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Preface

Since their inception, state-level coordinating and governing boards have been collecting and
reporting higher education data. At one time, most collected only aggregate data from
institutions in their statesinformation that might have taken institutional staff hours, days, or
even Neeks to compile. However, advances in computer technology over the past two
decades dramatically changed the nature of institutional data systems, and in turn, of state
data systems. Currently, 41 states have some degree of statewide or systemwide database
capabilities, meaning that information from multiple institutions can be generated in a matter
of minutes. These databases greatly reduce the reporting burden on colleges and universities,
produce more consistent and comparable state data, and, most significantly, allow students to
be tracked across institutions and sectors. Indeed, in an era of declining r.sources and
increased accountability demands, statewide data systems allow coordinating and governing
boards to address complex policy questions with increasing skill and efficiency.

The State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO), a membership organization of
statewide higher education agencies, provides a mechanism for communication and
coordination among these agencies. One of its objectives is to conduct studies and projects
that advance statewide planning and coordination, and among the ways that SHEEO fulfills
this objective is through policy reports such as this one.

Advances in Statewide Higher Education Data Systems, authored by Alene Bycer Russell,
offers comprehen.iive information about the current capabilities of statewide student data
systems including the scope of these systems, what information is collected, and how
information is used. The report provides thoughtful analysis of student tracking systems and
data sharing across agencies. It addresses the subjects of protecting the confidentiality of
student records and of how current and future technological advances affect higher education
data systems. In addition, a brief section of this report is devoted to personnel data systems.

This report is recommended to federal and state policymakers, college and university
administrators, and other education leaders and researchers who collect and use higher
education data.

Esther M. Rodriguez
Associate Executive Director
SHEEO



Advances in Statewide
Higher Education Data Systems

Introduction

Across all levels of administrators and policymakers, the need for information about

higher education has never been greater. At the institutional level, fared with shrinking

resources and growing demands, administrators require clear, complete, and often comparative

data on which to base critical management decisions. At the state level, concerns about

increasing tuition rates, quality of programs, meeting the needs of new kinds of students, and

future economic prospects are widespread; these issues are leading policyrnakers to impose

new kinds of accc _intability measures and to make explicit demands for better indicators of

how higher education is performing. Similarly, at the national level, new laws passed over

the past several years require postsecondary institutions to report more data and new kinds of

data, among them, longitudinal or "student flow" measures.

Over past decades, institutional data systems have been developed to address many of

these kinds of issues. Using their own data systems, institutional research staff have analyzed

data, written reports, and responded to internal and external demands. But there are limits to

the kinds of questions the:,e operational systems can answer. To begin with, many questions

raised by state and national policymakers require greater consistency in definition and

comprehensiveness in scope than is possible to obtain from institutional data analysts working

in isolation. Moreover, many complex policy issues simply demand more coordinated

analysis; this includes questions about inter-institutional transfer, occupational placement, and

inter-state migration. Over past decades, statewide higher education agencies and the federal

government have assumed a much greater role in the area of data production, resulting in

better state and national information on higher education.



Specifically, one of the early functions of newly-forming state-level coordinating and

governing boards in the 1950s. 1960s and 1970s was the collection, synthesizing, and

reporting of data from institutions data on enrollments, revenues and expenditures,

facilities, faculty, and staff. These State Higher Education Executive Officers organizations,

or "SHEEO" agencies, worked to establish common definitions and reporting formats,

gathered aggregate data from their institutions, and were able to produce statistics that were

more meaningful and consistent across institutions within the state. These state efforts

coincided with similar federal government efforts such as the HEGIS and later IPEDS

surveys, which addressed definitions and formats at the federal level, improving the

consistency and comprehensiveness of national data.' To illustrate how closely tied these

federal and state actions were, many SHEEO agencies assumed the role of "IPEDS

coordinator:" instead of institutions sending reports directly to the federal government, an

intermediary role emerged in which state agencies gathered aggregate data or reports from the

institutions in the state, processed them to varying degrees and submitted them to the federal

government. In the process, state agencies obtained reliable data to work with, and national

statistics assumed greater consistency and comprehensiveness.

