too many variables at the local level which preclude comparison 
or analysis. 
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KPM #10 BITS Company Satisfaction
Percent of companies ranking the training they received through

community college Business and Industry Training System (BITS) as good or better
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KPM #10 – BITS Company Satisfaction       
Percent of companies ranking the training they received through community college Business and Industry Training 
System (BITS) as good or better 

    Data presented by community college for 2001/02 through 2005/06 

College 
Percentage 

 of Firms with 4 
or 5 Rating 

2000/01 

Percentage 
 of Firms with 4 

or 5 Rating 
2001/02 

Percentage 
 of Firms with 4 

or 5 Rating 
2002/03 

Percentage 
 of Firms with 4 

or 5 Rating 
2003/04 

Percentage 
 of Firms with 4 

or 5 Rating 
2004/05 

Percentage 
 of Firms with 4 or 5 

Rating 
2005/06 

Blue Mountain 100% not reported not reported not reported 100% not reported 
Central Oregon 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Chemeketa 100% 100% 100% 100% not reported 100%
Clackamas 100% 86% 100% 100% 90% 100%
Clatsop 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 93%
Columbia Gorge 100% 100% 100% 100% 92% 100%
Klamath 90% 81% 92% 83% 89% 75%
Lane 100% 100% 100% 89% not reported 100%
Linn Benton 100% 83% 96% 94% 95% 100%
Mt. Hood 92% 92% 100% 100% not reported 100%
Oregon Coast 100% not reported 100% 100% 100% not applicable 
Portland 93% 100% 94% 100% not reported 92%
Rogue 74% 94% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Southwestern OR 100% 100% 100% 60% 100% 100%
Tillamook Bay not applicable not applicable not applicable 100% 100% 100%
Treasure Valley 100% not reported 100% 100% 100% 96%
Umpqua 86%100% 100% 75% 100% 100%
        

Totals 92.9% 93.0% 98.5% 95.6% 91.4% 96.7%
        

Oregon Targets 93.0% 93.0% 93.0% 93.0% 93.0% 95.0%

Reporting Cycle: Oregon fiscal year.    

Data are generally available for this measure in the fall. The number of firms with a 4 or 5 satisfaction rating for CC training provided to 
their employees is compared to the total number responding to the survey to determine percent of firms providing a 4 or 5 rating.  Percent 
of companies ranking the training they received through community college Business and Industry Training System (BITS) as good or 
better. Businesses are requested to "Rate your satisfaction on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being not satisfied and 5 being very satisfied."   
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Oregon Community College and National Licensing Test Pass Rates
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KPM #11 – Licensing/Certification Rates 
Oregon community college students' pass rates for national licensing tests compared to national pass rates 
   
 Codes:  
  "Not reported" - Data not provided 
 "Partial data" - Either number taking or passing test not provided 
 High-lighted cells - Oregon's pass rate didn't equal or exceed national pass rate 
  
  

 2005-06 2005-06  2004-05  2003-04  2002-03  2001-02  2000-01 

Program/Community 
College 

# Taking 
Test 

# Passing 
Test 

Oregon 
CCs' Pass 

Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

                                        

Aviation Main. 
Powerplant - PCC 10 10 100% 89%   100% not 

reported   100% 95%   100% 95%   not 
reported -   not 

reported - 

Aviation Main. 
General - PCC 12 12 100% 89%   100% not 

reported   100% 94%   100% 94%   100% not 
reported   not 

reported - 

Aviation Main. 
Airframe - PCC 15 15 100% 91%   100% not 

reported   100% 95%   100% 95%   100% not 
reported   not 

reported - 

                                        

Central Oregon 14 14 100%     94%     94%     100%     not 
reported     67%   

Chemeketa not 
reported 

not 
reported -     not 

reported     not 
reported     100%     93%     58%   

Clackamas 13 10 77%     not 
reported     82%     100%     not 

reported     not 
reported   

Lane 18 18 100%     100%     83%     100%     95%     98%   

Linn-Benton 19 18 95%     95%     100%     100%     not 
reported     not 

reported   

Mt Hood not 
reported 

not 
reported -     91%     86%     100%     85%     90%   

Portland nr nr -     94%     not 
reported     not 

reported     93%     not 
reported   

Rogue 14 13 93%     not 
reported     not 

reported     78%     100%     not 
reported   

Total - Certified Med. 
Assts. 78 73 94% not 

reported   95% 70%   87% 67%   94% 67%   94% 58%   85% 56% 

                                        

Blue Mountain  12 12 100%     100%     92%     50%     not 
reported     not 

reported   

**Central Oregon partial 
data 

partial 
data -     not 

reported     not 
reported     100%     not 

reported     100%   

Chemeketa 22 21 95%     90%     100%     100%     100%     100%   

Klamath 37 37 100%     100%     100%     94%     not 
reported     100%   

Lane 25 25 100%     not 
reported     100%     100%     100%     100%   

Linn-Benton 15 15 100%     100%     100%     93%     100%     not 
reported   
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 2005-06 2005-06  2004-05  2003-04  2002-03  2001-02  2000-01 

Program/Community 
College 

# Taking 
Test 

# Passing 
Test 

Oregon 
CCs' Pass 

Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass Rate  

Oregon 
CCs' Pass 

Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

Portland 37 35 95%     100%     100%     100%     98%     not 
reported   

Total - Dental 
Assistants 148 145 98% 65%   99% not 

reported   99% 71%   94% 71%   99% 82%   100% 81% 

 

Lane 19 19 100%     100%     100%     100%     94%      100%     
Mt Hood 18 18 100%     100%     100%     100%     94%     100%     
Portland 17 17 100%     100%     100%     100%     95%     94%     
Total - Dental 
Hygiene 54 54 100% 89%   100% 93%   100% 92%   100% 84%   94% 93%   98% 94%   
                                          

Total Electronics 
ISCET - RCC 5 4 80% 45%   not 

reported -   33% not 
reported   50% 33%   50% requested   not 

reported -   
                                     All EMT data combined in 00-01   

Blue Mountain 45 35 78%     not 
reported     not 

reported     45%     not 
reported     not 

reported     
Central Oregon not 

reported 
not 

reported -     72%     not 
reported     84%     95%     94%     

Chemeketa 122 103 84%     84%     84%     100%     not 
reported     100%     

Clackamas 47 45 96%     not 
reported     94%     97%     not 

reported     not 
reported     

Clatsop 11 9 82%     75%     70%     n/r     not 
reported     not 

reported     
Columbia Gorge 33 32 97%     not 

reported     not 
reported     79%     90%     93%     

Klamath 16 11 69%     72%     67%     92%     not 
reported     not 

reported     
Lane 124 111 90%     85%     100%     92%     90%     not 

reported     
Linn-Benton 40 39 98%     97%     not 

reported     93%     91%     91%     
Mt Hood not 

reported 
not 

reported -     not 
reported     not 

reported           76%     79%     
Oregon Coast 5 4 80%     100%     100%     95%     100%     91%     
Rogue 35 29 83%     66%     90%     96%     88%     not 

reported     
Southwestern Oregon 28 19 68%     83%     100%     96%     93%     77%     
Tillamook Bay 9 8 89%     93%     not 

reported     n/r     not 
reported     not 

reported     
Treasure Valley 16 14 88%     90%     96%     100%     81%     100%     
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 2005-06 2005-06  2004-05  2003-04  2002-03  2001-02  2000-01 

Program/Community 
College 

# Taking 
Test 

# Passing 
Test 

Oregon 
CCs' Pass 

Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' Pass 
Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

 
Oregon 

CCs' 
Pass Rate 

National 
Pass 
Rate 

Umpqua 52 35 67%     86%     73%     89%     not 
reported     81%     

Subtotal EMT - Basic 583 494 85% 71%   83% 65%   89% 64%   89% 68%   not 
reported 70%   87% see total 

EMTs   
                                          

Chemeketa not reported not 
reported -     not 

reported     not 
reported     100%     not 

reported     
Per above 
note, all 
EMTs  

    

Clackamas not reported not 
reported -     not 

reported     94%     not 
reported     not 

reported     
data 
combined 
together 

    
Clatsop not reported not 

reported -     not 
reported     100%     not 

reported     not 
reported     in this 

year.     
Columbia Gorge 8 8 100%     not 

reported     not 
reported     93%     not 

reported           
Lane not reported not 

reported -     not 
reported     100%     85%     100%           

Linn-Benton not reported not 
reported -     90%     not 

reported     89%     not 
reported           

Rogue 20 8 40%     not 
reported     not 

reported     not 
reported     100%           

Southwestern Oregon 50 50 100%     90%     90%     86%     not 
reported           

Treasure Valley 11 8 73%     not 
reported     100%     not 

reported     92%           
Umpqua 11 1 9%     100%     91%     100%     not 

reported     91%     
Subtotal EMT - 
Intermediate 100 75 75% 62%   95% 62%   96% 60%   93% 65%   99% 65%   not 

reported 
not  

reported   
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KPM #12  Career Technical Education 
Degree/Certificate Completion

Number of Career Technical Education degrees and certificates awarded
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KPM #12 – Professional Technical Degree/Certificate Completion 
Number of professional technical degrees and certificates awarded 
      

Data presented by community college for 2001/02 through 2005/06 
      

College 
Academic Year 

2001/02 
Academic Year 

2002/03 
Academic Year 

2003/04 
Academic Year 

2004/05 
Academic Year 

2005/06 
Blue Mountain 113 129 141 132 120 
Central Oregon 182 242 238 287 328 
Columbia Gorge 43 107 81 74 77 
Chemeketa 588 627 613 564 591 
Clackamas 210 282 283 261 262 
Clatsop 69 72 71 77 44 
Klamath 8 36 27 33 40 
Lane 522 609 518 536 457 
Linn Benton 474 506 500 514 418 
Mt. Hood 501 512 548 465 441 
Oregon Coast 4 10 10 10 18 
Portland 941 1,131 1,129 1,134 1,013 
Rogue 221 207 180 176 190 
Southwestern Oregon 96 113 135 87 92 
Tillamook Bay 0 1 4 2 2 
Treasure Valley 78 116 100 102 124 
Umpqua 204 192 217 213 231 

Totals 4,254 4,892 4,795 4,667 4,448 
      

Statewide Targets 4,178 4,178 4,178 4,178 4,595 

Reporting cycle: Oregon fiscal year. 

Note:  Professional Technical is now Career Technical Education 

The performance targets 2005/06 are 10% higher than the previous year's targets.  

The measure is a count of all state approved Career Technical Education degrees and certificates awarded in the reporting year. 
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KPM #13 Associate Degree Completion 
Percentage of students in Associate's degree programs who obtain an Associate's 

degree
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KPM #13 – Associate Degree Completion 
Percentage of students in Associate's Degree programs who obtain an Associate's degree 

Data presented by community college for 2003/04 thought 2005/06      

College 
Completed by 

Spring 2004 (of 
2003/04 cohort) 

Total in cohort 
2003/04 

Completion 
"rate"  

2003-4 

Completed by 
Spring 2005 (of 
2004/05 cohort) 

Total in cohort  
2004/05 

Completion 
"rate" 2004/05 

Completed by 
Spring 2006 (of 
2005/06 cohort) 

Total in cohort 
2005/06 

Completion 
"rate"  

2005/06 

Blue Mountain 104 377 27.6% 5 11 45.5% 98 233 42.1% 
Central 200 545 36.7% 165 537 30.7% 207 539 38.4% 
Columbia Gorge 38 74 51.4% 37 93 39.8% 70 127 55.1% 
Chemeketa 268 731 36.7% 287 790 36.3% 280 871 32.1% 
Clackamas 186 551 33.8% 195 706 27.6% 203 740 27.4% 
Clatsop 47 101 46.5% 55 113 48.7% 36 98 36.7% 
Klamath 26 93 28.0% 9 79 2 96 11.4% 2.1% 
Lane 400 2,021 27.8% 455 2,245 415 1,494 19.8% 20.3% 
Linn Benton 247 778 31.7% 279 785 35.5% 221 759 29.1% 
Mt. Hood 362 33.6% 1,076 341 1,124 30.3% 363 1,101 33.0% 
Oregon Coast 6 19 31.6% 11 24 45.8% 14 28 50.0% 
Portland 435 1,452 30.0% 537 2,129 25.2% 495 1,922 25.8% 
Rogue 168 629 26.7% 147 609 24.1% 147 500 29.4% 
Southwestern Oregon 140 570 24.6% 99 544 18.2% 133 592 22.5% 
Tillamook Bay 0 13 0.0% 10 18 55.6% 4 11 36.4% 
Treasure Valley 126 291 43.3% 47 275 17.1% 111 257 43.2% 
Umpqua 140 312 44.9% 175 348 50.3% 168 329 51.1% 
             

Totals 2,893 9,633 30.0% 2,814 9,679 29.1% 3,007 10,448 28.8% 

Statewide Targets    No performance targets before 2006/07      

Reporting cycle: Oregon fiscal year.  
The measure cohort includes the unduplicated count of all fall credit students with no previous Associate degree and  enough credits to possibly complete an 
Associate’s degree by end of spring term. The percentage is calculated by identifying the number of these students who do complete Associate’s degree by 
end of spring term. Students are identified as having “enough credits to potentially complete an Associate’s degree” according to their enrollment status in the 
fall term of the year under consideration. Full-time students (those enrolled in 12 or more credits in the fall term) could potentially complete an associate’s 
degree by the end of spring term of the reporting year if they have earned at least 54 credits by the time they enroll full-time for the fall quarter. Half-time 
students (those enrolled in 6-11.99 more credits in the fall term) could potentially complete an associate’s degree by the end of spring term of the reporting 
year if they have earned at least 72 credits by the time they enroll half-time for the fall quarter. Part-time students (those enrolled in 1-5.99 more credits in the 
fall term) could potentially complete an associate’s degree by the end of spring term of the reporting year if they have earned at least 81 credits by the time 
they enroll part-time for the fall quarter. 
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KPM #14 Student Transfers to OUS 
Percentage of students attending an Oregon community college during one academic 

year who transfer to an OUS institution the following academic year
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KPM #14 – Student Transfers to OUS   
Percentage of students attending an Oregon community college during one academic year who transfer to an OUS institution 
the follow academic year 

             

Data presented by community college for 2002/03 through 2005/06         

College 
Total Student 

Transfers to OUS 
2002/03 

Total 
Students 

Enrolled in 
CC LD 

Program  
2002/03 

Percentage 
Student 

Transfers to 
OUS  

2002/03 

Total 
Student 

Transfers 
to OUS 
2003/04 

Total 
Students 

Enrolled in 
CC LD 

Program  
2003/04 

Percentage 
Student 

Transfers to 
OUS  

2003/04 

Total 
Student 

Transfers 
to OUS 
2004/05 

Total 
Students 

Enrolled in 
CC LD 

Program  
2004/05 

Percentage 
Student 

Transfers 
to OUS  
2004/05 

Total Student 
Transfers to 

OUS 2005/06 

Total Students 
Enrolled in CC 
LD Program  

2005/06 

Percentage 
Student 

Transfers to 
OUS 2005/06 

Blue Mountain 132 745 17.7% 105 677 15.5% 100 668 15.0% 154 881 17.5% 
Central Oregon 413 2,880 14.3% 445 2,925 15.2% 516 2,905 17.8% 527 2,970 17.7% 
Columbia Gorge 40 511 7.8% 50 641 7.8% 51 632 8.1% 36 683 5.3% 
Chemeketa 644 4,359 14.8% 335 2,144 15.6% 556 4,297 12.9% 676 4,576 14.8% 
Clackamas 326 3,139 10.4% 410 3,443 11.9% 384 3,671 10.5% 683 4,914 13.9% 
Clatsop 66 572 11.5% 46 605 7.6% 32 584 5.5% 41 530 7.7% 
Klamath 43 320 13.4% 71 448 15.8% 83 509 16.3% 78 499 15.6% 
Lane 1,028 7,379 13.9% 1,090 7,416 14.7% 1,183 6,629 17.8% 1,264 6,487 19.5% 
Linn Benton 786 3,153 24.9% 761 3,145 24.2% 772 3,037 25.4% 917 3,383 27.1% 
Mt. Hood 592 5,180 11.4% 579 5,289 10.9% 605 5,177 11.7% 641 5,082 12.6% 
Oregon Coast 25 213 11.7% 16 218 7.3% 19 317 6.0% 33 325 10.2% 
Portland 2,160 15,847 13.6% 2,437 17,560 13.9% 2,436 17,559 13.9% 2,535 18,028 14.1% 
Rogue 376 2,535 14.8% 407 2,619 15.5% 374 2,575 14.5% 388 2,507 15.5% 
Southwestern Oregon 120 1,093 11.0% 84 1,061 7.9% 97 1,100 8.8% 132 1,084 12.2% 
Tillamook Bay 13 163 8.0% 16 160 10.0% 9 144 6.3% 15 179 8.4% 
Treasure Valley 101 803 12.6% 136 1,348 10.1% 136 1,463 9.3% 104 1,419 7.3% 
Umpqua 144 1,246 11.6% 99 1,227 8.1% 156 1,429 10.9% 179 1,289 13.9% 
                 

Totals 7,009 50,138 14.0% 7,087 50,926 13.9% 7,509 52,696 14.2% 8,403 54,836 15.3% 
State Targets Performance targets not set before 2005/06        15.0% 

            
Reporting cycle: Oregon fiscal year.  
The measure includes the unduplicated number of community college students enrolled in lower division collegiate programs in the year prior to the reporting 
year who are admitted to and enrolled in an Oregon University System institution at some point during the following academic year (the reporting year).  
Students must have at least 12 cumulative community college credits.  The count is divided by the unduplicated number of community college students 
enrolled in lower division collegiate programs who had earned at least 12 cumulative credits by the end of the year prior to the reporting year. 
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KPM #15 Progress of Transfer Students
Percentage of community college students who transfer to OUS and demonstrate 

progress by returning for the second year
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   KPM #15 – Progress of Transfer Students       
  Percentage of community college students who transfer to OUS and demonstrate progress by returning for the second year 
   
  Data presented by community college for 2004/05 through 2005/06 
            

College 

Enrolled at CC in 
2002/03, 

Transferred to 
OUS in 2003/04, 
Retained at OUS 

in 2004/05 

Enrolled at CC 
in 2002/03, 

Transferred to 
OUS in 
2003/04 

Percentage of 
OUS Transfers 
Returning for 

Second Year in 
2003/04 

Enrolled at CC 
in 2002/03, 

Transferred to 
OUS in 

2003/04, 
Retained at 

OUS in 
2004/05 

Enrolled at CC in 
2002/03, 

Transferred to 
OUS in 2003/04 

Percentage of OUS 
Transfers 

Returning for 
Second Year in 

2004/05 

Enrolled at CC in 
2003/04, 

Transferred to 
OUS in 2004/05, 
Retained at OUS 

in 2005/06 

Enrolled at CC in 
2003/04, 

Transferred to 
OUS in 2004/05 

Percentage of 
OUS Transfers 
Returning for 

Second Year in 
2005/06 

Blue Mountain 104 132 78.8% 73 105 69.5% 76 100 76.0% 
Central Oregon 292 413 70.7% 326 445 73.3% 355 516 68.8% 
Columbia Gorge 35 40 87.5% 34 50 68.0% 40 51 78.4% 
Chemeketa 493 644 76.6% 225 335 67.2% 455 556 81.8% 
Clackamas 261 326 80.1% 320 410 78.0% 296 384 77.1% 
Clatsop 55 66 83.3% 41 46 89.1% 25 32 78.1% 
Klamath 36 43 83.7% 51 71 71.8% 56 83 67.5% 
Lane 842 1,028 81.9% 888 1,090 81.5% 995 1,183 84.1% 
Linn Benton 627 786 79.8% 573 761 75.3% 81.2% 627 772 
Mt. Hood 473 592 76.3% 499 605 79.9% 82.5% 442 579 
Oregon Coast 18 25 72.0% 11 16 68.8% 17 19 89.5% 
Portland 1,724 2,160 1,850 2,437 75.9% 1,958 2,436 80.4% 79.8% 

292 376 77.7% 318 407 78.1% 301 Rogue 374 80.5% 
Southwestern Oregon 92 120 76.7% 57 84 67.9% 80 97 82.5% 
Tillamook Bay 8 13 61.5% 11 16 68.8% 8 9 88.9% 
Treasure Valley 73 101 72.3% 98 136 72.1% 95 136 69.9% 
Umpqua 113 144 78.5% 79 99 79.8% 131 156 84.0% 
                    

Totals 5,538 7.009 79.0% 5,397 7,087 76.2% 6,014 7,509 80.1% 
Statewide Targets    No performance targets set before 2005/06           80.0% 

                    

Reporting cycle: Oregon fiscal year.  The measure is the percentage of community college lower division collegiate students who have earned 12 or 
more cumulative community college credits by the end of year 1, who are then admitted to and enrolled in an OUS institution in year 2, and who 
return to OUS in year 3 (the reporting year). 
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KPM #16 Tuition/Fees
Oregon's rank for community college tuition and fees among all western states
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 KPM #16 – Tuition/Fees    
Oregon's rank for community college traction and fees among all western states     
Data presented by community college for 2000/01 through 2005/06       
              

College 
2000-01 (Fall '00) 

Annualized In-District 
Tuition &  Fees 

2001-02 (Fall '01) 
Annualized In-District 

Tuition &  Fees 

2002-03(Fall '02) 
Annualized In-District 

Tuition &  Fees 

2003-04 (Fall '03) 
Annualized In-District 

Tuition &  Fees 

2004-05 (Fall '04) 
Annualized In-District 

Tuition &  Fees 

2005-06 (Fall '05) 
Annualized In-District 

Tuition &  Fees 

Blue Mountain $1,827  $1,947  $2,348  $2,685  $2,730  $2,831 
Central Oregon $1,989  $1,989  $2,274  $2,544  $2,589  $2,859 
Chemeketa $1,710  $1,755  $1,935  $2,430  $2,700  $2,790 
Clackamas $1,845  $2,700 $1,980  $2,025  $2,475  $2,610  
Clatsop $1,845  $1,890  $2,160  $2,430  $2,700  $2,835 
Columbia Gorge $1,935  $2,025  $2,340  $2,790  $3,015  $3,150 
Klamath $1,905  $1,950  $2,355  $2,805  $2,790  $2,805 
Lane $1,704  $1,796  $2,438  $3,068  $3,200  $3,326 
Linn-Benton $1,710  $1,755  $1,935  $2,243  $2,520  $2,790 
Mt. Hood $1,778  $1,952  $2,183  $2,948  $3,038  $3,038 
Oregon Coast $1,710  $2,055  $2,130  $2,625  $2,865  $2,955 
Portland $1,890  $1,958  $2,205  $2,790  $2,975  $3,116 
Rogue $2,025  $2,124  $2,370  $2,985  $2,985  $2,985 
Southwestern Oregon $1,914  $1,959  $2,367  $2,820  $2,865  $3,060 
Tillamook Bay $1,620  $1,800  $2,070  $2,745  $2,790  $3,159 
Treasure Valley $1,959  $2,220  $2,610  $3,060  $3,150  $3,330 
Umpqua $1,755  $1,755  $1,890  $2,475  $2,655  $2,925 
Oregon's Average $1,831  $1,936  $2,214  $2,701  $2,834  $2,980 
Western States' Average $1,433  $1,506  $1,676  $1,840  $2,005  $2,177 
Oregon's Rank (in the West) 3rd highest 2nd highest highest highest highest 2nd highest 
Oregon's Target (in the West) 8th highest 8th highest 8th highest 8th highest 8th highest 8th highest 
*This measure addresses "Oregon's rank for community college tuition and fees among all [15] western states".  

Reporting cycle: Oregon fiscal year. Oregon CC data is generally available for this measure in late spring/very early summer. *Western States data is 
generally available in December of the academic year. Annualized figures include the in-district tuition rate per credit plus those fees based on number of 
hours taken on an annualized basis. *From WICHE, the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (wiche.edu)  
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KPM #17 High School Participation 
Number of high school students enrolled in community college credit programs

B

N
um

be
r o

f H
ig

h 
Sc

ho
ol

 P
ar

tic
ip

an
ts

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000

4,500

lue
 M

ou
nta

in
Cen

tra
l O

reg
on

Colu
mbia

 G
org

e
Che

mek
eta

Clac
ka

mas
Clat

so
p

Klam
ath La
ne

Lin
n-B

en
ton

Mt. H
oo

d
Oreg

on
 C

oa
st

Port
lan

d

Rog
ue

Sou
thw

es
ter

n O
reg

on
Tilla

moo
k B

ay
Trea

su
re 

Vall
ey

Umpq
ua

2002-3 2003-4 2004-5 2005-6 2006-7



 
 

 

 KPM #17 – High School Participation 
Number of high school students enrolled in community college credit programs (Dual Credit) 
Data Presented by community college for 200/2/03 through 2006/07     
            

College 
Unduplicated Total 
Students Served 

2002/03 

Unduplicated Total 
Students Served  

2003/04 

Unduplicated Total 
Students Served 

2004/05 

Unduplicated Total 
Students Served 

2005/06 

Unduplicated Total 
Students Served 

2006/07 

Blue Mountain 620 1,439 715 826 827 
Central Oregon 358 323 409 644 703 
Columbia Gorge 2,641 2,480 218 287 221 
Chemeketa 1,197 1,236 2,430 2,557 2,694 
Clackamas 174 41 1,586 1,728 1,871 
Clatsop 450 156 343 305 357 
Klamath 9 0 0 0 11 
Lane 1,633 1,201 2,415 2,907 3,822 
Linn-Benton 1,285 1,379 1,470 1,345 1,535 
Mt. Hood 1,248 1,155 1,131 1,339 1,164 
Oregon Coast 118 198 80 61 131 
Portland 1,872 1,640 1,746 1,571 2,104 
Rogue 904 991 783 1,082 2,542 
Southwestern Oregon 449 353 274 449 404 
Tillamook Bay 103 0 0 0 66 
Treasure Valley 143 198 214 227 359 
Umpqua 424 417 382 468 606 

Total 13,628 13,207 14,196 15,796 19,417 
            

Statewide Targets 21,590 21,853 22,116 22,116 22,116 

 

Reporting cycle:  Oregon fiscal year.  

Reporting irregularities prior to the 2005/06 year result in decreased reliability for figures reported in 2002/03, 2003/04 and 2004/05. 
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Note:  KPM #18 Minority Enrollment   
 
Each minority's proportion of total community college enrollment as a percentage of each of minority's proportion of the general 
population, but racial/ethnic group:  African American, Asian, Hispanic/Latino and Native American. 
 
OCCURS can produce minority enrollments by CC, but due to the way district boundaries are drawn and the limits of census data, 
CCWD doesn't currently have the ability to obtain the minority population of many districts. 
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Key Performance Measures with Best Practices 
 

KPMs Example 
Colleges Best Practices 

 
 
KPM #1:   
GED Completions 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Clackamas 
Community 

College 
 

All faculty have Master’s Degrees and regular faculty contracts and compensation. 
Teaching assignments are based on both major areas of study and “fit” with this 
population. 
 
Instructional approach is an open classroom with open entry and open exit. This 
better fits students’ work schedules. Students especially like the pacing and the 
sense of individual control over learning. 
 
The key to the program is a strong relationship between instructor and student. 
Instructors really know their students and their goals. 
 

 
 
 
 

Portland 
Community 

College 
 

 

The ABS program is integrated throughout the college’s mission and strategic plan 
and follows all policies, guidelines, and protocols set forth for academic programs. 
 
The Division’s accountability system is in place. It uses established procedures and 
protocols for delivery of assessments for placement, progress, and achievement. 
 
All faculty are highly qualified and committed and employ effective instructional 
strategies supported by access to college libraries, computers, and tutoring centers. 

 

KPM #7: 
Completions of 
basic skills/ESL 
 

 
 

 Lane 
Community 

College 
 

High quality relevant instruction results in high hours of attendance and good 
retention. 
 
Collaboration between basic skill programs and institutional research. 
 
Importance placed on support for transition from ESL to ABS, GED, and college. 
 

 
 
 

Columbia Gorge 
Community 

College 

 

A Department of Labor grant provided resources to develop the nursing program 
and identify expected outcomes and determine a data collection method/wrap-
around supports such as a tutoring lab, advising and faculty and all staff goes the 
extra mile – whatever is necessary for student success. 
 
Program admission process: students attend pre-registration course before the 
nursing courses begin. This way the students get general requirements out of the 
way and they are better able to focus on the nursing required courses. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KPM #8  
Nursing 
Completion 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Linn Benton 
Community 

College 

 

The last four years the nursing program has worked on the prerequisite course 
requirements. There are data to suggest that the prerequisites might predict success 
in nursing programs. The college now requires that students complete there 
prerequisites before they start their nursing courses. 
 
Math (math 95) is now required; more for the “thinking” skills than the math skills. 
Students increase their problem solving skills through analysis and intently finding 
solutions to problems.  
 
Four years ago the curriculum was completely re-vamped and there is now a 
connection between the lectures or instruction and clinical experience. This 
alignment has improved the retention of students. 
 
The teaching/instructional philosophy and the curriculum-practice alignment are 
shared with new faculty (full or part-time) coming into CCWD.  
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KPMs Example 
Colleges Best Practices 

 
KPM #12:  
CTE degree/ 
certificate 
completions 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

Central Oregon 
Community 

College 

Employ career pathways, targeted marketing, and connections with business and 
industry. 
 
The real key is integration of CTE and transfer areas at an organizational and 
oversight level. There is no division between CTE and transfer. All programs are 
evaluated comparably for resource and staffing needs. 
 
Integration and co-equal faculty status allow ongoing and productive relationships 
between CTE and Gen Ed faculty ensuring that students will keep moving forward 
on curricular requirements and college processes for completion. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
KPM #13  
Associate Degree 
Completion 

 
 
 
 
 

Columbia Gorge 
Community 

College 

 

Student Services works closely with the partner higher education advisors to 
ensure that student education plans are addressed and implemented. 
 
There is a focus on retention with individual students. 
 
Students focus on general requirements the first year of enrollment and declare a 
major the second year of enrollment. 
 
Faculty and staff work closely with Financial Aid when students need assistance 
(e.g., help with the appeal process).  
 
The school is student focused. As a small school, it’s fairly easy for the faculty and 
staff to reach out to students. For example, someone calls students when they miss 
classes a few times. 
 
Online Instruction has provided access across the board. Twenty-five percent of 
credit/FTE represents student participation in online instruction. Some of these 
students take a combination of online and in-class courses. 

 

KPM #15: Progress 
of transfer students 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Lane 
Community 

College 
 

 

Dual enrollment agreements and articulation agreements with OUS institutions 
allow students greater access to the courses they want, with financial aid 
availability. 
 
Lane faculty maintain strong professional relationships with OUS faculty to ensure 
that direct transfer students are as well prepared as students at the transfer 
institutions. 
 
The college’s Trio program helps eligible students stay in school and successfully 
graduate or transfer to a four-year institution. 
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KPMs Example 
Colleges Best Practices 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

# 17 High 
School 

Participation 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chemeketa 
Community 

College 

 

There is a focused effort to attract high school students by forming partnerships with 
high schools and assisting non-traditional students. 
 
Senate Bill 300 helped enable conversations between community colleges and high 
schools. 
 
Initially the college used grant money to work with high schools and developed GED 
Options Program, High School Completion or Credit Recovery Program, ESL 
Transitions, Dual Credit enrollment and a 5th year Program. 
 
The 5th Year Program enables students to complete high school requirements and to 
increase their basic reading, writing and math skills. 
 
The college started the Office of High School Programs in partnership with the Salem-
Keizer School District. By the junior year of high school many students move into 
college courses (might be developmental courses) and by the 12th year many take 
college credit courses.  
 
Next school year 60 full time high school graduates from have applied for the 5th year 
program. Many of these students will transfer to collegiate courses. 
 
Next school year starting mandatory assessment and placement and required orientation 
for all starting degree/credit students. The following year an Early Warning System will 
be implemented. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lane 
Community 

College 

 

Dual Credit: These students are still attending high school and also enrolled in Lane 
credit courses. They are likely to be motivated to continue on and finish college. 
 

High School Connections. These programs help currently enrolled high school students 
make the transition from high school to college. Students earn both high school and 
college credits (dual credit) for some courses to get an early start on college at 
substantial savings. 
 

The High School Connections Office has established direct contacts and linkages with 
all high schools in Lane County. A High School Connection Design Team, made up of 
representatives of all 22 high schools, meets routinely to advise and design high 
school/college partnership programs. The students are still attending high school and are 
also enrolled in Lane credit courses. They are likely to be motivated to continue on and 
finish college. (3,657 students participated in 2006-07 College Now courses.) 
 

The Regional Technical Education Consortium (RTEC) offers both career and technical 
courses, not available at local high schools, for dual credit. Some school districts help 
pay for courses located on Lane Community College campuses, Lane courses provided 
as distance learning, or on-site at some high schools. 
 

Placement testing with high school students, while they are still enrolled in high school, 
has enabled students to identify their strengths and needs before coming to Lane and 
expedites the transition of new students to the college.  
 
Lane has initiated a number of targeted outreach strategies to local high schools 
including Lane Preview Night, participation in the Beyond High School Network, 
Hands on Career Day for high school students and direct presentations by the Student 
Recruitment and Outreach Coordinator to high school students, parents and staff. 
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  O
regon’s A

ction Plan for Im
proving Student Success 

PART TWO: Oregon’s Action Plan for Improving 
Student Success 
Overview of the Plan 

Oregon’s plan for improving success consists of three phases: 

Phase I – October 2007 – August 2008 
 Creation of Student Success Steering Committee 
 Survey of National and Oregon research on Student Success 
 Oversee the response to the legislative budget note on performance 
 Develop recommendations for the State Board of Education  
 Prepare a report on the Steering Committee’s research, plan and 

recommendations 

Phase II – September 2008 – December 2009 
 Implement Phase I recommendations  
 Develop additional recommendations as necessary 

Phase III – January 2010 – June 2011 
 Evaluate effectiveness of Phase I recommendations and modify as necessary 
 Implement Phase II recommendations  

Goals of the Plan 

Within the next five years, Oregon’s community colleges will: 
 Continue to develop a culture of evidence. 
 Respond to the NCHEMs report recommendations. 
 Make improvements to the OCCURS data collection system. 
 Better connect noncredit workforce to student success. 
 Implement changes to improve student retention. 
 Implement the Oregon Student Success Model, including new Student 

Success Indicators. 

Results of the Plan  

When fully implemented, this plan will provide the following results: 
 More Oregonians will be enrolled in community colleges. 
 More community college students will be making progress toward their 

educational goals. 
 The gap in student success rates will decrease between minority and white 

students. 
 The gap in student success rates among Oregon’s counties will decrease. 
 More community college students will attain certificates, degrees and 

credentials. 
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Recommended Action for the State Board of Education 

The Student Success Steering Committee recommends the State Board of Education to 
take action in the following seven areas of recommendations: 
 
1.   Adopt a Culture of Evidence at Oregon’s community colleges:   

The committee recommends that Oregon community colleges should adopt a culture 
of evidence. To support this culture of evidence, the committee recommends that 
CCWD: 

 Prioritize the expansion of research and data collection capacity at CCWD and 
for the colleges. 

 Make “data” the foundation for policy decisions. 

 Continue to utilize the breakdown of data by race, income level and other 
demographic characteristics to better understand and begin closing 
performance gaps. 

 Emphasize the use of longitudinal studies to study student enrollment patterns 
and progress. 

 Continue to be open and forthright about current performance with all 
interested stakeholders. 

 Ask the question: What does the evidence show?’ in addition to ‘What do you 
think?’ 

 

Assigned to: CCWD and the Oregon Presidents Council (OPC)  
Timeline: Quarterly progress reports to State Board of Education, starting Fall 2008  

 

2. Adopt the NCHEMS Suggested Public Agenda and Oregon’s responses, which 
includes the following recommendations for community college priorities: 

 Respond to workforce demands in areas where there are the greatest gaps 
between demand and supply such as: 

- Nurses and health technicians 
- Construction trades 
- Computer support 
- Automotive repair 

 Enhance college participation, with special attention to closing the gap 
between whites and minorities (this may also include poverty and 
geographical disparities) 

 Align more closely college programs with development of workplace skills 
such as: 

- Offering more certificate programs 
- Emphasizing work readiness certificates as well as GED 
- Putting greater emphasis on adult literacy and ESL programs 
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 Work with the OUS to consider any future location of baccalaureate programs 
on community college campuses where there are the lowest transfer rates 

 Develop innovative solutions that serve to contain costs and help ensure 
affordability 

 Work to change the state’s culture regarding the importance of postsecondary 
education: 

- Conduct a campaign  
- Enlist the help of employers (including especially public sector 

employers)  
 

Assigned to: CCWD, Oregon Community College Association (OCCA) and the 
Oregon Presidents Council (OPC)  
Timeline: Quarterly progress reports to the State Board of Education, starting in  
Winter 2009 

 
3. Adopt the Student Success Framework, which includes the following 

components: 

 Adoption of nine Student Success Indicators: 
#1 Fall enrollment after high school graduation. 
#2  Postsecondary Level of Math, Reading, Writing 
#3  Credits earned toward an Associate Degree   
#4  Credits earned toward a Career and Technical Education Certificate  
#5  Term-to-term persistence  
#6  Fall-to-Fall persistence  
#7  GED to Next Level 
#8  GED Fall-to-Fall persistence  
#9  ESL/ESOL noncredit to next level (credit classes) 

 

 Implementation of the first set of Student Success Indicators by Summer 2011: 

- Define measures and develop student cohorts for the new in the next 18 
months (by November 2009). 

 Develop a process for collecting, measuring and evaluating each new student 
success indicator over the next 30 months (by January 2011). 

 Develop the next set of Indicators, including (but not limited to): 
- Financial aid issues 
- Penetration of community colleges in specific geographic areas – 

headcount, population and subset without Postsecondary education 
- Enrollment of low-income Oregonians, ages 16-26   
- Number of Oregonians needing adult basic skills compared to number of 

students enrolled in adult basic skill courses  
- Credentials for noncredit workforce courses 
- Career readiness credentials 
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- Family income increases 
- Return on investment (socio-economic studies) 
- Lifelong learning (percentage of community members enrolling in 

community education courses) 
 

4. Develop a website to allow adding of dimensions and insights to the Oregon 
Student Success Model in the next 12 months (by Spring 2009). 

 

5.  Direct CCWD to take actions to improve community college retention rates, 
including but not limited to: 

 Share the list of retention promising practices with the colleges 

 Monitor new information generated by the Student Success Indicators related 
to student retention. The following list contains the SSIs created under the 
Student Success Framework that are related to retention: 

#5  Term-to-term persistence  
#6  Fall-to-fall persistence  
#7  GED to next level 
#8  GED Fall-to-fall persistence  
#9  ESL/ESOL noncredit to next level (credit classes) 

 Revisit the list of recommended retention promising practices, in light of any 
data coming from the Indicators related to retention. 

 

The State Board of Education also encourages each community college to: 

 Analyze current student retention rates, including rates from specific programs 
and specific student populations. 
 

 Analyze the college’s current retention practices in light of the 27 promising 
retention practices and the findings from NCHEMS report to: 

- Identify gaps 
- Identify practices that might improve student success 
- Develop a plan to improve student success 

 Ask all members of the campus community, from the classroom to the library, 
to share best practices. 

 Review, with an oversight team, the college’s strategies to improve retention 
rate. 

 Analyze data generated by new retention Indicators and use these data to 
further refine and improve the college’s retention practices 
 

Assigned to: CCWD and OPC 
Timeline: Baseline response and plan to the State Board of Education by Summer 2009  
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6.  Adopt the OCCURS report, Data Issues for Student Success Reporting and direct 
CCWD to take action on the recommendations from the report, including (but 
not limited to): 

 Improve collection of data, where necessary. 
 Investigate the addition of new data fields. 
 Investigate a move towards state level reporting of the IPEDS student related 

data. 
 

Assigned to: CCWD working with the Oregon Community College Council of 
Institutional Researchers (OCCCIR) 
Timeline: Quarterly progress reports to the State Board of Education starting in 
Winter 2009 

 

7.  Direct CCWD to work with the colleges to improve the connection of noncredit 
workforce course to credits, credentials and other student outcomes. This work 
should include: 

 Evaluate and if necessary, improve data collection for noncredit workforce.  
 Develop statewide student performance measures for noncredit  
 Develop a uniform method for transcripting noncredit workforce courses.  
 Develop a credential for noncredit workforce courses. 
 Develop methods to transition noncredit workforce students into credit 

courses. 
  

Assigned to: CCWD, OPC and appropriate working groups of the colleges 
Timeline: Quarterly reports to the State Board of Education, starting in Fall 2008 
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Community Colleges and Student Success: Building a Culture of Evidence 
Draft Plan Developed May 2008 
 

Phase I Phase II Phase III 

Timeframe: October 2007 – June 2008 Timeframe: July 2008 – December 2009 January 2010 – June 2011 

Focus: Getting Started and Early Development 
Focus: Planning, Continuing Development and 

Refinement 
Focus: Sustaining and Adjustment 

 

Summary of Activities  
 

1. CC Student Success Steering Committee 
 

 CCWD created the “Student Success Steering 
Committee” in October 2007   

 The Steering Committee included 27 members, 
representing a broad range of community college 
functions: deans, presidents, board members, 
students, institutional researchers and other 
positions 

 The Steering Committee’s charge was to: take an 
in-depth look at community college student 
performance with the goal of better defining and 
improving, student success rates and; oversee the 
response to the legislative budget note contained 
in HB 5012 

 

 The Steering Committee met seven times between 
October 2007 and June 2008 

 

2. T he Steering Committee’s Work 
- Commissioned NCHEMS report and analyzed its 

findings 
- Requested OCCURS review and discussed its 

findings 
- Conducted an inventory of CC performance 

measures 
- Reviewed issues related to noncredit workforce 
- Created a promising practices list for retention 
- Created the Oregon Model for Measuring Student 

Success 
- Created the Student Success Indicators 
- Oversight of the Response to Legislative Budget 

Note on Performance 
- Oversight of the Student Success Report, 

“Measure What You Treasure” 
 
 
 

 

Planned Activities: 
 Moving forward to strategically increase 

student success. 
 