As demands for more complex kinds of analysis grew, and ii part a reflection of

advances in computer technology, many SHEEO agencies took the next logical step in the

1980s and began to deveiop their own statewide student and personnel databases. These

databases afforded state agencies much greater flexibility and analytic capacity; they also

provided comparative and comparable information back to institutions efficiently. More

I HEGIS, the Higher Education General Information Survey, collected data from colleges and
universities from 1965-1986. In 1986 it was replaced by IPEDS, the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System, and the universe was expanded to include many additional providers of
postsecondary education and training.



recently, in the 1990s, demands for new kinds of data particularly longitudinal student

tracking data are pushing states to develop new kinds of system capacities.

Clearly, progress in statewide data system development has been tremendous in recent

decades, but the story is far from ,-omplete. Different stages of development are evident

among the fifty states, and changes are occurring continuously. In this context, the State

Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) Association conducted a survey of its

members in February and March 1995 to assess what is happening nationally in terms of

statewide higher education data system capabilities. The survey focused on statewide "unit

record systems" computer systems in which individual records from different institutions

reside in a central location; the survey did not address collection or use of aggregate data. If

the SHEEO agency did not have a statewide database. supplemental information was gathered

from significant multi-institutional system offices in the state. The summary information

contained in this report should be of interest to SHEEO members and to the wider higher

education community. It will inform agencies about what their peers are doing across the

country and enable national organizations to better understarTI and support state efforts.

This report focuses on statewide student data systems, looking at (1) the current scope

of statewide student unit record data systems, (2) their characteristics and capabilities, (3) the

uses of these databases and concerns about confidentiality, and (4) technological changes and

plans for the future. At the end of the report, a short description of statewide personnel data

systems is provided. Appendices to the report include a copy of the survey instrument, state-

by-state tables, and a list of data system contacts.

3
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The current scope of statewide student data systems

As Table 1 indicates, multi-institutional student databases currently exist, to one

degree or another, in 41 states. This means that "unit record" data on individual students

from more than one institution are combined in a database that resides somewhere in the

state, most often at the SHEEO agency. Of these, 32 states have a comprehensive statewide

student database at the SHEEO level, containing records from four-year and two-year public

institutions; six of these databases also contain data from at least some independent, non-

profit colleges, and three of the databases contain data from at least some proprietary schools.

Another five SHEE0 agencies maintain statewide databases, but these are less comprehensive

than those mentioned above; for example, three of these databases contain four-year

institutional data only. In two other states, significant multi-institutional databases do exist,

but these are maintained at the system level, not by the SHEEO agency. In one of the cases,

Florida, several separate databases are linked; in effect, this functions as a comprehensive

statewide database even though the SHEEO agency is not the "owner." In the other case,

New York, two separate large system databases exist but are not linked. hi two additional

states, very limited multi-institutional databases exist. Finally, nine states currently have no

multi-institut nal databases, although in at least two of them, there is some discussion about

future development in this area.'

2 For the remainder of this report, all state data systems are analyzed as equal units, even though
they vary in comprehensiveness. Thus, information about data systems in Mississippi, Oregon, and
South Dakota, representing the four-year sector only, is treated exactly like information from more
comprehensive data systems. Similarly, information from three other states, representing a single
multi-institutional system and not the entire state, also is treated this way: data from the State System
of Higher Education represent Pennsylvania, from the Vermont State Colleges represent Vermont, and
from SUNY represent New York State. Because the multi-institutional systems in Arizona are just
under development, no detailed information is available from this state.



Table 1

Current Status of Statewide Student Unit Record Databases

Comprehensive statewide database exists at the SHEEO level, containing student records from four-year
and two-year public institutions (N=32)

Alaska Louisiana North Dakota
Arkansas Maine Ohio
California Maryland Oklahoma' 2
Colorado' Massachusetts South Carolina
Connecticut Minnesota' 2 Tennessee
Georgia Missouri Texas
Hawaii Nevada Utah
Idaho New Hampshire Virginia' 2
Illinois New Jersey West Virginia
Indiana' New Mexico Wisconsin
Kentucky' North Carolina

Statewide database exists at the SHEEO level but it is not comprehensive (N=5)
Mississippi' Vermont'
Oregon' Washington'
South Dakota'

Significant multi-institutional databases exist, but not at the SHEEO level (N=2)
Florida'
New York'

More limited multi-institutional databases exist (N=2)
Arizona8
Pennsylvania'

No multi-institutional databases exist (N=9)
Alabama Kansas Nebraska
Delaware Michigan Rhode Island
Iowa Montana Wyoming

Also contains student records from at least some independent, non-profit colleges.
Also contains student records from at least some proprietary schools.
Contains four-year institutional data only.
Separate databases exist for the University of Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges System; this survey
collected information from the Vermont State Colleges only.
Limited unit record enrollment data exist, but more complete records on financial aid recipients are collected;
extensive tracking capabilities exist across state agencies.
Although no database resides at the Postsecondary Education Planning Commission, separate databases exist for the
State University System, the State Board of Community Colleges, and the Florida Education and Training
Placement Information Program. These databases are linked and students can be tracked across systems.
Separate databases exist for SUNY and CUNY; this survey collected data from SUNY only.
Limited multi-institutional files are under development, separately for three four-year institutions and for
community colleges. No detailed system-level data were collected for this survey.
A database exists for the State System of Higher Education, but is not linked to other institutional data. This
survey collected information pertaining to this system only.
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Many of the questions that have driven database development are primarily addressed

by data on undergraduate students. However, still other questions pertain to graduate and

professional programs found in the states. Survey findings show that the vast majority of

statewide student data systems contain data on graduate students as well as undergraduates,

although the types of data collected may not be as extensive.

In a few cases, these databases have been around for a long time. For example, Ohio

developed its Uniform Information System in the mid-1960s, and has student enrollment data

available back to 1967. By 1980, nine other states set up statewide student data systems.

There has been continual and rapid expansion over the 1980s and 1990s, with much of the

growth occurring in the mid-1980s.

Once established, these data systems have not been static. Over time, statewide

databases have become more inclusive in terms of the number of institutions and sectors

included, resulting in the striking profile found in Table 1. The frequency of data collection

has typcially increased as well. Most often, states began by collecting fall term data only.

Currently, however, over half of the statewide databases (25) contain data from all terms.

Finally, it is interesting to explore the ways SHEEO agencies receive or access unit

record data from institutions. Clearly, agencies have multiple ways of obtaining/accessing

data, and this is another area that has changed over time. In earlier years, tape and diskette

were the primary means of data transfer from institutions to SHEEO agencies, but electronic

file transfer and remote access to databases over the Internet have been growing in frequency

and promise to be even more widespread in the future. Table 2 indicates that electronic

transmission of data is currently the most often used method, but diskette and tape

transmission are still quite common. Only five states have remote access to di.ta, meaning

6
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that they do not necessarily transfer data to their physical location or "own" the data; they

may access data at a remote location over the Internet.

Table 2

How Student Data Files Are Received/Accessed
From Campuses

Number of States

Elecn-onic file transfer 30

Tape 27

Diskette 21

Remote Access 5

Other 9

Note: Many state agencies use multiple ways of receiving/accessing data from institutions.

Description and capabilities

Just as statewide data systems have grown in other ways, there has been a phasing in

of new types of data over the years. Historically, enrollment and course data were the first to

be gathered in statewide systems, and other kinds were collected later. I able 3 summarizes

the types of student data currently residing in statewide student databases. Clearly, student

enrollment data is universally collected, providing information for enrollment reports as well

as the building blocks for many other kinds of studies. Information on completions also is

collected in most (35) statewide databases, as it is needed for student tracking and analysis of

types of degrees granted. Next most frequently collected (23 states) is student course data

which permits the analysis of many academic questions including use and success of remedial

courses. Financial aid data, found in 22 state databases, enables the study of patterns of state

and federal financial aid and is used to address questions of access to higher education.

Fifteen states collect applicant data, providing information on the admissions process and

7
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admissions standards. Fifteen states also collect assessment and performance data; these are

quite varied, ranging from statewide basic skills test data, a rising junior em, ACT student

opinion data, enrollment status, and GPA. Data on student outcomes after college are least

often collected (nine states) and typically include information from alumni follow-up surveys;

increasingly, these data are resulting from data sharing with other organizations.'