Implementation of the Student Success 
Framework 
 
1.   Culture of Evidence – Implementation, 1st 

report to SBE, Fall 2008 
 

 Prioritize the expansion of research and data 
collection capacity at CCWD and for the colleges 

 Make “data” the foundation for policy-making 
decisions 

 Analyze and interpret data by race, income level 
and other demographic characteristics to better 
understand and begin closing performance gaps 

 Emphasize the use of longitudinal studies to study 
student enrollment patterns and progress 

 Continue to be open and forthright about current 
performance with all interested stakeholders  

 Ask the question: What does the evidence show? 
in addition to ‘What do you think?’ 

 

2.   NCHEMS Public Agenda – Implementation  
 

 Responding to Workforce Demands – 1st report to 
SBE, Fall 2008 

 Increasing college participation, closing gaps 
between minority and white students -- 1st report to 
SBE, Fall 2009 

 Advance Alignment of Programs with Workplace 
Skills – 1st report to SBE, Fall 2008 

 Work with OUS to develop BA programs at 
community college campuses that have low 
transfer rates – 1st report to SBE, Winter 2009 

 Develop solutions to contain costs and maintain 
affordability – on going process 

 

Planned Activities: 
What is needed to sustain the culture of 

evidence at community colleges?    
 

The focus of Phase III will be on the cycle of implement-
tation and formative evaluation as the work takes place. 
Specific planning details will be identified in Phase II as the 
work evolves into completed deliverables and as we gain 
insight from community college participants. 
 

The concept below shows important stages of implement-
tation and the implied process of implementation. 
 
 
The Continuous Process of Model Development, 

Implementation and Evaluation  
 

 

 



 

Phase I Phase II Phase III 

Timeframe: October 2007 – June 2008 Timeframe: July 2008 – December 2009 January 2010 – June 2011 

Focus: Getting Started and Early Development 
Focus: Planning, Continuing Development and 

Refinement Focus: Sustaining and Adjustment 

3.   Measure What You Treasure Report 
This report contained the following recommendations 
for the State Board of Education: 

 Adopt Culture of Evidence 
 Adopt NCHEMS Suggested Public Agenda 
 Adopt OCCURS Data Needs Report 
 Adopt Noncredit Recommendations 
 Adopt Retention Promising Practices  
 Adopt the Oregon Student Success Model, with 

nine Student Success Indicators: 
SSI #1  Fall Enrollment After H.S. Graduation 
SSI #2  Postsecondary Level of Math, 

Reading, Writing  
SSI #3  Credits Earned Toward an Associate 

Degree  
SSI #4  Credits Earned Toward a Career and 

Technical Education Certificate  
SSI #5  Term-to-term Persistence  
SSI #6  Fall-to-Fall Persistence  
SSI #7  GED to Next Level 
SSI #8  GED Fall-to-Fall Persistence  
SSI #9  ESL/ESOL Noncredit to Next Level 

(Credit Classes) 
 

 Adopt Budget Note Recommendations 
 
 

 
 Working to change the state’s culture regarding 

Postsecondary education – 1st report to SBE,  
Winter 2009 

 

3.   Oregon Student Success Model – 
Implementation  

 

 Define the measures and develop student cohorts 
for the new Student Success Indicators in the next 
8 months (by April 2009).  

 Develop a process for collecting, measuring and 
evaluating each new Student Success Indicator 
over the next 20 months (by Winter 2010). 

 Colleges identify their local strategies for 
improvement. 

 Implement the first set of SSIs in the community 
colleges by Fall 2009. 

 Analyze and reorient as necessary (ongoing). 
 

4. Use the CCWD Website for sharing of best 
practices, culture of evidence processes and 
improvements  in student success.  
Immediately.  

 

5.   Develop the next set of Student Success 
Indicators in 2011, including but not limited to:  
 Financial aid issues (Access) 
 Geographic penetration of community colleges in 

specific areas: headcount, population and subset 
without post-secondary education (Access) 

 Enrollment of low-income Oregonians, ages 16-
26 (Access)   

 Number of Oregonians needing adult basic skills 
compared to number of students enrolled in adult 
basic skill courses (Access)   

 Credentials for noncredit workforce courses 
(Goals) 

 Career readiness credentials (Goals) 

 Family income increases (Value Added) 
 Return on investment (Value Added) 
 Lifelong learning (Value Added and possibly 

Access) 
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Phase I Phase II Phase III 

Timeframe: October 2007 – June 2008 Timeframe: July 2008 – December 2009 January 2010 – June 2011 

Focus: Getting Started and Early Development 
Focus: Planning, Continuing Development and 

Refinement 
Focus: Sustaining and Adjustment 

 
 

6.   Retention Promising Practices – 
Implementation – 1st Status Report to SBE,  
Summer 2009 
 Share list of retention promising practices with the 

colleges 
 Monitor closely the new information generated by 

the Student Success Indicators related to student 
retention: 
   SSI #5  Term-to-term Persistence  
   SSI #6  Fall-to-Fall Persistence  
   SSI #7  GED to Next Level 
   SSI #8  GED Fall-to-Fall Persistence  
   SSI #9  ESL/ESOL Noncredit to Next Level 

(Credit Classes) 
 Revisit the list of recommended retention 

promising practices, in light of any data coming 
from the Student Success Indicators related to 
retention 

 
7.   OCCURS Data Report – Implementation – 1st 

Status Report to SBE, Winter 2009 
 

 Improve collection of data in the following areas: 
Student Major Codes 
“Needs Remediation” fields 
Previous Degree Level   
Program and Core Credits earned 
Course ATCI Codes 
Course Credits 

 
 Investigate the addition of new data fields, 

including: 
High school GPA 
SAT scores 
SES category: student or family income 
Children/dependents 
Education level of parent 

 
 Investigate a move towards state level reporting 

of the IPEDS student related data 
 

 
 



 

Phase I Phase II Phase III 

Timeframe: October 2007 – June 2008 Timeframe: July 2008 – December 2009 January 2010 – June 2011 

Focus: Getting Started and Early Development 
Focus: Planning, Continuing Development and 

Refinement Focus: Sustaining and Adjustment 

8.  Noncredit Recommendations – 
Implementation – 1st Status Report to SBE, 
Fall 2008 
 Evaluate, and if necessary, improve data 

collection for noncredit workforce.  
 Develop statewide student performance measures 

for noncredit workforce in the near future. 
 Research a uniform method for transcripting 

noncredit workforce courses. 
 Research methods to transition noncredit 

workforce students into credit courses where 
appropriate. 

 
9.   Questions to be addressed in 2009: 

1. Measurements on quality 
2. Measurements on childcare 
3. Accreditation issues 

 
10.   Research with National Partners 
      Continue to work with NCHEMS/Lumina/Gates etc. 

on patterns and policy  that can improve minority, 
poverty and low achieving students to succeed    

 
11.   Future – Where to we go from here? 
 Similar to Phase I: the Steering Committee or the 

participants will identify activities for Phase III 
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Appendix A 
Oregon Community College Student Success Steering Committee 

 
This committee includes 20 members, representing a broad range of community college functions, 
deans, presidents, board members, students, faculty, various other college employees and 
stakeholders.  
 
    
Robin Brunell 
Instructional Researcher 
Southwestern Oregon Community College 
 
Sonya Christian 
Vice President of Instruction & Student Services 
Lane Community College 
 
Michael Dembrow 
President of PCC Faculty Federation, AFT, 

AFL-CIO 
Portland Community College  
 
Paul Fisher 
OEA Community College UniServ President 
Rogue Community College  
  
Roger Friesen 
Student Services Dean 
Clatsop Community College 
 
Lori Gates 
Dean of Instruction and Student Services 
Tillamook Bay Community College 
 
Andrea Henderson 
Executive Director 
Oregon Community College Association 
 
Mike Holland 
Vice President, Administration and Student Affairs 
Linn-Benton Community College 
  
Scott Huff 
Dean of Instruction 
Portland Community College 
 
Connie Lee 
Oregon Community College Association Board 

President 
Central Oregon Community College 
 
 

Laura Massey 
Institutional Effectiveness Director 
Portland Community College  
 
Ron Paradis 
Director of College Relations 
Central Oregon Community College 
 
Brynn Pierce 
Institutional Research Office 
Central Oregon Community College 
 
Bill Pierson 
Adult and Family Literacy Programs 
Clatsop Community College 
 
Nan Poppe 
Extended Learning Campus President 
Portland Community College 
 
Karen Sanders 
Dean of Social Sciences and College Prep. 
Portland Community College 
 
Emily Smith 
Student 
Mt. Hood Community College 
 
Nikki Squire 
State Board of Education Member 
State Board of Education 
 
John Turner 
President 
Blue Mountain Community College 
 
Michael Wolfe 
Chief Operating Officer 
Mt. Hood Community College  
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Appendix B 
 
Achieving the Dream initiative  
 
From: http://www.achievingthedream.org/_images/_index03/FS-Dream.pdf  

http://www.achievingthedream.org/_images/_index03/FS-Dream.pdf�


■ Each participating college has the support of
a coach and a data facilitator. Achieving the
Dream coaches, many of whom are former
college presidents, have strong track records
as organizational leaders. They help the col-
leges develop strategies, set priorities and
implement institutional improvements. The
data facilitators, generally trained as institu-
tional researchers, help the colleges analyze
data about their students and use data to
develop strategies for improvement, monitor
progress and evaluate results. 

■ Achieving the Dream colleges work in part-
nership with their communities — K–12 edu-
cation leaders, businesses, social service and
civic organizations, and other higher educa-
tion institutions — as well as with the initia-
tive’s national partner organizations, state
policy organizations and other participating
community colleges.

■ Through a Lumina Foundation for Education
grant to Scholarship America, 11 Achieving
the Dream colleges are providing emergency
aid for students. This assistance addresses
needs that arise after other forms of financial
aid already have been assigned. 

Strategies for improvement

■ In addition to evaluating their own student
data — overall data as well as data broken
down by various student groups — colleges
gather input from their students, faculty, staff
and communities. They then adopt strategies
for improvement based on these findings. 

■ Many colleges, for example, are putting a
sharper focus on developmental education.
Close to half of community college students
(and in some settings, significantly more)
need developmental education. When these
students successfully complete their develop-
mental education programs, they have at least
the same chances of completing a degree or
transferring as their peers who began their
studies in college-level courses.

■ Other strategies include:

❏ Instructional techniques, such as collabo-
rative learning, paired classes and learning
communities.

❏ Student success courses, which teach crit-
ical skills, such as time management and
study skills.

❏ Advising services to help students set and
meet goals.

❏ Improving outcomes for gatekeeper
courses, such as introductory college-
level algebra and English.

Research, public policy and public support

■ Achieving the Dream participants are con-
ducting research related to improving student
outcomes at community colleges. 

■ Achieving the Dream participants are build-
ing public support for community college
access and success. 

■ Achieving the Dream participants are advo-
cating public policies — such as policies to
improve states’ capacities for collecting and
analyzing student data and to make financial
aid more accessible to part-time students —
that may lead to higher student achievement.

■ The organizations leading the state policy
efforts are the Connecticut Community Col-
leges system office, Florida Department of
Education, KnowledgeWorks Foundation
(OH), New Mexico Association of Commu-
nity Colleges, North Carolina Community
College System, Texas Association of Com-
munity Colleges, Virginia Community College
System, and Washington State Board of
Community and Technical Colleges.

National partners

■ Achieving the Dream has 14 national partner
organizations that contribute diverse strengths
and expertise to helping community colleges
better serve their students.

■ Lumina Foundation for Education provided
funding for the initiative’s startup, funds the
2004 colleges, and is providing ongoing finan-
cial support for other participating colleges as
well as other elements of the initiative. 

■ Additional funding for the 2005 and 2006
colleges is provided by College Spark
Washington, The Heinz Endowments (PA),
Houston Endowment Inc. (10 Houston-area
colleges), KnowledgeWorks Foundation (OH)
and Nellie Mae Education Foundation (CT).

AC H I E V I N G T H E D R E A M C O M M U N I T Y  C O L L E G E S  C O U N T

For more information, contact
Bonnie Gordon, 919-968-4531;
bgordon@mdcinc.org. 
For media inquiries, 
contact Zachary Brousseau,
703-528-7100 x102;
zac@ksaplus.com.

www.achievingthedream.org
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WASHINGTON  
STATE POLICY  

WORKPLAN 
Lead Organization: 

Washington State Board of Community and 
Technical Colleges 

 
Policy Priorities 

 
Expected Outcomes 

2007-2008 
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Implement a student achievement incentives system 
that rewards institutions who successfully hold on 
to students at critical momentum points. 

 
 
Complete a year’s experience monitoring points - in 
real time and at the end of each quarter. Lead to an 
actionable plan for the first “performance year.” 
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Implement a student achievement incentives system 
that rewards institutions who successfully hold on 
to students at critical  momentum points. 

 
 
 
Provide means for colleges to share practices that 
increase the number of students achieving 
momentum points. 
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Work with the P-16 Council and other stakeholders 
to develop a state-level college readiness 
assessment. 
 
 

 
 
 
The plan is to produce a college readiness 
assessment by fall 2008. 
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The State Board for Community and Technical 
Colleges has a policy to pursue expanded 
partnership models of University Centers, begin 
planning for two additional pilot community and 
technical college baccalaureate degrees, and support 
expansion of upper division capacity at 
baccalaureate institutions.  
 
 
 
 

By FY 2007-08, the two colleges will have been 
selected and their baccaulaureate offerings will have 
been identified.   
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Continue to ensure community and technical 
college is affordable and accessible, especially for 
basic skills and part-time students.   

 
 
 
Increased access and retention for underserved 
adults. 
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Achieving the 
Dream Policy 
Levers 

Data and Performance Measurement Systems 

State Priority 

 

 

 

Implement a student achievement incentives system that rewards institutions who 
successfully hold on to students at critical  momentum points. 

 

 

Enabling 
Conditions 

 
 
The enabling condition is the Board's goal to increase the educational attainment for all 
residents across the state.  The lever is the financial reward to colleges for advancing 
more students to higher levels of attainment. 

Action Plan 

 
 
 
 
Use end of year data to finalize baselines and measurement approach after system has 
had a year to work with data.    

Expected 
Outcomes  
(2007-2008) 

 
 
 
 
Complete a year’s experience monitoring points - in real time and at the end of each 
quarter. Lead to an actionable plan for the first “performance year.” 

 



 4 

 

Achieving the 
Dream Policy 
Levers 

 
Student Success Including Developmental Education 

Innovations 

State Priority 

 
 
Implement a student achievement incentives system that rewards institutions who 
successfully hold on to students at critical momentum points. 
 
 

Enabling 
Conditions 

 
 
The enabling condition is the Board's goal to increase the educational attainment for all 
residents across the state.  The lever is the financial reward to colleges for advancing more 
students to higher levels of attainment. 
 
 

Action Plan 

 
 
Identify best practices in using and sharing the data with college teams.  Share among colleges 
how the initiative is approached on each campus.   
 

Expected 
Outcomes  
(2007-2008) 

 
 
 
 
Provide means for colleges to share practices that increase the number of students achieving 
momentum points. 
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Achieving the 
Dream Policy 
Levers 

 
K-12 and Postsecondary Alignment 

 

State Priority 

 
 
 
Work with the P-16 Council and other stakeholders to develop a state-level college 
readiness assessment. 

Enabling 
Conditions 

 
 
 
The Governor created and led, Washington Learns, an 18-month study of the Washington 
education system.  The report focused on five major initiatives to reform the education 
system in Washington. 

Action Plan Agencies will to work together to implement the mathematics standards. 

Expected 
Outcomes  
(2007-2008) 

The plan is to produce a college readiness assessment by fall 2008. 
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Achieving the 
Dream Policy 
Levers 

Transfer and Articulation 

State Priority 

 
 
The State Board for Community and Technical Colleges has a policy to pursue expanded 
partnership models of University Centers, begin planning for two additional pilot 
community and technical college baccalaureate degrees, and support expansion of upper 
division capacity at baccalaureate institutions.  
 
 
 
 

Enabling 
Conditions 

 
Studies including one by the Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board have 
shown that Washington state is not producing enough baccalaureate degrees.  The pilots 
originated from the need to create additional pathways for two-year college graduates with 
technical degrees to complete a four-year degree. 

Action Plan 

 
In the 2005 Legislative session, a bill authorized four applied baccalaureate degree pilot 
projects within the community and technical college system.  After a competitive process, 
the four pilots will began offering upper-division courses this fall at Bellevue, Olympic, 
Peninsula, and South Seattle community colleges.  A new bill passed in the 2007 session 
that expands the offerings to two more colleges, one of which is required to be a technical 
college, by February 2008.  The same selection process used to select the original four 
pilots will be utilized for this selection. 
 
 

Expected 
Outcomes  
(2007-2008) 

By FY 2007-08, the two colleges will have been selected and their baccalaureate offerings 
will have been identified.   
 

 



 

 

Achieving the 
Dream Policy 
Levers 

 
Financial Aid 

 

State Priority 

 
 
 
Continue to ensure community and technical college is affordable and accessible, 
especially for basic skills and part-time students.   
 

Enabling 
Conditions 

 
 
In the 2007 Legislative session, the Opportunity Grant Program was implemented.  Pilot 
program funding was expanded to a total of $23 million for the new program. 

Action Plan 

 
 
 
In fall 2007, all 34 community and technical colleges in the state will begin to implement 
programs, which have funds available for students at or below 200% of poverty in select 
workforce demand programs. 
 
 

Expected 
Outcomes  
(2007-2008) 

 
 
 
Increased access and retention for underserved adults. 
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Appendix C 

Milestones and Momentum Point Attainment 
 
Full report available at: http://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/ContentByType.asp?t=1  

 

http://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/ContentByType.asp?t=1�
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and momentum points and describe procedures for grouping 
students by enrollment and program characteristics. The 
last part of this section contains an example of the model 
in action. The second section, Milestone Model Details, 
presents a comprehensive discussion of the model using 
the Washington State data as an illustration. We discuss in 
detail the criteria for identifying student groups and explain 
the particular milestone events and momentum points 
applicable to each group. The third section, Applications of 
the Milestone Model, contains a complete set of momentum 
point and milestone charts for different student groups. The 
salient points of each set of data are summarized. And we 
suggest other analyses that can be done with longitudinal 
SUR data. Sidebars throughout this guide describe how 
we handled issues and challenges that arose when using 
longitudinal SUR data in the milestone and momentum point 
analysis we conducted for the Washington SBCTC.

We also provide two additional sections of technical notes as 
appendices to help researchers replicate our work. Technical 
Notes 1 presents findings from a multivariate regression analysis 
of the relationship between attaining momentum points and 
milestone achievements. In Technical Notes 2, we discuss 
key considerations and decisions that need to be made when 
working with longitudinal data. This may be useful for those 
researchers who must select, extract, and prepare datasets for 
analysis. Topics include the minimum requirements of an SUR 
dataset for conducting analyses, cohort selection criteria, and 
the length of time over which to observe students. 

Milestone Model Overview

Measuring Student Achievement

Milestones
Educational achievement includes more than just the traditional 

“terminal” accomplishments — completing a certificate or 
degree or transferring to a baccalaureate institution — most 
often measured by colleges and states. For community college 
students, who enter at various levels of readiness for college 
and who progress through a variety of pathways at different 
rates, tracking intermediate achievements on the way to these 
more final outcomes is important to understanding barriers 
to success and opportunities for improving outcomes. The 
Milestone Events chart shown in Figure 1, which was 
developed by Peter Ewell of the National Center for Higher 
Education Management Systems (NCHEMS), includes 
several intermediate community college student achievement 
outcomes. Such milestones (completing ESL, fulfilling 
developmental education requirements, etc.) may be 
significant achievements from the perspective of the individual 
student, regardless of whether the institution measures them as 
formal completions. Milestones are measurable educational 
achievements that include both conventional terminal 
completions, such as earning a credential or transferring 
to a baccalaureate program, and intermediate outcomes, 
such as completing developmental education or adult basic 
skills requirements.

Besides offering an alternative to an exclusively credential-
based measure of achievement, milestones are important 
because they vary by a student’s enrollment characteristics. 
Credential-based outcome measures are based on the 
experience of the traditional postsecondary student who 
enrolls continuously until degree completion. Contemporary 
community college enrollment patterns are much more 
complex both because of increasing numbers of non-
traditional students and the greater range of education 
missions taken on by community colleges (such as expanded 
remedial education, including adult basic skills). Measures 
of community college student progression and achievement 
should reflect the current reality.

Our model disaggregates students into student groups by the 
type of program in which they enter and by their educational 
objective upon entry. Each student group has its own 
milestone events. Consequently, rates of milestone event 
achievement indicate what types of students are or are not 
succeeding and where in the educational pathway students 
are or are not succeeding.
  
Momentum Points
Many community college students do not reach “terminal” 
milestones; some do not even attain key intermediate 
milestones. Therefore, colleges need to know more than just 
rates of milestone achievement. They must also know what 
factors contribute to milestone achievement. Some factors 
that affect student success, such as a student’s educational 
background, demographic characteristics, and outside demands 
on time, are obviously beyond a college’s control. However, 
other factors over which institutions have more control 
also contribute to or detract from student achievement. For 
example, during a student’s enrollment, particular course 
completions or other educational accomplishments can provide 

“momentum” that propels students toward the achievement of 
milestone events. These momentum points1 are measurable 
educational attainments that are empirically correlated 
with the completion of a milestone. 

Momentum points can be particular courses (such as the first 
college-level “gatekeeper” math or English course), sets of 
courses (such as a developmental education series), or levels 
of educational attainment (such as one term’s worth of credits) 
that, once reached, increase the likelihood of completion of 
degrees or other milestone events (see Calcagno, Crosta, Bailey, 
& Jenkins, 2007). Therefore, attaining a momentum point is 
associated with a higher probability of achieving a milestone. The 
rates of momentum point attainment and the probability that a 
student who attains a momentum point will subsequently achieve 
a milestone are valuable pieces of information about factors 
within a college’s control that could contribute to student success. 

Grouping Students
Students in any community college cohort enroll in a wide 
range of programs. They enter the system at one of several 
educational levels, and have a diverse set of objectives for their 
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enrollment. They may also enroll simultaneously in multiple 
institutions and move among institutions in a pattern referred to 
as “swirling” (Adelman 2006, Goldrick-Rab, 2006; Voorhees, 
Smith, & Luan, 2006). It would be misleading and unfair to the 
colleges and students to lump this great diversity of students 
together and expect to assess the progress of them all using the 
same outcome measures. Achievement criteria should consider 
where in the continuum of community college educational 
programs students begin their enrollment. For example, we 
would expect important milestone events of students who start 
in ESL (English as a second language) or ABE (adult basic 
education) to be different than those for students who start in 
college-level classes. Therefore, we need to assign students 
to various groups, each starting in different program levels or 
types and each with its own measures of achievement.

Still, students who start at different points may share the same 
objective, or desired finishing point. For example, as Figure 1 
shows, students who start in developmental education can share 
the same degree goal as those who begin by taking college-level 
courses only. Since two groups of students that have different 
starting points can have similar goals, we need to create 
another set of student groups defined by the student’s program 
objective. For example, students who are divided between the 
developmental education group and the college-level group 
based on their starting enrollment may be placed together in a 
transfer student group if that is their shared finishing objective.

To account for this, we have established two dimensions by 
which to group students — one based on a student’s initial 
enrollment behavior, and the other based on the student’s 
program or objective. Students grouped by these dimensions 
will have different sets of achievement criteria since their 
milestone event and momentum point achievement measures 
will differ. The following is an illustration of how momentum 
points and milestones can be used to measure student progress.

Milestones and Momentum Points in Action
Figures 2 and 3 (page 5) illustrate the relationship between 
momentum point attainment and milestone achievement 
at different points in time for college-level students and 
transfer students respectively.

Why Milestones and Momentum Points?

The Washington State Board for Community and 
Technical Colleges (SBCTC) wanted to measure the 
performance of the system’s colleges in a way that 
would promote efforts to increase the rates of student 
progression and achievement. To accommodate the 
wide range of programs offered by the colleges, the 
SBCTC needed the measures of student progress to 
be appropriate to different students depending on 
their background and program of enrollment. They 
already knew that reaching the threshold of a year of 
college credit plus a credential provided a substantial 
income boost to their college-leavers (see Prince & 
Jenkins, 2005). This “tipping point” and other aca-
demic achievements often take students more than a 
year to accomplish, whereas the SBCTC needed a way 
to measure student progress toward achievement on an 
annual basis and could not wait for three- or five-year 
completion rates.

Through a deliberative process involving broad rep-
resentation from the state’s community and technical 
colleges, the SBCTC used the analysis presented in 
this guide and other research to inform the choice of 
a set of momentum points that, once attained, correlate 
with the achievement of educational milestones (such 
as the tipping point). These momentum points, which 
can be measured by term or year, provide a useful 
measure of student progress toward a meaningful 
outcome. By measuring the attainment of momentum 
points (customized to each student type and with 
some demographic controls), the SBCTC and its 
affiliated colleges gained an accurate way to gauge 
their progress in helping their students advance to-
ward milestones that mark educational success.
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Completing one quarter’s worth of college-level credits (15 
in Washington’s quarter system) is a momentum point on the 
way to a credential (certificate or associate degree) or transfer 
to a four-year college milestone. But to really propel a student 
toward a milestone within five years, that momentum point 
should probably be reached in a timely manner — within 
one or two quarters of a student’s first enrollment. Figure 2 
provides evidence to suggest that this is true for the “college-
level” students in our cohort of first-time community college 
students in Washington State, who began in college-level, 
degree-credit courses and did not enroll in remediation  
(N = 10,423). The vertical bars show the number who attained 
the 15 credit momentum point in different quarters or years 
following their enrollment. Thus, we see that 3,622 of these 
first-time college-level students attained this momentum point 
in their first quarter. An additional 2,697 attained it in their 
second quarter. It took 116 of these students until their 4th or 
5th year (Y4/5) to attain it, and 2,352 never earned 15 credits 
during the five years of observation.

The dots that overlie the bars indicate the rate at which each 
set of students reached the credential or transfer milestone. 
For example, 55.8 percent of the students in the group who 
attained the momentum point in their first quarter achieved 
a credential/transfer milestone (within our 5 year observation 
window). Of those who earned 15 credits in 2 quarters, a 
slightly smaller 50.4 percent achieved the milestone. Those 
who took 3 or more quarters to attain the 15 credit momentum 
point had smaller rates of milestone achievement. And not 
surprisingly, for those who never attained the momentum point, 
less than 10 percent achieved the milestone. The relationship 
that we have demonstrated here is not one of cause-and-effect. 
We cannot say that reaching 15 credits in a timely manner 
will necessarily increase students’ likelihood of completing a 
credential or transferring, but we can say that for the first-time 
students in this cohort who did so, their chances of success were 
substantially higher.

Figure 3 presents a different kind of picture. This student 
group includes all those who enrolled in a baccalaureate 
transfer program, regardless of whether they started in college-
level or remedial courses (N= 10,623). Their final milestone 
achievement is a degree or transfer (including students who 
have completed a set of courses to be considered “transfer-
ready”). The potential momentum point examined here is 
the completion of one course of college-level (gatekeeper) 
mathematics. Observe that while the largest number (1,706) 
of this group attained the momentum point in their first 
quarter,2 their rate of milestone achievement was lower 
than that of students who attained the momentum point 
later during their enrollment. It is notable that the students 
with the highest milestone achievement rate (nearly 80 
percent) are those who waited to complete their gatekeeper 
math requirement until their second year of enrollment. 
This chart raises an important issue about course timing 
that could be informative for helping students navigate 
through college. Finally, notice that the failure to complete 

any gatekeeper math course is associated with a very low 
probability of milestone achievement (11.3 percent success 
rate) for these students.

These two figures are powerful, yet easily-interpreted 
graphic depictions of the momentum point and milestone 
relationship. We present others later in this paper when  
we describe the model in more detail.

Milestone Model Details

Student Groups: Start to Finish
Here we describe in detail the two criteria for selecting student 
groups that we introduced in the previous section and then 
explain the corresponding momentum points and milestone 
events associated with each group.

Starting Point: Student Groups by Enrollment Program Type
The first step is to group students by their initial course 
enrollments or their required placement in remediation.3 If 
placement test scores4 or data on whether students have been 
placed in remediation are available, they can be used to assign 
students to an adult basic skills or developmental education 
group. From our work analyzing SUR data in Washington 
and other states, we have found that many students who are 
required to take remediation may not enroll in the required 
course or courses during their first term. They may delay their 
enrollment in remedial courses until a later term or never 
enroll in remediation at all. Conversely, we have also found 
students who enroll in developmental, ABE, or ESL courses 
even though their placement test scores do not indicate that 
they need remediation. One must establish rules on handling 
these inconsistencies (see p. 6 sidebar for the choices we 
made with the Washington data). If information on whether a 
student has been placed in remediation is not available (as it 
is not for Washington students in developmental education), 
then one must depend exclusively on course-taking behavior 
to determine a student’s remedial placement. Developmental 
education students may be assigned to a single developmental 
education group or may be disaggregated by type of 
developmental education (reading, writing, math).

Any student not required or not enrolled in remedial courses 
is assigned to the college-level enrollment group. This group 
combines those enrolling in only one or two courses for 
personal enrichment or skill upgrading as well as those in 
workforce training, degree, and transfer programs. 

Expected Finish: Student Groups by Program/Objective 
Despite starting at different points many students still share  
the same expected finishing point, such as a credential, transfer, 
or program completion. The second dimension on which to 
identify student groups is their expected program outcome or 
enrollment objective. This is based on the student’s program 
objective at matriculation, reported by the student, or inferred 
by the college based on a student’s course enrollments, 
major, and other information. Caution must be taken as this 



January 2008

�



C O M M U N I T Y  C O L L E G E  R E S E A R C H  C E N T E R

�

information on student objectives may be unreliable, may 
change over time (Bailey, Jenkins, & Leinbach, 2006), or, as in 
the case of students not seeking a credential or to transfer, may 
be arbitrary (Ewell, 2007; Adelman, 2005). The collection of 
student objective or program information and its classification 
in the dataset may vary by system or college, but often exists in 
some form in SUR data.

Student Group Milestone Events  
and Momentum Points

The next task is to identify a set of milestone events and 
momentum points that represent genuine achievement for 
each student group.

Milestone Events by Student Group
We selected milestone events from those described in the report 
Community College Bridges to Opportunity Initiative: Joint 
state data toolkit (Ewell, 2007), from which Figure 1 is taken. 
See Table 1 (page 8) for the list of milestone events. The table has 
columns for the four student groups defined by the program of 
initial enrollment (ESL, ABE, developmental, or college-level) 
and two additional groups defined by student program objec-
tive (vocational or transfer). We list the corresponding milestone 
events below each group. The events represent a set of successful 
outcomes for each student group.

Identifying success for students starting in remediation 
(ESL, ABE, and developmental) would seem straightforward: 
simply measure completion of remediation and transition into 
college-level work. However, the reality of student achieve-
ment is more complex. Even though each type of remediation 
has a defined highest-level course, students often finish their 
remedial program and succeed in college-level classes without 
completing the full sequence of remedial courses (includ-
ing the highest level course). Other students may complete 
a remedial program but not continue on with college-level 
classes. Consequently, we define two distinct milestones that 
signal success in remediation: 1) being college-ready, and 2) 
transitioned to college-level. College readiness is achieved 
with the completion of remediation under one of several sce-
narios. In our momentum point analysis using the Washington 
data we stipulated that, to achieve the transition to college 
milestone, ESL and ABE students must complete two college-
level courses (six credits in Washington). Passing two different 
courses indicates the capacity to succeed with college work. 
This success can be achieved regardless of whether students 
complete their basic skills program. Developmental education 
students achieve the transition milestone by completing a col-
lege-level course in their area (or areas) of remediation.

The milestone events for the college-level vocational and 
transfer student groups are straightforward since the measures 
are standard components in an SUR dataset. Students who 
start exclusively in college-level courses (4th column) have 
transfer and credential milestones by which their success is 
measured.5 Milestones for workforce training students (5th 
column) include certificate and associate degree credentials 

as well as apprenticeship program completions. Students in 
a transfer program (last column) are measured against the 
milestone achievements of earning an associate degree, trans-
ferring to a four-year institution, or being “transfer ready.” In 

Student Groups by Program of Enrollment

The dataset on Washington State community and 
technical college students used in CCRC’s analysis 
has information on student placements into adult basic 
skills but not into developmental education. For the 
former we assigned students into either the ESL or 
ABE group if they were required to take adult basic 
skills or if they enrolled in their first term in ESL or 
ABE. The ESL and ABE groups are separate, though a 
student could be included in both groups if so assigned. 
Students who were not assigned to or enrolled in adult 
basic skills in their first term but did enroll in a later 
term were not classified as enrolled in an ABE or ESL 
group. We reasoned that if students did not enroll in an 
ESL or ABE course in their first term, then it was not an 
instrumental need for their enrollment in college-level 
courses and therefore should not be used to identify 
their starting enrollment group.

After removing all the adult basic skills students, 
we next identified the developmental education 
students. Since we had no information on students 
required to take developmental education, we 
assigned to this group students who enrolled in 
developmental education at any time during their 
enrollment. In contrast to basic skills students, we 
relaxed the requirement that they be enrolled in 
developmental education in their first term. Since a 
student’s developmental education requirement may 
be to remediate a specific deficiency (in reading, 
writing, or math) that does not preclude enrollment 
in other college-level courses, then students may 
delay enrolling in the required class until later in their 
education. However, this does not obviate the need 
for remediation, and we therefore classified them as 
developmental education students. To simplify our 
model, we did not separate developmental education 
students by subject (reading, writing, and math), but 
aggregated them into a single group.

All students who were not assigned to the adult basic 
skills or the developmental education group were 
assigned to the college-level group. These were students 
who enrolled only in college-level courses and never in 
developmental education. Assignments to adult basic 
skills, developmental education, and college-level 
student groups were all mutually exclusive.
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cases where transfer-readiness is not 
already flagged, it can be determined 
using a student’s transcript records.6

Momentum Points by Student Group

Working with the Washington SBCTC 
we created a master list of potential 
momentum points, some applicable 
to particular student groups and 
others applicable to multiple student 
groups. The momentum points include 
individual course completions, such as 
the first college-level or “gatekeeper” 
math or English course, levels of credit 
completions overall and within specific 
time periods, completion of remedial 
levels, and other types of course 
completions. We identified a number 
of measures that can reasonably be 
expected to be completed by students 
at different enrollment levels and 
programs, or that might be expected 
to increase a student’s likelihood of 
completing a program or credential. Many of these have been 
shown to correlate with college success (see Prince & Jenkins, 
2005; Adelman, 2005; Adelman, 2006; Alfonso, Bailey, & 
Scott, 2005) while others are important pathway achievements.7 
From this list we selected momentum points applicable to each 
student group and their milestone events to include in the model. 
These are listed in Table 2 (page 9)  by student group. Note 
that although each student group has its own set of momentum 
points, there are several shared momentum points across groups.

The next section presents an application of the milestone model 
using the milestone events and corresponding momentum 
points identified above.

Applications of the Milestone Model

Milestone Achievement of Washington State  
Community College Students

Here we apply the model described above to longitudinal 
SUR data on Washington State community and technical 
college students. We present a series of figures with milestone 
achievement and momentum point attainment counts and rates 
using data from the Washington State 2001-02 cohort of first-
time community and technical college students. For each of 
the six student groups — ESL, ABE, developmental, college-
level, vocational, and transfer — there is a set of three figures. 
These are Figures 4.1 to 9.3 (found on pages 11 through 16). 
The first figure in each set (Figures 4.1, 5.1, 6.1, etc.) shows 
the total number of students in the group, the number who 
achieved any milestone, and the number who achieved each 
type of milestone within the five-year period of observation. 
The second figure in each set (Figures 4.2, 5.2, 6.2, etc.) shows 
the number of students who attained each momentum point. 
The third figure in each set (Figures 4.3, 5.3, 6.3, etc.) provides 

the rate of milestone achievement conditional on momentum 
point attainment. Put simply, it answers the question: Of those 
students who attained a momentum point, what percentage 
subsequently achieved a milestone? And, the converse: Of 
those who did not attain a momentum point, what percentage 
subsequently achieved a milestone? Thus, we can determine if 
the achievement rate is any different for those who attain the 
momentum point and those who do not. We discuss briefly the 
results of each figure below.

Milestone Achievement
Figure 4.1 for the ESL student group reveals that only 2,143  
of the 10,762 ESL students (less than 20 percent) ever achieved 
the ESL milestone of college ready or of transitioned to college. 
One thousand six hundred thirty-two (1,632) of the students 
reached college-ready status (completed their ESL program), 
and only 751 students ever transitioned to college (as measured 
by completion of two college-level courses) within five years of 
starting their ESL. Note that the disaggregated milestone counts 
do not sum to the total number who achieve any milestone 
since some students may achieve both milestones. This simple 
graphic presents evidence of the very low five-year achievement 
rates of these ESL students.

ABE students exhibit higher rates of milestone achievement 
than their peers in ESL, but the rates are still disturbingly low 
(see Figure 5.1). Of the 9,977 ABE students, 4,802 of them 
(slightly less than one-half) achieved an ABE milestone event. 
Most of these achieved one of the college ready milestones 
and slightly more than half (2,486) transitioned to college 
and completed two college-level courses. One explanation 
for the higher rate at which ABE students achieve milestones 
compared with ESL students is that ABE students tend to have 
the clear objective of a GED or high school diploma, which 

Student Groups by Program/Objective

In the Washington dataset used in this analysis, students are classified 
according to their purpose for enrolling. This information is derived from 
information obtained at the time of registration and enrollment. Washington’s 
categories are transfer, workforce training (vocational education, including 
credential-seeking), basic skills, and other. Many students who start in adult 
basic skills classes (and whom we assigned to an ESL or ABE student group 
by enrollment) have transfer or workforce training goals. Under this second 
dimension of program/objective they would be assigned to the transfer or 
workforce group. According to the Washington SBCTC, students with other 
objectives are enrolled for personal interest (and are not seeking a degree or 
to transfer) or otherwise do not fit one of the other categories. In the model 
we present here we excluded both the basic skills and other student types. 
We excluded the former because they are merely a subset of those students 
in the basic skills group assigned by enrollment and the latter because this 
catch-all group combines a wide range of students and requires additional 
disaggregation that complicates the simple model in our example.
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Student Group by enrollment Student Group by Program/Objective

ESL

•	 College	ready		
	 (completed	ESL)

•		 Transitioned	to		
	 college-level		
	 (completed	x	number		
	 of	college	credits)

ABE

•	 College	ready		
	 (completed	ABE)

•		 Transitioned	to		
	 college-level		
	 (completed	x	number		
	 of	college	credits)

DEVELOPMENTAL

•	 College	ready	(completed		
	 developmental	ed.)

•	 Transitioned	to		
	 college-level	(completed		
	 college-level	“gatekeeper”		
	 course	in	area	of		
	 remediation)	

COLLEGE-LEVEL

•	 Earned	certificate		
	 of	less	than	1	year

•	 Earned	certificate		
	 of	1	year	or	more

•	 Earned	associate	degree

•	 Transferred	or		
	 transfer	ready

•	 Completed	program		
	 or	training	

VOCATIONAL

•	 Earned	certificate		
	 of	less	than	1	year

•	 Earned	certificate		
	 of	1	year	or	more

•	 Earned	associate	degree

•	 Completed	program		
	 or	training

•	 Completed		
	 apprenticeship
	

TRANSFER

•	 Earned	associate	degree

•	 Transferred	or		
	 transfer	ready

may motivate students to complete. 
One thousand six hundred twenty-
two (1,622) ABE students did earn a 
GED, and another 425 earned a high 
school diploma over the five years (not 
shown).

Figure 6.1 shows the milestone achieve-
ment figures for developmental educa-
tion students (termed “pre-college” in 
Washington State). Seventy percent 
(20,186 of 28,524) achieved a devel-
opmental education milestone of being 
college ready or transitioning to college 
by completing a college-level course in 
their remedial area.

Figure 7.1 shows the achievement figures 
for students who enrolled exclusively in 
college-level classes. Figures 8.1 and 
9.1 are for those in vocational educa-
tion (termed “workforce training” in 
Washington State) and transfer programs, 
respectively. These latter two groups may 
include students required to take devel-
opmental education. The achievements 
counted are credentials, program comple-
tion, transfer, and transfer-ready. Overall, 
their rates of achievement are rather low. 
Slightly more than one-fourth (10,423 
of 41,339) of all college-level students 
achieved any milestone within five 
years. Most of these transferred, became transfer-ready, or earned 
associate degrees. Observe that the achievement rates are lower 
for those in workforce training programs and higher for those in 
transfer programs. The former group may be less inclined toward 
formal completions and could merely be seeking some training 
for a particular job or career advancement.

Momentum Point Attainment
The second set of figures (4.2, 5.2, 6.2, etc.) shows momentum 
point attainment counts for each of the potential momentum 
points assigned to each student group. Students who start in 
any of the remedial groups have a limited set of meaningful 

momentum points on the way to milestone achievement. The 
primary momentum point is the completion of a single course 
in their remedial area. Thus, Figure 4.2 shows that slightly 
less than 60 percent (6,374 of 10,762) of ESL students ever 
completed even one ESL course. This is a disappointingly 
low rate for those needing English either for further education 
or to thrive in an English-speaking society. An even smaller 
proportion of ABE students, 45 percent (4,495 of 9,977), 
completed even one ABE course, as shown in Figure 5.2.  
Notice that this rate is lower than that for ABE students 
who achieved any ABE milestone (Figure 5.1). This shows 

College Ready Milestone Achievement

Because there is no one pathway to college readiness for remedial students, 
we identified several possible course completion scenarios to define milestone 
achievement for each of the remedial student groups.

Markers of ESL completion include: 1) completion of ESL level 6; 2) completion 
of ESL level 5 and one other ESL course; or 3) completion of three ESL courses. 
Achievement in any one of the three measures qualifies a student as college-ready. 
Level 6 is the highest level of ESL, so completion of this level is the most obvious 
indicator of program completion. A student who completes two ESL courses, one 
of which is level 5 (the next-to-highest), or completes three ESL courses at any 
level, exhibits an acquisition of English sufficient to be ready for college.