Table 3

Types of Statewide Student Databases

Number of States

Enrollment 41

Completions 35

Student courses 23

Financial aid 92

Applicants for admission 15

Assessment/performance 15

Student outcomes after college 9

Certain data elements are key to statewide data systems in that they help to shape the

kinds of analyses that can be conducted. Table 4 indicates the number of states collecting

some of these data elements, revealing that there is much variability among states. For

example, nearly all states with statewide databases (39) can distinguish freshmen from

transfer students, but just over half the states having statewide databases (21) would be able

to distinguish between students admitted conditionally as compared to students meeting

normal admissions requirements. Only nine states can identify which students receive

athletically-related student aid. Concerning academic data, 27 states collect cumulative GPA

Table B-1 in Appendix B contains state-by-state detail on types of statewide databases.
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Table 4

Availability of Key Data Elements

Number of States

Student classifications:
Entering type (freshman/transfer) 39

Degree seeking/non-degree seeking 30

Degree intended 29

Admission star -,
(regular/provisional)

21

Athletic status 9

Academic data:
Cumulative GPA 27

Remedial coursework 26

Student course grades 14

Transfer student data:
Transfer level ("lower" vs. "upper"
or year)

29

Total number of credits earned at
prior institutions

25

Number of credits applicable to the
degree

15

Student outcomes:
Post-baccalaureate enrollment in
graduate/first professional program

21

Student satisfaction 7

Licensure/certification 4

Employment/job placement 4

while only 14 collect student course grades. Turning to transfer students, it is more common

to collect tTansfer level (29 states) than actual number of credits applicable to the degree (15

states). Finally, the only student outcome measure available to a large number of states is

post-baccalaureate educational enrollment (21 states), data that can be obtained from the same

9
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statewide database; information on outcomes requiring additional data collection or data

sharing with other agenices are infrequent. In each case, what is collected and how it is

collected or, conversely, what is not collected would determine and limit the kinds of

reports that can be produced directly from statewide data systems.4

Despite long-standing concerns about compromising student confidentiality, nearly

every state now uses the social security number as the student identifier. In just a few cases

some institutional discretion still exists on this matter, but the trend is clearly toward using

the social security number to identify studerprecords. The use of this unique identifier gives

agencies the capability of linking student records over time and across institutional and

organizational boundaries, permitting the tracking of student progress.

Indeed, the full potential of statewide databases is not realized until student tracking

capabilities are developed. Led by state intefests in better understanding student retention in

the mid to late 1980s, and encouraged by such federal legislation as the Student Right-to-

Know and Campus Security Act of 1990, many states took the next step in the evolutionary

process of database development in the early 1990s. Building on existing term-by-term

student databases, many states went one step further and began to track the academic progress

of individual students. The tracking of entering freshmen is now possible in 35 states, and

five other states with multi-institutional databases are now workiniz on developing this

capacity.

There are two major advantages of such statewide tracking systems over institutional

tracking systems. First, state tracking systems are more efficient; instead of every institution

in a state developing its own tracking system, information can be analyzed centrally and

4 Table B-2 in Appendix B contains state-by-state detail on data element availability.
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provided back to institutions. Second, and most importantly, these systems allow tracking

across institutions, providing more complete information on student outcomes, i.e., which

students actually "drop out," which students transfer and later graduate, and so on.

Clearly, where statewide databases exist, the desire to track students across institutions

is strong; where such multi-institutional databases do not exist, the desire to track students has

been a primary impetus for many states to develop a statewide database. Progress in student

tracking has been steady. When SHEEO last surveyed state agencies in 1991, only 12 states

were using a student unit record database to report graduation and completion rates, and

another 12 were in the middle of planning or developing this capability. Now, less than four

years later, 35 states use such databases. Moreover, student tracking has become more

diverse and extensive. Tracking transfer students, a relatively new concept, is now possible in

34 states, and five additional states intend to develop this capacity. Thirty states can now

track students that begin in terms other than fall term, and five expect to develop this

capacity.-

Uses of statewide data s stems and confidentiali concerns

The uses of statewide student databases are many and varied, and Table 5 summarizes

12 common uses, in order of frequency mentioned by survey respondents. Some uses, such

as IPEDS reporting (24 states), reflect traditional roles and capacities of SHEEO agencies and

do not require student tracking systems. (This number, of course, does not represent the sum

total of IPEDS reporting done by SNEED agencies; as discussed earlier, many agencies,

Table B-3 in Appendix B contains statc-hy-state detail on current and future student tracking
capabilities.