In Washington, ABE course levels are identical to those of ESL. Therefore, we 
assigned the parallel three markers of completion for ABE students. We also added 
the following additional markers: 4) completion of a high school completion 
program; 5) earning a high school diploma; or 6) earning a GED. The latter two 
are obvious indicators of ABE milestone achievement. Empirical examination of 
high school completion course completion patterns in the Washington data suggest 
that either level of the course (equivalent to ABE levels 5 and 6) are adequate 
preparation for college work.

The markers we used for college ready milestone achievement for developmental 
education students are: 1) completion of developmental education level 4 (the 
highest level of developmental education) in a given developmental subject (i.e., 
reading, writing, or math); or 2) completion of three developmental education 
courses in a subject.
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ESL

•	 Completed	1	ESL	course

•	 Completed	a	career	
	 exploration	or	introduction		
	 course

ABE

•	 Completed	1	ABE	course

•	 Completed	a	career		
	 exploration	or	introduction		
	 course

DEVELOPMENTAL

•	 Completed	1		
	 developmental		
	 education	course

•	 Completed	a	career		
	 exploration	or	introduction		
	 course
	

COLLEGE-LEVEL

•	 Completed	1		
	 CL	gatekeeper	math

•	 Completed	1		
	 CL	gatekeeper	English

•	 Completed	15	CL	credits

•	 Completed	30	CL	credits

•	 Completed	30	CL	credits		
	 in	1	year

•	 Completed	15	voc	credits

•	 Completed	30	voc	credits

•	 Completed	30	voc	credits		
	 in	1	year

•	 Completed	a	career		
	 exploration	or	introduction		
	 course

VOCATIONAL

•	 Completed	1	CL		
	 gatekeeper	math

•	 Completed	1	CL		
	 gatekeeper	English

•	 Completed	15	CL	credits

•	 Completed	30	CL	credits

•	 Completed	30	CL	credits		
	 in	1	year

•	 Completed	15	voc	credits

•	 Completed	30	voc	credits

•	 Completed	30	voc	credits		
	 in	1	year

•	 Completed	a	career		
	 exploration	or	introduction		
	 course
	

TRANSFER

•	 Completed	1	CL		
	 gatekeeper	math

•	 Completed	1	CL	
	 	gatekeeper	English

•	 Completed	15	CL	credits

•	 Completed	30	CL	credits

•	 Completed	30	CL	credits		
	 in	1	year

TAbLe 2: POTenTIAL MOMenTUM POInTS by STUDenT GROUP

that some ABE students were circumventing the standard 
educational pathway by transitioning to college directly. 
Figure 6.2 shows the developmental education course 
completion by pre-college students. Well over 85 percent 
of these students (24,797 of 28,524) completed at least 
one developmental course in five years. We also included a 
second momentum point for all remedial students. This is 
the completion of a career exploration or introduction course. 
These are overview courses designed to provide students 
background information on the opportunities, benefits, and 
entry requirements for various careers. By gaining knowledge 
of college and career options, students who completed such 
courses might become more motivated to persist through 
remediation. The rates of completion in these classes were 
very small (less than 1 percent of ESL students, 3 percent of 
ABE students, and 10 percent of developmental students). The 
reason may be that these are college-level credit classes that 
may be out of reach for the basic skills students until they 
complete their remediation.

Students who start in college-level courses and those in the 
workforce and transfer groups have many more momentum 
points to examine. Figure 7.2, for example, shows a set of 
momentum points for college-level students. These include 
completion of a college-level math course, completion of a 
college-level English course, and threshold levels (15 and 
30 credits) of college-level credits and vocational credits. 
The rates of momentum point attainment were all very 
low, especially for gatekeeper math and English courses, 
which presumably are pre-requisites for many upper-level 
courses, program completion, or transfer. Since we define 
momentum points as attainments that propel students toward 
milestones, with these low attainment rates we would expect 
achievement rates to be low as well. Figures 8.2 and 9.2 show 
the momentum point completion counts for workforce and 
transfer students on a subset of the momentum points for 

college-level students. Again, only a small proportion of these 
students attained these momentum points.

Conditional Probability Rates
Using the counts of momentum point attainment and 
milestone achievement, we are able to calculate the probability 
of achieving a milestone event after having attained a given 
momentum point. This conditional probability can be 
compared against the proportion of students who did not 
attain the momentum point but did achieve the milestone 
to determine if the relationship suggests that momentum 
point attainment is positively associated with milestone 
achievement. If this relationship exists, then there is evidence 
that the momentum point may contribute to student milestone 
achievement. These conditional probability rates are shown in 
the third set of figures (Figures 4.3, 5.3, 6.3, etc).8 

Figure 4.3 shows the milestone achievement rates of ESL students 
who did and those who did not complete the momentum point 
of ever completing any ESL course. We see that 28.3 percent of 
students who did complete an ESL course managed to achieve 
an ESL milestone event, while only 7.7 percent of those who did 
not complete an ESL course achieved such a milestone. Since 
the ESL milestone achievement occurs either by completion of 
the ESL program (necessitating completion of at least one ESL 
class) or completing two college-level courses, those who still 
reached the milestone without ever completing ESL must have 
transitioned directly to college by completing the two college-
level courses. However, due to the low rates of ESL milestone 
achievement, attaining the momentum point of one ESL course 
completion is not a guarantee of milestone completion. Compare 
this to the conditional probability of milestone achievement for 
students who completed a career exploration or introductory 
course. While nearly all of the students who attained this 
momentum point achieved the milestone, it is likely that because 
career exploration and introductory courses are college-level 

Note:	CL	=	college-level
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courses, the completion of such a course could only be attained 
by those students who already completed their ESL milestone. 
Nonetheless, this figure suggests that ESL students may benefit 
from the career exposure and guidance offered by such a course 
while they are still in basic skills. 

The conditional probabilities for ABE students who attained 
momentum points (see Figure 5.3) do not exhibit the clear 
differences found with ESL students. However, they also 
show higher rates of conditional probability of milestone 
achievement. Because of the limited scope of basic skills 
programs, identifying distinct momentum points that clearly 
propel students toward achievement may be difficult. In contrast, 
observe in Figure 6.3 that for pre-college students who attained 
the momentum point of completing even one pre-college course 
in their area, their probability of achieving the milestone of 
being college ready or transitioning to college is over 80 percent. 
With this little bit of momentum, these students have a high 
likelihood of completing developmental education and moving 
on to college-level classes.

In the college-level student group we see clearly the value of 
momentum point attainment. Notice in Figure 7.3 that the con-
ditional rate of milestone achievement is at least twice as large 
for students who attained the various momentum points than 
for those who did not. The difference is particularly strong for 
those students who completed the gatekeeper math and Eng-
lish courses, each of which more than triples one’s likelihood 
of achieving a milestone. Note that completion of 30 credits 

— either college-level or specifically vocational credits — in a 
timely manner (within the first year) provides a greater boost in 
that likelihood of milestone achievement.

The importance of momentum point attainment for milestone 
achievement is also evident for those students in workforce 
training. In particular, the threshold level of the attainment of 30 
vocational credits becomes even stronger. Remember that only 
about 20 percent of all workforce students achieved a milestone 
in five years, but for those who managed to earn 30 credits, 
58.4 percent achieved a milestone, as did 60 percent of those 
who accumulated their credits within one year (see Figure 8.3). 
Transfer students, who had higher achievement rates overall 
than workforce students, exhibit the importance of completing 
gatekeeper math and English to propel them toward associate 
degrees or transfer milestone achievement. Notice in Figure 9.3 
that more than 70 percent of those who completed gatekeeper 
math achieved a milestone, while only 11 percent of those who 
never took such a course reached their milestone within five 
years. Earning 30 credits within one year also indicates a critical 
threshold for milestone achievement for this group.

Conclusions
The figures in this section present evidence of the rate of 
milestone achievement and the momentum points that lead to 
them. With these data we can track students’ progress toward 
educational achievement and can observe the relationship 
between intermediate attainments and ultimate success. 

Where those relationships prove strong, as with gatekeeper 
classes and timely credit accumulation, we gain information 
on educational pathways that may increase the chances of 
student achievement. Caution must be taken when describing 
these relationships, however. These analyses do not show 
causality. That is, we cannot say that attaining any particular 
momentum point causes milestone achievement since there are 
undoubtedly other individual student characteristics (such as 
student motivation) and external factors that influence student 
outcomes. However, we do see clearly that students who attain 
particular momentum points do have substantially higher rates 
of milestone achievement.

Additional Analyses
The figures we have so far discussed represent only a small slice 
of the vast potential for analyses using longitudinal SUR data. 
Here we describe some additional analyses that may be useful in 
guiding community college educators and policymakers toward 
actions that could increase rates of student success.

Disaggregate results for key student groups
A first obvious extension is to disaggregate the student groups. 
Simple disaggregation by demographic characteristics can prove 
highly illuminating. Race or ethnicity and gender are obvious 
breakdowns, but disaggregating by age is also useful. Research 
shows that age can be an important explanatory variable (Adel-
man, 2005; Calcagno, Crosta, Bailey, & Jenkins, 2007; Horn, 
Cataldi, & Sikora, 2005). We have found the following three 
age divisions most informative: Under 20 (typical college age), 
20-24 (students with some work experience), and 25 and older 
(older students, usually with career and family obligations). 
If available, SES (socioeconomic status) is a useful explana-
tory categorization. Students from higher SES categories have 
higher achievement rates (see, e.g., Cabrera, Burkum, & La 
Nasa, 2003). In addition, SES and age often interact as younger 
students tend to come from higher SES households.9 

Students can also be disaggregated by features of their 
enrollment. Characteristics such as the intensity (full-time 
or part-time) of a student’s first-term enrollment create 
informative categories. Beginning full-time students can have 
a very different perspective on school than part-time students, 
so separating the two allows the researcher a way to group 
similar students. This, for example, is a way to disaggregate 
the diverse group of all college-level students that we used 
above. Selecting students who persist from the first to 
the second term allows the researcher to focus on students 
who already have some momentum and then to follow their 
enrollment to determine what features enable a student to carry 
on that momentum toward a milestone. Financial aid received 
in the first term (either a dummy variable for receipt of any 
aid or the numeric amount received) is useful, particularly in 
multivariate regressions (see Technical Notes 1 and 2) as an 
explanatory variable. However, because some students, such 
as those who attend part-time, may have trouble qualifying for 
financial aid, this variable can be confounding.
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College-level Enrollment of Remedial Students

When observing the college-level course-taking of those students 
who start in remediation, we must determine at what point in their 
enrollment they become “college-level.” For many students there is no 
clear transition point from remedial to college-level — for example, they 
may enroll in college classes before completing their remedial program. 
Therefore, we must decide whether we define them as “college-level” 
from the point at which they complete remediation or the point at which 
they start college-level classes.

In the Washington case, we determined that only when students 
complete all of their remediation are they at the same “starting line” 
as students who began exclusively in college-level courses. This is the 
point at which they become “college-level” students. Any college-level 
credits earned by remedial students prior to completing remediation 
are counted as “previous credits earned.” Since we had only a total 
of five years of data for our observation, we required that students in 
remediation must have completed their remediation within two years 
of their start, so that we had at least three years over which to observe 
their college-level enrollment. Since three years of college-level 
course-taking is the minimum that any remedial student could have,  
we set three years from first college-level enrollment as the period of 
time over which we observed any student in the comparison.

All students who were not assigned to the adult basic skills or the 
developmental education group were assigned to the college-level group. 
These were students who enrolled only in college-level courses and 
never in developmental education. Assignments to adult basic skills, 
developmental education, and college-level student groups were all 
mutually exclusive.

Engaging Educators in Research to Inform Policy

The analysis described in this guide was used to inform the design of 
a performance funding policy for Washington State’s community and 
technical colleges. To advise on the design of the policy, the Washington 
State Board for Community and Technical Colleges convened a broadly 
representative advisory committee comprised of institutional research-
ers from the colleges as well as other staff, administrators, and faculty 
from colleges throughout the system. The advisory committee reported 
to a task force of board members, college trustees, presidents, faculty, 
and staff that made recommendations to the SBCTC on what momentum 
points should be used in the design of a performance funding scheme the 
state is developing to encourage colleges to work to improve student out-
comes. Using the analysis conducted by CCRC as well as other research, 
the SBCTC staff, together with the advisory committee, recommended to 
the taskforce a set of six salient momentum points that will serve as “pay 
points” in the new scheme. By involving college representatives from 
the start in this process, the Washington State Board sought to create a 
sense of ownership for the new policy and ensure that it would support 
practices that result in increased success for students.

CCRC’S WAShInGTOn STATe MOMenTUM POInT AnALySIS Tracking remedial students who advance to 
college-level coursework
In the model we present, we track remedial 
students only through the completion of their 
remediation and transition to college. For those 
who make that transition, their enrollment should 
be tracked for other milestone achievements 
at the college level. Some preliminary work 
we have done using the Washington data 
suggests that those students who begin in 
and complete remedial programs succeed in 
college-level vocational and transfer programs 
at similar or better rates than those students 
who begin at the college level. To do this kind 
of comparison, care must be taken to observe 
the two different groups of students over the 
same length of time. For example, students who 
start in remediation may not begin their college 
courses until several terms after they begin their 
postsecondary enrollment. See the sidebar for a 
discussion of how we handled this issue when 
working with the Washington data.

Other analyses
Other types of research that could be conducted 
using longitudinal SUR data include more 
sophisticated analyses using multivariate 
regressions to assess the statistical significance 
of the relationships between momentum 
points and milestones that we have presented 
descriptively here. We carried out some 
preliminary multivariate analyses using the 
Washington data, the results of which we 
discuss briefly in Technical Notes 1.

Conclusion

The methodology for identifying milestones 
and momentum points presented in this 
guide can be useful for highlighting gaps in 
achievement among different student groups, 
gaps that also represent potential opportunities 
for improving student outcomes. The method is 
limited, however, in the extent to which it can 
help to diagnose the causes of the achievement 
gaps observed and to formulate strategies for 
addressing them. 

The diagnosis of achievement gaps and the 
development of strategies for improving 
outcomes should be left to those best positioned 
and equipped to do so — faculty, student 
services staff, and administrators. Therefore, 
states should disaggregate state-level analyses by 
college and make the results available to colleges 
for their own use. Within colleges, faculty and 
staff should be encouraged to review and 
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Technical notes 1: 
The Statistical Significance of  

Momentum Points and Milestones

The tables and figures presented in the body of this guide are 
all based on simple descriptive statistical analysis. In this first 
technical notes section we provide an example of a somewhat 
more sophisticated, multivariate analysis of the relationship 
between attainment of momentum points and achievement  
of educational milestones. 

Momentum Points That Lead to Milestones
The model and figures using Washington data discussed in 
the previous sections suggest a strong relationship between 
the attainment of some momentum points and milestone 
achievement for different groups of students. As we noted, 
these counts and probabilities cannot prove causality. Yet 
we can be more certain at least about the correlation be-
tween particular momentum points and milestones by using 
multivariate logistic regressions with milestone events as the 
dependent variable (i.e., the outcome being explained) and 
momentum points, with controls for student characteristics 
as the independent variables (i.e., the explanatory factors).

When we performed such regressions using the Washington 
data, we used the same six student groups defined above (ABE, 
ESL, developmental, college-level, vocational, and transfer). 
We used transition to college as the milestone achievement 
dependent variable for remedial students (ESL, ABE, and pre-
college). For ESL and ABE students the transition to college 
occurs with the completion of any two college-level courses. 
For pre-college students the transition to college occurs with 
completion of a college-level course in the area of the student’s 
remedial requirement (reading, writing, or math). Measuring the 
milestone achievements in this way allows us to use the college-
ready achievement measures as independent variables that help 
explain the milestone achievement.10 Therefore, the momentum 
point explanatory variables for ESL students include:

• Completion of any ESL course
• Completion of ESL level 6 (highest level)
• Completion of ESL level 5 and one other ESL course
• Completion of any three ESL courses

Momentum point explanatory variables for ABE students include:

• Completion of any ABE or GED course
• Completion of ABE level 6 or GED level 2 (highest levels)
• Completion of ABE level 5 or GED level 1  
 and one other ABE course

• Completion of any three ABE courses
• Completion of any high school completion course
• Completion of a GED
• Completion of a high school diploma

Momentum point explanatory variables for pre-college 
students include:

• Completion of a pre-college course in area of remediation
• Completion of pre-college-level 4 (highest level) in area  
 of remediation

• Completion of any three pre-college courses in area  
 of remediation

The milestone events used as the dependent variables in the 
regressions for the college-level, workforce, and transfer 
students are the following credential and transfer outcomes: 
transfer to a four-year or transfer-ready; associate degree; 
certificate of one year or more; certificate of less than one 
year; or program or training completion.11 The explanatory 
variables that we used to test possible momentum points for 
college-level students are:12 

• Completion of gatekeeper math course
• Completion of gatekeeper English course
• Completion of 15 college-level credits
• Completion of 30 college-level credits
• Completion of 30 college-level credits in one year
• Completion of 15 vocational credits
• Completion of 30 vocational credits
• Completion of 30 vocational credits in one year
• Completion of a career exploration/introduction course

In all the regressions we included a set of demographic and 
enrollment pathway explanatory variables (such as full-time  
or part-time enrollment) to act as controls for other factors that 
may affect the achievement of a milestone outcome. Table 3 
lists the dependent and explanatory variables and their means 
for each student group.

For each of the student groups, we performed a stepwise 
logistic regression, starting with the demographic variables 
and introducing additional variables to observe the impacts 
of the enrollment and momentum points. For simplicity we 
do not include here the full table of regression results with 
marginal effects and standard errors. Instead, we include a table 
summarizing the findings in which a ‘+’ indicates a positive 
and statistically significant (at the .05 level) correlation between 
the explanatory variable — demographic or momentum point 

— and the milestone for the student group. Having the given 
characteristic or attaining the momentum point indicated is 

discuss analyses of milestone and momentum attainment by 
their students. Based on further investigation of the causes of 
barriers that thwart student success and evaluation of previous 
efforts to address them, faculty and staff should be empowered 
to develop strategies for helping students overcome barriers to 
advancement and for accelerating their progress. 

Promoting broad engagement in the discussion of research such 
as that described in this guide will enhance buy-in from faculty, 
counselors, and others who work directly with students, thereby 
increasing the likelihood that the results of the research will be 
used to inform improvements in practice on a substantial scale.
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correlated with increased likelihood of achieving the milestone.13 
A ‘–’ indicates a negative and statistically significant relationship. 
Observe in Table 4 (page 20) that across all student groups the 
demographic variables exhibit a statistical relationship that is not 
unexpected and similar to those found in other studies of factors 
affecting community college student success (Adelman, 2006; 
Alfonso, Bailey, & Scott, 2005; Calcagno, Crosta, Bailey, & 
Jenkins, 2007). In general, females, students of Asian background, 
and students from higher SES households all exhibit increased 

likelihood of milestone achievement when compared with their 
reference categories (male, white, and lowest SES, respectively). 
Students with dependents and students of Hispanic background 
were less likely to achieve milestones. The one distinctive finding 
is that when compared to younger students, students aged 
20-24 and 25 and above were significantly less likely to achieve 
milestones among the ESL, ABE, and pre-college students, while 
these age groups were more likely to achieve milestones among 
the college-level, workforce, and transfer students.

TAbLe 3: 2001-02 FIRST-TIMe STUDenTS In A WAShInGTOn STATe COMMUnITy OR TeChnICAL COLLeGe
enROLLMenT ThROUGh SPRInG 2005-06

STUDenT ChARACTeRISTICS
(CeLL PeRCenTS by STUDenT GROUP)
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Looking at the momentum points that correlate with milestone 
achievement for specific groups, we see a significant and 
positive relationship for ESL students who managed to 
complete either the highest level of ESL or two ESL classes 
including level 5. We cannot determine here whether there are 
characteristics about the students who completed the highest 
levels of ESL that also pushed them to transition to college-level 
or whether the attainment of competency in English provided 
them with the confidence and skills to transition. In contrast 
to ESL students, ABE students who complete the highest 
level of ABE (level 6) actually have a significant negative 
correlation with transition to college. Only those ABE students 
who completed a course toward high school completion (but 
not those who earned a high school diploma) or earned a GED 
have a significant positive correlation. As a GED or diploma 
is a pre-requisite to entering college-level courses, we should 

expect that ABE students must attain this momentum point in 
order to transition successfully to college. Those who do not 
aspire to that credential may enroll in basic skills classes with 
the purpose of remediating specific educational deficiencies to 
improve their employment situation rather than to continue their 
education. Finally, as we would expect, pre-college students 
who completed either the highest level of developmental 
education or any three developmental education classes in their 
area of need were more likely to transition successfully to the 
college level.

For college-level, workforce, and transfer students, practically all 
of the gatekeeper course completions and credit thresholds are 
positive and significant for any milestone achievement. Passing 
the basic gatekeeper courses in math and English are very 
strongly correlated with postsecondary achievement. Somewhat 

TAbLe 4: 2001-02 FIRST-TIMe STUDenTS In A WAShInGTOn STATe COMMUnITy OR TeChnICAL COLLeGe
STUDenT ChARACTeRISTICS AnD MOMenTUM POInTS CORReLATeD WITh MILeSTOne evenTS

(by STUDenT GROUP)
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surprising is the negative correlation for college-level students 
who earned 30 vocational credits in one year. We would expect 
this accomplishment to easily propel a student toward a credential 
or transfer. However, this result may reflect a large group of 
students who enrolled with the specific intention of brief, yet 
intense, skills training for job advancement. In such cases, a 
credential may not be necessary for their educational objectives.

In general, the logistic regression results show support for 
the relationship of many momentum points with milestone 
achievement for their respective student groups. Still, we 
cannot say with certainty that momentum point attainment 
is the reason for student milestone achievement, because 
individual motivation or other characteristics that correlate 
both with momentum point and milestone success could also 
play a causal role. Yet, clearly it is necessary for students to 
attain certain momentum points to increase their likelihood 
of achieving educational milestones. 

Technical notes 2:  
Working with Longitudinal Student  

Unit Record Data

Here we provide technical notes useful for those researchers 
who wish to transform student transcript data into a long-
itudinal SUR dataset for use in the milestone model or other 
statistical analyses.

Data Requirements for Longitudinal Analysis
Longitudinal analysis of student enrollments and 
achievements requires data on individual students. Ideally,  
this includes fixed demographic and background data for each 
student, usually stored in one or more student characteristics 
records, and enrollment data that contain one record per 
student per course per term for every term in which a student 
enrolls. All records must be linked by a unique student 
identifier. Most colleges have such data as part of their 
electronic student information systems. A recent 50-state 
survey found that 40 states have SUR databases for their 
public higher education institutions (Ewell & Boeke, 2007). 
These databases encompass information on 81 percent of the 
nation’s total student headcount enrollment, although they 
vary in the scope and depth of the information they contain.

Each student course record should include the course 
subject, course level, credits attempted, and credits 
earned. Needed too are term-by-term data elements on 
credentials earned or program completions. Financial aid 
data, though not essential, can be a useful explanatory 
variable. Finally, to track whether students go on to enroll 
in a baccalaureate program (or are ready to do so), some 
record of student transfer or transfer-readiness must exist. 
The former may come from a link with the state university 
system or may be obtained from the National Student 
Clearinghouse, a membership service with a student 
enrollment and degree database. Institutionally-defined 

transfer readiness is usually measured by a threshold level 
of credit accumulation and distribution along with some 
core requirement completions. Students meeting these 
requirements can be flagged as prepared for junior  
status in a baccalaureate program regardless of whether 
they actually transfer or earn a credential.

To measure the economic impacts of enrollment, a set of 
employment data (preferably including the time before, during, 
and after enrollment) is needed. This may be unemployment 
insurance (UI) wage data or may come from another state source. 
Graduate survey data are not recommended because of their 
limited time scope, unreliability, and lack of comprehensiveness.

See Table 5 (page 22) for a complete list of recommended 
minimum data requirements for a longitudinal student 
achievement analysis.

Cohort Selection Criteria
When reporting to the U.S. Department of Education for 
the IPEDS Student-Right-to-Know Graduation Rate Survey, 
colleges use a cohort of first-time full-time degree-seeking 
students who are enrolled in the fall term of the reporting 
year. The selection criteria presume a postsecondary model 
in which most students start in the fall with the new school 
year, begin with no prior postsecondary education, and enroll 
continuously full-time until they complete a credential. This 
limits the student cohort to a small and unrepresentative 
sample of community college students (Bailey, Jenkins, & 
Leinbach, 2006; Bailey, Crosta, & Jenkins, 2006). We will use 
these italicized characteristics (first-time, full-time, degree-
seeking, and fall term) to identify the criteria by which to 
select students for our analysis cohort. First-time describes the 
student’s previous enrollment in the system. Full-time defines 

CCRC’s Washington State Momentum Point Analysis 

The dataset CCRC and the Washington SBCTC con-
structed for analysis of student achievement contains 
complete transcript and demographic data, including a 
proxy measure for SES derived from the U.S. Census 
block group characteristics for the student’s address 
(Crosta, Leinbach, & Jenkins, 2006) for all first-time 
students in a Washington community or technical col-
lege (CTC) during the 2001-02 academic year (summer 
2001 through spring 2002). The transcript data are com-
plete for every term of CTC enrollment through spring 
2006 and include all information listed in Table 5. The 
2001-02 cohort contains 87,820 true first-time students. 
For all students in the cohort we also received data on 
other postsecondary enrollment (for transfer) and quar-
terly unemployment insurance (UI) wage records from 
1990 through 2006.

CCRC’S WAShInGTOn STATe MOMenTUM POInT AnALySIS 
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the intensity of initial enrollment. Degree-seeking combines 
the student’s program and objective. Fall term refers to the 
student’s timing of initial enrollment. We discuss each of these 
criteria in logical order.

Previous Enrollment
For our cohort we want only true first-time students. These are 
students who are enrolled for the first time in the community 
college system. We exclude students who enrolled previously 
in any capacity and for any length of time. We choose this strict 
definition in order to observe the complete community college 
enrollment history of each student without the complication of 
previous credits. 

Researchers may choose to make exceptions to this strict 
definition of first-time students for students who enrolled 
beyond a specified number of years prior to the cohort year and 
for those who were in dual enrollment (taking college courses 
while still in high school for concurrent high school and college 
credit). A previous enrollment may be sufficiently distant in 
the past to deem it as having no impact on the student’s current 
enrollment achievements. In a sense, such a student is making 
a “fresh start” with his or her current enrollment. One objection 
to this choice is that a student may have earned prior credits that 
can be credited toward current enrollment. With this in mind, 
the analyst must decide how many years, if any, are sufficiently 
distant to allow a student to be considered first-time.

Timing
Community college cohorts should not be confined to students 
who begin their enrollment in the fall term. Not only does 

this exclude a large proportion of beginning students, but 
the restriction also distorts the characteristics of first-time 
community college students. For example, in the 2001-02 
cohort of first-time students in Washington, only 41 percent 
started in the fall quarter, while 24 percent started in the winter, 
21 percent in the spring, and 14 percent in the summer.14 This 
distribution is affected by the large numbers of students in ABE 
and ESL programs, which are administered by the Washington 
SBCTC and account for 44 percent of the students in the cohort. 
Less than one-third of the students who enrolled in adult basic 
skills (ABE or ESL) started in the fall term, while 39 percent of 
students in college-level vocational (called workforce training 
by the SBCTC) programs and 55 percent of those in transfer 
programs started in the fall. Similarly, the fall-starters included 
57 percent of all the students who were under 20, 40 percent 
of those 20-24, and only 35 percent of those who were 25 and 
over. This sample of distributions indicates that the fall cohort 
does not represent a typical slice of all first-time students in 
Washington State’s community colleges.

Intensity of Enrollment
Community college students follow many enrollment pathways 
to reach their educational objectives. Continuous full-time 
enrollment is the exception rather than the rule among these 
institutions, even during a student’s first term. Many students 
never enroll full-time (or mix terms of full- and part-time 
enrollment), may start and stop their enrollment in any term, 
or may not enroll for several terms. To restrict the cohort by 
enrollment intensity severely limits the cohort population being 
observed. In our work in Washington State, we used all students 
in the cohort.

TAbLe 5: IDeAL MInIMUM SeT OF STUDenT UnIT DATA eLeMenTS 
FOR LOnGITUDInAL AnALySIS
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Program/Objective
Needless to say, not all students at community and technical 
colleges are seeking a credential or transfer to a four-year 
college. Many complete their education without ever completing 
a credential. And within any given cohort are students with a 
wide range of previous education and preparation for college-
level work. Among the most obvious divisions are between 
those requiring remediation in reading, writing, or math, and 
those fully prepared for college-level work. Also, many students 
enter with deficiencies in basic skills or in English-language 
proficiency, or they lack a high school diploma or the equivalent. 
Such a range of students will necessarily have a variety of 
educational needs, will start at different enrollment levels and in 
different programs, and will likely have different objectives for 
their enrollment.

Length of Observation
Other work by CCRC (Bailey, Jenkins, & Leinbach, 2006) 
shows that three years is too brief a period over which to 
observe enrollment of community college students, who 
increasingly enroll over several years and often require much 
more than 150 percent of the expected full-time period to 
complete a credential. Yet, while choosing longer periods makes 
it possible to observe more complete enrollment histories, this 
also pushes back the beginning year of the cohort so that it 
may be less representative of current students and enrollment 
patterns. For example, capturing seven years of enrollment 
history through 2006 requires a 1999 student cohort. Given the 
rapidly changing nature of enrollment patterns and demographic 
shifts in some areas, it is reasonable to ask whether this set 
of students should be used in analyses that will determine 
policy in 2007, which in turn will affect students arriving at 
the college in the years after 2007. Short of finding consensus 
on the best length of time over which to observe students, very 
often the determining feature of longitudinal observation is 
the availability of data. In cases where the data resources are 
available, we recommend a five year period of observation as a 
highly informative length of time.

References

Adelman, C. (2005). Moving into town—and moving on: The 
community college in the lives of traditional-age students. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

Adelman, C. (2006). The toolbox revisited: Paths to 
degree completion from high school through college. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

Alfonso, M., Bailey, T., & Scott, M. (2005). The educational 
outcomes of occupational sub-baccalaureate students: 
Evidence from the 1990s. Economics of Education 
Review, 24(2), 197-212.

Bailey, T., Crosta, P. M., & Jenkins, D. (2006). What can 
Student Right-to-Know graduation rates tell us about 
community college performance? CCRC Working Paper 
No. 6. New York: Columbia University, Teachers College, 

Community College Research Center.
Bailey, T., Jenkins, D., & Leinbach, D. T. (2006). Is student 

success labeled institutional failure? Student goals 
and graduation rates in the accountability debate 
at community colleges. CCRC Working Paper No. 
1 (updated version). New York: Teachers College, 
Community College Research Center.

Cabrera, A. F., Burkum, K. R., & La Nasa, S. M. (2003). 
Pathways to a four-year degree: Determinants of degree 
completion among socioeconomically disadvantaged 
students. Presented at the annual meeting of the Association 
for the Study of Higher Education, Portland, OR.

Calcagno, J. C., Crosta, P. M., Bailey, T., & Jenkins, D. (2007). 
Stepping stones to a degree: The impact of enrollment 
pathways and milestones on community college student 
outcomes. Research in Higher Education, 48(7), 775-801.

Crosta, P. M., Leinbach, D. T., & Jenkins, D. (2006). Using 
census data to classify community college students by 
socioeconomic status and community characteristics. 
CCRC Research Tools No. 1. New York: Teachers 
College, Columbia University: Community College 
Research Center.

Ewell, P. (2007). Community College Bridges to Opportunity 
Initiative: Joint state data toolkit. Austin, TX: Bridges 
to Opportunity Initiative and Community College 
Leadership Program, University of Texas at Austin. 

Ewell, P. & Boeke, M. (2007). Critical connections: Linking 
states’ unit record systems to track student progress. 
Indianapolis, IN: Lumina Foundation for Education.

Goldrick-Rab, S. (2006). Following their every move: How 
social class shapes postsecondary pathways. Sociology  
of Education, 79(1), 61-79.

Horn, L., Cataldi, E. F., & Sikora, A. (2005). Waiting to attend 
college: Undergraduates who delay their postsecondary 
enrollment. (NCES 2005-152). Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Education, National Center for Education 
Statistics.

Jenkins, D. & Ewell, P. (forthcoming). Using state student 
unit record data to improve community college student 
success. In Bers, T. (Ed. of forthcoming issue), New 
Directions for Community Colleges.

Prince, D. & Jenkins, D. (2005). Building pathways to success 
for low-skill adult students: Lessons for community 
college policy and practice from a statewide longitudinal 
tracking study. New York: Columbia University, Teachers 
College, Community College Research Center.

Voorhees, R. A., Smith, G. P., & Luan, J. (2006). Researching 
community college student transitions. In Voorhees,  
R. A., and Smith, G. P. (Eds. of special issue on 
community college student transitions), Journal of Applied 
Research in the Community College, 13(2), 177-188.

Zeidenberg, M., Jenkins, D., & Calcagno, J. C. (2007). Do 
student success courses actually help community 
college students succeed? CCRC Brief No. 36. (June). 
New York: Columbia University, Teachers College, 
Community College Research Center.



C O M M U N I T Y  C O L L E G E  R E S E A R C H  C E N T E R

��

D. Timothy Leinbach served until recently as a Research Associ-
ate at the Community College Research Center, Teachers College, 
Columbia University. He is currently the manager of U.S. opera-
tions for Summit Expeditions and Nomadic Experience, a trekking 
and safari company.

Davis Jenkins is a Senior Research Associate at the Community 
College Research Center, Teachers College, Columbia University.

The research on which this guide is based was funded in part by 
the Ford Foundation through the Community College Bridges 
to Opportunity Initiative (www.communitycollegecentral.org). 
Additional funding for research and for the development of the 
guide was provided by Lumina Foundation for Education as part 
of the Achieving the Dream: Community Colleges Count initiative 
(www.achievingthedream.org). The authors are grateful to Tina 
Bloomer, David Prince, and Loretta Seppanen of the Washington 
State Board for Community and Technical Colleges for the 
productive research partnership through which this guide was 
developed. We would also like to thank Rick Voorhees and Trudy 
Bers for helpful comments on a review draft and Doug Slater for 
able editorial assistance.

525 West 120th Street, Box 174
New York, New York 10027

Tel: (212) 678-3091 | Fax: (212) 678-3699
E-mail: ccrc@columbia.edu

Web: http://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu 

CCRC Research Tools can be downloaded free of charge 
through the CCRC website at:

http://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu

C O M M U N I T Y  C O L L E G E  R E S E A R C H  C E N T E R

Research Tools
T E A C H E R S  C O L L E G E ,  C O L U M B I A  U N I V E R S I T Y

endnotes

1. The term was taken from Clifford Adelman’s ground-
breaking work on student progression; see Adelman 
(2005) and Adelman (2006).

2. The 2,475 in the Y2 bar are students who completed 
gatekeeper math in any of the four quarters during their 
second year.

3. We use the terms “remediation” and “remedial” to 
include all types of non-college-level courses, including 
developmental education (termed “pre-college” by the 
Washington SBCTC), adult basic education (ABE), and 
English as a second language (ESL). The latter two we 
refer to collectively as adult basic skills.

4. Placement tests may be specific to a college or system 
or may be commercial standardized tests such as 
ACCUPLACER and COMPASS (assessments to 
determine placement in remediation) or the SAT and ACT 
(general college entrance exams).

5. Students in this group who are enrolled for personal 
enrichment or skills upgrading may not have a transfer or 
credential goal. However, these students are also assigned 
to the other student group by program/objective (not 
shown in table), which would include non-transfer and 
non-credential milestone events.

6. The Washington SBCTC defines “transfer ready” as having 
completed at least 45 college credits with a GPA of 2.0 or 
higher, a college-level English course, a college-level math 

course, and a minimum set of “distribution” courses. Note 
that Washington community and technical colleges operate 
on a quarter, rather than a semester, system.

7. Recent work by CCRC (Zeidenberg, Jenkins, & Calcagno, 
2007) suggests that taking a student success course 
(courses in study, test-taking, and time management 
skills) increases the likelihood of educational success for 
community college students. Although completion of this 
type of course is another potential momentum point, the 
Washington data did not identify such courses.

8. In Technical Notes 1, we employ a regression analysis 
that allows us to control for other factors in milestone 
achievement and that establishes the statistical 
significance of the relationships we observe here. 

9. In a separate project, CCRC worked with the Washington 
SBCTC to develop a measure of SES for each student by 
linking student addresses with Census tract information 
(Crosta, Leinbach, & Jenkins, 2006).

10. We ran the model with different milestone outcomes, but 
we discuss only the model with transition to college here. 
Other results are available upon request from CCRC.

11. See Table 1 for the milestone events applicable to each group.
12. See Table 2 for the momentum points applicable to each 

group.
13. The marginal effect, not included here, indicates the 

magnitude of that effect.
14. All percents are the authors’ calculations.
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Oregon Workforce Regions
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Oregon Public 2-Year Locations with 
Workforce Region and County Boundaries
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Population Projections—Percent Change, 2000-25

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
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Projected Change in Number of Adults 
Age 15-24 by County, 2005-25

Source:  Oregon Office of Economic Analysis

7,029

6,694

3,650

2,857

1,909 1,192

1,028 664

579 436 95

-81

-81 -212

-423

-505

-514

-606

-731

-915 -1,248 -1,991

-41
-23

3,934

-991

-300 -630

-289

342

-383

1,304

356

-55

246

-2,000

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

W
ashington

M
ultnom

ah
M

arion
C

lackam
as

P
olk

D
eschutes

Y
am

hill
Jackson
Lane
U

m
atilla

Linn
Jefferson
C

rook
M

orrow
H

ood R
iver

U
nion

M
alheur

G
illiam

W
asco

W
heeler

H
arney

Sherm
an

Lake
W

allow
a

G
rant

C
urry

Tillam
ook

C
olum

bia
K

lam
ath

B
aker

Josephine
Lincoln
C

latsop
D

ouglas
C

oos
Benton

29,876



88

Projected Change in Number of Adults 
Age 25-44 by County, 2005-25

Source:  Oregon Office of Economic Analysis
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Projected Change in Oregon Population by Age and 
Race/Ethnicity, 2005-25 (in Thousands)
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* Minorities include African-American, Hispanic, and Native American
Source:  Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS)

Minorities* as a Percent of Total Population, 2006
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Percent Hispanic/Latino Population, 2006

Source: PUMS

13.1 to 24.9
8.8 to 13.1
4.6 to 8.8
2.6 to 4.6



1212

Differences in College Attainment (Associate and Higher) Between 
Younger and Older Adults—U.S. and OECD Countries, 2005

Source:  Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), Education at a Glance 2007
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Percent of Adults with an Associate Degree or Higher by 
Age Group—Oregon, U.S. and Leading OECD Countries
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Educational Attainment and Rank Among States— 
Oregon, 2005 (Percent)
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Educational Attainment of Population Age 25-64, 2005

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 ACS PUMS
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Percent Educational Attainment of Population Age 25-64 
By Race/Ethnicity—Oregon, 2005
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Percent of Oregon Residents with No High School Diploma 
By Age and Race/Ethnicity, 2006

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 ACS PUMS
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Difference in High School Attainment 
Between Whites and Minorities,* 2006
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Difference in College Attainment Between 
Whites and Minorities,* 2006
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Gaps in Percentage of Residents Age 25-64 with a College Degree 
Between the Most and Least Educated Counties, 2000
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Percent of Population Age 25-64 with 
Only an Associate Degree, 2006
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Percent of Population Age 25-64 with an 
Associate Degree or Higher, 2006
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Percent of Oregon Residents with Only an 
Associate Degree by Age and Race/Ethnicity, 2006

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 ACS PUMS
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Percent of Oregon Residents with a College Degree 
(Associate and Higher) by Age and Race/Ethnicity, 2006

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 ACS PUMS
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Percent of Population Age 25-64 with a 
Bachelor’s Degree or Higher, 2006
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Workforce Participation



2929

Percent of Civilian Population Age 25-64 
Participating in the Workforce, 2005
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Percent of Civilians Age 25-64 Not Participating 
in the Workforce—By Education Attainment, 2005

Source:   U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 ACS PUMS
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Percent of Total Gross State Product by 
Industry and Comparison to U.S.
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Change in Gross State Product, 1997-2004
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Employment in High-Technology Establishments as 
Share of Total Employment by State, 2004
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Projected Percent Change in Occupations Requiring 
Some Postsecondary Training, 2002-2012
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development

REGION 5 
(Lane County)
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Curry Counties)

7
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Jefferson Counties)
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16
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Occupations with Most Openings Requiring Some Postsecondary Training 
or an Associate Degree, 2006-16

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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The Student Pipeline
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Student Pipeline, 2004

Source: NCES Common Core Data 2004; Tom Mortenson, Postsecondary Education Opportunity; NCES, IPEDS Fall 2004 
Retention Rate File and Fall 2003 Enrollments, 2004 Graduation Rates; U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 ACS
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Race/Ethnic Representation at Each Stage of the 
Education Pipeline—Oregon, 2005
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Oregon Community College System—Percent of Race/Ethnic 
Groups at Each Stage of the Education Pipeline, 2006
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High School Graduation Rates—Public High School 
Graduates as a Percent of 9th Graders 

Four Years Earlier, 2004
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Oregon High School Graduation Rates—Percentage of 
9th Graders Graduating Four Years Later by County 

(Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)

Source:  Oregon Department of Education; NCES Common Core Data
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Oregon High School Graduation Rates—Percentage of 
9th Graders Graduating Four Years Later by Region 

(Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)
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College-Going Rates—First-Time Freshmen Directly 
Out of High School as a Percent of Recent 

High School Graduates, 2004
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Oregon Net Migration of College Students by Sector, 
Fall 2006
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Percent of Oregon High School Graduates Attending 
Community College Directly Out of High School 

By County (Average 2004-05 to 2006-07)

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; Oregon Department of Education
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Percent of Oregon High School Graduates Attending 
Community College Directly Out of High School 

By Region (Average 2004-05 to 2006-07)
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Percent of Oregon Students Directly Out of High School 
Enrolling In-Region (Average 2005 to 2007)

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; Oregon Department of Education
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First-Time Credit Students Age 24 and Under Enrolled in 
Oregon Community Colleges per 1,000 Residents Age 18-24— 

By County (Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)
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First-Time Credit Students Age 24 and Under Enrolled in 
Oregon Community Colleges per 1,000 Residents Age 18-24 

(Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)

Source: Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; U.S. Census Bureau, 
Population Estimates
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First-Time Credit Students Age 24 and Under Enrolled in 
Oregon Community Colleges per 1,000 Residents Age 18-24— 

By Region (Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)
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First-Time Credit Students Age 25 and Over Enrolled in 
Oregon Community Colleges per 1,000 Residents Age 25-44— 

By County (Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)
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First-Time Credit Students Age 25 and Over Enrolled in 
Oregon Community Colleges per 1,000 Residents Age 25-44 

(Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)

Source: Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; U.S. Census Bureau, 
Population Estimates
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First-Time Credit Students Age 25 and Over Enrolled in 
Oregon Community Colleges per 1,000 Residents Age 25-44— 

By Region (Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)
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First-Time Non-Credit Students Age 25 and Over Enrolled in 
Oregon Community Colleges per 1,000 Residents Age 25-44— 

By County (Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)
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First-Time Non-Credit Students Age 25 and Over Enrolled in 
Oregon Community Colleges per 1,000 Residents Age 25-44 

(Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)

Source: Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; U.S. Census Bureau, 
Population Estimates
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First-Time Non-Credit Students Age 25 and Over Enrolled in 
Oregon Community Colleges per 1,000 Residents Age 25-44— 

By Region (Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)
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First- to Second-Year Retention Rates at 
Oregon Community Colleges, Fall 2006

Source:  NCES, IPEDS Fall 2006 Retention Rate File, Fall 2005 Enrollment File
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Associate Degrees Awarded per 100 High School 
Graduates Three Years Earlier, 2004
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Three-Year Graduation Rates at 
Two-Year Colleges, 2005 (Percent)
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Oregon Community College Graduation Rates, 2006
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Difference in Graduation Rates Between White and 
Minority Students at Oregon Community Colleges, 2006

*Minority cohort size is too small for reasonable comparison.
Source:  NCES, IPEDS 2006 Graduation Rate File.
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Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production)

Registered Nurses 1,352 539 813
Health Tech 556 260 296
Electrical Trades 303 13 290
Construction Trades 373 155 218
Computer Support/Tech 344 173 171
Automotive Repair 400 238 162
Industrial Machinery 103 2 101
Drafting 142 88 54
Biological and Chemical Tech 61 17 44
Industrial Engineering Tech 84 45 39
Engineering Tech, Other 36 15 21
Electrical Engineering Tech 91 80 11
Mechanical Engineering Tech 22 13 9
Legal Support 53 47 6
Environmental Engineering Tech 8 42 -34
Civil Engineering Tech 43 82 -39
Dental Hygiene 122 194 -72
Licensed Practical Nurses 127 321 -194

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey

Average Degrees/Certificates Gap Between
Annual Produced Annually Supply and

Occupation Openings (3-Year Average) Demand
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 1—Clatsop, Columbia, Tillamook Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 2—Multnomah and Washington Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 3—Marion, Polk, Yamhill Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 4—Benton, Lincoln, Linn Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 5—Lane County

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 6—Douglas County

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 7—Coos and Curry County

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 8—Jackson and Josephine Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 9—Gilliam, Hood River, Sherman, Wasco, Wheeler Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 10—Crook, Deschutes, Jefferson Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 11—Klamath and Lake Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 12—Morrow and Umatilla Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 13—Baker, Union, Wallowa Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey
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Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 14—Grant, Harney, Malheur Counties

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey

-7
-6

-4
-4

-2
-2

0
0
0

0
0
1

1
1

2
5

0

-8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6 8

Environmental Engineering Tech
Industrial Engineering Tech

Mechanical Engineering Tech
Electrical Engineering Tech

Civil Engineering Tech
Industrial Machinery

Dental Hygiene
Health Tech

Electrical Trades
Automotive Repair

Biological and Chemical Tech
Computer Support/Tech
Engineering Tech, Other
Drafting
Legal Support
Registered Nurses
Construction Trades
Licensed Practical Nurses23

Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand



9292

Demand Exceeds Supply
Supply Exceeds Demand

Gap Between Supply and Demand in Selected Occupations 
(Average Annual Openings 2006-16 vs. Current Annual Degree Production) 

Region 15—Clackamas County

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey

-16
-11

-2
0
0

3
3
3
4
5

11
12

21
22

42
53

71

6

-75 -50 -25 0 25 50 75

Drafting
Computer Support/Tech

Mechanical Engineering Tech
Legal Support

Biological and Chemical Tech
Engineering Tech, Other

Electrical Engineering Tech
Industrial Machinery

Dental Hygiene
Licensed Practical Nurses

Electrical Trades
Automotive Repair

Construction Trades
Health Tech

Registered Nurses

Civil Engineering Tech
Environmental Engineering Tech
Industrial Engineering Tech



9393

Transfers to Oregon Four-Year Institutions as a 
Percent of Credit Enrollment the Previous Year— 

By College (Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)
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Transfers to Oregon Four-Year Institutions as a 
Percent of Credit Enrollment the Previous Year— 

By Region (Average 2003-04 to 2005-06)

Source:  Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development
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Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded per 100 High School Graduates 
Six Years Earlier, 2004
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Six-Year Graduation Rates at 
Four-Year Colleges, 2005 (Percent)
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Undergraduate Credentials and Degrees Awarded at 
All Colleges per 1,000 Adults Age 18-44 with 

No College Degree, 2006

Source: NCES, IPEDS Completions Survey 2005-06; U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 ACS
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Educational Attainment in Oregon (Percent)
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How Can Oregon Reach International Competitiveness?

Current Degree Production Combined with Population Growth and Migration 
and Improved Performance on the Student Pipeline Measures
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Reaching Top Performance by 2025 (55%)– 
Oregon
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Collective Cost to Oregon, Assuming 
Tuition Stays the Same

$ 411 Million  = Annual Costs of Additional Students 
at Current $ per Student

$ 722 Million  = Current State Contribution

57%  = Percent Increase in Annual State 
Support Needed
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Average Cost to Students, Assuming 
No Additional State Investment

$ 2,158  = Additional Annual Costs to Students at 
Public Four-Year Institutions

30% Increase in Tuition and Fees
(Currently $ 7,200)

$ 2,134  = Additional Annual Costs to Students at 
Public Two-Year Institutions

79% Increase in Tuition and Fees
(Currently $ 2,701)
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Savings If Oregon Reaches Top Performance 
in Degree Production
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Enrollment in State-Administered ABE Programs 
Per 1,000 Adults Age 18-64 with Less than a 

High School Diploma, 2005
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GEDs Awarded per 1,000 Adults Age 25-44 
with Less than a High School Diploma, 2005
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Adults Age 18-64 Who Speak English 
Poorly or Not at All, 2006
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Enrollment in ESL per 1,000 Adults Age 18-64 with 
Little or No English Proficiency, 2006
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Adults with a High School Diploma or Less in 
Families Not Earning a Living Wage, 2006
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Migration
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Production of College Graduates (Undergraduate Credentials and Degrees Awarded 
Per 1,000 Residents Age 18-44 with High School Diploma or Some College but No College Degree)

States’ Ability to Produce Graduates vs. Ability to Keep and Attract Graduates

Migration Rate 
of Residents 

Age 22-29 with a 
College Degree

New Economy Index (2002)
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Net Migration by Degree Level and Age Group— 
Oregon, 1995-2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census; 5% PUMS Files
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Migration Rate* of Residents Age 22-64 with Less than a 
High School Diploma, 1995-2000

* Per 1,000 residents age 22-64 with less than a high school diploma.

Source:  State Higher Education Officers (SHEEO)
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Oregon Net Migration of College Degree Holders 
Age 22-29 by Occupation, 1995 to 2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census 5% PUMS File
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Oregon Net Migration of College Degree Holders 
Age 30-64 by Occupation, 1995 to 2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census 5% PUMS File
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Percent of Residents Age 25-64 with an Associate Degree 
Born In-State, 2005
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Percent of Residents Age 25-64 with a Bachelor’s Degree 
or Higher Born In-State, 2005
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Financial Environment
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Per Capita Personal Income as a Percent of 
U.S. Average—Oregon, 1960-2005

Source:  Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Dept. of Commerce
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Personal Income Per Capita, 2006

Source: PUMS

25,129 to 43,100
22,783 to 25,129
20,629 to 22,783
18,000 to 20,629



122122

Median Earnings of Population Age 25-64 
by Level of Education, 2005
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Difference in Median Earnings Between 
Less than a High School Diploma and a 

High School Diploma, 2006

7,177
7,211

3,858

10,766

$0

$3,000

$6,000

$9,000

$12,000

W
ashington

N
ew

 Jersey
N

ew
 York

M
ontana

M
assachusetts

C
onnecticut

Illinois
N

ew
 M

exico
M

ichigan
C

alifornia
D

elaw
are

C
olorado

M
innesota

Indiana
R

hode Island
O

hio
W

yom
ing

U
nited States

O
regon

W
isconsin

Pennsylvania
M

aryland
N

evada
O

klahom
a

M
issouri

Louisiana
N

orth C
arolina

Arizona
G

eorgia
U

tah
M

aine
Iow

a
Texas
Kentucky
Florida
Alaska
Alabam

a
N

ew
 H

am
pshire

Tennessee
N

ebraska
Kansas
Verm

ont
South C

arolina
South D

akota
W

est Virginia
Arkansas
Idaho
Virginia
N

orth D
akota

M
ississippi

H
aw

aii

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS



124124

Difference in Median Earnings Between a 
High School Diploma and an 

Associate Degree, 2006
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Difference in Median Earnings Between a 
High School Diploma and a 

Bachelor’s Degree, 2006
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State Tax Capacity and Effort—Oregon 
Indexed to U.S. Average

Source:  State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO)
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State Tax Capacity and Effort—Oregon Indexed to U.S. Average

Source:  State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO)
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Projected State and Local Budget Surplus (Gap) 
as a Percent of Revenues, 2013

Source:  NCHEMS; Don Boyd (Rockefeller Institute of Government), 2005
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State and Family Share of Funding for 
Public Higher Education, 1991-2006

Source:  SHEEO State Higher Education Finance Survey
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Percent of Income (Average of All Income Groups) 
Needed to Pay for College Expenses Minus Financial Aid— 

Public Two-Year Colleges

Source:  NCPPHE, Measuring Up: The State-by-State Report Card for Higher Education
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Share of Income Poorest Families Need to Pay for 
Tuition at Lowest-Priced Colleges

Source:  NCPPHE, Measuring Up: The State-by-State Report Card for Higher Education
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Public 2-Year Undergraduate Tuition and Fees 
as a Percent of Median Family Income— 

Adults Age 45-64, 2005-06
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Public 2-Year Undergraduate Tuition and Fees as a 
Percent of Median Family Income of Poorest 40% of 

Adults Age 25-44, 2005-06
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Public 2-Year Undergraduate Tuition and Fees as a 
Percent of Median Family Income of Poorest 40% of 

Adults Age 45-64, 2005-06
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Proportion of Need-Based Aid Distributed 
to Part-Time Students 2004-05

Source: NCHEMS Student Financial Aid Survey
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Average Loan Amount Students Borrow 
Each Year, 2004
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Retention Best Practices  

 for Oregon Community Colleges 
Rev. 2/18/08 LR 
Adapted from the Retention Best Practices Glossary (2004) developed by:  Jem Spectar, Provost, 
Western Oregon University, Linda Reisser, Dean of Student Development, Portland Community College 
(Cascade Campus), and Diane Watson, Dean of Student Services, Linn-Benton Community College. 
 
1.  CURRICULAR INITIATIVES 
 
_____1. A.  Learning Communities/Cohort Groups 
Examples:  (1) classes designed for a cohort group in order to build supportive relationships 
within a particular program; (2) two or more classes linked by major or content, and planned 
collaboratively. 
 
_____1. B.  First Term or First Year Experience 
Expanded orientation, or courses on college success offered throughout the first year. 
 
_____ 1. C.  Embedding Study Skills in Specific Courses 
Study skills (note taking skills, test taking techniques, etc.) are integrated into classes, 
particularly those that have lower success rates.  
 
_____ 1. D.  Curricular Innovations/Faculty Development 
Faculty are supported in designing curricular initiatives that increase student engagement and 
persistence.  Faculty are encouraged to engage in professional development related to student 
retention.   
 
_____ 1. E. Career Pathways 
Career Pathways learning options are offered in an intensive, short-term format (3 or 6 months); 
they provide assistance and tools needed to make a successful career transition into the job 
market, and clear maps for returning for additional learning.  
 
_____ 1. F. Other: 
 
2.  INSTITUTIONAL ASSISTANCE & ACADEMIC INTERVENTIONS 
 
_____2. A.  Learning Centers 
Tutoring, writing/reading/math assistance, supplemental instruction, or learning activities are 
offered in a designated area, and/or online. 
 
_____2. B.  Early Warning Systems 
A system of monitoring academic performance, proactively making contact with students in 
academic difficulty, and offering assistance through a variety of support services. 
 
_____2. C.  Mandatory Assessment and Basic Skills Prerequisites 
Placement testing is required in reading, writing, and math for all entering degree-seeking 
students.  Students must meet prerequisites for lower division collegiate transfer courses 
meeting a general education, distribution area obligation for AS, AAOT, AGS, or AAS degrees.   
 
_____2. D.  Summer Bridge Programs 
Proactive assistance preceding the beginning of the school year (e.g., summer orientations, 
college success courses, brush-up workshops, group advising, community-building events, 
etc.); especially for “at risk” students. 
 
 



 
 
_____2. E.  Developmental Programs 
Developmental programs for students who need additional skill development. Examples:  
supplemental instruction, tutoring, intensive math preparation, developmental courses in math, 
writing, reading, writing workshops, ESL courses, study skills sessions, etc. 
 
_____2. F.  Other: 
 
3.  STUDENT DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVES 
 
_____3. A.  Mandatory Orientation/Special Workshops for New Students 
All new degree-seeking students are required to attend an orientation to the college. Special 
workshops are offered on library and technology usage, computer skills, etc. 
 
_____3. B.  Mandatory Advising/ Degree Planning 
All new degree-seeking students are required to see an advisor to help them select courses, 
develop a plan for completing degrees or certificates, and/or a plan for transferring to another 
institution.   
 
_____3.C.  One Stop Enrollment Services 
Enrollment services are located together, so that students can easily access enrollment services 
at entry. It generally is supported through cross-training. 
 
_____3. D.  Peer Mentoring/Tutoring/Advising 
Students are selected, trained and monitored as they take an active part in helping their peers 
succeed and persist. 
 
_____3. E.  Counseling and Support Groups 
Career counseling, personal counseling and referral, support groups, and personal development 
classes are offered by counselors 
 
_____3. F.  Career Exploration/Student Employment Services 
Student access to career counseling, introductory courses or orientations to career/technical 
programs, and student employment services that assist with job hunting while they are enrolled 
 
_____3. G.  Calling Campaigns; Person-to-Person Contact 
A system for contacting students by phone, email, or other means, in order to support their 
ongoing enrollment, use of campus resources, academic good standing, and success. 
 
_____3. H.  Financial Aid Outreach 
Student access to financial aid application assistance through workshops, special events, or 
individualized assistance; workshops or classes on scholarship applications are offered; 
proactive strategies are in place to inform students about financial aid resources, eligibility 
requirements, and materials needed to complete their files. 
 
_____3. I.  Other: 
 
 
4.  CAMPUS CLIMATE 
 
_____4. A.  Relationship-building Activities 
Programs that foster positive student relationships with faculty, advisors, staff members, and 
peers; building a sense of belongingness, motivation, and purpose. 
 



 
_____4. B  Non-traditional Student Support 
Specific initiatives to support students who are “non-traditional” (e.g., returning adults, 
dislocated workers, displaced homemakers, first generation, etc.). 
 
_____4. C.  Co-curricular Activities/Student Life 
Leadership programs, clubs, and special events create a positive climate for remaining on 
campus (e.g., student government, clubs and student organizations, co-curricular activities, 
student lounges and study spaces, etc.). 
 
_____4. D.  Faculty Involvement 
Opportunities and rewards are intentionally provided for out-of-class student-faculty contact 
(e.g., faculty participating in orientation, advising student clubs, service learning, 
advising/mentoring).  
 
_____4. E.  Ceremonies, Traditions, and Special Events  
Institutional ceremonies and traditions strengthen communal bonds and deepen connections to 
the campus (e.g., shared traditions, barbecues, holiday celebrations, festivals, signature events, 
etc. 
 
_____4. F. Other: 
 
 
5.  ELECTRONIC AND ONLINE TOOLS 
 
_____5. A.  Online Student Services 
Services such as admissions, registration, advising, orientation, financial aid information, email 
communication, etc., are provided online for students, and easy to navigate.    
 
_____5. B.  Degree Audit  
Students are able to monitor their progress and understand alternative options for degree 
completion through an online degree audit system. 
 
_____5. C.  Other: 
 
 
6.  INSTITUTIONAL LEADERSHIP AND ASSESSMENT 
 
_____6. A.  College-wide Retention Initiatives  
College leaders have made an explicit commitment to monitoring and improving retention; 
developing related goals, organizing and funding initiatives to attain those goals.    
 
_____6.B.  Systematic Assessment and Reviews 
Data about students’ performance, engagement, satisfaction, etc., are collected, reviewed, 
organized and disseminated in clear and useful ways.  Assessment is used to improve retention 
practices. 
 
_____6.C. Other: 
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OUS/CSSA Retention Grid

1 = Limited success                                                                           
2 = Some success, but cannot be implemented across campus                                                                                        
3 = Success with real potential for greater benefit with expanded 
implementations                                                                             
4 = A major success, worthy of replication to other campuses O
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Learning Communities 1 3 4 2 4*   3 4 2 3 2 1 1
Freshman/First Year Seminar 3 4 3 4* 2   1 3 0 2
Interdisciplinary/Integrative Learning 2 2 4 3 3 2  2 2 4 1 3 1 1
Experiential Learning 4 3 4 3 3 2  4 4 3 3 2 3
Collaborative Learning 3 2 4 2 3 2  4 3 2 3 2 3 3
Writing Across the Curriculum 3 4 3 2 1 3 2 4 2 2 1
Math/Science Emphasis 4 4 3 3 2 3 1
Honors Programs 4 4 4 2 4 3 1 1 2
Common Core 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 2
Special First Year Curriculum 1 4 3  3 1 1 1
Embedding Study Skills in Specific Courses 1 3 1 2  3 2 3 1
Other 4*  4

 
Instructional Assistance and Academic Interventions  
Learning Centers 4 3 2 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 2 3 3 2
Early Warning Systems 4 2 2 2 1  1 2 3 3 1 3 2 4 3
Mandatory Assessment 1 1 1 2  3 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 3
Summer Bridge Program 2 2 1  1 4 1 0 2
Developmental Programs 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 2 4 3 1
Information Fluency/Library Orientation 2 4 3 3  1 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 1 2 3
Other 3*  4

  
Student Development Initiatives   
Advising 4 3 2 3 4 2 3 2 4 3 4 2 3 2 3
One-stop Enrollment Services 2 1 2 3 4 4 3 3 2 3 3 2/3 3 1
Peer Mentors/Peer Leaders 4 2 2 1 4* 2 4 4 4 1 1 3
Student Leadership Programs 4 3 2 2 4 3 3 1 4 3 4 3 1 3 3 3 3
Counseling and Support Groups 4 4 3 1 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 1 3
Residence Life 4 4 2 1 4 3 3 0 3
Student Development Transcripts 1  4 0
Portfolios 2 1 1  3 3 1 0 1
Student Success/Degree Plan 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 1 3 3 2 1 3
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OUS/CSSA Retention Grid

1 = Limited success                                                                           
2 = Some success, but cannot be implemented across campus                                                                                        
3 = Success with real potential for greater benefit with expanded 
implementations                                                                             
4 = A major success, worthy of replication to other campuses O
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Career Guidance 4 4 3 1 3 2 3 4 4 3 3 2 2 2
Calling Campaigns, Person-to-Person Contacts 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 4 1 1 3
Child Care 1 2 1 4  2 4 4 3 1 4 2
Other  3

 
Campus Climate  
Support for Diversity 3 3 3 2 4 2 3 2 4 4 1 2 3 3 1 1
International Education 4 4 2 3 4 2 1 3 1 2 4 3 2
Community-nurturing Facilities; Common Spaces 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 1 2 3
Relationship Building Activities 3 3 2 1 2  2 3 2 2 2 3
Non-traditional Student Support 3 2 3 1 2 3 3 1 4 3 3 4 3 2
First-generation Student Success Programs 2 2 3 4 2 3 4 1 2 4 2
Ceremonies and Traditions 3 3 2 1 4 2 1 1 3 3 2 3 3 1
Convocations and Special Events 3 2 2 1 4 2 3 3 2 2 2 2
Faculty Involvement 3 3 2 3 4* 3 3 3 2 4 2 1 2 3 2 3
Other  3

 
Partnerships  
Collaboration Between Academic and Student Affairs 3 3 3 2 4 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 2 3
Transfer Student Support 4 2 4 1 3 2 2 3 4 3 3 4 4 2
Dual Admission/Enrollment 4 4 4 2 3 2 4 2 4 4 1 2 3 3 2 1
Community Outreach 4 1 4 2 3 2 2 2 4 1 2 3 4 2 3
One-stop Employment Services 2 2  1 4 4 2 3 3 1
Other  

 
Electronic and On-line Tools  
On-line Student Services 4 3 2 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 1 4 3 1
Degree Audit 1 2 3  2 3 1 4 3
On-line Courses 4 4 2 2 1 1 4 2 4 2 2 3  3 3
Other  
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OUS/CSSA Retention Grid

1 = Limited success                                                                           
2 = Some success, but cannot be implemented across campus                                                                                        
3 = Success with real potential for greater benefit with expanded 
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From:  Jem Spectar, Provost, Western Oregon University, Linda Reisser, Dean of Student 
Development, Portland Community College (Cascade Campus), and Diane Watson, Dean of 
Student Services, Linn-Benton Community College 
REVISED   October 29, 2004 
 
    Glossary of Terms 
 
CURRICULAR INITIATIVES 
 
Learning Communities 
Learning communities are curricular structures that link together several existing courses. 
Learning communities may be (1) two or more classes linked by major or content, and planned 
collaboratively, and taken by a cohort of students; (2) programs of coursework that faculty 
members team teach, and which are generally embedded in an integrated program of study. 
 
Freshman or First Year Seminar 
First year seminars are opportunities for small groups of students (usually 12 - 18) to benefit 
from close personal interaction with faculty as they explore an idea, topic, or event.  In certain 
cases, first year seminars may be sub-divided into even smaller group sessions to perform 
collaborative tasks or address special topics.   
 
Interdisciplinary/Integrative Learning 
The institution promotes and supports curricula and pedagogies that heighten students’ 
awareness of the interconnections between disciplines and the necessity for multi-pronged 
approaches to solve complex problems. The institution encourages, expects and enables 
students to discover vital interconnections as they integrate and synthesize diverse and discrete 
aspects of the educational buffet into a coherent and viable menu.  
 
Experiential Learning 
Curriculum integrates practical experiences such as service learning, community-based 
learning, internships, study abroad, practica, externships as well undergraduate student 
research and other faculty-student projects. 
 
Collaborative Learning 
The instructor encourages team learning within a course; or, students must perform at least one 
group task or project prior to graduation.   
 
Writing Across the Curriculum 
The college supports writing competence across programs and disciplines. 
 
Math/Science Emphasis  
The institution requires students to develop a practical understanding of math and science as 
well as ability to apply scientific methodology. Approximately 15 credits of math or science are 
required for all non-science majors. 
 
Honors Programs 
The institution provides accessible honors programs for its most academically talented and 
motivated students.   
  



 

Common Core 
The institution requires a common core curriculum for all students pursuing an associate’s or 
bachelor’s degree.  The type of core curriculum may vary according to the type of associate’s 
degree (e.g., AAS, AOT, AAS, AS, etc.) 
 
Special First Year Curriculum 
The institution provides a specially designed curriculum and/or courses for freshmen. 
 
Embedding Study Skills in Specific Courses 
The institution integrates study skills (note taking skills, test taking techniques, etc.) into 
substantive classes.  
 
 
INSTITUTIONAL ASSISTANCE & ACADEMIC INTERVENTIONS 
 
Learning Centers 
The institution provides learning assistance, such as tutoring, writing/reading/math assistance, 
advising/counseling, and supplemental instruction, in a designated area, and/or online. 
 
Early Warning Systems 
The institution has a system of tracking or monitoring academic performance of all students 
from the beginning of the term. The alert system allows the institution to proactively make 
contact with students in academic difficulty and offer assistance through a variety of support 
services. 
 
Mandatory Assessment 
The institution undertakes a focused and early diagnostic assessment of “basic literacies” 
(reading, writing, math, science) as students enter college. This may involve mandatory or 
recommended placement. 
 
Summer Bridge Program 
Students who need further college-level preparation, particularly those identified as highly “at 
risk,” are offered assistance through proactive and/or intrusive measures during the months 
preceding the beginning of the school year.  These interventions include intellectually 
stimulating summer orientations, readings, focused advising, special community events to build 
relationships and improve morale. 
 
Developmental Programs 
Developmental programs aim to provide basic skills to students who need additional skill 
development to succeed in college coursework. Examples include supplemental instruction, 
tutoring, intensive math preparation, developmental courses (e.g., math, writing, reading), 
writing workshops, ESL courses, study skills sessions, etc. 
 
Information Fluency/Library Orientation  
Students are offered special workshops in library and technology usage. 
 
  
 
 
 
 



 

STUDENT DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVES 
 
Orientation 
Orientation experiences are designed to maximize persistence and success of freshmen and 
transfer students.  Orientations may vary according to target audiences. 
 
Advising 
All new students are required to see an advisor to help them identify their courseload and 
educational objectives. 
 
One Stop Enrollment Services 
Enrollment services are in one place, so that students can easily enrollment services at entry. It 
generally is supported through cross-training. 
 
Peer Mentors and Peer Leaders 
Students take an active part in helping their peers succeed and persist, through a variety of peer 
mentorship and leadership activities. 
 
Student Leadership Programs 
The campus has wide array of leadership programs for students (e.g., student government, 
clubs and student organizations, co-curricular activities, etc.).  
 
Counseling and Support Groups 
The campus offers services such as career counseling, personal counseling and referral, 
support groups, and personal development classes  
 
Residence Life 
The campus has a well-planned residential community that provides nurturing and support to its 
members.  Co-curricular activities in residence life are connected to various retention-fostering 
initiatives described here. 
 
Student Development Transcripts 
The institution has adopted and implemented the concept of a “Student Development 
Transcript” that recognizes and lists the student’s achievements and involvement in co-
curricular activities.    
 
Portfolios 
The institution supports students to develop portfolios that may be available in electronic 
formats. The portfolios provide of record of reflections, goals and action plans, career-related 
activities, and other relevant learning. 
 
Student Success/Degree Plan 
The institution supports students to develop a comprehensive success plan, a plan for 
completing degrees or certificates, and/or a plan for transferring to another institution.  These 
may be based on individual assessment measures. 
 
Career Guidance 
The career services office provides support for career exploration, decision-making, and 
employment services through career guidance and counseling. 
 
 



 

Calling Campaigns; Person-to-Person Contact 
The institution provides a system for contacting students by phone, email, or other means, in 
order to support their educational success and sense of belonging.  This may involve providing 
information and referral to resources.    
 
Child Care 
The institution provides support for child care, which may include information referral, subsidies, 
or facilities on campus or nearby.    
 
 
CAMPUS CLIMATE 
 
Support for Diversity 
The campus provides institutionalized support for a diverse student body, through formal 
governance structures, coursework, and/or co-curricular activities.  Centers, resource people, 
and organizations support a sense of belonging for students who have faced barriers based on 
culture, race, gender, religion, etc.   The institution is proactive in insuring that marginalized or 
underrepresented persons perceive a welcoming environment and experience a culture of 
inclusiveness.  Professional development, training, information concerning cultural differences, 
“hate-free environment” statements, and other initiatives are provided in support of this goal.   
 
International Education 
The institution takes special steps to welcome and sustain international students.  It may also 
provide opportunities for native students to gain a global perspectives, with options such as 
study abroad programs, internships, exchange programs, celebrations and festivals, peace 
studies, etc. 
 
Community-nurturing Facilities; Common Spaces 
The institution has made a specific commitment to enhancing common or shared spaces with 
the goal of enhancing, fostering and stimulating community interactions between students, 
faculty and staff. 
 
Relationship-building Activities 
The institution fosters the development of relationships that will strengthen interpersonal bonds 
and deepen attachment to the institution and the community.  Examples might include 
mentoring activities, informal gatherings, guest faculty dining passes, potlucks, etc. 
 
Non-traditional Student Support 
The institution has specific initiatives to support students who fit into the “non-traditional” 
category (e.g., returning adults, dislocated workers, displaced homemakers, etc.). 
 
First Generation Student Success Programs 
The institution has developed programs or interventions aimed at enhancing the college 
preparation and initial experience of first generation students.  
 
Ceremonies and Traditions 
Institutional ceremonies and traditions strengthen communal bonds and deepen connections to 
the campus. Examples might include symbolic shared traditions, bonfires, barbecues, bagpipers 
at commencement, songs, holiday celebrations, etc. 
 
Convocations and Special Events 



 

The institution promotes freshman, sophomore, junior or senior convocation as a community-
affirming ritual that also reinforces success, sparks engagement and deepens attachment.  This 
may also take the form of guest speakers, special events, and presentations and other forums 
that promote learning.  
 
Faculty Involvement 
The institution fosters opportunities for out-of-class student-faculty contact (e.g., faculty 
participating in orientation, convocation, student clubs, residence halls programs, independent 
studies, field work, internships, service learning, advising/mentoring and learning communities).  
 
PARTNERSHIPS 
 
Collaboration between Academic Affairs and Student Affairs 
Academic and Student Affairs staff collaborate to develop and implement strategies to increase 
retention. 
 
Transfer Student Support 
The institution has developed special programs to facilitate the transition, persistence and 
success of transfer students, including advising, coursework, tours, special orientation 
programs, etc.   
 
Dual Admissions/Enrollment 
The institution has signed dual enrollment agreements with one or more other institutions of 
higher education to support seamless attendance and/or transfer between institutions.  
 
Community Outreach 
The institution fosters connections between students and the local community through initiatives 
such as service-learning and other community engagements.  
 
One Stop Employment Services 
Provides direct college enrollment services, connections with other human service agencies, 
through the Workforce Investment Act. 
 
 
ELECTRONIC AND ONLINE TOOLS 
 
Online Student Services 
Services such as admissions, registration, advising, orientation, and financial aid services are 
available online for students.   
 
Degree Audit  
Students are able to monitor their progress through an online degree audit system. 
 
Online Courses 
Online courses are available for students, for flexibility and adaptability to students’ individual 
needs. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

INSTITUTIONAL LEADERSHIP, CULTURE AND DIRECTION 
 
Policies and Procedures 
The institution has specific procedures and policies to encourage student persistence, program 
completion, and transfer.  Such policies could cover academic standards, distribution of 
scholarships, degree waivers and exceptions, suspension committee rules, early warning 
systems, and admissions policies.  Policies should relate specifically to student success, and be 
widely disseminated and consistently followed.   
 
Faculty Development 
Professional development programs and provided for new faculty, and designed to promote 
student persistence and success.  Continuing faculty have access to professional development 
opportunities related to student success.   
 
College-wide Student Retention Initiatives  
The campus leadership has made an explicit commitment to monitoring and improving 
retention.  The institution identifies retention as a critical priority, develops related goals, sets 
targets and organizes and funds initiatives to attain those goals.    
 
Systematic Assessment and Reviews 
The institution undertakes periodic and on-going reviews and assessment of retention initiatives.  
Information and data about the students’ performance is rigorously collected, reviewed, 
organized and disseminated in a consistent way.  Feedback is processed and used to improve 
retention practices. 
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Executive Summary 
 
Introduction 
 
Postsecondary noncredit education has become increasingly common in recent years, and at 
many community colleges, noncredit education enrolls more students than credit programs. 
Much of the growth has occurred in courses connected with workforce instruction and contract 
training. These programs are noted for their important role in responding to shifting workforce 
demands and providing skills in a way that is flexible and responsive to employer needs. The 
growth in community college noncredit workforce education raises fundamental questions about 
whether the colleges are keeping pace with student and workforce needs, using resources 
efficiently, and providing access to all students. The answers may challenge current state policies 
and college practices. 
 
Study Methods 
 
The CCRC study, which was funded by the Sloan Foundation and conducted in collaboration 
with the National Council for Workforce Education and the National Council for Continuing 
Education and Training, focused on noncredit workforce instruction and contract training in 
community colleges. Specifically, it examined a set of questions pertaining to the following: (1) 
the extent to which noncredit workforce education and state policies play a role in workforce 
development, provide disadvantaged groups with access to higher education, and generate 
revenue for the college; (2) the way that colleges organize their noncredit workforce education 
programs to balance the tradeoffs between the desired flexibility of noncredit education and the 
integration of noncredit education with credit programs; and (3) the extent to which noncredit 
workforce education provides students with recorded outcomes, such as transcripts or industry 
certifications, and the extent to which outcomes data are available. 
 
The study drew on two key sources of information. First, state policies on the funding and 
regulation of noncredit workforce education were reviewed in all 50 states by interviewing 
individuals in a variety of state departments with oversight for community colleges and/or 
workforce development. Second, case studies of 20 community colleges in 10 states were 
conducted by interviewing key administrative staff at each college. The colleges were selected to 
reflect innovative practices in noncredit workforce education, as well as a range of institutional 
sizes, locations, and states. 
 
The Many Roles of Noncredit Workforce Education 
 
As a local resource for workforce development, community colleges serve many individuals 
seeking noncredit workforce education for a variety of reasons and a wide range of industries 
needing employees at different skill levels. Case study college noncredit students have diverse 
educational backgrounds and tend to be older and interested in gaining skills. To bring students 
interested in pursuing a degree into credit programs, the colleges use a variety of program 
features, such as recruiting noncredit students to credit programs and developing linkages 
between noncredit and credit programs. To support student enrollment in noncredit, more than 
half of the states provide general funds for community college noncredit workforce education, 
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which may provide an important indication of the state’s vision for noncredit education. More 
than half the states have guidelines for defining what qualifies as a noncredit workforce course. 
 
In addition to meeting the needs of students, the case study colleges’ noncredit programs seek to 
meet specific employer needs at the state and local level. Some of them have developed flexible 
ways to offer courses in response to employer demand. Most states provide funds for workforce 
training and economic development, and just over half specify a direct role for community 
colleges as fiscal agents or preferred providers. 
 
Community colleges also have a goal of revenue generation for many of their noncredit 
workforce programs. They are free to charge what the market will bear as few states place limits 
on the amount they may charge for noncredit workforce courses. Many case study college 
noncredit programs are, or plan to become, self supporting or profit generating in order to add 
value to the college and secure broader support within the college. Successfully serving students 
and employers while also generating profits is a challenge for community colleges that requires 
careful thought and consideration. 
 
The Organization of Noncredit Workforce Education in Community Colleges  
 
The place of noncredit workforce education programs within the college’s overall structure may 
have important implications for how they operate and what they achieve. The case study colleges 
use a range of organizational approaches, including both separate structures, where noncredit is a 
distinct organizational unit within the college, and integrated structures, where noncredit 
programs are interspersed across the colleges’ academic units by content area. Regardless of 
organizational structure, colleges use a variety of strategies to achieve collaboration between 
programs, as well as flexibility in noncredit operations. Noncredit programs with separate 
organizational structures coordinate their activities through regular meetings and communication 
throughout the college to encourage collaboration, avoid duplication, and allow movement 
between noncredit and credit programs. Conversely, noncredit programs with integrated 
organizational structures have an organizational entity to conduct entrepreneurial outreach, 
maintain flexibility, and act as a central point of contact with employers. No single “right” way 
exists to organize noncredit workforce education, but coordination between credit and noncredit 
programs may help better meet the needs of both students and employers. 
 
The increase in noncredit workforce education has prompted changes in the organization and 
course offerings of the case study colleges. Recently, several case study colleges have changed 
the organization of noncredit education to consolidate programs, elevate noncredit education 
administratively within the college, and promote workforce development as a major college 
mission. Most are working to engage faculty and increase their appreciation of noncredit 
workforce education. In addition, noncredit workforce programs are bringing innovation to credit 
programs by developing strong links to the local labor market; they can benefit the college 
overall by increasing the depth and breadth of its offerings. State and federal funds have also 
spurred the development of noncredit program offerings in new technologies. As noncredit 
workforce education evolves, it is creating organizational changes within the community college 
that reflect its importance and its likely influence on the content of credit programs. 
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The Outcomes from Noncredit Workforce Education 
 
Since noncredit workforce education is not regulated by the academic rules that govern credit 
education, the recorded student outcomes from participating in a noncredit program vary and 
serve different needs. While only a few states have guidelines for including noncredit courses on 
a transcript, many case study colleges provide transcripts for noncredit workforce courses. Case 
study college noncredit programs offer a range of industry certifications, but many noncredit 
offerings are not associated with such certification. The colleges therefore typically rely on 
external sources of validation to award Continuing Education Units (CEUs) for noncredit courses 
to meet industry demands. Some states and many case study colleges have guidelines that could 
facilitate the retroactive granting of credit for noncredit courses, but their use in colleges is rare. 
Many states and colleges also reported interest in procedures for articulating noncredit programs 
with credit programs. The value of various recorded outcomes differs depending on the needs of 
students and employers. 
 
With respect to reporting requirements for noncredit workforce education, many states tie 
reporting to funding, and several are seeking to collect more comprehensive data. State data 
systems can facilitate data collection for reporting requirements, but they must account for the 
unique format of noncredit programs. Case study colleges without state noncredit reporting 
requirements rarely collect noncredit data for their own purposes. The colleges reported several 
barriers to data collection, including their inability to collect information from some students, the 
nontraditional time frame of some courses, and poor data systems. A fuller understanding of the 
needs and outcomes of individuals and employers who seek noncredit workforce education is 
vital to determine which programs and recorded outcomes are of most value for which students. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Noncredit workforce education can play an important role in responding to local labor market 
demands by meeting the workforce needs of employers and the needs of students for immediate 
skills. It can also benefit students in other ways by providing access to credit programs, 
generating meaningful recorded outcomes for a range of student needs, and facilitating the long-
term pursuit of degrees. Community college noncredit workforce education can have a central 
role in states that choose to prioritize funding to support career pathways as part of their 
workforce development agenda by connecting short-term training to programs leading to degrees 
and credentials. The findings from this study lead to several key recommendations: 
 
• Provide state funding to support noncredit workforce education with clear and targeted 

goals that promote workforce development and help students access credit education by 
cultivating better ties to career pathways. 

 
• Encourage efforts to increase coordination between credit and noncredit programs to 

benefit both students and employers. 
 
• Better assess student needs and support efforts to recruit noncredit students into credit 

programs and to articulate noncredit and credit programs to promote student transfer, 
when appropriate.  
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• Explore the development of non-degree forms of validation for all noncredit workforce 

education and standard systems to record outcomes that promote the portability of 
evidence of skills for students and accountability for colleges and state workforce 
education funds. 

 
• Collect more information on individuals’ and employers’ outcomes from noncredit 

workforce education to assess the contributions of noncredit workforce education for 
students, employers, and the economy. 
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1. Introduction 

The available national evidence indicates that postsecondary noncredit education has become 
increasingly common in recent years. Specifically, the National Household Education Survey 
(NHES) indicates that the noncredit student headcount grew from 90 percent of the credit student 
headcount in 1995 to exceed the credit student headcount by more than eight percent in 1999 
(National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 1998, 2003). Various types of noncredit 
education include workforce instruction, contract training, developmental education, recreational 
courses, adult basic education (ABE), and English as a Second Language (ESL) (Voorhees & 
Milam, 2005). At many community colleges, noncredit education now enrolls more students than 
credit programs (Bailey et al., 2003).  
  
Much of the growth of noncredit education in the last two decades has occurred in courses 
connected with workforce education. While noncredit education has been part of community 
colleges for years, during the 1980s and 1990s community colleges moved toward greater 
involvement in economic development and workforce training (Doucette, 1993; Dougherty & 
Bakia, 1999; Grubb, Badway, Bell, Bragg, & Russman, 1997; Levin, 2001). States increasingly 
provided funding for customized training programs, and the granting of industry certifications, 
particularly in information technology, increased dramatically. Today, the majority of 
community colleges offer some form of noncredit workforce education, including courses that 
lead to specific workforce or professional credentials and contract training for specific employers 
(Dougherty & Bakia, 1999; U.S. GAO, 2004), and these programs are noted for their important 
role in responding to shifting workforce demands and providing skills in a way that is flexible 
and responsive to employer needs (U.S. GAO, 2004). 
 
The growth in community college noncredit workforce education raises fundamental questions 
that may challenge current policies and practices. They concern the varied needs noncredit 
workforce education must meet, the extent to which the organizational approaches of community 
colleges have kept pace with this growth and the ability of noncredit programs to provide 
students with a valuable recorded outcome. The questions have important implications for the 
efficient use of college resources, the accessibility of college programs to all students, and the 
college’s accountability as a public institution. 
 
This report addresses these fundamental questions, shedding light on current noncredit workforce 
education policies and practices and identifying possible tensions and conflicts therein. It focuses 
specifically on noncredit workforce education in community colleges, that is, on workforce 
instruction and contract training that does not result in institutional credit that can be used to 
complete a degree, diploma, certificate, or other formal award.1  

 

                                                 
1 This report does not address other important components of noncredit education, such as developmental education, 
purely recreational offerings, ABE, or ESL, but it does address the issue of awarding credit for noncredit courses. 
While ABE and ESL have been noted as important for promoting access, given the vast nature of noncredit 
programs this study does not focus on ABE or ESL.  
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1.1 The Many Roles of Noncredit Workforce Education  

The majority of community colleges have a comprehensive mission to serve a wide range of 
needs in the community. In recent years, their mission has expanded to include increased 
varieties of programs and broader student populations (Bailey & Morest, 2004). Thus, 
community colleges now seek to serve local workforce development needs while still providing 
access to higher education for disadvantaged populations. In noncredit education, this expansion 
raises fundamental questions about whose needs colleges seek to fulfill and how they are 
balanced, particularly in the context of limited funding.  
 