11
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Table 5

Uses of Statewide Student Databases

Number of States

Persistence/completion/time to degree
studies

33

Student transfer studies 32

Studies of minority students 32

Enrollment projections 25

IPEDS reporting (fall enrollment &
completions)

24

K-12 feedback reports 23

Remedial education studies 22

"Report card"/accountability reporting 21

Student Right-to-Know Reporting
(intended use)

20

Financial aid studies 18

Studies of admissions standards 17

Vocational-technical reporting 11

especially those in which comprehensive statewide databases do not exist, continue to use

aggregate rather than unit record data for this purpose.) However, the three most common

uses of statewide student databases persistence/completion/time-to-degree studies (33

states), student transfer studies (32 states), and studies of minority students (32 states)

illustrate the value of multi-institutional student tTacking capabilities. Without the ability to

track students across institutions centrally and efficiently, it is virtually impossible to imagine

how comparable information could be generated. Other uses by state agencies are quite

widespread as well, including producing enrollment projections at the state level (25 states),

providing feedback information to high schools (23 states), studying the scope and

effectiveness of remedial programs (22 states), accountability reporting (21 states), and others.

12



These databases allow statewide policy questions to be addressed in a way that institutional

data systems do not allow.

Although student tracking is a primary purpose of these data systems, student tracking

from the freshman year through college departure addresses only part of the picture of student

postsecondary careers. Many statewide data systems are now beginning to address other

important policy issues such as what happened before the student entered college, and what

happens after he/she leaves. One new and rapidly growing occurrence is the development of

linkages between state higher education databases and other state, federal and private agencies

and organizations. Table 6 summarizes the states currently engaged in this type of activity.

Because this is such a new area of development, this table includes both states in which data

sharing arrangements are already in place as well as those exploring such possibililties.

Combining both categories, it is apparent that data sharing with the K-12 sector (20 states)

and with state employment agencies (20 states) are the most common.'

One of the recurring concerns in student tracking across agencies is confidentiality of

student records, and agencies demonstrate a variety of responses pertaining to confidentiality

issues. Many states are attempting to follow guidelines from the Family Educational Rights

and Privacy Act (FERPA), and some have additional state policies in place. For example,

agencies will provide records with social security numbers attached only when confidentiality

is guaranteed and necessary for the analysis, and/or they have pre-defined lists of possible

users. Other states will provide unit record data, but scramble the student identifier so that

individual students cannot be identified. Some states do not have clear or written policies,

but review requests for data sharing on a case-by-case basis. Some provide a data-sharing

6 Table B-4 contains state-by-state detail on inter-agency data sharing, including current
capabilities and discussion/planning in this area.
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Table 6

Inter-Agency Data Sharing

Type of Agency

Data Sharing
Arrangements

Currently in Place

(Number of States)

Data Sharing
Arrangements in the
Discussion/Planning

Stage
(Number of States)

State department of education
(K-12)

10 10

State employment records 11 9

Postsecondary agencies in
other states

3 6

Federal trainingJemployment
records

3 4

The military

State corrections 3 3

Private sector employers 2 3

agreement form. Still other states are beginning to experiment with "informed consent"

procedures in which they ask student permission in advance to share data with other agencies.

Finally, ror some states, it is not an issue; they simply will not share data. As inter-agency

data sharing arrangements multiply, it is evident that these issues will need additional

resolution.