As employers seek to increase the skills of their workforce, noncredit education is an attractive 
option: it is flexible, can be based on their needs, and is better suited to adult learners than 
traditional college courses (Dougherty & Bakia, 1999). Noncredit education is also appealing to 
students, who may prefer the simplified enrollment procedures and flexible schedules typically 
associated with noncredit education, as well as the less formal and less intimidating classroom 
environments (Grubb, Badway, & Bell, 2003; U.S. GAO, 2004). Further, some college 
administrators find that noncredit education is useful because it allows them to add new 
programs quickly and then transition some programs to credit-bearing status later (U.S. GAO, 
2004; Voorhees & Milam, 2005).  
 
Aside from facilitating workforce development, noncredit workforce education can also serve as 
a bridge to the credit side of the college. It can be a point of entry into college for those who do 
not have a degree but are not yet ready to enroll in a credit program (Grubb et al., 2003). Some 
argue that greater connections to credit education might help more noncredit students gain access 
to credit degree programs (Biswas, Mills, & Prince, 2005; Pusser et al., 2007). It is unlikely, 
though, that this type of access will be effective unless educators and policymakers explicitly 
develop pathways to connect noncredit students to credit programs, or develop mechanisms to 
award credit for noncredit education (Morest, 2006; Voorhees & Milam, 2005). In fact, some 
concern exists that noncredit workforce education may pose a barrier to access by limiting 
opportunities for disadvantaged students who might benefit from the colleges’ degree programs 
(Dougherty, 2003; Morest, 2006). 
 
State policies, particularly those related to funding, may have significant implications for the role 
of noncredit workforce education, and state-level initiatives have an important function in 
supporting statewide workforce development efforts (Biswas et al., 2005; Cleary & Fichtner, 
2005). State policies may also promote general student access and success in community 
colleges (Dougherty, Reid, & Neinhusser, 2006), as well as better connections between noncredit 
and credit programs (Pusser et al., 2007). However, in the context of decreased general funding 
for higher education and state budget shortfalls since the 1990s, competition for state funds is 
great (Jones, 2003). 
 
Given limited higher education funding, noncredit workforce education is viewed as a potential 
source of income for community colleges. Many colleges view noncredit education as an 
entrepreneurial activity with the potential to generate revenue (Morest, 2006; National Council 
on Continuing Education and Training, 2007). In particular, contract training may be the primary 
source of revenue in noncredit workforce education (Yeager, 2007). It is unclear, however, how 
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much revenue noncredit is generating, in practice, as colleges may not charge noncredit 
programs for overhead costs (Morest, 2006).  
 
1.2 The Organization of Noncredit Workforce Education in Community Colleges 

Colleges have traditionally separated noncredit from credit programs, placing them in their own 
divisions and buildings and staffing them with distinct noncredit administrators and faculty. This 
differentiated organization of noncredit and credit has a clear logic, as the two programs often 
serve different markets (Bailey & Morest, 2004). The specific skill goals of adult workers and/or 
their employers may be best served by stand-alone courses offered at convenient times that do 
not match a traditional semester schedule, as well as by more practical hands-on instruction, 
rather than by general education courses required for formal degrees. By maintaining a clear 
division between credit and noncredit programs, administrators may have more flexibility in 
creating and staffing noncredit offerings without the need to engage in state or college-level 
approval processes. They are also free to hire instructors working in relevant industries who may 
not have the credentials (often a master’s degree in the relevant field) required for accredited 
credit programs. While credit programs may have some flexibility by offering courses on an 
experimental basis or in alternative formats, they generally still have more regulation and 
institutionalized practices than noncredit. 

 
Still, some colleges have recently moved to integrate their noncredit and credit programs 
(Leibowitz & Taylor, 2004; Morest, 2006; Smith & Meyer, 2003), motivated by two key factors. 
First, an integrated organizational approach may lead to greater connectedness between noncredit 
and credit  programs, thereby allowing noncredit programs to make more of a contribution to the 
college internally, potentially enabling the college to take advantage of operational efficiencies, 
and encouraging communication across programs (Brewer & Gray, 1997; Morest, 2006; 
Voorhees & Milam, 2005). Second, the mobility of students between noncredit programs and 
credit programs is more likely to take place when the programs are integrated organizationally. 
Since many low-income students get their first experience at college through noncredit 
programs, integrating noncredit with credit programs could help them pursue both short-term and 
long-term goals (Grubb et al., 2003). An integrated organizational approach to noncredit 
education may, however, also result in the loss of some of the flexibility associated with the 
separate organizational approach.  
 
1.3 The Outcomes from Noncredit Workforce Education 

Operating outside of the traditional faculty oversight process, noncredit workforce education also 
has flexibility in the recorded outcomes it produces. It does not have to follow the traditional 
academic guidelines associated with issuing credit based on “seat time” in class. This freedom 
enables noncredit to quickly create new programs to respond to emerging industry needs or to 
offer programs in alternate formats that are better suited to the needs of students and employers 
(Haimson & Van Noy, 2003; Voorhees & Milam, 2005). However, without the regulations 
associated with credit programs, noncredit education may or may not provide students with a 
recorded outcome of value.  

 
The development of well-conceived recorded outcomes for noncredit workforce education would 
serve multiple goals. It would provide a transferable and portable way to document the 
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acquisition of skills, thereby allowing for recognition outside of the college’s local area. This 
documentation would have value to both the adult workers who gained the skills and then 
relocated and to employers who would have more specific information about the skills of 
applicants or incumbent workers. At the same time, recorded outcomes might help noncredit 
students transition to credit programs, since a lack of portable outcomes and/or connections to 
credit programs may pose barriers to student access (Morest, 2006). A standardized way of 
measuring outcomes from noncredit education may enable students to gain credit in a degree 
program for the noncredit courses they completed. Furthermore, producing recorded outcomes 
may also enhance public accountability. Since fewer standards are imposed on noncredit than on 
credit courses within colleges, a perception may exist that noncredit offerings are less rigorous 
and/or significant than credit courses (Jacobs & Dougherty, 2006). As a part of public 
institutions, and as sometimes the direct recipient of state funds, noncredit programs may need to 
demonstrate that they meet a certain level of quality to remain part of the college’s offerings. 

 
Some community college leaders have advocated the creation of transcripts for noncredit 
education to provide documentation of skill acquisition (Flynn, 2004a, 2004b). Both the National 
Council for Workforce Education and the National Council for Continuing Education and 
Training (Flynn, 2004b) have argued for systems that include information on achievement in 
noncredit courses on a student’s transcript. In addition, industry credentials, developed by 
specific industries to certify that individuals have a particular set of industry-relevant skills, may 
provide a portable and transferable way to validate the skills associated with noncredit workforce 
education. This type of credential saw major growth with the development of information 
technology certificates in the 1990s and may potentially create an alternative education structure 
to the traditional academic records of transcripts and degrees (Adelman, 2000; Jacobs & Grubb, 
2006). Furthermore, some community college leaders have recommended that colleges partner 
with industry to develop assessments tied to national skills standards that can form credentials 
for noncredit workforce education (Flynn, 2002). 

 
1.4 Organization of the Report 

This report describes a study conducted by the Community College Research Center (CCRC) 
that explores the overarching issues affecting community college noncredit workforce education. 
The next section explains the methodology of the study, presenting the research questions, the 
data collection methods, and the analytic strategy; it also provides definitions of terminology. 
The following three sections address the key issues in noncredit workforce education and their 
implications. First, the needs that noncredit workforce education seeks to fulfill are explored, 
including individuals’ workforce development and access, workforce preparation for employers, 
and revenue generation for colleges. Second, the ways that colleges organize their noncredit 
workforce education are discussed, with a general description of their organizational approaches 
and organizational changes associated with noncredit workforce education. Third, the outcomes 
from noncredit workforce education are examined, with a discussion of the recorded outcomes 
associated with noncredit course completion and information on data and reporting. The report 
concludes with a set of recommendations for community college noncredit workforce education. 
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2. Study Methods 

The leadership of two major community college organizations – the National Council for 
Workforce Education (NCWE) and the National Council for Continuing Education and Training 
(NCCET) – sought to collaborate with the Community College Research Center (CCRC) to 
conduct a study that would illuminate the implications of recent changes in most aspects of 
noncredit workforce education. These councils represent senior community college 
administrators nationwide who are responsible for workforce development and have been 
grappling with their stances on noncredit education and considering which policies to advocate.  
 
CCRC’s one-year study, funded by the Sloan Foundation and reported here, focused on the 
experiences of 20 community colleges. It documents the empirical landscape of noncredit 
workforce education in terms of state policy and community college practice and identifies 
significant issues that warrant attention from state policymakers, community college leaders, and 
policy advocates. 
 
2.1 Research Questions 

To provide information of practical use, the study specifically examined the following set of 
questions:  

 
• To what extent does noncredit workforce education play a role in workforce 

development, provide disadvantaged groups with access to higher education, and 
generate revenue for the college? To what extent are there tensions among these roles? 
How do state policies influence and/or support these roles for noncredit workforce 
education?  

 
• How do colleges balance the tradeoffs between the desired flexibility of noncredit 

education and the integration of noncredit education with credit programs? To what 
extent is noncredit workforce education changing the community college 
organizationally? 

 
• To what extent does community college noncredit workforce education provide students 

with recorded outcomes, such as transcripts or industry certifications? How do state 
policies influence and/or support the preparation and use of these recorded outcomes? 
What data are available on the outcomes of noncredit workforce education? 

 
2.2 Data Sources 

To address these questions, this research drew on two key sources of information: a review of 
state policies and case studies of community colleges.  
 
A review of state policies was conducted on the funding and regulation of noncredit workforce 
education in all 50 states. State policymakers with oversight of noncredit workforce education 
were identified from a list maintained by the Councils, supplemented by web searches. Given the 
wide range in state governance structures, individuals were contacted in a variety of state 
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departments, including policymakers in state departments of higher education, education, 
economic development, and labor, as well as state community college governing boards. In some 
states, such as Alaska and Hawaii, the oversight for the community college system is located 
within the four-year college system. In a few states with no state body with oversight over the 
community colleges (Arizona, Delaware, Indiana), a representative from the largest community 
college system in each state was interviewed. (See Appendix A for a list of organizational 
entities from which individuals were interviewed.) 
 
Interviews with state policymakers covered the following general topics: state governance 
structure for community colleges, state funding streams for noncredit workforce education, the 
tracking and reporting of noncredit workforce education, and academic policies related to 
noncredit workforce education. Prior to conducting interviews, the internet searches were 
conducted to identify any legislation or documents with policy guidelines related to noncredit 
workforce education. Internet searches also provided context of the state, including its economic 
climate and governance structure. The semi-structured interviews with state policymakers 
typically lasted one half-hour and were conducted via telephone from June to October 2006.  
 
Case studies of 20 community colleges in 10 states were conducted. The colleges were identified 
by the study advisory board, which comprised representatives of NCWE and NCCET and state 
policymakers. The colleges were selected to reflect innovative practices in noncredit workforce 
education, as well as a range of institutional sizes, locations, and states. Table 1 summarizes their 
characteristics. This purposeful sampling technique was intentionally used to yield information-
rich cases in a broad range of contexts. Thus, it should be noted that the 20 colleges are not 
nationally representative of all community colleges. (See Appendix B for a description of state 
policies in the case study college states.) 
 
Key respondents at each college included the president, the noncredit and credit administrator(s), 
and the institutional researcher. The college presidents were first contacted to gain agreement for 
the institution to participate in the study. Prior to conducting the college interviews, internet 
searches were conducted to identify background information on the colleges’ program offerings 
and organization. Interviews with the administrator with oversight for noncredit education were 
typically one hour, and interviews with the president, the institutional researcher, and the credit 
administrator (when applicable) were typically one-half hour. These semi-structured interviews 
were conducted via telephone from November 2006 to May 2007. 
 
The case studies yielded information on a wide range of topics related to community college 
noncredit workforce education, including organization of noncredit and credit programs, 
decisions on the program in which to offer courses, funding, reporting/tracking of noncredit 
workforce education, academic policies on noncredit workforce education, and the populations 
served by noncredit workforce education. 
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Table 1: 
Characteristics of Case Study Colleges 

 

State College Location 
Single or 

Multi-Campus 

2004-5  
Full-Time 
Equivalent 

Credit 
Students* 

City College of San Francisco City: Large Multi-campus 20,151 

North Orange County District City: Large Multi-campus NA 

    Cypress College 
Suburban: 

Large 
Multi-campus 8,929 

 
California 

    Fullerton College City: Midsize Multi-campus 12,742 

Florida Gulf Coast Community College City: Small Multi-campus 4,310 

Florida Valencia Community College City: Midsize Multi-campus 20,727 

Maryland Anne Arundel Community College Suburb: Large Multi-campus 8,487 

Maryland Hagerstown Community College 
Suburb: 
Midsize 

Single campus 2,220 

Nevada College of Southern Nevada Suburb: Large Multi-campus 19,105 

Nevada Truckee Meadows Community College City: Midsize 
Single campus + 

satellites 
6,381 

New Jersey Camden County College Suburb: Large Multi-campus 10,210 
New Jersey Cumberland County College City: Small Single campus 2,152 

North Carolina Central Piedmont Community College City: Large Multi-campus 11,587 

North Carolina Craven Community College Rural Single campus 2,461 
Ohio Lorain Community College City: Small Multi-campus 6,234 

Ohio Washington State Community College City: Small Single campus 1,553 

Texas Cy-Fair College Suburb: Small 
Single campus + 

satellite 
18,198 

Texas Tyler Junior College City: Small Multi-campus 6,500 
Washington Bellevue Community College City: Midsize Multi-campus 9,101 

Washington Wenatchee Valley College City: Small Multi-campus 2,672 

Wisconsin Milwaukee Area Technical College City: Large Multi-campus 10,807 

Wisconsin Northeast Wisconsin Technical College City: Midsize Multi-campus 4,975 
 
Source: U.S. Department of Education Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, 2005.  
 

* Data on full-time equivalent credit students provide an indication of college size; however, these data do not include noncredit 
students, and therefore they undercount actual case study college enrollment.  
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2.3 Analytic Approach 

 State policy data were organized under the broad topics used to guide the data collection. 
Quantitatively-oriented data on the existence of state policies were coded as yes or no. Funding 
policies required more detailed codes to identify the several distinct types of funding used. More 
detailed data provided greater explanation on the policies within each state and highlighted the 
variation in the policies across states. (See Appendix C for a summary of state policies.) 
 
The definitions of key terms in noncredit education played an important role in analyzing state 
policies. First, the study used a consistent definition for noncredit workforce education across all 
states. Thus, it did not include English as a Second Language (ESL) and Adult Basic Education 
(ABE) in the definition. Second, states without any state-level governance of their community 
college system were categorized as having no state policies. For example, Arizona has three 
large community college systems in the state that directly receive funds from the state legislature 
and have no state level body that oversees their operations.  
 
Community college interview data were managed and coded using NVivo qualitative analysis 
software. The broad topics from the interviews organized the analysis, and data under these 
topics was analyzed for themes across interviewees. Comparisons of college practices were made 
across states with different policies and colleges with different organizational structures. (See 
Appendix D for a description of the case study colleges.)  
 
Draft versions of the report with findings from the state policy review and community college 
case studies were shared with interviewees to verify the validity of the analysis. CCRC hosted a 
one-day conference in August 2007 at LaGuardia Community College in Queens, New York, to 
discuss the findings from the draft report. Participants included state policymakers, community 
college leaders, researchers, and accreditation agency representatives – all with an interest in 
noncredit workforce education. They provided feedback on the draft report and raised questions 
for further analysis. 
 

2.4 Definition of Terms 

Key concepts discussed in this report are defined as follows:  
 
• Noncredit education refers to courses or activities carrying no academic credit applicable 

toward a degree, diploma, certificate, or other formal academic award at the institution or 
within the postsecondary educational system. Noncredit education may include 
workforce instruction, contract training, customized training, developmental education, 
recreational courses, ABE, and ESL. Many colleges also use the term “continuing 
education” to refer to noncredit education.  

 
• Credit education refers to coursework that results in a unit of academic credit measured 

in semester hours, where one credit hour usually represents one hour of class time per 
week. These credits can be used to fulfill requirements for a degree or some form of 
educational credential from the institution. This form of education can be funded through 
federal financial aid. 
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• Workforce education refers to a courses or activities that prepare individuals for 
employment requiring technical skills and/or enhance incumbent worker skills. It can be 
customized for a particular company or generalized to a specific technology (such as 
welding) or a specifically defined occupation (such as physical therapy assistant). It can 
include credit or noncredit instruction. 

 
• Noncredit workforce education refers to courses or activities that provide technical skills 

for the workplace but carry no institutional credit applicable toward a degree, diploma, 
certificate, or other formal award. These courses may result in industry-recognized 
certificates, but do not include ABE, ESL, developmental education or recreational 
courses.  

 
• Contract training refers to courses or activities conducted for a specific client 

organization in a range of formats, including credit and noncredit. 
 
• Customized training refers to contract training, including credit and noncredit, that is 

more specifically tailored to the client organization’s needs in terms of content and/or 
schedule.  

 
Throughout this report, “noncredit workforce education” refers to noncredit workforce education 
for individuals, noncredit contract training, and noncredit customized training. While states and 
colleges across the country used a wide variety of terms and definitions, for purposes of clarity 
and consistency this common set of definitions and terms is used throughout this report.2 
 

                                                 
2 For example, one potentially confusing definitional issue arises with ABE and ESL. While some states categorize 
ABE and ESL as noncredit workforce education, for the purposes of consistency across states, this study did not 
include them as noncredit workforce education, although there are some indications that colleges are beginning to 
combine these areas with occupational training and education (Leibowitz & Taylor, 2004). 
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3. The Many Roles of Noncredit Workforce Education  

Community college noncredit workforce education is distinctly linked to the needs of the local 
economy. One of its main goals is to respond quickly and flexibly to employers’ needs for 
specific skills training for their employees and to serve individuals seeking skills for new jobs or 
advancment in their current jobs. The programs that colleges offer are typically determined by 
the local labor market composition and, particularly, by the types of employers and industries 
(Dougherty, 2003; Harmon & MacAllum, 2003). To this end, community college noncredit 
education may seek to address individual workers’ workforce development needs, as well as 
employers’ specific workforce preparation needs. At the same time, they may seek opportunities 
to generate revenue through these programs to meet their colleges’ funding needs. This range of 
noncredit workforce roles is discussed below, illustrated by the findings from the case study 
colleges. 
 
3.1 Individuals’ Workforce Development and Access 

As a local resource for workforce development, community colleges serve a range of individuals 
from the community seeking noncredit workforce education for a variety of reasons. 
Recognizing this key role for noncredit workforce education, states may directly fund colleges to 
support it and, in some instances, promote access to workforce training for low-income 
individuals. States and colleges may also recognize the potential role for noncredit workforce 
education in providing access to other college programs to individuals who would like to pursue 
a degree or credential in addition to meeting their short-term workforce development needs.  
 
• Case study colleges’ noncredit programs reflect a similar, wide range of occupations 

and industries with a range of skill levels. 
 
The types of noncredit workforce programs provide an indication of the types of individuals they 
serve. Nearly all the case study colleges offer noncredit programs in the areas of allied health, 
information technology, and business – from entry level to more advanced training. Allied health 
programs include training for occupations such as pharmacy technician, phlebotomist, and 
nursing aide. More advanced allied health programs train professionals in specific areas such as 
gerontology or pain assessment and management. Information technology programs include a 
range of training from basic computer skills to advanced technical skills in specific computer 
systems and programming languages. Basic computer skills training includes courses in 
Microsoft Office, basic web development, and introductory computer repair. More advanced 
courses cover computer networking connected to industry certification, Visual Basic and C++ 
programming, and advanced AutoCAD modeling. Business programs comprise management, 
leadership, entrepreneurship, and human resources. They include courses on topics such as 
effective communication skills, managing a diverse workforce, and customer service. In addition 
to these three common areas, other programs include real estate, manufacturing, construction, 
nonprofit management, insurance, mortgage loan officer training, veterinary training, child care, 
and teacher training for substitute teachers and alternative certification. Some of these programs 
provide entry-level training, such as preparation for real estate licensure and introductory 
welding, while others provide more advanced professional development.  
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• Noncredit students in the case study colleges tend to be older and interested in gaining 
skills; they have a wide range of educational backgrounds with an unknown number 
interested in eventually earning a degree. 

 
Data on the specific characteristics of noncredit workforce education students are limited, but 
interviewees at the case study colleges provided their impressions of the noncredit student body 
based on their knowledge of the programs, available data at their colleges, and their interactions 
with the students. Many highlighted the complexity of the student body, but noted some common 
characteristics. At several colleges, noncredit students are, on average, older than credit students, 
and they are characterized as “lifelong learners” or “adult learners.” Several colleges reported 
that the age of noncredit workforce students ranges from 36 to 42 years. Many are interested in 
building skills and gaining certifications, such as those related to specific technologies, in order 
to transition to a new career or advance within an existing career. The primary motivation of 
many noncredit students is to obtain skills or certifications that will help with their career 
progression, often in the short-term.  
 
Career pathways in various occupations often begin with short-term noncredit training for entry-
level jobs and provide opportunities to link individuals to degree programs that may lead to 
career advancement (Alssid et al., 2002). Whether noncredit students are also interested in 
obtaining a degree through the college’s credit programs may vary by college, however. Several 
colleges reported that at least some noncredit students are interested in earning a degree or that 
many of their noncredit students did not possess a college degree. North Orange County District 
reported that three-quarters of its students had a high school diploma or less as their highest level 
of education. College of Southern Nevada reported that 57 percent of its noncredit workforce 
students had a high school diploma or less. Yet, other case study colleges reported that their local 
population is highly educated, and they suspect that many noncredit students have a college 
degree. Central Piedmont Community College had specific information on the educational 
background of its corporate and continuing education program students, apart from its state-
funded noncredit workforce education.3 Among this group, over half had a bachelor’s degree; 
nearly half were enrolled for recreational purposes, while the others sought to gain certifications 
or update skills (Central Piedmont Community College, 2002). Finally, several case study 
college leaders reported that they simply did not know how many students enrolled in noncredit 
programs already had degrees or were interested in obtaining a degree in the future. 
 
In certain workforce areas, such as health care, students may need to pursue additional 
credentials in order to advance beyond an entry-level position. Thus, connections between 
noncredit programs and credit programs may provide necessary pathways for students’ career 
advancement. Given the rising economic returns to a college education, developing opportunities 
to connect with degree programs across all areas of study may be essential for working adults 
without a college degree. However, more information on the background and goals of noncredit 
students is crucial to understanding how to best develop programs.  
 

                                                 
3 In North Carolina, the state-funded noncredit workforce education, “occupational extension,” is targeted at training 
for entry-level jobs. 



 16 
 

• Case study colleges’ noncredit programs use a variety of program features to bring 
students interested in pursuing a degree into credit programs. 

 
Noncredit programs have been highlighted as part of career pathways to help low-wage workers 
gain the credentials necessary to progress in the labor market (Alssid et al., 2002; Grubb et al., 
2003). Beginning with noncredit workforce courses in a given field, individuals may obtain 
entry-level employment and continue their education in certificate and/or degree programs to 
advance in the workplace. Some colleges, aware of student migration between noncredit and 
credit programs, recognize the potential role of noncredit workforce education as a recruitment 
tool for credit programs. As an interviewee from Camden County College stated, “Noncredit can 
be seen as a way to bring more people in for degrees. With noncredit, our immediate response is 
to give students what they need for the workplace, but it is also important to help them continue 
their education to develop the soft skills, like communication and teamwork, that employers also 
say are needed in the workplace.” Several other interviewees reported that noncredit courses are 
an important way to ease returning students’ anxiety about taking colleges courses.  
 
Alternative modes of offering noncredit programs, including chunking, articulation, and dual 
listing courses in credit and noncredit programs can support the transition to credit programs. 
Chunking involves breaking down longer courses or programs, typically credit, into shorter often 
noncredit courses on distinct topics that can be taken separately with flexible scheduling (Dins, 
2005). At Lorain County Community College, noncredit education is seen as a source of feeder 
students; students can take noncredit programs that are chunked versions of credit courses and 
can use them as a bridge to credit classes. This approach accommodates students who cannot 
attend for the full academic semester, or who may need remedial assistance to master the 
material and require more time to complete the full course. It also has the benefit of offering 
students multiple entry and exits points for a class. Similarly, Wenatchee Community College is 
piloting programs in which noncredit students can pay to attend portions of credit courses.  
 
Articulation can also help support the transition between noncredit and credit programs. 
Articulation is a process whereby colleges develop guidelines for students to receive credit for 
completing a noncredit course if they later choose to enroll in a credit degree program (DiChiara-
Platt, 2007). Both case study colleges in New Jersey are highly involved in statewide initiatives 
to create noncredit programs that articulate with credit programs (these initiatives are discussed 
in more detail later in this report).  
 
Finally, allowing courses to be listed as both credit and noncredit may ease a student’s transition 
from noncredit to credit programs. The North Orange County District allows a certain number of 
seats in some credit courses to be dual listed. Students may enroll in these courses as noncredit 
and follow the same syllabus except with no requirement to complete a final paper or exam. 
According to an interviewee, this arrangement encourages the migration of noncredit students 
into credit programs by allowing first-time students to get a taste of college material before 
actually enrolling in a credit program.  
 
The issues around the movement of students from noncredit to credit suggest the need for 
advisement to make sure that students who enroll in noncredit courses understand the outcomes 
of doing so. If they do not have a degree and would like to obtain one, noncredit may be a useful 
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way to help them build confidence in their ability without the pressure of enrolling in a credit 
course. However, the college must make sure that students are aware that these courses usually 
do not lead to credit. Tyler Junior College has registration staff in its noncredit division to guide 
students on the right courses for their needs. 
 
• More than half of the states provide general funds for noncredit workforce education, 

but they use different funding mechanisms with potentially different implications for 
community college programs. 

 
Funding for noncredit workforce education from state general funds provides an important signal 
about the state’s vision for community college noncredit workforce education. State general 
funds refer to those provided by the state directly to community colleges which can be used to 
support noncredit workforce education.4 This type of state funding may help support a 
predictable approach to noncredit workforce education by providing a stable source of funding, 
but it may also reduce the incentive to create entrepreneurial programs that could result from a 
more profit-driven approach (Voorhees & Milam, 2005). Just over half the states provide 
funding for noncredit education through state general funds, but the funding methods for 
noncredit workforce education differ (see Figure 1). States generally use distinct funding 
mechanisms to support noncredit workforce education: a formula that includes student contact 
hours, fixed amount funding, and bundled funds that allow for college discretion.  
 
Eleven states provide noncredit workforce education funding based on contact hours as the 
primary source for determining allocations. Thus, noncredit programs are supported via similar 
mechanisms as credit programs; they are based on student enrollments and “seat time” in the 
classroom.5 While many states use this mechanism, only a few fund noncredit education at the 
same rate as credit (Maryland, Texas, Oregon). Other states fund noncredit education based on a 
proportion of the credit full-time equivalent (FTE) funding rate. The amounts can vary from half 
of the credit FTE rate, as in Nebraska, to three-quarters of the FTE rate, as in New Jersey and 
North Carolina. Generally, the current year’s funding is determined by the number of noncredit 
contact hours from the prior year, though states each have unique and detailed funding formulas 
to fund their community colleges including noncredit. This type of funding strategy provides the 
most clearly defined and dependable source of funding for noncredit workforce education, which 
could encourage programs to become more institutionalized at the colleges. 
 
Seven states provide a “fixed amount” of funds to community colleges for noncredit workforce 
education. Each year the state provides a set allocation dedicated for noncredit workforce 
education. This fixed amount of funding is often small relative to the amount of funding that the 
state provides for credit programs. For example, Minnesota provides $11.5 million in funds for 
noncredit programs out of the state’s $550 million budget for community colleges. Likewise, 
Virginia provides $1 million for noncredit programs and $300 million for credit programs. With 

                                                 
4 Such funding may or may not be legislated in official state code; this report reflects reports from state 
policymakers on the current funding mechanisms in place in their state during the time of the interview and, when 
possible, is supplemented by references to state code available on state websites. 
5 Warford’s (2002) study  of noncredit funding refers to these mechanisms as FTE-based. This report refers to them 
as based on contact hours to reflect the range of ways that states count noncredit enrollments that may be distinct 
from the way they count credit FTEs. 
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its reliance on yearly allocations of funding, this approach may be more prone to fluctuations 
based on the state’s overall budget. Colleges may or may not depend on this source of funding. 
Given its relatively small amount and potential volatility, colleges may not organize their 
programs to account for this funding source. 
 
 

Figure 1: 
Funding from State General Funds for Noncredit Workforce Education 

 

 
Note: Illinois provides funding for short-term workforce development courses that cannot be used to complete an associate 
degree; however, these courses may be used for an applied associate degree.  
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers. 

 
 
In 10 states, the funding is “bundled with college discretion,” that is, the state provides general 
funding to the colleges, and allows them to decide whether or not to use some of the funds to 
support noncredit workforce education. This method contrasts with what occurs in other states, 
where state general funds may not be used to support noncredit workforce education. Therefore, 
the amount of state general funds used by colleges to support noncredit workforce education may 
vary across each of the colleges in the state, and, in fact, policymakers in one of the 10 states 
reported that the size of noncredit programs and the amount of support used varies widely across 
the colleges. 
 
The remaining 22 states that do not provide funding directly to community colleges for noncredit 
workforce education report that the colleges’ noncredit workforce education is self-supporting 
through course charges to students and employers, and other grants. Colleges in these states may 
pursue a range of strategies to support noncredit workforce education, including entrepreneurial 
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efforts to generate a range of strategies to support noncredit workforce education, higher tuition 
levels, and increased pursuit of grants. Alternatively, they may simply devote fewer resources to 
noncredit workforce education or they may attempt to offer more courses in credit that they may 
prefer to offer in noncredit. 
 
Funding for noncredit workforce education from general funds is changing in some states, often 
reflecting the role that policymakers see for noncredit education in achieving workforce 
development and promoting access. In 2006, California passed legislation to increase the funding 
for noncredit education that promotes career development and college preparation. The new 
funding rate is 71 percent of the FTE rate, up from 53 percent. Policymakers in California are 
focused on the role of noncredit workforce education in preparing a skilled labor force and in 
connecting students to the colleges’ other programs. Noncredit is seen as having an important 
role in creating a bridge to the college. In 2005, New Mexico created a new fund to support 
noncredit education, allocating $300,000 to support community college noncredit workforce 
programs the first year; that amount increased to $600,000 in the second year because of the high 
demand for these courses in the state. New Mexico allocates these fixed funds to its colleges 
based on the number of noncredit contact hours they provide. 
 
Officials in some states are seeking to influence their legislature to gain state support for 
noncredit workforce education. In Ohio, state officials are collecting data on noncredit 
enrollment in order to demonstrate its importance for workforce development and convince the 
state legislature to provide funding for noncredit education. Likewise, officials in Virginia are 
making sure that they have adequate data and clear definitions of noncredit education so that in 
the near future they may request funds from the state’s general assembly. They are drawing 
attention to the connection between workforce development and economic development to show 
that community colleges have a distinct role relative to four-year universities in terms of 
enhancing economic development. For example, the Virginia Community College System 
commissioned a study of its Workforce Development Service Centers that includes an analysis 
for the economic benefits of noncredit (Magnum Economic Consulting, 2005). 
 
• State funding can help colleges support access for individuals by maintaining lower 

levels of tuition and supporting entry-level training. 
 
The case study colleges vary in the tuition they charge for noncredit courses and in how tuition 
levels are balanced with the desire to generate revenue. Tuition costs are likely to influence the 
accessibility of noncredit programs to low-income individuals (Dougherty, 2003). Case study 
colleges in states with funding for noncredit education tend to have controls on tuition levels. 
The most stringent controls are in California, where tuition for all workforce-oriented noncredit 
courses is set at zero and noncredit funding is targeted at specific populations to support career 
pathways. More expensive training for employers is conducted separately and for a charge. 
Similarly, the case study colleges in Maryland have low tuition levels for noncredit workforce 
education: approximately $10 to $12 per credit hour. 
 
In setting tuition for individuals, other case study colleges consider the particular course, its cost 
to the college, and its target population. Central Piedmont Community College in North Carolina 
uses state “occupational extension” funds to support noncredit training for entry-level jobs, such 
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as bank teller or nursing aide. Other training courses which are more advanced, and which 
students can typically afford, are priced at market levels. The case study colleges in Texas, 
supported by state general funds for noncredit education, all have internal formulas to determine 
tuition levels, and may include some amount of profit, depending on the course and the 
population it serves. 
 
Colleges in states without general funds for noncredit workforce education typically charge 
“what the market will bear,” based on the cost of the noncredit course. The costs for noncredit 
courses can range from $50 for a short course to $3,000 for an intensive, long-term technical 
training course. To the extent that more expensive training courses can provide pathways to well-
paying careers, the higher cost could pose a barrier for disadvantaged students who cannot afford 
the tuition, which is not eligible for federal financial aid. While public training programs, such as 
those provided through the Workforce Investment Act, can provide support, such funds are often 
limited and may not always be well connected to community college programs (Visher & 
Fowler, 2006).  
 
• Guidelines for defining what qualifies as a noncredit workforce course exist in half of 

the states and reflect states’ goals for noncredit education.  
 
As states fund and collect data on noncredit workforce education, they must define specifically 
what qualifies as a workforce course. About half the states provide colleges with some definition 
guidelines (see Figure 2). States with contact hour-based or fixed amount funding have 
guidelines for what counts as noncredit workforce education for the purposes of funding; those 
with bundled funding tend to leave definitions up to the discretion of the colleges. In Texas, 
where noncredit workforce education is funded at the same level as credit education, the state 
provides very specific guidelines for what constitutes “workforce education” in a manual that 
lists academic and workforce education courses. To qualify for reimbursement, a course must be 
listed in the manual and have the goals of assisting individuals get a job or advance in the job 
they have. 
 
Guidelines for what qualifies as noncredit workforce education reflect states’ goals for the use of 
their funds. In Florida, “continuing education” is explicitly defined in state statute as “instruction 
that does not result in a technical certificate…”; it is intended for individuals who need training 
to renew licensing, to earn a certificate, or to enhance skills to maintain employment; or for 
employers that are new or expanding or whose products and/or services are changing and thus 
need training for their employees. North Carolina makes the distinction among noncredit 
workforce education courses that receive state funds, called “occupational extension” intended to 
make courses affordable to students for entry-level training, and those courses that are self-
supporting, typically “hot” classes in management or the professions. In Iowa, the state and 
community college leaders developed specific guidelines for defining all types of noncredit 
education. These guidelines include categories that encompass noncredit workforce education, 
such as “employment and business” that are learning activities “designed to develop skills 
needed to obtain and enhance employment.” Finally, in California noncredit workforce courses 
include “short-term vocational programs with high employment potential” that tend to focus on 
more entry-level employment (Lieu et al., 2006, p.2).  
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Figure 2: 
State Guidelines for Defining Noncredit Workforce Courses  

 

 
Note: Information is not available for KY. 
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers. 

 
 
• Case study colleges consider multiple factors, including state funding, labor market 

needs, institutional practice, and instructional approaches in deciding whether to offer 
courses in credit and noncredit formats. 

 
Colleges in states without general funds for noncredit education may be more likely to consider 
offering courses for credit rather than noncredit in order to keep tuition levels low. While 
numerous factors are considered in deciding on a course format, cost is a potentially important 
factor in colleges without state funding for noncredit. One interviewee stated that the “first 
choice is to offer credit since noncredit is not subsidized.” Others reported that, since the state 
does not pay for noncredit, cost is considered along with the consumers’ needs in determining 
how to offer a particular course.  
 
Colleges also determine the mode of a course depending on current labor market demands. Two 
colleges recently moved their real estate licensure courses from credit departments to noncredit 
because the market does not require an associate degree. Since the labor market did not require a 
degree along with the real estate license, it made sense to locate these programs in the noncredit 
division. It is not clear, though, how many of the students were interested in pursuing an 
associate degree while also pursuing real estate licensure, or how many already had a degree. 
This circumstance points to the importance of information on both labor market student needs to 
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ensure that noncredit programs do not divert interested students from credit programs. 
Furthermore, it raises the more fundamental issue of how to determine whether to offer a course 
in credit or noncredit. 
 
In addition to state funding and labor market demands, the case study colleges also reported 
other considerations when deciding whether to offer a course for credit or noncredit. Institutional 
issues, such as the “time to market,” are a consideration in responding to employer demands. 
Some colleges report that the quick start-up time for noncredit courses allows for responsiveness 
to labor market needs. Over time, noncredit administrators can assess the demand for the course 
and determine if they should go through the college and sometimes state-level approval process 
to offer the course for credit. Whether the noncredit course would fit as part of a degree program 
is also a consideration in moving the course to credit. For example, Cy-Fair College considers 
whether a course would be part of a program of study as required by its accreditation agency. In 
addition, the instructional approach is considered. One respondent noted that some 
characteristics of noncredit classes, such as their short-term nature, open entry-open exit policies, 
and lack of assessment represent the key differences between credit and noncredit. Table 2 
summarizes the factors in colleges’ decisions to offer courses in noncredit and credit formats. 
 

 
Table 2: 

Factors in a College’s Decision to Offer a Course in Credit or Noncredit 
 

Factors Examples 

State Policy State funding availability and regulations 

Labor Market Demand 
Employer demand for noncredit or credit/degrees 
Individual level demands for noncredit or credit/degrees 

Institutional Practice 

Flexibility/timing of course, approval process, faculty requirements, “time to market” 
Whether the course fits within a degree or certificate program 
Pilot testing a new course 
Potential for revenue generation 

Instructional Approach 
Intensity and rigor of instruction – noncredit may be more fluid and may not require 

assessment 

 
Source: CCRC interviews with case study colleges. 

 
 
3.2 Workforce Preparation for Employers 

In addition to serving the workforce development needs of individuals, community college 
noncredit workforce education serves employers by providing contract and customized training 
to their employees. State policy may support this role for community colleges through workforce 
training funds. Through serving employers, community colleges may develop a range of 
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programs that reflect the local labor market needs and take a variety of forms, depending on 
employer preference. 
 
• Most states have workforce training funds to support workforce and economic 

development, and just over half directly specify a direct role for community colleges as 
fiscal agents or preferred providers. 

 
As reflected in their funding policies, states may have a general philosophy on noncredit 
workforce education. The majority of state policymakers reported that noncredit education plays 
an important role in workforce development and/or economic development efforts by providing 
workers with specific skills and meeting critical needs of industry. In particular, noncredit 
education is seen as a way to support the growth of local businesses and entice additional 
businesses to move to the state. One policymaker commented, “While degree programs and 
graduate programs are important, noncredit is increasingly important. A company that wanted to 
hire a Ph.D. scientist can go anywhere to recruit. But, to get technicians, they need to get them in 
the local workforce.” In addition, some state policymakers noted that noncredit workforce 
education plays an important role in providing access and supporting career pathways. 
 
Previous studies have demonstrated that nearly all states have some type of workforce training 
funds for the training of workers for business and industry (Boswell, 2000; Simon, 1999). They 
are often designated for workforce development in targeted industries and to recruit new 
employers into the state as part of incentive packages offered to businesses. In some cases the 
funds are restricted to companies that add a specific number of jobs to the economy and/or pay 
livable wages. Because training programs are administered in a variety of locations at the state 
level, these funds are often used to support noncredit training by a variety of providers within the 
workforce development system, not just community colleges, but including private training 
institutes and community based organizations. Within community colleges, these funds typically 
support activities conducted through contract training.  
 
Whether funds for training provide for a specified role for community colleges is of key 
importance to noncredit workforce programs. In 35 states, training funds directly specify the 
community college as the fiscal agent or the preferred training provider (see Figure 3).  This 
provides a greater chance that the funds will support community college noncredit programs, 
often via customized training. In fact, these funds may be a central source of support for 
community colleges in states that do not provide general funds for noncredit education, but 
specify community colleges as the preferred training providers and/or fiscal agents (i.e., 
Tennessee, Maine, Missouri). In contrast, in states that do not specify a particular role for 
community colleges, employers may choose how to use the funds and may not use noncredit 
community college programs for training.  
 
Workforce funds tend to fluctuate from year to year. Illinois has had recent decreases in 
workforce training funds due to a shortage in state-level revenues. Louisiana has not provided 
any workforce training funds since the Katrina disaster. Conversely, some states have had recent 
increases in workforce funds or are planning for increases. Because Hawaii is experiencing a 
significant labor shortage, the Board of Regents of the University of Hawaii plans to request $1.5 
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million from the state for a rapid response fund to develop and implement noncredit workforce 
programs. 

 
 

Figure 3: 
Community Colleges Have a Specified Role in State Workforce Training Funds 

 

  
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers. 

 
 
State workforce training funds may generate innovation among community colleges. Connecticut 
has adopted the concept of “industry clustering” by connecting related companies and industries 
within close proximity. Community colleges in the state then bid on contract training. Rhode 
Island is moving toward sector-based training with a partnership of professional, labor, training, 
and education organizations. In Pennsylvania, the initiative Job Ready Pennsylvania aligns local 
workforce spending with state workforce priorities. North Carolina’s Focused Industrial Training 
is closely integrated with the community college system and is designed to serve manufacturing 
industries, focusing on technology-driven skill changes in the industry. Companies identify 
training needs and ask colleges to develop and deliver curriculum. Finally, New Jersey’s 
Community College Consortium for Workforce and Economic Development acts as a single 
access point for employers to the state’s community college system for noncredit customized 
training (Nespoli et al., 2005). The Consortium has several large-scale initiatives with employer 
groups, including a basic skills training program with the state’s business and industry 
association and a career ladder program for educational support professionals through the state’s 
education association.  
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• Case study colleges’ noncredit programs seek to meet specific employer needs at the 
state and local level. 
 

State workforce training funds focus specific noncredit programs to meet specific training needs. 
Anne Arundel Community College follows state guidelines for working with employers in using 
state customized training funds. The guidelines specify course characteristics including length 
and location. The training funds often target specific sectors to attract new industries or to grow 
existing industries. Several programs in the noncredit division at Valencia Community College 
are funded through the state’s customized training fund. To receive these funds, Valencia must 
forecast economic trends and training needs and then quickly develop programs in response. 
Other noncredit program leaders have described themselves as having business sense: the ability 
to forecast economic trends and training needs in order to get state funding. State workforce 
funds can serve to align noncredit programs with the state’s economic development plans. 
 