Despite these concerns, states are very interested in expanding tracking across new

boundaries. An impressive 33 states expressed interest in developing new data sharing

arrangements with postsecondary agencies in other states, and four others replied with a more

cautious "maybe." Most of these are willing to share unit-record data, motivated by the need

to acquire better understanding of inter-state student migration patterns to know more

about what happens to high school students who leave the state, to better estimate graduation

rates, and to track employment and postgraduate education of college graduates. But again,

14
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much caution is expressed in terms of possible violation of confidentiality of student records,

and a few states are willing to share aggregate information only.

Technolo ical chan es and lans for the future

Technological changes have been tremendous in recent decades, providing powerful

forces to stimulate data system development at the state level. Indeed, the sweeping promises

of technology have gradually reduced institutional resistance to multi-institutional databases,

further encouraging the development of these systems. Changes in recent years include all of

the following:

the shift from large, mainframe computers to personal computers and Local Area
Networks

reduced dependence on cumbersome programming languages and operating systems;
shift to simpler operating systems, such as UNIX

relational databases replacing flat file structures

faster PCs with greater memory, and use of CD-ROM

the development of new PC-based software, including client server products and
decision support software

the shift from physical forms of data transfer (tapes and diskettes) to electronic data
transfer; use of the Internet and File Transfer Protocol (FTP) to transfer both student
unit-record data and aggregate data and reports

increasing use of such electronic enhancements as Mosaic, Gopher, and World Wide
Web.

Though most agencies have not advanced to state-of-the-art systems in all of these

areas, the progress that has taken place is considerable. Many agencies reported simplifed in-

house processing and increased analytic capacity, reduced processing time for data requests,

lowered costs for many kinds of analyses, increased speed and reduced costs of data transfer

15
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between ihstitutions and state agencies, and more sharing of ideas and statistical reports with

institutions and others outside the agency.

These technological changes are pervasive and ongoing. Currently, 33 states have a

plan in place for information system development for the next few years, typically addressing

some or all of the areas listed above. In particular, expanded Internet access and increased

electronic communication between state agencies and institutions are high priorities. Indeed,

every day state agencies are moving closer to a vision in which each staff member has a

multi-purpose work station, with access to wordprocessing, spreadsheets, e-mail, mainframe

computers, and analysis packages. Many kinds of information student unit record data,

aggregate data, tables, reports, and national data sets are becoming accessible to a wide

audience of users.

Personnel data systems

In addition to obtaining extensive information about statewide student unit record data

systems, the SHEEO survey obtained more limited information about statewide personnel data

systems. Twenty-four respondents indicated that their agencies have access to personnel unit

record data, somewhat fewer than the 41 states which have access to student unit record data.

Typically, these databases may be described as personnel/payroll databases. All of these

systems (24) contain records on faculty members, and most of them (19) contain records on

administrative staff. A large number (18) include teaching assistants, but fewer than half (11)

contain information on student employees. As personnel/payroll databases, these systems

have a fluid character and are often updated on a continuing or frequent basis as changes

occur: this contrasts with student databases which are typically updated by term. In addition

to standard personnel/payroll information, many of these systems have additional unit record
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data on faculty. For example, 17 states indicated unit record data on faculty workload are

available to them.

Where such databases exist, affirmative action reporting is a nearly universal use of

personnel databases, as Table 7 indicates. Faculty or staff salary studies is the next most

common use, followed by faculty workload studies and IPEDS reporting. If these numbers

seem low by comparison to Table 5 describing uses of student databases, it must be

remembered that they reflect uses of personnel unit record data only. Many other SHEEO

agencies engage in these same kinds of studies, collecting aggregate data from institutions and

preparing statewide reports. Very few states indicated that they have plans to make major

enhancements to their personnel data systems, and there does not seem to be the same

urgency or momentum in developing these databases as there is with statewide student

databases.