The case study colleges reported working with particular employers that reflect the industries in 
their local labor markets. Valencia Community College, located near Orlando, Florida, and the 
College of Southern Nevada in Las Vegas both reported program offerings that reflect their 
areas’ strong tourism industries. Several other colleges reported that they work with a mix of 
industries, including the public sector. Gulf Coast Community College counted the local fire and 
police departments, as well as the public school district, as clients for its noncredit programs. 
Hospitals are also employers that commonly use the college’s noncredit education for their 
employees. Other colleges’ programs reflect the changing economic circumstances of their local 
areas. Tyler Junior College has developed courses to support the service industries that are 
replacing the declining manufacturing industry in the local area. 
 
• Some case study colleges have developed flexible ways to offer courses in both credit 

and noncredit formats in response to employer demand. 
 
Employers differ in the types of training they want for their employees. While noncredit 
programs are often well suited to meet employer needs because of their flexibility, in some 
instances employers prefer credit courses. Colleges have adapted to these preferences by 
bringing together credit and noncredit programs in order to move courses between the two 
formats. Courses at Anne Arundel Community College can be transitioned from credit to 
noncredit or vice versa based on the needs of the employer. For example, if an employer wants 
part of a credit course to be offered in a noncredit program, the college will offer just that 
“chunk” of the course for the employer. Similarly, Wenatchee Community College is piloting 
programs where it sells seats in credit classes in chunks for noncredit students, thereby enabling 
the students to enroll in specific noncredit modules of the credit courses. Milwaukee Area 
Technical College also repackages credit courses to suit employer demands to provide short-
term, competency-based courses. 
 
Translating courses from noncredit to credit also occurs. Tyler Junior College’s noncredit 
division worked with a power provider to develop a noncredit course. The company later became 
interested in credit classes, so the noncredit division worked with the dean of applied science to 
develop a credit program. In response to a request by a local insurance company, Cumberland 
County College developed a program to articulate a noncredit insurance course with a business 



 26 
 

degree. The noncredit program uses a curriculum from the American Insurance Institute and can 
yield up to 12 credits. The college was able to transfer credit without difficulty because it was 
certified by the American Council on Education. It is part of a two-year sequence along with 
several credit courses, including a general business course, business law, and English 
composition. The company wanted its employees to gain the insurance skills that they need and 
also to have the opportunity to earn a degree. Its employees are quite diverse in whether they 
hold a degree; some have a degree, while others have some college coursework and are trying to 
finish a degree. The college offered an intensive summer remedial course to help students bring 
their skills up to the level needed to enroll in the degree program. Washington State Community 
College is developing an online degree program for chemical operators and is exploring the 
possibility of packaging this program into 66 modules of three-week sessions to market 
nationally. These noncredit modules could be cross-walked into a credit program. 
 
3.3 Revenue Generation for Colleges 

While serving individuals’ and employers’ workforce development needs, community colleges 
may also view noncredit workforce education as an opportunity to generate revenue. In tight 
budgetary circumstances, it may be a welcome potential source of income to the college. The 
focus on revenue generation may depend on several factors including state regulations and 
colleges’ attitude toward noncredit workforce education, both discussed below. 
 
• Community colleges are free to charge what the market will bear as few states place 

limits on the amount they may charge for noncredit workforce courses. 
 
Many states have guidelines for the amount that community colleges may charge for their credit 
courses, but few place any limits on charges for noncredit courses (see Figure 4). Eight states 
reported some type of limit on the cost of noncredit workforce education, but there are variations 
in how the limits are constructed. At the most extreme, California does not charge for noncredit 
workforce education courses supported by state funds.6 Other states with limits charge some 
amount for noncredit courses but do not allow the amount to rise above a certain level. In North 
Carolina, charges for noncredit workforce courses are capped at a certain rate depending on the 
number of course hours. North Dakota does not have a specified limit on noncredit charges but, 
in order to keep costs under control, its colleges must have the charge approved by the state 
before they offer a course. All the states with limits on charges, except Maine, also provide state 
general funds to support noncredit workforce education. Because these states help support the 
operating costs, they can place these limits on tuition. 
 
In contrast, several state policymakers specifically reported that colleges charge “what the 
market will bear” for noncredit courses. These sentiments are consistent with the view of 
noncredit workforce education as a self-sufficient or revenue-generating enterprise targeted at 
workforce development. Charges for noncredit workforce courses may vary greatly given the 
wide range of equipment and infrastructure necessary for different programs.  
 

                                                 
6 These courses fall under the state's general category of  “noncredit education”; however, some noncredit workforce 
education courses, referred to as “not-for-credit,” are not supported by state funds and charge a market price. 
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Limits on noncredit charges have important implications for colleges in operating noncredit 
programs. The tuition for noncredit workforce education influences which students the programs 
attract and how the colleges organize their programs. Lower costs will make colleges’ noncredit 
programs more accessible to low-income individuals and thus support state efforts to promote 
access via noncredit education. At the same time, limits, when associated with the use of state 
funds, may lead colleges to develop separate noncredit programs with higher charges that do not 
use state funds. In particular, programs that require particularly expensive equipment may be 
operated outside the system of state-supported programs. Colleges that seek to be highly revenue 
generating will likely seek to develop noncredit programs outside of this regulation. 
 

 
Figure 4: 

State-Imposed Limits on Charges for Noncredit Courses 

 
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers. 

 
 
• The goal of revenue generation is common as many case study college noncredit 

programs are, or plan to become, self supporting or profit generating in order to add 
value to the college and secure broader support within the college. 

 
Several case study colleges reported generating revenue through their noncredit programs that 
support their costs or result in profit. Since the colleges are nonprofit entities, profit generated by 
noncredit programs is returned to the college to support noncredit staff and/or overhead, to 
develop new noncredit programs, or to support the college’s other programs. The case study 
colleges that were not yet self-supporting or generating profit reported that they were moving 
toward doing so. Some are developing business models to determine how to price courses in 
order to generate revenue. One college has developed a performance-based system where staff 
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members are rewarded for their sales of noncredit training. Some noncredit programs depend on 
the support of college general funds for overhead and infrastructure, which can create tension 
within the college because of the perception that they are taking scarce funds.  
 
While colleges in states with general funds for noncredit education might appear to have less 
incentive to generate profit (Voorhees & Milam, 2005), case study colleges in all states are 
seeking to generate revenue. A few notable examples highlight this trend. Anne Arundel 
Community College’s Center for Workforce Solutions generates a large portion of its overall 
budget through its programs to business and industry, customized training, short-term classes, 
and on-site programs. Tyler Junior College School of Continuing Studies in Texas operates as a 
self-supporting revenue generating center. It repays the college for all expenses, including 
salaries, benefits, direct costs plus 40 percent overhead for use of the facilities and services of the 
college. At the same time, the noncredit program annually generates $50,000 to $300,000 profit 
plus state reimbursement, which supplements the colleges’ annual budget of over $40 million. 
 
Some college leaders viewed noncredit revenue generating activities as an opportunity to gain 
support from those in the colleges who are skeptical of noncredit education. To counter the 
perception that noncredit is a drain on the college, they promoted noncredit education as a way to 
bring in additional resources to the college. One college president reported: “The faculty got on 
board when they saw that noncredit can bring in more funds to the college. If credit faculty 
thinks they are taking away funds, it will lead to tension. Noncredit has to be self-sufficient and 
even bring in funding. This helps to keep credit programs from criticizing noncredit.” Another 
college president reported that in the process of restructuring the college’s noncredit program, 
other divisions were encouraged to work with them to develop programs that could generate 
funds that would come back to their division. The potential for profit generated interest among 
other departments. One college leader noted that credit programs can also be entrepreneurial. 
 
3.4 Implications of Noncredit Workforce Education’s Many Roles  

Community colleges offering noncredit workforce development education must balance multiple 
roles: They must meet individuals’ short-term and long-term educational needs and employers’ 
workforce training needs, while providing a source of income for the college. Placing a greater 
emphasis on any one of them may risk the success of the others. Successfully serving students 
and employers while also generating profits is a challenge for community colleges–not an 
insurmountable one, but one that requires careful thought and consideration. Its resolution has 
implications for how community colleges organize the noncredit workforce education and the 
recorded outcomes provided by these programs. 
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4. The Organization of Noncredit Workforce Education in Community Colleges 
 
Given the multiple roles played by community colleges in the community, the organization of 
college noncredit workforce education programs may have important implications for how those 
programs operate and what they achieve. Tension may arise from balancing noncredit workforce 
education’s need to respond quickly to employers with its need to connect and contribute 
internally to the college overall and to serve students’ long-term educational goals. Furthermore, 
as the nature of noncredit education shifts, colleges may change their organizational approaches 
in order to adapt to new priorities and reflect the increasingly important position of noncredit 
workforce education in the college relative to other programs. These issues are explored below 
through the case study colleges.  
 
4.1 Community College Organizational Approaches  

Colleges may develop different approaches to the management of their noncredit workforce 
education programs. Organizational approaches include the organizational structures of the 
college, i.e., where programs are located and how they are administered within the college; and 
organizational practices, i.e., how programs operate in relationship to other programs in the 
college.  
 
• The case study colleges use a range of organizational approaches for noncredit 

workforce education, including both integrated and separate organizational structures. 
 
Models of organizational structure of noncredit programs are defined by their location within the 
organization of the college. Based on this definition, a separate organizational structure exists 
when noncredit workforce education is considered a distinct organizational unit within the 
college; an integrated organizational structure exists when noncredit workforce education is 
interspersed across the college’s academic units by content area. The organizational location of 
noncredit education may be associated with particular relationships between noncredit and credit 
programs and between noncredit programs and employers; an integrated program may be more 
likely to work more closely with credit programs because of their organizational proximity, 
while a separate program, as a more independent entity, may be more entrepreneurial and more 
flexible in responding to employer needs. 
 
Among the case study colleges, eight have an integrated organizational structure for noncredit 
workforce education. That is, their noncredit and credit programs are located within the same 
department, organized by content area. Some of these colleges also maintain a separate 
institutional entity primarily to conduct contract training, while others include contract training 
in their integrated departments. The remaining 12 case study colleges maintain noncredit 
programs separate from credit programs. Among them, some combine contract training with 
other noncredit activities, while others maintain these two noncredit functions in separate 
organizational units. One unique arrangement is in North Orange County District, where Cypress 
College and Fullerton College share an organizational entity, the School of Continuing 
Education, to conduct noncredit workforce education. Figure 5 illustrates the organizational 
structures of noncredit education used by the case study colleges. 
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Figure 5: 
Noncredit Workforce Education: Four Types of Organizational Structures 

 

The organizational structures of the case study colleges may be associated with state funding 
policies. As shown on Table 3, all of the eight case study colleges with integrated organizational 
structures, except Lorain County Community College in Ohio, are located in states that provide 
general funds to support noncredit education. Furthermore, these states provide funding for 
noncredit education based on contact hours, and noncredit programs are likely to be funded at 
parity with credit education. One college leader commented on the effects of state funding on its 
noncredit program organization: “We have an advantage to have funding for noncredit. The 
funding removes the need to distinguish the programs and keeps noncredit equal within 
departments.” While these data may not be representative of community colleges, they provide 
an indication of the role of funding in how colleges organize noncredit workforce education. The 
existence of funding may provide an opportunity for college leadership to consider 
organizational change to promote noncredit workforce education. 
 
Not all case study colleges in states with general funds for noncredit education have integrated 
organizational structures, however. Thus, state funding, particularly funding based on contact 
hours, may be important but does not entirely determine integration. In some states, colleges 
have a much greater reliance on local rather than state funding, as in Wisconsin where local taxes 
are the main source of support for community colleges. 
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Table 3: 
Case Study Colleges’ Organizational Structures, by State Funding 

 

State College 
Organizational 

Structure 
State General Funds 

Texas Cy-Fair College Integrated Contact hour-equal 
California City College of San Francisco Integrated Contact hour-71% 
Maryland Anne Arundel Community College Integrated Contact hour-equal 
Maryland Hagerstown Community College Integrated Contact hour-equal 
North Carolina Central Piedmont Community College Integrated Contact hour-75% 
North Carolina Craven Community College Integrated Contact hour-75% 
Ohio Lorain County Community College Integrated No funding 
Wisconsin Northeast Wisconsin Technical College Integrated Fixed amount 
California North Orange County District Separate Contact hour-71% 
Florida Gulf Coast Community College Separate Bundled 
Florida Valencia Community College Separate Bundled 
Nevada Community College of South Nevada Separate No funding 
Nevada Truckee Meadows Community College Separate No funding 
New Jersey Camden County College Separate Contact hour-75% 
New Jersey Cumberland County College Separate Contact hour-75% 
Ohio Washington State Community College  Separate No funding 
Texas Tyler Junior College Separate Contact hour-equal 
Washington Bellevue Community College Separate No funding 
Washington Wenatchee Valley College Separate No funding 
Wisconsin Milwaukee Area Technical College Separate Fixed amount 

  
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers and case study colleges. 

 
 

In addition to organizational structure, several other characteristics are important to consider in 
colleges’ overall organizational approach to noncredit workforce education. They include some 
of the following organizational practices: faculty involvement in noncredit courses, the sharing 
of facilities by credit and noncredit programs, and flexibility in noncredit operations. Based on 
these characteristics, integrated programs generally have greater faculty involvement and facility 
sharing, while separate programs have a higher degree of operational flexibility and 
independence and would be less likely to have any approval process for noncredit courses. These 
characteristics may be found in colleges with both integrated and separate organizational 
structures. Depending on their organizational structure, colleges may need to pursue unique 
organizational practices that best serve their needs. 
 
Some colleges with separate organizational structures operate noncredit programs with a highly 
integrated approach. They have a high degree of collaboration between credit and noncredit 
programs, including faculty involvement and the sharing of facilities with credit programs. For 
example, both Tyler Junior College and Gulf Coast Community College have separate 
organizational structures based on the organizational location within the college, but have 
operationally integrated program approaches. 
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• Noncredit programs with separate organizational structures coordinate their activities 
through regular meetings and communication throughout the college to encourage 
collaboration, avoid duplication, and allow movement between noncredit and credit 
programs as appropriate. 

 
Colleges with separate noncredit programs may need greater coordination efforts to use 
resources efficiently (Bailey & Morest, 2004). Several case study colleges with separate 
noncredit programs use a coordinator to foster collaboration and ensure that courses are not 
duplicated across credit and noncredit programs. Commonly, the leader of the noncredit program 
regularly meets with other college leaders. At Tyler Junior College the deans of all four schools, 
including the School of Continuing Studies, meet weekly. They work together to keep the 
programs integrated and to make decisions jointly on the best format for offe ring courses. At the 
College of Southern Nevada, regular communication between the noncredit and credit divisions 
is encouraged to promote greater alignment of goals and the integration of more academic 
instruction in noncredit courses. At Gulf Coast Community College, the relationship with the 
credit programs is informal but very deliberate: the noncredit program never duplicates nor 
competes with the credit programs. Many divisions at the college are very involved in noncredit 
workforce education, particularly the business department. At Bellevue Community College, the 
faculty established a credit-noncredit committee to facilitate communication across the programs 
and to more fully coordinate across the divisions. 
 
Coordination is necessary so that courses are not duplicated and can be moved between noncredit 
and credit as appropriate. Several case study college interviewees reported that they are mindful 
to coordinate across programs when planning for a new course to ensure that it does not 
duplicate an existing credit course. One interviewee stated that the noncredit program works 
closely with the academic departments to avoid duplicating programs. At Washington State 
Community College, potential overlaps with courses are identified at the records office when 
courses are reported to the registrar. While colleges with separate structures reported efforts to 
coordinate with credit programs, some noncredit programs also reported they valued having 
control of their programs and direct contacts with employers, particularly for contract training. 
However, a careful balance is necessary to maintain collaborative efforts when differences in 
priorities may exist across programs. 
 
• Noncredit programs with integrated organizational structures maintain an 

organizational entity to conduct entrepreneurial outreach, maintain flexibility, and act 
as a central point of contact with employers. 

 
Flexibility and revenue generation are not necessarily lost with an integrated organizational 
structure. It is possible to be both integrated and entrepreneurial: flexible, outwardly directed, 
and employing a business model to bring revenue back to the college programs. Central 
Piedmont Community College has a Division of Corporate and Continuing Education that 
conducts noncredit training for individuals and employers. While the college has many noncredit 
programs integrated in its credit departments, this organizational entity allows it flexibility in 
working with employers, as well as a team of dedicated sales staff who conduct outreach with 
local employers. Anne Arundel Community College’s Center for Workforce Solutions 
specializes in conducting training programs for business and industry, including customized 
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training, short-term classes, and on-site programs. The college operates this entity, targeted at 
employers, in addition to numerous noncredit programs integrated within academic departments. 
 
To avoid potential confusion among employers about which entity to contact at the college and 
to ensure coordination internally, some colleges with integrated noncredit programs have one 
central point of contact with employers. Lorain County Community College’s Corporate and 
Community Outreach Division is centralized in its face to the public through its marketing and 
sales outreach. Noncredit activities are decentralized across academic departments and are 
coordinated internally within the college by the division head. Cy-Fair College sought to have a 
coordinator bring together information on its decentralized noncredit programs offered across the 
divisions. Each division is responsible for updating course information in the college’s data 
system to promote communication and make information clear and accessible to students. The 
college also has a dean of new program development and corporate training who is responsible 
for conducting outreach to corporate clients. Similarly, Craven Community College plans to have 
a coordinator charged with outreach to employers.  
 
In colleges with an integrated organizational structure, the movement between noncredit and 
credit programs may occur more naturally, as the divisions between these programs are less 
visible to students. Leaders from many of the colleges with integrated noncredit programs 
reported this type of movement of noncredit students: Anne Arundel Community College, City 
College of San Francisco, Craven Community College, Cy-Fair College, Lorain County 
Community College, and Northeast Wisconsin Technical College. At City College of San 
Francisco, 25 percent of first-time credit students come from the noncredit student population, 
including noncredit students taking basic skills.  
 
Table 4 summarizes the potential benefits and drawbacks of each organizational structure, as 
well as potential solutions to these problems as observed in the case study colleges. 

 
Table 4: 

Summary of Benefits, Problems, and Solutions Associated with Organizational Structure 
 

Integrated Organizational Structures 
Benefits Problems Solutions 

Better response to employers’ credit and 
noncredit needs 

All programs involved in workforce 
development and entrepreneurship  

Centralized provision of students services 
Facilitate students’ movement between 

programs  
Increase in faculty involvement  
Save on administrative costs  

Lack of centralized/coordinated marketing 
and employer outreach 

 
Lack of coordination of program 

information may confuse students  
Difficult process to re-organize 

Have separate entity do 
outreach and 
sales/marketing  

Carefully coordinate 
information  

Manage change carefully 

Separate Organizational Structures 
Benefits Problems Solutions 

Greater focus on profit  
Greater focus on transfer mission  
Freer hiring of faculty 
Greater focus on local labor market needs  

Duplication of credit programs 
Little sharing of resources  
Some programs not offered  
Focus on high-level skills only 

Work together 
collaboratively 

Coordinate meetings 
regularly 

 
Source: CCRC interviews with case study colleges. 
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4.2 Areas of Organizational Change in Community Colleges 

The role of noncredit workforce education is evolving over time, and its evolution may prompt 
changes in the college’s organizational approach and financial models of revenue generation. 
Along with these structural changes, noncredit workforce education may also lead to changes in 
the role of full-time faculty members and in the content of academic programs. 
 
• Several case study college presidents have recently changed the organization of 

noncredit education to consolidate programs, elevate noncredit education, and promote 
workforce development. 

 
Several of the case study colleges reported some organizational change related to noncredit 
education in their recent history, usually with the leadership of the college presidents playing a 
central role in their initiation. A variety of organizational changes elevated noncredit workforce 
education to a priority within the college. Some college presidents sought to bring together all 
their noncredit programs into one division. Cumberland County College’s noncredit programs 
are consolidated under one executive director who reports to the vice president of academic 
affairs. The College of Southern Nevada’s separate noncredit programs are brought together in a 
newly created Division of Workforce and Economic Development under the oversight of the 
dean of workforce development, who directly reports to the president.  
 
A few other colleges consolidated programs by integrating noncredit within credit departments 
based on content. In 1993, Central Piedmont Community College began the process of 
integrating noncredit programs into credit departments and gradually moved in this direction 
over the years with the goal of unifying the divisions. In a recent reorganization, Craven 
Community College also integrated noncredit programs into credit departments. The college, in 
part, sought to increase efficiency by reducing administrative positions and encouraging resource 
sharing. As a newly founded college, Cy-Fair College had the ability to select an organizational 
structure without regard to institutional precedent. The college’s organizational structure is based 
on the models of Anne Arundel Community College and Lorain County Community College, 
which have integrated noncredit and credit programs by subject area. 
 
Several colleges reported organizational changes that elevated the status of noncredit workforce 
education. Some case study colleges created new positions or changed the reporting lines to 
reflect a higher degree of status for noncredit administrators. These positions helped to improve 
the communication among high-level staff on the operations of noncredit education. Wenatchee 
Valley College changed the position of director of continuing education to report directly to the 
president rather than to a dean. Valencia Community College changed its reporting lines so the 
head of noncredit programs reports directly to the president. In 2000, Anne Arundel Community 
College created a new position, vice president for learning, to oversee both noncredit and credit. 
Truckee Meadows Community College changed its governance structure to include the noncredit 
administrator in the president’s extended cabinet meetings in order to present issues directly to 
the president and deans. This change reflects the positive view toward noncredit that the college 
leadership has been trying to foster, where noncredit is considered a pillar of their mission and an 
integral part of their work and service to the community. 
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Other colleges have sought to focus their noncredit education more exclusively on workforce 
development and less on recreation and basic skills. One college president stated that a goal of 
moving away from the provision of recreational courses was to raise the status of the college’s 
noncredit workforce programs. To the extent that noncredit education is associated with the 
stereotypical “basket weaving” courses, moving away from these courses would make it easier 
for the college to seriously market its workforce-oriented programs. Valencia Community 
College’s entrepreneurial division for noncredit education, Valencia Enterprises, has moved 
away from recreational programs, as well as basic skills and GED preparation, intentionally 
seeking a specific niche and working to build credibility in providing high-end training. The 
college has abandoned the practice of “tossing schedules on the driveway” in favor of strategic 
planning, high-end training, and sales and marketing with an eye toward revenue generation. 
 
College presidents in several of the case study community colleges had specific visions for 
workforce development that motivated these organizational changes. Several presidents had prior 
experience with workforce development in their careers and a particular interest in such 
programs. Some had previously taught in workforce-oriented courses or had administered 
noncredit programs. This firsthand knowledge led them to value noncredit workforce education 
and to see ways to improve its delivery within their college. An interviewee from Valencia 
Community College reported two general trends in noncredit education: (1) embedding 
continuing education within the credit programs, and (2) using the college’s strong brand and 
relationship with the community to develop its own program. Valencia made the decision to 
move in an aggressively entrepreneurial direction, tightly connecting its noncredit programs to 
economic development.  
 
• Most case study community colleges are working to engage faculty and increase their 

appreciation of noncredit workforce education.  
 
To create better relationships between noncredit and credit programs, colleges strive to promote 
greater faculty engagement with noncredit education. One indication of full-time credit faculty 
engagement with noncredit workforce education is whether they teach any noncredit courses. A 
potential barrier to teaching noncredit courses is that the course may not count as part of the 
faculty’s teaching load. Thus, if faculty were interested in teaching noncredit courses, they would 
have to do so as overtime. 
 
Several of the colleges with integrated organizational structures count noncredit courses as part 
of their faculty load, including City College of San Francisco, Anne Arundel Community 
College, and Cy-Fair College. Craven Community College, as part of its reorganization, is 
reviewing guidelines to count noncredit courses toward faculty load. Anne Arundel Community 
College has flexible job descriptions that encourage faculty to assume teaching and contractual 
opportunities in its noncredit programs. The credentials requirements for faculty are generally 
the same, although in some noncredit areas they may choose to select experience over 
credentials. Credit and noncredit courses at Anne Arundel Community College are on par with 
each another, and faculty have comparable competence and quality. In three other colleges with 
separate organizational structures – Tyler Junior College, Hagerstown Community College, and 
Camden County College – the dean can assign faculty on a case-by-case basis to teach noncredit 
courses and have them count as part of their teaching load.  
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Yet, even allowing full-time credit faculty to teach in noncredit programs as part of their 
teaching load may not guarantee high faculty involvement with those programs. Nearly all the 
case study colleges, including those with integrated and separate noncredit organizational 
structures, reported that only a small number of faculty are engaged and understand noncredit 
education. As one interviewee stated, “Noncredit doesn’t even hit the radar of most faculty.” 
This sentiment was similarly expressed at several other case study colleges. Furthermore, other 
noncredit leaders commented that not all faculty have the skills or abilities to teach noncredit 
courses and that they screen faculty carefully to make sure that they can teach the material. Thus, 
for noncredit programs, operating outside of the typical faculty rules for teaching assignments 
allows greater flexibility in selecting instructors.  
 
At some case study colleges, the leadership is trying to change faculty attitudes by setting the 
tone within the college to value noncredit workforce education. One interviewee reported that 
since the leadership “sets the pace,” it has sought to demonstrate to faculty the value of noncredit 
education by developing partnerships and collaborations at the highest level of leadership. 
Another college leader stated: “Professional and continuing education are part of the college’s 
mission; we need to get faculty to understand [that].” In another college, where “noncredit is a 
full partner,” the head of noncredit education reported that the “president is the biggest 
champion.” Particularly in states without general funds for noncredit education, college leaders 
are trying to address the sentiment among faculty that noncredit programs are using funds that 
should otherwise go to support credit programs. Some college leaders have sought to highlight 
noncredit workforce education as a resource for faculty that can provide new information and 
ideas from industry or specific expertise in terms of efficiently running programs.  
 
• Noncredit workforce programs in the case study colleges bring innovation to credit 

programs by connecting with the local economy. 
  
The case study community colleges with both integrated and separate organizational structures 
employ various strategies to develop strong links to the local labor market. They have several 
interrelated goals, and all can benefit the college overall by increasing the depth and breadth of 
its offerings. The first strategy is to create programs that students will find relevant to their 
employment and education goals. The second is to meet the growing and changing needs for 
skilled workers of local employers. The third is to foster economic development more generally 
by increasing the skill and knowledge level of both the workforce and industry. Indeed, the 
growth of programs and the growth of local industry are intertwined.  
 
A benefit of noncredit workforce education cited by many case study colleges is the innovation 
that it can bring to the whole college. Colleges stated that noncredit is very useful in piloting new 
courses; they view it as an incubator for testing courses that may later be moved into credit 
programs. Noncredit can be used as a source of research and development for new programs, 
testing the attractiveness of courses as well as the viability of specific curricula. Some colleges 
reported that if there is a demand for the courses after a period of time, they then move them to 
credit. Colleges reported that they transition courses from noncredit to credit particularly in 
technological or emerging fields, where courses are eventually adopted in degree programs. This 
process is especially useful in bringing new technologies and practices into the college, such as 
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information technology certifications. In this way, noncredit workforce education has a larger 
influence on the college. 
 
Most colleges have a representative on the Local Workforce Investment Board, Economic 
Development Board, and Chamber of Commerce. Others reported they are part of state-level 
entities, such as the Workforce Investment Board Steering Committee, Job Corps, or initiatives 
related to job clusters or career pathways. In addition to their participation in these external 
groups, the case study colleges make efforts to gauge the local economy. They conduct surveys 
and visit local employers to map community needs. One interviewee reported that noncredit 
education reaches out to employers with “marketing through infiltration”; the program is “the 
eyes and ears of the [college] community.” Case study colleges, regardless of their 
organizational structure, shared the sentiment that noncredit education is highly connected or 
“joined at the hip” to economic and workforce development. 
 
State and federal funds have spurred the development of noncredit program offerings in new 
technologies. Federal funding for high wage, high growth industries is currently targeted at 
specific programs. Federal grants, as well as state grants, have pushed the noncredit programs 
into new areas of technology, such as geospatial technology, advanced manufacturing, homeland 
security, and aerospace. Wenatchee Community College’s noncredit program offers instruction 
in geographic information systems and reports growing into other new technology areas. City 
College of San Francisco uses state economic development initiative funds to bring advanced 
manufacturing, such as rapid prototyping and nanotechnology, into the classroom.  
 
4.3 Implications of College-Level Organization  

Given the lessons from the case study colleges, no single “right” way exists to organize noncredit 
workforce education. However, a range of organizational structures and practices can serve the 
goals of community college noncredit workforce programs. To determine which organizational 
structure and practices best suit a college will depend on multiple factors, including college 
leadership, administration, and funding sources, as well as the student, employer, and community 
needs the college seeks to meet.  
 
An integrated organizational approach connects noncredit programs to the rest of the college 
through collaboration and coordination. To the extent that employers ask for credit for their 
employees’ training, as they did in several of the case study colleges, greater integration of 
curriculum and faculty may help colleges respond more fully. Furthermore, greater integration 
may provide more awareness of students’ longer term educational goals and provide 
opportunities for the students to connect to degree programs.  
 
As noncredit workforce education evolves, it is creating organizational changes within the 
community college that reflect its importance and its likely influence on the content of credit 
programs. Also, the possibility exists that credit programs may adopt some of the more flexible 
practices of noncredit education.  
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5. The Outcomes from Noncredit Workforce Education 

Since noncredit workforce education is not regulated by the academic rules that govern credit 
education, the recorded student outcomes from participating in a noncredit program vary and 
serve different needs. Understanding the outcomes of noncredit workforce education helps 
illuminate how well the programs fulfill their goals. Furthermore, the mechanisms that states and 
colleges use to track noncredit student data and the outcomes of noncredit workforce education 
have implications for assessing the effectiveness of the various noncredit programs.  
 
5.1 Recorded Outcomes 

A range of recorded outcomes from noncredit workforce education may be possible with 
potentially different purposes.  These recorded outcomes may be promoted by state level policies 
and guidelines, or adopted by colleges to meet the needs of the students and employers they 
serve. 
 
• While only a few states have guidelines for including noncredit courses on a transcript, 

many case study colleges provide transcripts for noncredit workforce courses. 
 
Nine states currently have different guidelines for including noncredit courses on a transcript to 
provide students with a record of course completion (see Figure 6). In North Carolina, both 
credit and noncredit courses appear on students’ transcripts, including the course number, title, 
and grade (a letter grade for credit course; pass or fail for noncredit). Texas mandates that 
workforce education courses be included on transcripts, using the general number for the course 
from the state manual. In Virginia, transcripts list noncredit courses, including grades (i.e., 
satisfactory, non satisfactory, withdrawal, incomplete) if the student chooses to receive a grade. 
In Pennsylvania, noncredit courses are only included on transcripts if they qualify for transfer to 
credit. Other states provide transcripts for noncredit courses that are separate from transcripts for 
credit courses. Montana indicates noncredit courses on a separate page of the transcript. 
Wisconsin keeps a general record of noncredit courses and can provide the record upon request 
by business and industry. Georgia issues a separate noncredit transcript and also requires that all 
noncredit courses be documented with continuing education units (Mills, 2000). 
 
Several states reported that they are considering the development of a state policy on transcripts 
for noncredit courses. Washington is trying to develop a way to record skills and knowledge to 
enable credit for prior learning. Maryland is also interested in standardizing a noncredit 
transcript. Other states mentioned an interest in electronic transcripts and/or electronic forms that 
would allow transcripts to travel with a student from high school through college to the job site. 
While the majority of states do not have guidelines on transcripts for noncredit courses, 
individual colleges may decide to develop their own policies. 
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Figure 6: 
State Guidelines for Transcripts for Noncredit Courses  

 

 
Note: Information is not available for AR and CO.  
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers. 

 
 

Whether and how noncredit courses are included on a transcript varies across the case study 
colleges. Only two case study colleges did not have any form for providing a transcript for 
noncredit courses. Some of the other colleges that do record noncredit courses on a transcript 
provide a separate transcript for noncredit courses, while others include the noncredit courses on 
a credit transcript. The College of Southern Nevada allows students to select whether they want 
their noncredit courses to appear on the same transcript as credit courses or on a separate 
workforce development transcript. Gulf Coast Community College combines credit and 
noncredit coursework on one transcript if requested by a student.  
 
Some colleges reported that their data system constrains the way they can record noncredit 
courses. Cy-Fair College provides students with a separate noncredit transcript because 
limitations in its district-wide data systems preclude its ability to record noncredit courses on the 
credit transcript. Furthermore, some interviewees reported that they envision transcripts of a 
much different format than those currently used. They speculate that transcripts might ultimately 
move from a reliance on traditional academic credit hours to documenting competencies that 
reflect what students have learned in their courses. This system would be particularly useful for 
students who have taken noncredit courses and then later want to convert them to credit.  
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• Case study college noncredit programs offer a range of industry certifications in health 
care, information technology, business, teaching, and other fields, but many noncredit 
offerings are not associated with industry certification. 

 
Noncredit programs provide the opportunity to prepare for a range of industry certification 
exams. Almost all case study colleges offer certifications in allied health, including phlebotomy, 
EKG/cardiovascular, medical interpreting, nursing home medicine aide, MRI, and health care 
license renewal. Information technology is another very common area of industry certification, 
which includes certifications from Microsoft, CompTIA, CISCO, and Oracle. Such certifications 
increased dramatically in the 1990s and became common in community college noncredit 
programs nationwide (Adelman, 2000; Haimson & Van Noy, 2003; Jacobs & Grubb, 2006). 
More recently, colleges have expanded their offerings to include certificate programs in business, 
which award certifications in specific management techniques, leadership, teamwork, and project 
management. Industry certifications may be valued by employers in the labor market and may 
also be translated into credit within degree programs, as has been done with IT certifications 
(DiChiara-Platt, 2007; Haimson & Van Noy, 2003). 
 
Some certifications are very localized and reflect the specific needs of industry in the college’s 
area. Using funding from U.S. Department of Labor, Milwaukee Area Technical College, with 
input from local industry, is implementing online skills testing, certification, and training for 
manufacturing production employees. By creating standardized skill sets for the local 
manufacturing workforce, the college has a goal of recruiting and training skilled workers, 
improving productivity, and increasing job portability for individual workers. The assessments 
require mastery of subjects in a manufacturing context, such as math, science, reading, writing, 
communications, information technology, problem solving, and teamwork, as well as in basic 
technical skills. Central Piedmont Community College also works with local employers to 
develop locally valued certifications for short-term training; it is currently working with banks 
and in the past has worked with other employers to develop a certificate of completion in basic 
computer applications. Through careful study, Central Piedmont seeks to ensure that these 
locally developed certifications have currency in the local labor market. The certifications are 
tied to instruction offered in a variety of formats that differ from the traditional credit format. 
 
While the case study community colleges offer a range of industry certifications, these programs 
often represent only a fraction of their total noncredit offerings. The colleges typically offer 
numerous noncredit workforce programs that do not have industry certifications associated with 
them. Some may issue certificates of completion for noncredit classes, but the certificates are 
generally not a valued or validated way to record student outcomes.  
 
• Case study colleges typically rely on external sources of validation to award 

Continuing Education Units for noncredit courses to meet industry demands.  
 
Continuing Education Units (CEUs) are a standard way to measure participation in continuing 
education. According to International Association of Continuing Education and Training 
(IACET) guidelines, one CEU is equal to “ten contact hours of participation in an organized 
continuing education experience under responsible sponsorship, capable direction, and qualified 
instruction”(IACET, 2007). Various agencies and organizations may issue CEUs, including 
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IACET and certain professional organizations. CEUs are often required to maintain licensure 
within certain professions, such as nursing, teaching, and law.  
 
Colleges use a variety of mechanisms to determine how to award CEUs. Several case study 
colleges use the IACET guidelines. Anne Arundel Community College uses them when 
developing courses so that all courses have associated CEUs. Other colleges reported that they 
use the IACET guidelines in the absence of other guidelines for developing CEUs. At the same 
time, colleges also reported that they follow guidelines from professional organizations and state 
agencies on awarding CEUs in particular areas. Tyler Junior College reported that it follows 
guidelines developed by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools accreditation body, 
imposing CEU guidelines on all courses and offering CEUs as requested by students. This 
process is designed to keep quality high, as it addresses the overall quality of the course and its 
faculty competency and experience. 
 
Much of the use of CEUs is industry driven, based on demand. Gulf Coast Community College 
reported that it frequently changes its courses in response to industry needs; currently, its most 
common users of CEUs are in health and law enforcement. There can be tension within colleges 
about how to maintain the value of CEUs. For example, one college reported that some faculty 
argue that CEUs should be offered only for workforce courses and that to do otherwise would 
diminish their value, whereas others say that CEUs should be given to any course related to 
lifelong learning, including recreational courses. Other colleges offer CEUs but report that there 
is not a high demand among students for them.  
 
• Some states and many case study colleges have guidelines that could facilitate the 

retroactive granting of credit for noncredit courses, but their use in colleges is rare. 
 
Guidelines for the retroactive granting of credit for noncredit workforce education most typically 
exist in the form of providing credit for prior learning or life experience credit. While many 
states do not address this matter, 17 states have some policies pertaining to the retroactive 
granting of credit (see Figure 7). Generally, the policies are designed to facilitate retroactive 
granting of credit by assessing individual students in areas of knowledge, including those 
covered in noncredit courses. Students may have the opportunity to take an exam to prove their 
knowledge of course material, but there may be some restrictions based on the faculty who 
taught the course. In Colorado, noncredit classes can be transferred to credit when taught by 
accredited faculty, and if a student petitions the college and is tested for knowledge. Likewise, in 
Minnesota a policy on “credit for prior learning” is being implemented that addresses the transfer 
of courses from noncredit to credit. But this policy raises some concern that the course may not 
be considered valid if credit faculty did not sanction and teach it. In Oregon, noncredit courses, 
such as private vendor courses like those offered through Microsoft, can transfer to credit if there 
is a clear match in the content and rigor of the noncredit and credit versions of the courses. 
Sometimes the student will need to do extra work or pay the difference in costs in order to 
receive credit. Maryland offers life experience credits, but limits the number that can be used and 
also prohibits the granting of credit for noncredit courses. New York’s state education 
department houses the National Program on Noncollegiate Sponsored Instruction, which 
facilitates the conversion of learning experiences into college credit. 
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Credit for prior learning in noncredit courses may also entail exemption credit, which allows 
students to move on to the next course in a sequence without having to take one or more 
prerequisite courses. South Carolina has a state policy that allows students who take challenge 
exams to receive exemption credit. In Arkansas, where noncredit education is viewed as a bridge 
to credit coursework, students can take a challenge exam to get credit from a noncredit course. 
The idea is that such an opportunity can “ease people into the credit mode.”  
 
The absence of a state policy relative to granting retroactive credit may signal a lack of support 
for such mechanisms or a desire that this issue be locally decided. For example, Florida does not 
have a policy on awarding life experience credits, suggesting that colleges should locally 
determine their policies. However, the state does not encourage this nontraditional mechanism 
for awarding credit within the public higher education system. In contrast, California is 
supportive of mechanisms to allow students to gain academic credit from noncredit courses, but 
leaves this decision up to the local colleges. 

 
 

Figure 7: 
State Guidelines for Retroactive Granting of Credit 

 

 
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers. 

 
 
Many of the case study colleges reported that they have procedures for awarding credit for prior 
learning. They are often applied on a course-by-course basis or determined by an individual 
academic department. Sometimes the procedure involves a student’s portfolio, a prior learning 
assessment, or a challenge exam or competency test. Milwaukee Technical College offers credit 
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for prior learning if it can be linked to an existing class and is taught by faculty who teach credit 
classes. It also offers life experience credit as part of a college-wide program where students 
present portfolios to obtain credit through academic divisions. Fullerton Community College 
provides life experience credit for veterans and credit by examination. While many colleges have 
a policy on awarding credit for prior learning, most also reported that few students take 
advantage of it, either due to low interest or unfamiliarity.  
 
Several colleges reported they are exploring the development of college-wide policies on life 
experience credits. Anne Arundel Community College is working on establishing policies for life 
experience credit where credit would be awarded for incumbent worker training if the course 
guidelines of a credit class are followed, including prerequisites and placement testing. At 
Bellevue Community College, the credit-noncredit committee will soon examine the issue of 
prior learning assessment. Further, the committee is creating a mechanism for interested students 
to take noncredit courses for credit, beginning with a project management course, for which they 
have already expressed interest in obtaining credit. The College of Southern Nevada reported 
that its current structures could be developed further to support the transfer from noncredit to 
credit; it currently translates contact hours from its apprenticeship program into credit hours. 
Central Piedmont Community College is also currently examining mechanisms for articulation 
between noncredit and credit to develop a college-wide policy.  
 
• Numerous states and case study colleges are interested in developing guidelines for 

articulation of noncredit and credit courses to help support career pathways. 
 
Guidelines for articulating noncredit and credit programs are designed to create stronger 
connections between the two. Such connections could allow students to move between programs 
in a seamless way, potentially gaining credit for noncredit courses. These types of guidelines are 
rare, but many state policymakers reported that their states are interested in discussing and/or 
developing guidelines to articulate noncredit programs with credit programs. They are seen as a 
possible strategy to support the development of career pathways. 
 
Kentucky is well-known for articulating noncredit and credit programs. Colleges can offer 
courses customized to specific business or industry needs in small course modules. To create 
these modules, faculty review noncredit courses with the intention of offering workforce 
development programs with multiple entry and exit points and embedded certificates. Noncredit 
offerings are aligned with credit offerings and are competency based, focused on evaluating and 
documenting competencies, especially in technical areas. The state system is moving to eliminate 
the distinction between noncredit and credit within its community colleges, and has recently 
hired a system director of modularization to focus on building noncredit programs that re-bundle 
college-level competencies appropriate for credit. A policymaker in Kentucky described some of 
the sentiment informing this approach: “It is almost criminal not to offer credit, so there is no 
wasted time, particularly for low-income students.”  
 
In New Jersey, the state’s Community College Consortium for Workforce and Economic 
Development is currently involved in the development of programs that articulate noncredit 
courses with credit programs. These programs include formal mechanisms to translate noncredit 
courses that employers seek for their employees to credit courses in specific areas. Some career 
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ladder programs with transitions between noncredit and credit have been developed in specific 
areas, including social services and education. State policymakers in New Jersey report that they 
are finding interest in this model where credit is awarded for noncredit work when the student 
enrolls in and/or completes some coursework in a related credit program. The state community 
college association is currently involved in developing statewide guidelines on articulating 
noncredit and credit courses and is seeking to develop recommendations that may be used by 
colleges around the state (DiChiara-Platt, 2007). Both case study colleges in New Jersey, 
Cumberland County College and Camden County College, offer a program for state human 
services workers developed and offered statewide that consists of a 200-hour, five-module, 
noncredit sequence, including modules on diversity and customer service. If the modules are 
completed and the student continues with a certification or degree, the sequence can translate 
into nine credits. Because social service faculty had been involved in its development, this 
program was easily approved by the faculty senate. As previously discussed, Cumberland 
County College has a program to articulate a noncredit insurance course with a business degree.  
 
In numerous states, policymakers reported that they are interested in or are currently developing 
noncredit course modules. Alabama is breaking down training programs into small components; 
for example, the 18-month training for welding may be offered in components so that students 
may take one or more four-week training modules in specific areas. California has been 
examining the issue of articulation and the alignment of noncredit programs within the system 
through a year-long study commissioned by the state system office (Morison & Forbes, 2006). 
One of the key recommendations is to “strengthen noncredit instruction through improved 
curriculum development, articulation, program review and approval processes.” North Carolina 
would like to develop career pathways and move toward modularization with entry and exit 
points in the educational system. In Oregon, state officials are looking into the relationship 
between noncredit and credit programs, including the transition from noncredit to credit bearing 
courses. In Ohio, some employers, particularly car manufacturers, are interested in having more 
of their workers obtain degrees, and they are requesting that credit be transferred from noncredit.  
 
Some states reported barriers to implementing guidelines on articulating noncredit and credit 
programs. One state official we interviewed stated that articulation “raises hackles with faculty.” 
Another state reported that it had some discussion about the relationship between credit and 
noncredit courses, but in general, it has “been going in circles” on this issue. Finally, a state 
reported that the colleges were unlikely to move in this direction without a push from the state, 
but there were no state policies on record or discussion at the state level. 
 
Not all states are interested in developing these policies. For example, one state reported there is 
no interest in encouraging linkages between noncredit and credit. Rather, they encourage 
students to enroll in credit courses if they are interested in degrees. The state is concerned about 
academic quality and the perception that their institutions could be seen as “diploma mills” if 
they are too generous in granting credit for nontraditional modes of education, such as noncredit 
workforce education. 

 
Likewise, some colleges are simply not interested in the articulation of noncredit and credit 
courses. At Gulf Coast Community College, once a noncredit course is taken it cannot be applied 
as a credit course. This stance is influenced by the state-level perspective that encourages a more 



 45 
 

traditional position on awarding academic credit. Craven Community College does not have 
articulation from noncredit to credit because of accreditation issues related to instruction and 
program outcomes. Its focus is on certification and industry testing, and the college is also 
examining ways to approach curriculum modularization, but accreditation is the main barrier to 
articulating noncredit to credit courses. 
 
Multiple issues must be balanced in determining an approach to articulate noncredit and credit 
courses. Policies may help support the progression of students along career pathways, but must 
also be mindful of potential concerns over quality and accreditation. As colleges develop ways to 
articulate between noncredit and credit programs, they will also need to address issues of 
remediation as students seek to bring their skills up to required levels to enroll in degree 
programs. However, given the expansion of noncredit programs, such policies may be necessary 
to provide students with another way to obtain a valued outcome from noncredit courses.  

 
In a review of accreditation agency’s guidelines explicitly related to noncredit education, few 
have many significant guidelines that would impact these processes. The one exception is the 
Middle States Region, which specifies in its description of noncredit offering that “if non-credit 
courses are potentially applicable to for-credit programs at the institution, academic oversight 
should assure the comparability and appropriate transferability of such courses.” (Middle States 
Commission on Higher Education, 2006). However, as noncredit workforce education grows, it 
may gain more attention from accreditation agencies.  

 
• Ultimately, recorded outcomes and their value may vary depending on the needs of 

individuals and employers. 
 
Two key characteristics of noncredit workforce students provide important distinctions 
associated with their needs and the types of recorded outcomes that best serve them. First, 
educational attainment, that is, whether the students have a college degree, will determine 
whether they are interested in bridging into a credit program and potentially gaining academic 
credit for their noncredit studies. Even if their short-term goals are to acquire specific skills, 
students may also value the opportunity to connect to a more long-term educational goal. 
Second, their employment status, that is, whether they are job seekers (including new entrants to 
the labor market, displaced workers, and career changers) or incumbent workers, may also 
determine the extent to which students value gaining a recorded outcome. While all workers may 
gain from having their skills certified in a portable manner, those who are currently seeking 
employment are more likely to value such a record than those who are currently employed. 
Table 5 illustrates the potential goals in noncredit workforce education held by different student 
populations. The groups have very different needs in terms of connections to degree programs 
that may be facilitated through articulation and credit for prior learning. They all, however, may 
potentially share interest in gaining a valuable recorded outcome. Employers may also value a 
range of recorded outcome, depending on the extent to which they value immediate skill gains 
and longer term education.  
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Table 5: 
Noncredit Workforce Education Potential Goals and Interested Student Populations 

 
Potential Needs Most Interested Student Populations Recorded Outcome 

Skills for immediate use with no 
recorded outcome 

Incumbent workers with college degrees None 

Skills with portability in the 
labor market 

Job seekers and/or those with no college degree, 
including both job seekers and incumbent workers 

Industry certification 

Professional development Incumbent workers in specified professions 
Continuing Education 

Units 
Skills for immediate use, as well 
as a degree 

Individuals with no college degree, including both 
job seekers and incumbent workers 

Articulation or credit for 
prior learning 

 
Source: CCRC interviews with case study colleges. 

 
 
5.2 Data and Reporting 

Aside from recorded outcomes to benefit individuals and employers, information on students and 
employers would provide an understanding of the populations served by noncredit and their 
needs. However, little standard data may be available to document the participation and 
outcomes of noncredit workforce education (Voorhees & Milam, 2005). Some information may 
be collected by states through their reporting requirements and supported by their data systems. 
Colleges may also have some mechanisms to report and collect data on noncredit workforce 
education.  
 
• Many states have reporting requirements for noncredit workforce education in 

conjunction with funding and several are seeking to collect more comprehensive data. 
 
The majority of states require reporting on some aspect of noncredit workforce education. In 38 
states, community colleges are required to report some information on their noncredit programs 
(see Figure 8). Interestingly, several states that do not fund noncredit workforce education 
require colleges to report on it. Most states with reporting requirements request data on the total 
number of students enrolled. New Mexico collects information on the number of noncredit 
offerings, participants, and employers served. The state also collects contact hours which are 
used to allocate funds for the forthcoming year. In contrast, Wyoming does not fund noncredit 
workforce education but requires data reporting in order to document the contributions of 
community colleges to the state’s workforce development. Some states seek other information, 
however, such as the number of courses, as in Wisconsin, or the amount of revenue generated, as 
in New Hampshire. 
 
More specifically, states that provide general funds for noncredit workforce education also 
require data on noncredit students. Since Maryland requires reporting on all students, Anne 
Arundel Community College collects data on all noncredit students. Central Piedmont 
Community College in North Carolina also reports data on students in all noncredit programs, 
including those not supported by state funds, because the system office is interested in 
information on all programs in the state’s colleges. Cumberland County College submits two 
major reports annually to the New Jersey Council of Community Colleges. As in North Carolina, 
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the colleges report information on all noncredit programs regardless of whether they receive state 
funding. To meet Florida’s reporting requirements, both Gulf Coast Community College and 
Valencia Community College collect information on all noncredit students in state-funded 
programs; they collect data on student enrollments but not outcomes, as they do for credit 
students. With the new increase in state funding for noncredit education, City College of San 
Francisco will need more information on its noncredit students to demonstrate that noncredit 
education is part of a career ladder for students.  
 
Colleges without state noncredit reporting requirements rarely collect noncredit data for their 
own purposes. At Bellevue Community College, the institutional research office collects 
information on noncredit students on a limited basis, while the noncredit department 
independently collects information. The College of Southern Nevada has an identifier for 
noncredit students, but these data are not typically analyzed because of lack of state funding. 
They do have similar information available on noncredit students from applications, including 
demographics and educational intent. 
 
 

Figure 8: 
State Reporting Requirements for Noncredit Workforce Education  

 
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers. 

 
 

Several state policymakers expressed concern that the data collected under existing reporting 
requirements undercount the number of students enrolled in noncredit workforce education. For 
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example, in New Jersey, the numbers reported to the state are only partial counts of students: 
only students enrolled in noncredit courses that receive state funding are counted, although the 
state’s colleges also offer noncredit courses that are self-supporting. The state association for 
community colleges does periodic surveys to estimate the number of students in self-supporting 
classes. Likewise, Missouri has reporting requirements for noncredit education that include 
training hours, duplicated and non-duplicated enrollment reports, and “after-the-fact surveys” of 
employers that must be submitted to the state every year and that are related to funding.  
 
Some states are seeking to improve noncredit reporting or make it a requirement. The Minnesota 
State Colleges and Universities system implemented a comprehensive noncredit education 
reporting requirement in 2002. Institutions are required to use the same integrated student 
information system for credit and noncredit students and courses and have been working to 
improve the completeness of data on noncredit student demographic characteristics. Other states 
are moving to create policies to require reporting on noncredit workforce education. Collecting 
information on noncredit education is one of Montana’s current goals. As previously discussed, 
both Ohio and Virginia recently enacted reporting requirements with the goal of gaining state 
funds for noncredit education by documenting the demand for it. New Jersey also recently 
enacted reporting on noncredit enrollments in all sectors of higher education, starting with a pilot 
effort in the 2007 fiscal year. 

 
• State data systems can facilitate data collection for reporting requirements, but they 

must account for the unique format of noncredit programs.  
 
Various data systems are associated with reporting requirements. Systems may have been created 
with the goal of facilitating data collection for reporting requirements, or their existence may 
allow the state to establish reporting requirements. All 14 states with data systems that include 
noncredit education also have reporting requirements for such education (see Figure 9). 
However, 24 states have reporting requirements but no state-level data system for noncredit 
education; in these states, individual colleges must develop ways to track information on their 
own. 
 
The degree of sophistication of state data systems varies. Florida, for example, is noted for its 
sophisticated reporting system. In order for noncredit courses to receive state funding, they must 
be in the state data system and included in reporting. Even contract training, which seeks to be 
self supporting, has some contractual reporting requirements. Other states noted complications 
with their data reporting systems. In particular, the systems may not accommodate the 
scheduling needs of noncredit and may request more data than students are willing to provide. 
Colleges may end up manually entering data for reporting. The use of these systems may be 
required as part of receiving state funds. 
 
Some states are seeking to improve their data collection by developing new data systems for 
noncredit education. Ohio’s recently developed data system includes only noncredit programs, 
and was implemented within the past two years to help collect quality data to document the 
demand for noncredit education. Wyoming also just implemented a reporting system for 
noncredit education in the past year; the state has used it to generate reports on workforce 
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training, including enrollments by course category, the number of industries served, and the 
number of partners in training. 
  
Some other states indicated that they are exploring ways to improve their data systems to collect 
information on noncredit workforce education. In Connecticut there is a discussion about 
adopting a comprehensive tracking system similar to Florida’s that would track students in all 
educational programs from preschool through higher education. New Mexico is also considering 
how it might merge its various data and data systems with its current state system that tracks 
only credit courses. 
 
When considering new data systems or reporting requirements, states need to be aware of their 
current systems and their limitations. One state policymaker noted that noncredit programs often 
have their own separate, sometimes web-based, data systems with abbreviated data requirements. 
Colleges typically maintain limited records that do not get reported to the state and might resist 
collecting additional data to meet state reporting requirements. This concern is particularly 
salient in noncredit programs operated as a separate unit within the college.  

 
 

Figure 9: 
State Data System for Noncredit Workforce Education  

 

 
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers. 
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• Case study colleges identified a variety of barriers to data collection.  
 
Case study colleges reported several barriers to data collection. Some reported that students are 
reluctant to provide information, particularly social security numbers and especially if they are 
taking just one course. Tyler Junior College is, in fact, moving to eliminate the use of social 
security numbers and to use a student identification number instead. Other colleges mentioned 
that they could not collect or report data on undocumented immigrants. Another barrier to 
collecting data is the format of noncredit education with open-entry open-exit courses and 
different time frames and schedules for courses. Such fluidity in format requires systems to 
collect and report data that are different from those used for credit courses. Finally, a common 
barrier reported by case study colleges is a poor data system; some colleges still capture a lot of 
information on paper or through other inefficient formats. As with state data systems, community 
college data systems are often designed for credit programs and do not accommodate the more 
flexible needs of noncredit. Furthermore, noncredit data reporting may rely primarily on class 
level reporting systems rather than individual unit systems (Voorhees & Milam, 2005). 
 
A few case study colleges seek to measure student outcomes from noncredit programs through 
program reviews. Northeast Wisconsin Technical College conducts program reviews every five 
years, engaging local employers, conducting surveys, and discussing trends and competencies. 
Central Piedmont Community College also regularly engages in a state-mandated program 
review process, viewing this process as an opportunity to develop meaningful ways to measure 
outcomes. In addition, to start a new program, the college has a program development model that 
includes four stages: market research, development, delivery, and evaluation. Central Piedmont 
is also working on conducting better evaluations of its existing programs. Milwaukee Technical 
College is working to develop stronger ways to measure noncredit student outcomes, and is 
trying to get better information on whether its students are satisfied and if its courses help them 
in the workforce. 
 
Unlike credit programs that are required to track and report on their students, noncredit programs 
are not consistently required to collect data. Much of what they do is unmeasured and therefore 
unseen, which supports the notion of noncredit education as the “hidden college” (Voorhees & 
Milam, 2005). In general, as is the norm elsewhere, the case study colleges collect and tabulate 
data on student enrollment only when required by the state, and data on student outcomes are 
limited. 
 
5.3 Implications of Noncredit Workforce Education Outcomes 

A fuller understanding of the nature and needs of individuals and employers who seek noncredit 
workforce education is vital to determine which programs and recorded outcomes are of most 
value for which students. In addition, more data on the value of noncredit workforce education 
for students are needed, and new research should elicit information on the utility of various 
recorded outcomes for different student populations. Similarly, a better understanding of the 
outcomes employers value could provide guidance to local programs. Finally, the experiences of 
students moving from noncredit to credit programs and the use of mechanisms to translate 
noncredit to credit, such as articulation and credit for prior learning, are particularly important 
areas for research because of their implications for students’ access to degree programs.   
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6. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

Noncredit workforce education can play an important role in responding to local labor market 
demands. It can serve the workforce needs of employers and the needs of individual students for 
immediate skills. This type of education can also benefit students in other ways: it provides 
access to credit programs, especially for disadvantaged populations; generates meaningful 
recorded outcomes for a range of student needs; and facilitates the long-term pursuit of degrees.  
 
Community college noncredit workforce education can have a central role in states that choose to 
prioritize funding to support career pathways as part of their workforce development agenda. 
Community colleges have the unique ability to connect short-term training to long-term 
educational programs leading to degrees and credentials, and they can ensure access to 
workforce training programs for disadvantaged populations. State policies on funding and 
reporting requirements and on college-level organizational structures have important 
implications for the delivery of community college noncredit workforce education. The findings 
from this study lead to several key recommendations: 
 
• Promote state funding to support noncredit workforce education with clear and 

targeted goals.  
 
States that provide general funds for noncredit workforce education promote workforce 
development and help students to access credit education by cultivating better ties to career 
pathways. The case study colleges located in states with state general funds for noncredit 
workforce education were more likely than colleges without such funding to integrate noncredit 
programs with credit programs, to connect noncredit students to degree programs, and to have 
some full-time credit faculty involvement in noncredit programs. While state general funds are 
associated with greater regulation, the case study colleges provide little indication that 
regulations diminish the freedom or innovation of noncredit workforce education. 
 
State funds can help ensure that workforce development programs are accessible to low-income 
individuals. For states that prioritize supporting career pathways as part of their workforce 
development agenda, community college noncredit workforce education can play a unique role 
by connecting students to degree programs. Further, since community colleges may seek to offer 
noncredit workforce education to generate profit, states should support noncredit programs that 
are necessary but might not be offered to generate profit. Both California and North Carolina 
have funding policies consistent with this approach.  
 
State workforce training funds for employers may also need to be more closely connected to 
community colleges’ noncredit workforce education. Since many states view noncredit 
workforce education as important to their workforce development goals, increasing the skill level 
within local communities and promoting economic growth may be considered a public good. At 
the same time, training funds can also be connected to longer-term educational programs for 
workers who need them, thus satisfying employers’ immediate training needs and also helping 
workers accrue valuable educational experience. New Jersey’s Community College Consortium 
for Workforce and Economic Development’s efforts provide an example of this approach.  
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• Encourage efforts to increase coordination between credit and noncredit programs  
 
Greater coordination allows colleges to connect programs in innovative and meaningful ways to 
benefit students and employers. Indeed, regardless of whether they use integrated or separate 
organizational structures for managing their credit and noncredit programs, the case study 
colleges sought to achieve an integrated organizational approach by balancing the tradeoffs 
associated with each structure type. They encouraged collaboration and sharing of innovative 
programs ideas. Moreover, noncredit workforce education can act as a “research and 
development” arm of the college by identifying program components that can also be effective 
for credit programs. 
 
States may encourage credit-noncredit relationships by requiring colleges to report on the ways 
that noncredit workforce education innovations are shared within the college or by including 
funding incentives to encourage collaboration between noncredit and credit programs. By 
promoting awareness of noncredit workforce education, and its role in supporting and enhancing 
the college’s overall mission, more college leaders can initiate this type of organizational change. 
Furthermore, documenting specific successful organizational practices will help promote better 
alignment of noncredit and credit among community college staff. 
 
Integrated organizational structures may be somewhat more likely to help connect noncredit 
students to credit programs and to involve faculty members more directly in noncredit education. 
Therefore, when possible, and particularly when colleges are supported by state general funds, 
moving toward an integrated organizational structure may help colleges better serve their 
noncredit education students. The organizational change to integrate noncredit and credit 
programs requires an investment of institutional resources, however, and may not be right for all 
colleges. Thus, efforts to increase coordination and promote an integrated organizational 
approach without restructuring can be a useful strategy to promote connections among programs, 
faculty, and students. Ultimately, regardless of organizational structures, more integrated 
organizational approaches do not necessarily curtail noncredit activities; the case study colleges 
demonstrate that flexibility and responsiveness can be maintained and that profit generation can 
still be pursued. 
 
• Better assess student needs and support efforts to recruit noncredit students into credit 

programs and to articulate noncredit and credit programs to promote student transfer 
when appropriate.  

 
States and colleges would do well to examine how noncredit workforce education fits into a 
larger system of career pathways. While not all noncredit students need or want to pursue a 
degree, some do. For them, noncredit workforce education can provide an entry to a career 
pathway that allows for advancement. States and community colleges can implement 
mechanisms that create better ties between noncredit workforce education and credit degree 
programs, whereby noncredit program students can serve as an internal market for credit 
programs. Such mechanisms include marketing credit programs to noncredit students and 
developing procedures to transfer noncredit to credit. In addition, colleges should develop clear 
criteria for deciding whether a course should be offered in a noncredit or credit. In some 
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instances courses may be more productively located in credit programs if they can be integrated 
into a degree program. 
 
Mechanisms to support career pathways, particularly procedures to articulate noncredit and 
credit education, raise fundamental questions about the definition of “college-level credit” and 
the difference between credit and noncredit courses and programs. Faculty determine credit 
courses that lead to an academic credential through an institutional process authorized by an 
accreditation agency. With noncredit workforce education, documentation of a student’s learning 
may come from an outside entity, such as an industry or professional association, or from 
processes internal to the college, such as credit for prior learning. The way that accreditation 
agencies will view procedures for defining noncredit and articulating it with credit is only 
beginning to become evident.  
 
In contrast with other types of training providers, community colleges can provide pathways that 
allow students to gain specific workforce skills with immediate value and, also, to pursue a 
college degree with broader labor market value. Evidence from the case study colleges indicates 
that such pathways would meet the needs of some noncredit students. Thus, assessing student 
short- and long-term education needs, with the goal of guiding policy and program development, 
is an area for greater research attention. 
 
• Explore the development of non-degree forms of validation for all noncredit workforce 

education and standard systems to record outcomes. 
 
Noncredit courses vary greatly in the amount and intensity of their content, and some result in 
the receipt of an external validation, such as an industry certification or state licensure. Many 
colleges issue some form of student transcript that includes information about noncredit 
workforce education. However, they differ about whether they include noncredit courses on the 
same transcript as credit courses and about the information they include regarding noncredit 
courses on transcripts.  
 
Because of all these differences, the development of a standardized system for recording 
outcomes from noncredit workforce education might be needed. It would document noncredit 
workforce education for the purposes of allowing the portability of evidence of skills for students 
and accountability for college and state workforce education funds. This system would externally 
validate noncredit workforce education in order to meet acceptable standards as defined by 
industry. To this end, some consensus on the system would be needed among private industry 
associations, vendors, and companies that create and maintain external systems of validation, 
such as industry certification. Specifically, the largest associations that maintain certifications 
might come together to discuss a way to consistently record the completion of credentials on a 
common student record or transcript that would be of value to industry.  
 
• Collect more information on individuals’ and employers’ outcomes from noncredit 

workforce education.  
 
More information is needed on student outcomes to assess fully the contributions of noncredit 
workforce education to students, employers, and the community. State reporting requirements 
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can yield a better understanding of the community college’s role in state workforce development 
efforts by motivating colleges to collect and tabulate data on noncredit students, thereby bringing 
the “hidden college” of noncredit workforce education into light. While some case study colleges 
reported barriers to collecting and reporting data, those in states with reporting requirements 
have developed successful ways to collect and report on their noncredit students. Additional 
resources and assistance may be necessary to help colleges overcome barriers to collecting and 
reporting on noncredit students. 
 
More information is crucial to document the value of noncredit workforce education for 
individuals. It is not clear which of the recorded outcomes possible for individuals have most 
value for which individuals in which occupation, industry, and labor market; nor is it clear how 
employers assess the value of education for their workforce. Some states and colleges have 
attempted to document the value of noncredit workforce education (see, for example, Central 
Piedmont Community College, 2002; Magnum Economic Consulting, 2005). These efforts need 
to be supported, and the documentation refined, to provide real information and feedback to 
colleges and to justify continued funding for noncredit. These efforts would also enable 
individuals and employers to make informed decisions about their investments of time and 
resources in noncredit workforce education. 
 
To illuminate program effectiveness from a different perspective, more information is needed 
about how well community colleges are serving the full range of local employers needs, about 
what employers value in noncredit workforce education, and about employers’ experiences with 
program participants. Research on the perspectives of employers could help inform the way that 
community colleges develop, target, and operate their noncredit workforce programs. 
 
The case study colleges indicated that employers seek locally-based solutions from community 
colleges and, thus, may value a range of outcomes based on their labor market and specific 
needs. However, the presence of state funds to support industry and sector-based initiatives 
highlights the importance of these solutions at the state and regional level. Since noncredit 
programs operate in a wider context of workforce development programs that include the 
reporting requirements of the Workforce Investment Act, which demands a greater amount of 
data on outcomes, more information is needed on which outcomes best reflect the contributions 
of noncredit workforce education in the economy overall.  
 
Furthermore, as states fund noncredit workforce education and develop more reporting 
requirements, they can seek to promote and support better collection and use of data to evaluate 
outcomes. States can also benefit from coordinating their data reporting requirements with each 
other, which would allow them to learn from other states and make cross-state comparisons. 
State reporting and evaluation efforts must be conducted in close collaboration with local 
colleges, however, since their programs can reflect very localized needs and should be evaluated 
in the context of those needs. Colleges need to use their internal resources to generate 
appropriate data on outcomes for their specific programs. State resources can help support these 
efforts. 
 
Given the lack of basic data even on enrollments in community college noncredit workforce 
education, obtaining information on outcomes will require great effort. As states and colleges 
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invest more resources in noncredit workforce education, outcome data will help to determine if 
their programs are meeting the needs of students and employers and adequately addressing broad 
state workforce and economic development needs. Follow-up on students’ performance in the 
workplace will also be necessary to provide information on the longer-term labor market 
outcomes of noncredit workforce education. 
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Appendix A: 
List of State Departments and Additional Resources 

 

State 
Department(s) of State Policymakers 

Interviewed 
Additional Resources/Documents Reviewed 

Alabama 

Department of Economic and Community 
Affairs 
 
Department of Postsecondary Education 

Policy 801.04 Admission non-credit students 

Alaska University of Alaska 
Enrollment numbers: 
http://www.alaska.edu/swoir/publications/uar_docs/main.xml 

Arizona 
Maricopa Community College, Center for 
Workforce Development 

 

Arkansas 
Arkansas Association of Two Year 
Colleges 

 

California 
California Community College 
Chancellors Office 

Report: “Noncredit Instruction: A Portal to the Future,” 
Board of Governors, California Community Colleges 

Colorado Colorado Community College System 

Policies and Procedures for Statewide Extended Studies, 
Colorado Commission on Higher Education 
Credit for Prior Learning Policy: 
www.cccs.edu/EdServices/Transfer.html 
Student Guide to Credit for Prior Learning 

Connecticut Connecticut Community College System  

Delaware 
Delaware Community and Technical 
College  

 

Florida 
Department of Education, Office of 
Workforce Education 

Definition of continuing education: Florida Statute 1004.04, 
www.firn.edu/doe/apprenticeship/cwe_homepage.htm 
Florida Statutes: 1004.02, 1011.80 funds for operation of 
workforce education programs,1009.22 workforce education 
postsecondary student fees 

Georgia 

University System of Georgia, Office of 
Economic Development, GA Leads  
 
Department of Technical and Adult 
Education 

“Utilization of the Continuing Education (CEU) Within the 
University System of Georgia,” Board of Regents University 
System of Georgia Continuing Education Unit 
Georgia Business Expansion and Support Act, Executive 
Summary 
Summary Report of C.E.U. Activities, University System of 
Georgia, Annual Report, May 2004-April 2005 

Hawaii 
The Community Colleges of the University 
of Hawaii System 

 

Idaho 
Idaho Division of Professional-Technical 
Education 

 

Illinois Illinois Community College Board 

ICCB MIS Manual, Noncredit Course Enrollment Data; 
Annual Student Enrollments and Completions in the Illinois 
Community College System, Fiscal Year 2006 
 

Indiana 
Ivy Tech Community College, Department 
of Workforce and Economic Development 

 

Iowa 
Department of Education, Division of 
Community Colleges and Workforce 
Preparation 

Iowa Academic Code: Chapter 21, p. 2, 281-21.45 (260C) 

Kansas Kansas Board of Regents  

Kentucky 
Kentucky Community and Technical 
College System 

2006-2008 KCTCS Biennial Budget Request 

Louisiana 
State Board of Regents 
 
Community and Technical College System 

 

Maine Maine Community College System  
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State 
Department(s) of State Policymakers 

Interviewed 
Additional Resources/Documents Reviewed 

Maryland Maryland Higher Education Commission  

Massachusetts 
Massachusetts Community Colleges 
Executive Office 

 

Michigan 
Department of Labor and Economic 
Development 

Michigan Community Colleges, Activities Classification 
Structure (ACS), 2004-5 Data Book & Companion 

Minnesota Minnesota State Colleges and Universities  

Mississippi 
Workforce, Career and Technical 
Education, MS State Board for Community 
and Junior Colleges 

 

Missouri Missouri Department of Higher Education  

Montana 
Office of the Commissioner of Higher 
Education  

State Policy Manual: policy on transfer of noncredit courses 

Nebraska 
Central Community College 
 
Metropolitan Community College 

 

Nevada Nevada System of Higher Education  

New 
Hampshire 

New Hampshire Community College 
System 

 

New Jersey 
New Jersey Council of Community 
Colleges 

“Statement for Auditing and Accounting Standards for 
County Colleges” recommended by Council of County 
Colleges for use by Department of Treasury 

New Mexico 
New Mexico Association of Community 
Colleges 

Workforce Funding Strategy Proposed for New Mexico’s 
Community Colleges, Status Report-November 2006; 
Non-credit Workforce Funding, Accountability Report 
Contents with Methodology 

New York 
Department of Education, Office of 
College and University Evaluation 

“Guidelines for Awarding Academic Credit for Knowledge 
Gained from Work and Life Experience” 
www.nationalponsi.org 
 

North 
Carolina 

North Carolina Community College 
System 

 

North Dakota 
Bismarck State College 
 

 

Ohio Ohio Board of Regents 

“Higher Education Information System Non-Credit Data 
Submissions”, 
www.regents.state.oh.us/hei/datasubdoc/ncfile.html 
“Frequently Asked Questions: Questions regarding the Non-
Credit Course Enrollment (NC) File Submission” 

Oklahoma OK State Board of Regents   

Oregon 
Department of Community Colleges and 
Workforce Development 

 

Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Commission for Community 
Colleges 

Pennsylvania Code 335.21- Noncredit courses, 335.22 
Standards for reimbursable noncredit courses at community 
colleges 
Report: “Making an Impact: Economic and Workforce 
Development Contributions of Pennsylvania’s Community 
Colleges”, March 2004 

Rhode Island 
Community Colleges of Rhode Island, 
Division of Life Long Learning 

 

South 
Carolina 

South Carolina Technical College System 
Procedure 3-2-105.1 Grading System and Standards of 
Student Progress 

South Dakota 
State Board of Education, Office of Career 
and Technical Education 

 

Tennessee Tennessee Board of Regents  
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State 
Department(s) of State Policymakers 

Interviewed 
Additional Resources/Documents Reviewed 

Texas Higher Education Commission 

Chapter 9, Subchapter F. Workforce Continuing Education 
Courses 
“Continuing Education (CE)/Workforce Training, Frequently 
Asked Questions (FAQ)” 
“Skills Development Fund, Frequently Asked Questions” 
“Guidelines for Instructional Programs in Workforce 
Education” 

Utah Utah System of Higher Education  

Vermont Vermont State Colleges  

Virginia Virginia Community College System 

“Workforce Development Services Annual Report, July 1, 
2005-June 30, 2006, Instructions for Part 1” 
Report: “How the VCCS Workforce Development Service 
Centers Contributed to Virginia’s Economy in 2004-5” 
Magnum Consulting 

Washington 
State Board for Community and Technical 
Colleges 

SBCTC Policies, Chapter 4, Instructional Program and 
Course Development 

West Virginia 
West Virginia Council for Community and 
Technical College Education 

 

Wisconsin 
Wisconsin Technical College System 
Board 

Policy 323, Credit for Prior Learning 

Wyoming 
Wyoming Community College 
Commission 
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Appendix B:  
State Policies on Noncredit Workforce Education 

Type of General Funds 
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Alabama          X   X         

Alaska  X   X   X   X     X X  

Arizona  X     X         X   X 

Arkansas          X   X   X   X 

California  X X     X X X X X     

Colorado          X   X   X   X 

Connecticut              X   X X   

Delaware                        

Florida  X X     X   X X X     

Georgia          X   X X   X    

Hawaii          X   X        

Idaho  X   X   X X X   X     

Illinois  X  X     X   X X X     

Indiana          X          

Iowa  X X     X   X X X   X 

Kansas                        

Kentucky  X   X   X   X       X 

Louisiana                        

Maine          X X     X     

Maryland  X X     X   X   X   X 

Massachusetts          X   X         

Michigan  X   X   X   X X       

Minnesota  X     X X   X   X   X 

Mississippi  X   X   X   X         

Missouri          X       X     

Montana  X   X       X X   X X 

Nebraska  X X     X X X   X     

Nevada                        

New Hampshire              X X       

New Jersey  X X     X X X  X X   X 
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New Mexico  X     X X   X   X     

New York          X             

North Carolina  X X     X X X X X X   

North Dakota  X   X   X X X   X     

Ohio          X   X X X     

Oklahoma  X   X   X   X         

Oregon  X X     X   X X X   X 

Pennsylvania  X     X     X   X X X 

Rhode Island                        

South Carolina  X X     X   X   X   X 

South Dakota  X   X   X   X         

Tennessee          X       X     

Texas  X X         X   X X X 

Utah  X     X     X X X      

Vermont                        

Virginia  X     X     X   X X   

Washington          X   X X     X 

West Virginia  X   X   X   X   X     

Wisconsin  X     X X X X   X X X 

Wyoming       X     

TOTAL 28 11 10 7 35 8 38 14 27 9 16 
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 Appendix C: 
State Policies on Noncredit Workforce Education in Case Study College States 

With respect to the implications of state noncredit policy on community colleges, the 20 case 
study colleges reflect a range of state policy environments. They are located in 10 states with 
different funding mechanisms and regulations (see Table 2). Of the 10 states, five provide 
general funds based on contact hours at a range of levels relative to credit education, one 
provides bundled funding, one provides a fixed amount of funding, and three provide no funding 
for noncredit workforce education. The states also vary in whether there is a specified role for 
community colleges in their workforce training funds (eight states), a limit on noncredit tuition 
(four states), guidelines on defining noncredit (eight states), reporting requirements (eight states), 
a state data system (three states), and guidelines for transcripts (three states). As institutions 
embedded in this overall state policy context, community colleges are likely to respond to state 
policies by how they organize and operate their noncredit programs. 
 

 

State 
State General 

Funds 

Role for 
College in 

State 
Workforce 
Training 

Funds 

Limits on 
Noncredit 

Tuition 

Reporting 
Requirements 

State 
Data 

System 

Guidelines 
on 

Defining 
Noncredit 

Guidelines 
for 

Transcripts 

California 
Contact hour: 

71% 
X X X  X  

Florida Bundled X  X X X  

Maryland 
Contact  

hour-equal 
X  X  X  

Nevada No funding       

New Jersey 
Contact hour: 

75% 
X X X  X  

North 
Carolina 

Contact hour: 
75% 

X X X X X X 

Ohio No funding X  X X X  

Texas 
Contact hour: 

equal 
  X  X X 

Washington No funding X      

Wisconsin Fixed amount X X X  X X 
 
Source: CCRC interviews with state policymakers conducted June to October 2006. 
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Appendix D:  
 The Case Study Colleges 

City College of San Francisco 
San Francisco, California 

 
Program organization. From the student’s view point, City College of San Francisco (CCSF) is 
one system; resources such as faculty and staff time are shared among credit and noncredit 
programs. There is a vice chancellor of instruction with oversight over both credit and noncredit 
education, and departments that offer both credit and noncredit classes are managed by the same 
department chair. There is a separate contract education division that promotes customized 
training by entering into contracts with business and industry in the region.  
 
Funding. Funding for noncredit education will be brought closer to parity with credit in 
identified programs through legislation passed by the State Legislature in 2006. Short-term 
vocational courses with “high employment potential” are an example of such programs. 
Noncredit education has no tuition; most noncredit programs, outside of contract education 
instruction, do not need to be self supporting or revenue generating. 
 
Academic policies. There is consistency in course outlines between credit and noncredit courses, 
and all course outlines are reviewed by the college curriculum committee. There is extensive use 
of contextualized academic noncredit courses at the college, with ESL most adept at this type of 
instruction. An increasing number of noncredit bridge programs leading to credit classes are 
being set up through sector-driven initiatives. Decisions about whether or not a course is credit-
bearing are made at the department level.  
 
Tracking and reporting. Due to the recent funding changes, the tracking and reporting of 
noncredit students and activities will increase. CCSF has an open entry/open exit policy, which 
makes it hard to track enrollment. Thus, the college tracks persistence numbers in selected 
programs. All students have their academic history entered into the Banner system, a suite of 
applications in a database used by community colleges. There is tracking of movement from 
noncredit to credit programs and from one academic level to another. 
 
Population served. The bulk of noncredit students are immigrants, with the shift occurring in the 
country of origin. The biggest need among the noncredit students is language and literacy; the 
college has to develop more vocational ESL courses to address language issues and more math 
courses to address remediation needs among the noncredit students. Business courses, ESL, and 
transitional, or pre-GED, studies are most popular among noncredit students. Twenty-five 
percent of credit students have previously been enrolled in noncredit courses. Because the 
Business Department offers free computer skills training, many students enroll in those courses. 
A small subset of students with degrees enrolls in noncredit courses. 
 
General context. Sustaining strong noncredit programs is a strategic priority for CCSF. There is 
a strong belief in equity funding and support services for the whole student population, with 
noncredit education funded at the same levels as credit; noncredit education is viewed as a 
doorway to greater career and educational mobility. The large number of student services makes 
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noncredit programs effective by increasing the connectivity between the credit and noncredit 
programs and encouraging movement from noncredit to credit. An optimal situation would be 
one where the faculty move back and forth between credit and noncredit courses and there is a 
more dynamic working relationship among the faculty for both. 
 

North Orange County School of Continuing Education 
North Orange County, California 

 
Program organization. The School of Continuing Education (SCE), which serves 65,000 
students, is the noncredit college in the North Orange County district and is affiliated with 
Fullerton and Cypress Colleges. SCE’s provost reports directly to the chancellor of the district. 
Three deans of instruction from different geographical regions of the district report to the 
provost; program managers and registrars report to the deans. A collaborative relationship exists 
among the School of Continuing Education and the two primarily credit colleges; the college 
presidents and the SCE provost sit on the chancellor’s staff. The SCE contains all noncredit, fee-
based, contract education, and customized education courses. There are some joint programs 
with the credit colleges, but the SCE handles all registration and record keeping for the noncredit 
program and receives the funds from the state. There is quite a bit of sharing with Cypress 
College; SCE’s building is located on the Cypress campus, and SCE uses Cypress’ classrooms 
and shares the time of several deans, including the vocational dean. There is some overlap with 
faculty, particularly adjunct faculty, and generally there is a very cooperative relationship 
between the two units. Fullerton sees itself more as a transfer school.  
 
Funding. Funding for noncredit education comes from state apportionment. Enhanced noncredit 
funding is directed toward programs that provide a certificate and are aligned with the local 
economy. The Training and Development Institute is the center for customized training and 
revenue generation. It writes grants for the provision of customized training and partners with the 
Employment Development Department. The SCE stays solvent by keeping class enrollment up 
in order to pay for the course. Community service type classes are tuition based and pay for 
themselves. 
 
Academic policies. The SCE has a seat on the curriculum committee for credit classes, and the 
credit division has a seat on the noncredit curriculum committee. The noncredit programs include 
certificates of completion and transcripts and have their own faculty of 22 full-time teachers and 
four counselors. They offer Continuing Education Units (CEUs) through the Training and 
Development Institute when they partner with other universities.  
 
Tracking and reporting. The SCE will have an Institutional Research Office next year, but now 
contracts with an outside researcher. Students are not followed once they leave the college. The 
SCE uses Banner, and the system is integrated with the credit program. Transcripts are 
maintained for students, whether they attend credit or noncredit classes. 
 
Population served. Anecdotally, there are fewer white students, more older students, fewer with 
high school diplomas, and more unknowns (individuals who did not provide their ethnicity) in 
noncredit education. There is a huge immigrant population in Anaheim of Korean, Vietnamese, 
Iranian, and Hispanic descent looking for immediate skill improvement and ESL courses. SCE 
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does a fair amount of customized training for industries on site, including medical, travel, and 
hospitality. The college mapped out the location of sites using Geographic Information System 
(GIS) data to determine where the most underserved population is, and then moved its programs 
to the urban area, home of a large immigrant population with low college achievement. 
 
General context. Meeting student needs is not dictated by structure but by the ability to work 
together; thus, infrastructure is subordinate to relationships. The college director seeks to build 
partnerships where noncredit students can access credit resources, faculty, and campuses, and 
travel a pathway from noncredit to credit. Students in the noncredit division receive student 
services, which help break down the division between credit and noncredit participation.  
 

Gulf Coast Community College 
Panama City, Florida 

 
Program organization. Gulf Coast Community College (GCCC) operates in a multi-county 
district with a total population of 300,000. This is a very dynamic region, and there is ongoing 
growth and expansion of business with a low unemployment rate. The college’s noncredit 
program has an enrollment of 25,000 students, which gives an indication of the popularity, 
breadth, and depth of its programs. Noncredit education is a separate unit that reports to the 
academic vice president. The coordinators in the noncredit division work with the credit division 
in some areas, like health, but in other areas the two divisions are not as close. The noncredit 
division does what the credit division requests, and noncredit staff work hard to develop and 
maintain good relationships with the credit side of the college. The noncredit division shares 
curriculum and program development with the credit programs; however, they each maintain a 
separate database system and do not share facilities and other resources. Nevertheless, the system 
is seen as being very integrated. 
  
Funding. State funding in Florida is bundled for noncredit education so the college can 
determine the amount to give to continuing education. The noncredit division charges fees for its 
programs and is able to return revenue to the college, operating under a partial cost recovery 
plan.  
  
Academic policies. The college system is very regulated by state policies. There is common 
course numbering around the state and articulation agreements with four-year colleges. 
Noncredit courses, once taken, cannot be applied for credit. GCCC frequently changes course in 
response to economic development needs.  
  
Tracking and reporting. Florida has a very extensive tracking system, and all students who 
enroll at GCCC are entered into the college’s database. GCCC reports the FTE enrollment for 
both credit and noncredit students to the state. It tracks the number of students who enroll in the 
college through a student database and a personnel database to ensure that there is a match 
between student enrollment and faculty in the classroom. It has an integrated database system, 
and noncredit courses can be identified as such. The college is also able to track students who 
entered into the workforce and make a link between their job and the courses they took at the 
college.  
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Population served. Noncredit students tend to be older, although the average age of the credit 
students is 27. Members of the fire and police departments, and teachers, all come to the college 
for noncredit programs set up by the Office of Lifelong Learning. The noncredit students differ 
from credit students in that they may take all their classes at work and never come to campus.  
 
General context. The college is seen as belonging to the community and is considered 
community space. Located in a small rural region, it has a big footprint and is quick to respond to 
changes in its area. The general outlook at GCCC is that the credit and noncredit programs 
support one another, open doors, and build bridges to students, which is the role of a community 
college. The faculty have respect for the credit and noncredit programs, and are involved in both 
arenas.   
 

Valencia Community College 
Orlando, Florida 

 
Program organization. Three years ago there was a reorganization of reporting lines for 
Valencia Community College’s noncredit programs; now the Chief Operating Office (COO of 
the noncredit division reports directly to the college president. All noncredit course offerings )are 
delivered through Valencia Enterprises, which is a division of the college located in a separate 
facility, not in a traditional campus location, with its own database. There is little need to connect 
with the credit side of the college as Valencia Enterprises does not offer credit. However, the 
academic vice president is on the same leadership team as the COO of Valencia Enterprises and 
they work closely together “out of natural habit.” Valencia Enterprises does strategic planning, 
high end training, and sales and marketing with the goal of generating revenue. It works with 
only high yield programs where there is a margin of profit and where courses can address higher 
level skills. It has discontinued recreational programs, and offerings such as CPR training, where 
there is no profit margin. There are two general trends in noncredit education: embed it within 
the credit programs or use the strong brand and relationship with the community to develop an 
independent program, which is the direction in which this college went. 
 
Funding. Funds are bundled and sent to Florida community colleges, and each college must 
separate them and fund its noncredit programs. Noncredit education gets additional funding 
through tuition, fees from corporate contracts, and U.S. Department of Labor grants. There are 
no limits on the amount that can be charged for tuition.  
 
Academic policies. Valencia Enterprises is reviewing how it can offer more courses and 
certificates which would be in line with the degree offerings of the college that would provide an 
expanded market for continuing education Faculty in noncredit education tend to be subject 
matter experts and do not necessarily have advanced degrees. There is no curriculum committee 
for the noncredit courses.  
  
Tracking and reporting. While there are numerous state reporting requirements, the noncredit 
division documents student completions but not student outcomes. Noncredit education open 
enrollment is reported to the state, whereas contract agreements, which do not directly reflect 
enrollments. are not reported to the state, although they are reported to the management team at 
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the college for planning purposes. The Institutional Research Department has a limited role in 
the noncredit program. 
 
Population served. Noncredit students are adults, older then the general college population. They 
have not so much an expectation for certificates but for CEUs and licensure. The college does 
not see much migration from noncredit to credit programs at this time.  
 
General context. Staff felt that the noncredit programs fit in well with the college’s mission. 
There is strong leadership from the president, who supports workforce training and economic 
development; support exists for both credit and noncredit programs. The noncredit division has 
the ability to develop and deliver short-term training, align scheduling, offer online courses, and 
generally be more responsive to the needs of business and industry.  
 

Anne Arundel Community College 
Arnold, Maryland 

 
Program organization. Anne Arundel Community College has integrated its credit and noncredit 
programs very intentionally. There is extensive sharing of resources and no dedicated credit or 
noncredit space; both share facilities. Since the funding is equivalent for both programs, it is 
easier to give equivalent value to credit and noncredit programs in terms of enrollment and 
decision making. The faculty are flexible and often willingly agree to participate in noncredit 
programs. They have “faculty flexible” job descriptions that encourage them to assume teaching 
and contractual opportunities in the noncredit arena. 
  
Funding. Funding comes from three sources: FTEs, funded at equal amounts as the credit 
program; tuition; and county money. However, noncredit education can be entrepreneurial and 
generate its own revenue, which the college calls enterprise money. Tuition is regulated by the 
Board of Trustees, which does not like to increase it. There are state funds to support customized 
training from the Partnership for Workforce Quality funds. Noncredit education generates profit 
that is returned to the college’s general fund. The noncredit division is aggressively 
entrepreneurial.  
 
Academic policies. There is consistency in course outlines between the credit and noncredit 
divisions, with the credit model as the standard for course outlines. Courses are reviewed, added 
or eliminated as needed, and a new schedule is published three times a year. The five 
instructional deans meet biweekly; they review enrollment and management issues across all the 
departments, review the needs of the community, and then make decisions about the nature of 
the courses that need to be offered. State regulations, student demand, and workforce and 
industry demands are the key factors in making decisions about what courses to offer and 
whether or not they should be for credit. The college also conducts environmental scanning on a 
regular basis and includes the findings in the decision-making process. 
 
Tracking and reporting. The college’s transcripts include both credit and noncredit courses. 
Therefore, an academic history exists for students who switch from noncredit to credit education. 
Everything is tracked; there are reporting requirements and performance indicators. The 
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Institutional Research Department is involved in tracking data on noncredit students and submits 
reports to the state.  
 
Population served. The public sector is the greatest user of the college’s noncredit programs. 
The noncredit division has a very aggressive marketing program that includes a web site, printed 
material, mailed course schedules, a sales staff, and Chamber of Commerce involvement. This 
college operates in a well-educated region, and many of its students already have degrees. 
Employers are interested in certificates of completion, more so than the students.  
 
General context. More and more, credit and noncredit education are on par with one another. 
Anne Arundel is a comprehensive community college, and the fiscally sound relationship 
between its credit and noncredit divisions allows for a flourishing dialogue, with faculty teaching 
in both credit and noncredit programs. The noncredit programs provide funding, new 
opportunities, and new initiatives for the credit programs. 
 

Hagerstown Community College 
Hagerstown, Maryland 

 
Program organization. Hagerstown Community College is a one-college system where the 
credit and noncredit divisions work together on programs. The director of continuing education 
oversees five major areas that include both vocational and non-vocational education. Five 
program managers report to him, develop courses, and work with faculty at the college. Five 
schedules of programs and customized training are sent out each year. There is some overlap 
with the credit side of the college, particularly in areas like allied health, information technology, 
and business. There is also some sharing of faculty, and occasionally programs get moved into 
the credit division. Each division has a separate budgeting structure. They share some equipment, 
but sharing is not the norm.  
  
Funding. Hagerstown has FTE-based funding for noncredit programs; tuition, fees, state funds, 
and FTE funding combine to enable the college to run its programs. Tuition is set at what the 
market can bear, generally $10 to $15 per contact hour. State funds for customized training go 
straight to the businesses, which can choose their training provider, so less than 40 percent ends 
up going to the college. 
 
Academic policies. Generally, credit faculty must have a master’s degree. For noncredit faculty, 
experience is at least as valuable as a degree. Noncredit program managers pitch a class that they 
want to teach, and if it attracts students, they are generally able to offer it. There is no curriculum 
committee role in this process. Customer demands and market trends and analysis are all drivers 
in which courses to develop. Noncredit courses transition to credit when they are shown to be 
strong over a period of time. If there appears to be an advantage to offering a program in the 
credit division, the college goes through an exploration process with the Maryland Higher 
Education Division to approve the program. Offering courses in the credit division enhances the 
financial aid opportunities for students. Most of the noncredit programs are somewhat 
customized, but existing programs can be modified to meet customization needs. 
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Tracking and reporting. CEUs are used with certain programs; they must be strong vocational 
programs and there must be a request to award them, which happens most frequently in medical, 
dental, and information technology areas. The Institutional Research Department tracks 
noncredit students and generates reports on contract training and certifications and licensures. 
Attendance is tracked by week, month, quarter, and year. The college uses the Datatel system, a 
suite of applications similar to Banner, which is used for tracking and reporting data at higher 
education systems; data are shared between the credit and noncredit divisions. 
 
Population served. The population is more female and older than the credit students, with an 
average age of 40. The college does not track the movement of noncredit students to credit.  
 
General context. As described by the director of continuing education, the attitude of the college 
toward the noncredit division is considered favorable, and has changed for the better. The college 
president considers all the college’s programs as heavily connected to local economic 
development efforts. The credit and noncredit systems do not compete with one another; they 
stay focused on the entities that hire them, rather than the issue of credit.  
 

College of Southern Nevada 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

 
Program organization. The College of Southern Nevada reorganized its noncredit programs 
about two years ago to create the Division of Workforce and Economic Development. The goal 
was to increase the focus on business training and to combine efforts of business and industry, 
local government, and educational institutions in the development and implementation of new 
programs and services. It also created a new dean position for the purpose of overseeing the 
noncredit division of the college; this is a high profile position for which the college conducted a 
national search. The Division is a part of Academic Affairs and the dean reports to the vice 
president of academic affairs. Three directors – Technical & Industrial Education Programs, 
Business & Community Services and Healthcare Programs, and Special Projects – as well as 11 
site coordinators report to the dean.  
 
The noncredit division, called the Division of Workforce and Economic Development, was 
changed to make both the division and the individuals within it performance based. The staff are 
focused on developing contracts with clients for customized training, which has a high profile 
position within the college. The noncredit division is doing outreach to the community and 
building long-term relationships with local businesses. Further, information in the college 
newsletter about the division’s activities has helped change the perception of the noncredit 
division within the college and attract new interest in it. Because some of these changes were 
coming from the top, they signaled a shift in the value of noncredit programs — they are now 
considered fully part of the college.  
 
Funding. The noncredit division, mostly focused on contract training, has been self-supporting 
for one year. It does not receive state funds. The division provides quarterly reports to the 
president on its progress. Staff complete a worksheet for all training courses that includes 
expenses and administrative costs and calculate the tuition levels. 
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Academic policies. Courses may move from noncredit to credit based on the demand for, and 
growth of, the course. The division wants to add opportunities for noncredit students to move 
into credit programs.  
 
Tracking and reporting. Noncredit students are tracked in a separate database from the credit 
students, with an identifier indicating a noncredit course of study. The state does not reimburse 
the college for noncredit students. Division tracking and reporting are done for the following key 
performance measures: number of contracts generated, revenues generated, new program 
development, customer satisfaction surveys, and course evaluations. 
 
Population served. The noncredit students are quite varied and many are nontraditional. They 
include individuals with master’s and doctoral degrees, as well as those who seek to work on 
basic skills, ESL, or GED. The student population is bi-model: many young people starting out 
in service occupations and a number of older people who want to enter a new career or upgrade. 
The majority of the division’s clients are small businesses. 
 
General context. The workforce division is encouraged to get involved in the community. 
Division staff work with local businesses and community organizations as well the service and 
hospitality industries. The dean sits on several workforce boards and councils in the community. 
A great deal of Division staff time is spent out of the office conducting outreach with businesses, 
developing and maintaining partnerships, program assessments and curriculum development and 
participating in economic and workforce development groups.  

 
Truckee Meadows Community College 

Reno, Nevada 
 
Program organization. The noncredit and credit programs of Truckee Meadows Community 
College are very separate, although the college president has included noncredit and workforce 
education prominently in the college’s new mission statement and has worked hard to make 
noncredit education a part of the academic affairs of the college. The noncredit division pilots 
and tests the viability of new courses. If the courses are successful, they tend to get moved into 
the credit division, and are eligible for reimbursement by the state, whereas noncredit courses are 
not.  
  
Funding. Not state-funded, the noncredit division must be self supporting to survive. It seeks out 
grants and uses tuition and fees to support its programs. The college supports the noncredit staff 
with some general funds, but the staff’s job is to bring in their own funds through grants and 
training to cover all direct costs. 
  
Academic policies. If a faculty member wants to develop a course, and the administration finds 
that there is interest in the local community for it, the course might start as noncredit, get piloted, 
and eventually be moved into the credit division.  
 
Tracking and reporting. The Institutional Research (IR) Office does not track noncredit 
students; the credit and noncredit divisions maintain separate data systems. Noncredit courses 
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taken by credit students do not appear on the students’ transcript. The noncredit division 
conducts evaluations at the end of its courses but does not follow up any further. 
 
Population served. Noncredit students are older and more likely to be female. There is a 
university close to the college, so the college has many younger transfer students. Although 
Truckee Meadows offers workforce education in the noncredit division, it does not describe its 
noncredit population in terms of incumbent workers. There has been an increase in immigration, 
so the division is seeing more first-generation college students and is offering more ESL courses. 
 
General context. The term “stepchild” came up in the interview with the noncredit team in 
response to a request to describe the division’s relationship to the college. Other respondents 
were more positive about the role of the noncredit division, reporting that the college president 
has worked hard to bring it closer into the mission of the college. The bulk of the work at the 
college is in the credit program, but the community knows about the college from the noncredit 
program. Noncredit education is seen as a bridge to college, and with a growing immigrant 
population, many students start with noncredit ESL courses and transition to the credit programs.  
 

Camden County College 
Camden, New Jersey 

 
Program organization. The organizational structure of Camden County College comprises three 
academic divisions on the credit side: business and technology; math, science, and health; and 
arts and social science. One vice president is in charge of noncredit education, which includes 
avocational/recreational courses, and business and industry training. The college has served over 
16,700 individuals in its noncredit division, making it one of the largest noncredit programs in 
the state. Members of the general public often do not know the difference between the divisions 
at the college when they take a course. Some faculty members teach noncredit classes, seeing it 
as an opportunity for development and to make more money.  
 
Funding. Funding for the noncredit division comes from several sources, including individual 
enrollment, company payments, state grant funds, and other specific grants. The total revenue for 
the division ranges widely, as there are always fluctuations with state and federal funds. Certain 
funding streams are very constant, but they are for avocational programs and GED education. 
There is not as much credit training done for employers as previously because companies prefer 
short-term training. The college develops initial relationships that will lead to customized 
training using state grant programs. The tuition is generally priced at what the market will bear, 
with a formula and some general guidelines on pricing.  

  
Academic policies. Many of the college’s general interest courses earn CEUs, but there is not a 
large demand for them. The college is starting to create a noncredit transcript. It is involved in 
the statewide initiative to articulate noncredit with credit programs. Noncredit education is seen 
as a way to bring more people in for a degree program, although the college’s short-term goal is 
to give students what they need for the workplace. By taking some noncredit courses that are 
structured for employers, the students are able to get comfortable with education and not be 
intimidated. In contrast with the more traditional model of semester-length credit programs, 
noncredit courses can be adapted more quickly and offered in intensive blocks of instruction. 
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Tracking and reporting. The college needs to collect more data to determine whether its goals 
are being achieved. Its data tracking system, written by Datatel, is called Colleague. About 60-70 
percent of the colleges in New Jersey use this system, but it has some limitations for the purposes 
of noncredit education.  
 
Population served. The college is in the midst of the largest training program conducted to date. 
Its average customer has 70-100 employees – the typical number to have a critical mass for 
training. Their student population cares about skill attainment first, then about credentials in the 
form of industry certificates.  
 
General context. Noncredit education is a critical part of the community college mission, which 
offers individuals and employers the services that they want and need. The college views itself as 
serving the entire community in workforce development. All academic programs are about 
workforce development, tying into the workforce and various markets. Through both its credit 
and noncredit divisions, the college also provides educational services to people who are outside 
of the workforce, especially those who are poor and with low literacy skills. 
 

Cumberland County College 
Vineland, New Jersey 

 
Program organization. The current president of Cumberland County College has consolidated 
all noncredit programs under one staff person who reports to the vice president of academic 
affairs, with the elevated rank of executive director. The division is proving its value to the rest 
of the college by bringing in money and managing programs more efficiently than previously. 
Still, noncredit education has lower priority in accessing facilities than credit programs. The 
noncredit division relies primarily on part-time adjunct faculty, as few full-time faculty are 
interested in and/or have the skills and current knowledge of the workplace needed to teach in 
these programs.  
 
Funding. The majority of funding for the noncredit division comes from state grants to support 
workforce development and contracts with employers. The first year that the division was its 
own cost center it broke even; last year it generated a profit, with the majority of the income 
coming from contract training. The college does not use the state FTE funds very much because 
it was reported that it is difficult to identify which courses are eligible for these funds.  
 
Academic policies. The college has some notable examples of articulation between noncredit and 
credit programs. It has developed a program to articulate a noncredit insurance course with a 
business degree using a curriculum from the American Insurance Institute that is certified by the 
American Council on Education. It is part of a two-year sequence along with several credit 
courses, including a general business course, business law, and English composition. It is also 
involved in statewide initiatives, such as the Department of Human Services’ professional 
training program, which offers participants, upon completion, the opportunity to translate the 
program into nine credits towards an associate degree in social services. In general, the division 
tries to offer programs that are connected to industry/professional certifications.  
 



 77 
 

Tracking and reporting. The data systems for the noncredit division are designed for credit 
programs and do not meet the program needs. The Institutional Research Department does not 
have a lot of involvement with the noncredit division. The division is working with the 
Information Technology Department to gain access to extracts of data on Excel spreadsheets to 
allow for better management of the information.  
 
Population served. The students enrolled in noncredit classes evidence a range of needs. 
Employees who are involved in customized training tend to be in manufacturing and production. 
The need for credentials among noncredit students is varied.  
  
General context. Cumberland County is located in a rural part in Southern New Jersey. The 
primary industry in the area is health care, with some glass manufacturing and food production. 
The college leadership feels that the more continuing education moves away from leisure 
courses, the more it will be understood by academics within the institution and the community. 
Many of the leisure-type classes are offered elsewhere; the college believes that noncredit 
education should focus on workforce development, and the college’s mission should be about 
making connections to the workforce.  
 

Central Piedmont Community College 
Charlotte, North Carolina 

 
Program organization. The leadership of Central Piedmont Community College has encouraged 
an integrated model of organizing credit and noncredit programs. About one-third of the 
college’s noncredit programs are now integrated within academic departments. The other 
noncredit programs are located in the corporate and continuing education (CCE) division, which 
is overseen by the dean of business and industry. CCE serves more than 28,000 students among 
its self-supporting, state-supported, and grant-supported programs. There is a dedicated facility 
for the CCE programs, with most noncredit instructors working part time for the program; 
faculty also work in the field that they teach and are involved in program development on the 
noncredit side. The college has a centralized enrollment function, and students can register 
online or via a telephone. 
 
Funding. The college’s noncredit program is self-sufficient; it receives federal and state funds 
and has many contracts with local businesses. It is highly involved in outreach to over 3,000 
local businesses. State FTE funds (occupational extension) are used primarily for courses taken 
by students who can least afford to pay tuition, such as certified nursing assistant, and bank teller 
training. Tuition for noncredit instruction is based on what the market will bear, but allows the 
program no more than a 20 percent profit (based on state guidelines).  
 
Academic policies. There is more of a demand for short-term certifications than for two-year 
degrees; therefore, the college offers courses providing CEUs and works with professional 
associations and state commissions. Further, it tailors classes to help students prepare to take 
industry exams and works with local employers to develop certifications that have meaning and 
value for employers. The college decides whether to offer a course as noncredit or credit based 
on business needs, as well as on student demand and what the market will bear. The noncredit 
programs participate in program reviews assisted by the Institutional Research (IR) Department; 
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the reviews help administrators measure outcomes and evaluate their programs. The college does 
not have any formal mechanisms in place for articulation between noncredit and credit programs, 
but would like to have them and is considering articulation models at other colleges. 
 
Tracking and reporting. All noncredit students complete the same enrollment forms as credit 
students, allowing the college to collect adequate information on CCE students to report to the 
state. Student transcripts include noncredit courses along with academic courses. About 1,800 
students per year enroll in both credit and noncredit courses during the course of a semester; the 
IR staff attribute this crossover to decisions by credit students to enroll in noncredit course 
(which can include recreational noncredit courses). 
 
Population served. Sixty percent of the students in CCE have some college experience, from a 
few courses up to a bachelor’s degree, and 20 percent have a master’s degree. There is no precise 
information on the employers that the noncredit program serves, but it does considerable work 
with the financial services industry since it is a big part of the local economy. The program also 
works with some high-tech manufacturing companies and with hospitals.  
 
General context. CCE is a full partner in the college, and the academic deans work closely with 
the business and industry dean. The college has grown tremendously in the past 15 years: from 
one campus to six. Its corporate training center has 12 state-of-the-art classrooms. 
 

Craven Community College 
New Bern, North Carolina 

 
Program organization. Noncredit programs at Craven Community College serve approximately 
10,000 students; credit programs serve 3,000 students. The noncredit programs have been going 
through tremendous changes. The college’s new president introduced a major restructuring of the 
noncredit programs, integrating them into the college’s credit programs. Part of the motivation 
was to reduce the amount of administration in the college. Other goals were for the noncredit 
programs to help with recruiting students into credit courses and for more full-time faculty to 
become involved in teaching noncredit courses. The college is still working on several issues 
related to the noncredit division, including changing perceptions within the college about the 
value of noncredit education. It is also dealing with issues of space and location; the noncredit 
programs have been in separate buildings and will remain there until a new facility is built.  
 
Funding. Noncredit programs draw significantly on FTE funds from the state, although 
reimbursement is not at parity with credit education. As noncredit gets increased funding and 
reduces the differential with credit, it will be given a higher priority and valued more by credit 
faculty. While the noncredit programs are profit oriented, administrators see their goal as serving 
the community as well as not losing money. Most noncredit programs are self-supporting. 
 
Academic policies. Most noncredit courses can be added using the state’s existing master list of 
courses. The state has an approval process for starting a new noncredit course that takes about a 
month. The college does not have any mechanisms for transferring noncredit courses to credit 
courses or for articulating both types of courses. 
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Tracking and reporting. The college collects a lot of data through enrollment forms, but does 
little tabulation on the information; the information remains on paper. The college plans to 
switch to a new data system in July of 2007. 
  
Population served. The students served in the noncredit programs are preparing for jobs or 
upgrading their skills. Many are sent by employers, particularly manufacturers. The noncredit 
programs also serve a growing population of retired persons.  
 
General context: The college has gone through some extensive changes in its administrative 
structure over the last several years, reducing the number of administrative positions and 
increasing the number of full-time faculty. The president addressed the disconnect between 
credit and noncredit education, which was seen as diminishing the educational opportunities for 
students and the college’s ability to serve the community.  
 

Lorain Community College 
Elyria, Ohio 

 
Program organization. The vice president of academic affairs oversees both the credit and 
noncredit programs of Lorain Community College (LCC). The director of the Corporate and 
Community Outreach Division has direct access to the college president, since he reports to both 
the president and the vice president. The college has a very integrated system, not in funding but 
in its education delivery system. The noncredit system is decentralized vis à vis the academic 
areas but centralized to the public in terms of sales and marketing. Credit faculty are engaged in 
noncredit education, but are often assigned classes as an overload or part-time assignment. Some 
customized programs are credit bearing; there is not a clean separation, but, rather, an education 
continuum. The Corporate and Community Outreach Division is spinning off an 
Entrepreneurship Innovation Institute, a one-stop resource to support the successful development 
of entrepreneurs, employers, business startups, and nonprofit organizations. It will include both 
credit and noncredit programs. The economy of LCC was narrowly based in manufacturing and 
collapsed during the last decades. Now the economy is based on new startups and is more 
focused on entrepreneurship and innovation.  
 
Funding. Ohio does not fund noncredit education on an FTEs basis but does provide up to $15 
million through Job Challenge, a funding source in support of noncredit job-related training. 
LCC does a disproportionate amount of noncredit training and tends to get a disproportionate 
amount of this funding as well. The directors are using their Six Sigma institute to examine their 
own business practices and cost structure. In order to achieve revenue growth, they are managing 
open enrollment more efficiently and developing a business plan that will return profit to the 
college rather than just operating in a cost recovery climate. 
 
Academic policies. The academic divisions of LCC that provide corporate training have 
noncredit program developers; departments such as business recognize the revenue opportunity 
from online noncredit education and are willing participants in it. Noncredit courses do not go 
through the curriculum committee. Program developers watch for course duplication, and if there 
is none the course is recorded at the college and included in the schedule of available courses. 
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Tracking and reporting. Certificates earned do not appear on student transcripts but the college 
tracks the number of certificates awarded. There is no single data system for noncredit education 
since the credit system determined the way that the database was set up. Jobs Challenge funds 
require an integrated database, so the system is being modified to include noncredit fields.  
 
Population served. LCC is the only public institution of higher education in the county and is 
strongly embraced by its residents; it is seen as the “go to” place in the county. It is a major 
resource in an area populated by residents with associate degrees but who are last in the state 
with bachelor’s degrees. Noncredit students are seen as feeder students for the credit program. 
   
General context. The college takes a more global view of issues rather than looking through the 
credit or noncredit lens. The advantage from blending credit and noncredit education is that silos 
are broken down and skill sets overlaps. Noncredit education is seen as a showcase for the 
college, part of a seamless continuum of educational opportunities and a source of feeder 
students. 
 

Washington State Community College 
Marietta, Ohio 

 
Program organization. Washington State Community College (WSCC) is small and does not 
support a large administration. The chief academic officer has oversight over all credit programs 
and also serves as dean of the arts and sciences division. Noncredit education is housed within 
the Center for Business and Technology and has its own director. There are two reporting lines, 
one from credit education and one from noncredit. The college attaches credit to programs as 
much as possible because it receives reimbursement only for credit courses.  
 
Funding. Ohio, according to the respondents, is really suffering with respect to funding for 
noncredit education; the state has been hurt by the downturn in manufacturing and people are 
turning to the community college for solutions. There has not been a focus on individuals who 
cannot or do not want to sit a classroom for 20 hours/week for the purpose of earning a degree. 
Funds for the noncredit division come from grants, such as the Targeted Industry Grant, which is 
aimed at manufacturing and health. The college also goes out on its own to procure as many 
contracts as it can. The state sets limits on how much tuition can be increased: at most six 
percent yearly. 

  
Academic policies. The Center for Business and Technology has access to and can hire both full-
time credit and adjunct faculty. Faculty must show competency in the subject matter and have 10 
years of experience in the field in order to be hired. The curriculum committee for new classes 
uses a six-month process. It makes a decision about whether a course is to be credit or noncredit 
based on what makes more sense to the consumer and what serves the consumer better. 
Noncredit classes have moved to credit but it is rare for credit courses to become noncredit. 
Eighty-five to 90 percent of the Center’s courses are credit; noncredit is offered as a feeder to the 
college or to sell seat time in classes that did not meet criteria to qualify as a credit class. 
 
Tracking and reporting. The State Board of Regents required reporting enrollment numbers 
from noncredit courses starting in July of 2005. The college’s Institutional Research Office has 
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no interaction with the noncredit division in terms of gathering data. A student can request a 
transcript of noncredit classes; it constitutes a separate transcript from the credit transcript and 
shows a grade. 
  
Population served. WSCC focuses on the adult learner, age 25 and older. According to the 
coordinator of the noncredit programs, students are recruited into the credit program by bringing 
them onto the campus for noncredit courses. The chief academic officer confirmed that a good 
percentage of students in noncredit take credit classes as well. 
  
General context. Noncredit education is seen as a critical role of the community college, one of 
five missions of WSCC. Two-thirds of the college is concerned with economic development and 
preparing people for the workforce. The college is well connected to advisory committees and 
business and industry leaders; its president sits on the Port Authority Council, which develops 
and tries to respond to economic forecasts. 
 

Cy-Fair College 
Cypress, Texas 

 
Program organization. Since Cy-Fair College is new, it had great latitude in how to structure its 
noncredit programs. It created a structure where the noncredit and credit programs are integrated 
within departments by content area, with the intention of creating collaboration and better 
meeting the full spectrum of student needs. The college created a position for a dean of new 
program development and corporate training to handle work with corporations and serves as the 
continuing education liaison responsible for coordinating the continuing education program 
managers from across the departments. There are five main divisions that are overseen by deans 
who report to the college vice president of student learning. Each dean is responsible for 
academics, workforce continuing education, and avocational continuing education. There is also 
a satellite center managed by a dean/executive director who reports to the College President.  
 
Funding. The state provides support for both credit and noncredit education. The college sets its 
noncredit tuition level and has an agreement to keep it at the same level as other colleges in the 
district (which is about 1,400 square miles). There is some debate within the district over how 
much profit to make on the noncredit courses; some colleges would prefer to keep charges lower 
so that they can develop relationships with businesses. 
 
Academic policies. Whether a course is offered as workforce noncredit or leisure is determined 
by the state guidelines in the Workforce Education Course Manual (WECM). It is relatively easy 
for the college to offer a new noncredit course. No approval is needed; the college just needs to 
notify others in its district. In contrast, a new course in the credit division must be part of a 
program of study. It takes at least one year to get a program approved. It is common for courses 
to change from noncredit to credit. Since the timeline to add courses in the credit division is so 
long, courses are sometimes offered first as noncredit. Students can transfer/articulate credit from 
noncredit courses using a prior learning assessment, which is possible on a case-by-case basis.  
 
Tracking and reporting. Noncredit courses appear on a transcript that is separate from the credit 
transcript. The college gives certificates for each course successfully completed and is moving 
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toward providing certificates for completing a series of courses. The district office, which is 
comprised of five community colleges, seven satellite centers, and the University Center, handles 
all of the state reporting. It collects a great deal of data in its data system, but does not regularly 
prepare many reports on the college’s noncredit programs. It has the capacity, however, to 
review information on noncredit education broken out by leisure, workforce, ESL, and even to 
the subject level. 
 
Population served. There are three types of Continuing Education students: retirees; immigrants 
seeking ESL instruction; and the workforce, both incumbent workers and employers. However, 
the population is so diverse that it is hard to distinguish a pattern.  
 
General context. The college has less “siloing” and less of a “stepchild” attitude toward 
noncredit education than other colleges because of the way that the leadership defines the role of 
noncredit programs in the college. 
 

Tyler Junior College 
Tyler, Texas 

 
Program organization. Tyler Junior College’s School of Continuing Studies (SCS) is one of the 
five schools within the college; four are credit schools, SCS is noncredit. There is a very close 
working relationship among the schools, and the deans meet together weekly. The college is 
closely connected to the regional workforce system, including the Chamber of Commerce, the 
Workforce Investment Boards, and the Tyler Economic Development Council. It uses its 
noncredit programs to both serve the economy of the region and provide a pathway for students 
not yet ready to enroll in its credit programs. In addition, the college's dean for SCS is the current 
chair of the Tyler Area Chamber of Commerce and member  of the Tyler Economic 
Development Board which further facilitates this close community tie. The SCS is very 
aggressive in its marketing. There is a fair amount of sharing of resources and faculty, mostly 
among the vocational faculty.  
  
Funding. Tuition and fees are the source of funding for noncredit education. The SCS operates 
as a full cost recovery model and generates revenue for the college. It receives general funds 
from the college in the form of a loan which is repaid with an additional 40 percent overhead as 
rent. It tries to set tuition rates at a reasonable level, but needs to recover costs and have enough 
to pay for the development of new classes.  
  
Academic policies. The state maintains a centralized bank of curriculum and the college 
curriculum committee process has waned during the years. If a course is not available from the 
bank, the SCS will develop a special topics course which may eventually get turned into a 
regular course. Faculty teaching in noncredit education and credit workforce education courses 
need an associate degree and/or significant work experience in the field. The college uses CEUs 
as a quality control device; the CEU guidelines set standards of excellence that the SCS follows 
for all courses. The college has a “piggyback” system; students in noncredit can take a credit 
course and follow the same syllabus and assessment requirements, an arrangement for students 
who are not ready to enter the credit mode and want to use noncredit courses as a bridge to 
credit.  
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Tracking and reporting. If an industry requires a series of courses, the college offers a certificate 
of completion to students who take them. The certificate includes information on competencies 
and learning objectives. Every course provides learning objectives to be placed on the back of 
the certificate, which also lists all the topics covered by the course. The college is implementing 
the Banner system, which will be an integrated database system for all parts of the college. 
 
Population served. Tyler has dormitories, so it is more like a small liberal arts college, which 
increases the division between the credit and noncredit students. There is an attempt to migrate 
noncredit students into the credit program if doing so fits their personal interest, and the 
“piggyback” classes are seen as the most effective way to do this. 
 
General context. The college is an educational broker and strives to meet all the educational 
needs of its service area in Texas. The closer that faculty is to the mission of vocational 
education the more they connect with and understand the SCS. The faculty involved in the 
transfer mission tend to be less aware of, and less involved with noncredit education, with some 
significant exceptions. There is strong support from the leadership of the college for the SCS. 
 

Bellevue Community College 
Bellevue, Washington 

 
Program organization. The dean of the continuing education division of Bellevue Community 
College (BCC) reports to the vice president of workforce development, who reports directly to 
the college president. Most of the noncredit classes are workforce related, although there are 
some recreational courses. The vice president of workforce development has used her position to 
bridge the gap between credit and noncredit programs. There is an annual planning cycle during 
which content is coordinated between the credit and noncredit programs. BCC Continuing 
Education has over 26,000 annual enrolments in its self-support classes. There is a dedicated 
facility for the noncredit programs, with most noncredit instructors working part time for the 
program; There is some sharing of faculty and resources in equipment-intensive programs, such 
as the CISCO training, a decision driven primarily by cost of the equipment in the program.  
 
Funding. Revenue for noncredit education was $8.2 million in 2001 but dropped abruptly to 
$7.5 million a year later, following the decline of dot com companies. Now revenue is at $6.2 
million, including $950,000 in contract training to local corporations with the biggest contracts 
coming from Microsoft. Bellevue’s noncredit program is a total cost recovery model; it makes 
money back for the college through student tuition. There is no FTE reimbursement and the 
noncredit division does not often seek grant funds as this would be seen as competing against the 
credit programs and other initiatives at the college.  

 
Academic policies. The curriculum committee reviews all course proposals and looks closely at 
noncredit programs for duplication. A credit-noncredit committee was established by the faculty 
to facilitate and smooth communication. Faculty see noncredit education as an incubator; if there 
is a demand for noncredit classes they will be moved them to the credit division.  
 
Tracking and reporting. The noncredit program has started setting up its own data management 
system, which will be integrated into the college’s existing database system. Reports are 
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generated at the state level and noncredit students are aggregated with the credit students. The 
college does not record the completion of noncredit courses on student transcripts unless it is 
required by the contractor. The college maintains a fair amount of data. College leadership 
believes that the college should transcript competencies rather than units, thereby looking at what 
a student learns. This approach would particularly benefit students who have taken noncredit 
classes and want them converted to credit. 
 
Population served. Noncredit education serves dislocated workers from companies such as 
Boeing and Microsoft, which are the biggest employers in the area. The region served by the 
community college has a fairly high socioeconomic status and is well educated. The students are 
older, and may include homemakers looking for a new career. Noncredit students respond well to 
certifications and would like to get them at the end of the program.  
  
General context. The college is located in a robust community with strong job growth. It has 
close relationships with business and industry; and participates in forecasts, environmental scans, 
and focus groups. The college is well known and well respected in the area; it uses skill 
standards in setting up new training in emerging areas and has a strong sales force that attracts 
business and provides training on a cost basis. 
 

Wenatchee Community College 
Wenatchee, Washington 

 
Program organization. Reporting lines for Wenatchee Community College’s noncredit program 
changed with the arrival of a new college president. Now the noncredit director has a reporting 
line directly to the college president, parallel with the vice president of credit instruction. The 
noncredit director is focused on being more responsive to the industry, providing more 
incumbent worker training, developing market driven programs, and setting up multiple listening 
points through surveys, focus groups, and other outreach activities. The academic dean and 
college president are both in favor of increased workforce activities within the noncredit division 
and a robust sharing of resources and faculty between the credit and noncredit programs. Three 
years ago the noncredit program moved off campus into a new technology center. 
 
Funding. The state does not reimburse noncredit teaching; therefore, continuing education is 
intended to be self supporting. General funds support the staff that run the division until these 
programs can be fully self-supporting. Teaching costs are covered by tuition, which is now in the 
process of being increased as the college expands into new areas of technology. The state is 
providing a tax refund to businesses that need training; the college is the fiscal agent for these 
funds, which expands opportunities within the noncredit division. 
  
Academic policies. The noncredit division does not use the curriculum committee for its courses; 
the process for credit curriculum takes about a year for approval. Noncredit education has its 
own system that works very separately and has a quicker response time. It was developed to fit 
employer needs or generally accepted professional standards. Instructors are recruited from 
facility, adjunct facility, private providers, and experienced professionals. 
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Tracking and reporting. The college tracks only enrollment in noncredit programs; credit 
students, conversely, are tracked for six months after graduation. Noncredit students are 
considered a more fluid population and harder to track. Completed noncredit courses are not 
recorded on credit transcripts, but students can request a noncredit transcript. The noncredit 
division must manually transfer data between its own customer operated registration system and 
the college’s system, which is connected to statewide reporting.  
  
Population served. The college is located in a large agricultural area and there is a large 
immigrant population with basic skill needs. The goal of many noncredit students is not getting 
credit but building skills. Credentials are not the driver in noncredit education, other than in the 
health areas. The college does not see much migration from noncredit into credit as the students 
in each comprise different populations.  
 
General context. Noncredit education fits into the college mission well. However, the 
relationship between continuing education and the college was described by college 
administrators as being not deep enough, not well integrated, not enough sharing of resources, 
not providing enough opportunities, but a relationship is falling into place slowly. The fact that 
noncredit education is not funded by the state influences class pricing.  
 

Milwaukee Area Technical College 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

 
Program organization. Milwaukee Area Technical College (MATC) has reengineered its 
contract training division in order to operate more efficiently and effectively. As a result the 
program went from just over $300,000 in revenue in 2004 to over $1 million in 2007 (with a 
profit margin).There are 1,200 FTE in the noncredit program, fewer than 10 percent of the total 
enrollment. The college is very large and the noncredit division has good relations with the 
academic divisions from business, trade, and industry. There has not been a significant amount 
of training done through the Liberal Arts and Health Occupations divisions, but that is 
improving. The noncredit division does not have dedicated facilities or faculty, but shares them 
with the academic divisions. There is an increasingly supportive relationship in this area, but the 
noncredit division acknowledges the colleges that are most successful in contract training have 
their own facilities and faculty. There is now a statewide shared curriculum bank with access to 
many course outlines and outcome summaries. The noncredit division is demand driven and 
offers classes in response to business and industry demand. It chunks courses so that students can 
take only part of a course and offers competency-based modules. Faculty are “owned” by the 
academic divisions but teach for the noncredit division in both full-time and part-time 
assignments, all of which are driven by contract language seniority. Because MATC is one of 
only three college transfer schools in the state, faculty are required to have a master’s degree in 
their subject area; the noncredit division allows for more leniency but, except in specialty areas, 
the noncredit division maintains the master’s degree criteria as part of its hiring process.  
 
Funding. The noncredit division’s main source of funding comes from the college’s general 
funds, but the college is required to recover all costs associated with the delivery of contract 
training. The college also helps companies subsidize their training costs by applying for state 
grants earmarked for customized training. They use these funds to focus on customized training 
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delivered to companies rather then on individual students. Companies decide whether they want 
credit or noncredit classes; credit classes are more expensive and most often companies want 
shorter term competency-based courses, so the college repackages and repurposes the credit 
courses to suit the client.  
 
Academic policies. Deans are alert to growing interest in certificates and the college awards 
certificates for programs, even those that have not been approved by the state. The college sees 
CEUs as a value added opportunity, and offers life experience credit as well as credit for prior 
learning under specific conditions; all are handled through the academic division and are very 
much guided by state policies and statutes. 
 
Tracking and reporting. The college records the completion of noncredit courses on student 
transcripts. It is now exploring the inclusion of competencies on the transcripts as well. The 
Institutional Research Department has not been very involved in tracking data for noncredit 
students, but is now interested in doing so, as the growth rate of this college segment increases. 
The OCL follows up on student outcomes in situations where the company who is paying for the 
course requests it. The contract division uses the same database system used by the college 
(Datatel), but must keep parallel records on the system as Datatel was not designed to 
accommodate contract training activities. 
 
Population served. The student base is very diverse. It includes a large percentage of African 
American students, many of whom are first-time college goers in their family; their employers 
put them through the first round of training and subsequently they begin to sign up for credit 
classes. Migration into credit from noncredit is a political issue; there is interest in trying to tell 
the story of about the migration of students from the adult high school into MATC.  
 
General context. Noncredit education has not been a high priority for the college since there are 
not enough FTEs to make it significant, but the situation is changing now with the shortage of 
skilled labor beginning to create a real need for workforce education. There is a huge mismatch 
between jobs and workers; companies cannot always wait for workers to complete degree 
programs. There was a downturn in the manufacturing economy but now that it is picking up 
again employers are finding that there is a shortage of skilled workers. Noncredit education is 
linked to the mission of the college.  

 
Northeast Wisconsin Technical Community College 

Green Bay, Wisconsin 
 
Program organization. There was a reorganization at Northeast Wisconsin Technical 
Community College 10 years ago that changed reporting lines and reinvigorated the noncredit 
workforce programs. With area deans responsible for both credit and noncredit education, the 
college has an integrated organizational structure. There is one face to the public, one registration 
system, and one costing unit; noncredit education is part of a continuum of learning. There are 
8,600 open enrollment students and 2,700 contract enrollment students in the noncredit 
programs. The dean of workplace learning services reports to the vice president of learning and 
has equal status with the academic deans. Workplace Learning Services (WLS) targets 
incumbent and dislocated workers and is organized as an enterprise that includes both credit and 
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noncredit courses. Faculty can bid on teaching courses in both credit and noncredit areas, but the 
college also makes extensive use of adjunct faculty with subject matter expertise. 
  
Funding. Property tax is the main source of funding; the state provides the least. Tuition covers 
25 percent of costs. WLS sells customized training, and is paid on the basis of hours of 
instruction. Its goal is to become cost neutral within five years. Both credit and noncredit 
programs are tied to the economic development of the region. 
 
Academic policies. Eighty percent of the college enrollment is in the credit division. The college 
works to be very responsive to the needs of the students and industry, using credit or noncredit 
courses based on a client’s needs. WLS faculty develop course content by going to work sites 
and assessing employer needs. There is no curriculum committee for even the credit courses, but 
there is a state approval process. WLS uses environmental scans to determine economic 
development needs and then allocate resources to address them. There has been a decline in 
noncredit enrollment and a growth in credit; based on interviews, there may be a conscious shift 
to offer more credit-bearing programs and to increase articulation with the university system. 
Career ladder programs are credit bearing, as are 80 percent of the programs within the academic 
areas. 
 
Tracking and reporting. The college records the completion of noncredit courses on transcripts 
and documents outcomes from students enrolled in those courses. Grades for noncredit classes 
are turned in; the noncredit division has its own database and the college is required to report 
enrollment and revenue to the state.  
 
Population served. There is a mix of incumbent as well as dislocated workers in the noncredit 
programs. There is also a mix of open enrollment students and contract enrollment students. The 
latter are incumbent workers and companies pay the total cost of training them. The open 
enrollment students include ESL and basic skill students on a career ladder pathway into the 
credit division. 
 
General context. WLS was described by administrative leaders as a system that is working well, 
with a lot of support from the college leadership. There has been a doubling of training during 
this past year. There was a sense among all people interviewed that the college is doing a good 
job of meeting workforce needs of their students.  
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