Table 7

Uses of Statewide Personnel Databases
(In Order of Frequency Cited)

Number of States

affirmative action studies 22

faculty or staff salary studies 18

faculty workload studies 14

IPEDS fall staff survey 13

IPEDS salaries survey 12

Conclusion

The role of institutional cooperat'on and support cannot be underestimated as the story

of statewide database development is told. Already, statewide student unit record databases

are bringing very concrete benefits to institutions, and knowledge of accomplishments in
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some states has stimulated interest and ongoing improvements in others. First, whereas

institutions previously exhausted countless hours and dollars producing numerous and

duplicative data reports, now statewide data systems can produce much of the needed

information directly from institutional data. Thus, the reporting burden on institutions is

greatly reduced. Second, more data are made available to institutions, in particular,

comparative data from other institutions, and state averages. These data are particularly

valuable to smaller institutions with more limited resources. Finally, for the first time,

important policy questions related to student movement across institutions, sectors,

organizations, and even states can be addressed with comprehensive data. In other words,

statewide databases are providing information that institutions themselves are not in a position

to create. Some state agencies also are providing needed information tools such as decision

support software to assist institutional decision-making. In sum, institutional capacity to

respond quickly to many kinds of information needs and requests is greatly enhanced.

Concerns about confidentiality of student data, once a major obstacle to the

development of multi-institutional databases, are clearly still around, but given the tremendous

benefits, there seems to be a greater comfort level and even a modest enthusiasm to

embrace more open data systems. Particularly with the advent of the Internet, the benefits of

statewide data systems that are widely accessible are becoming apparent, and there is a trend

toward making more data available to more people. Safeguards are being taken, of course,

but institutions and state agencies seem to be finding new ways of dealing with these

concerns. Indeed, significant progress has been made, but as even more extensive data

sharing arrangements arise, it is evident that more standardization of procedures is needed.

The critical issues of our times will continue to demand better information about our

institutions of higher education. Many of these issues, especially those pertaining to how
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students progress through school and through the workplace, require information that goes

beyond the capabilities of individual institutions. And as traditional patterns of college

attendance further give way to non-traditional patterns, student tracking questions become

even more complex, demanding new linkages across postsecondary institutions and other parts

of our society. In the past couple of decades, tremendous progress has been made in many

states to establish the capacity for multiinstitutional tracking. The benefits of this progress

for institutions, state agencies, and even national concerns are only beginning to be

realized. We can expect the value of statewide higher education data systems to increase in

the future as the need for answers to ever more complicated questions arises.
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State Higher Education Executive Officers
Survey on Statewide/Systemwide Data System Capabilities

February, 1995

Introduction. This survey collects basic descriptive infomiation on statewide/systemwide data systems, including tudent
and personnel data. Five key areas are audressed:

I. Access to unit record databases
II. Capabilities of unit record databases
III. Uses of unit record databases
IV. ElectroMc resources
V. Future needs

When responding to this questionnaire. please consider your agency's work as a whole, and do not limit your answers to
the work that you personally perform. Feel free to add comments in the margins that explain or expand upon your answers
and to submit copies of any pertinent documents.

Note: if your agency does not currently have access to unit record data but is planning or developing such access fot the
future, please answer Sections I-III to the best of your ability.

If you do not have access to any unit record databases and do not anticipate such access in the future, please slap to page
6 and complete Sections IV-V only. If other higher education agencies in your state have unit record databases, please
list them here so that we may contact them for more information.

Thank you for your assistance. Please mail the completed questionnaire by March 3 to:

Alene Russell
SHEEO
707 Seventeenth Street, Suite 2700
Denver, Colorado 80202-3427
303-299-3671

Respondent Information Section

State/Agency:

Respondent:

Title:

Telephone: Date:

A- 1

2 7



Section 1. Access to unit record databases

_

1. For each database listed below, please indicate the earliest year for which unit record data are or will be available to
you, the frequency of data collection, the sectors included, and whether social security numbers are used as the
personal identifier. If you do not have access to a particular database, enter NA in the "Year" column. If the database
does not reside at your agency, please explain below under "Comments."

Database

Year

(Inoicate
earliest year

for which data
arelwill be
availaule to

you.)

Frequency of Data
Collection

(Indicate if fall only.
all wrnts, once a
year, or other.)

Sectors Included

(Circle all that apply.)

Social
Security
Number

Public Inde-
pendent

Non-
profit

Propri-
etary

Yes No
4-

year
2-

year

student enrollment
1 2 3 4 Y N

applicants for
admission 1 2 3 4 Y N

student financial aid
1 2 3 4 Y N

completions
1 2 3 4 Y N

student courses
1 2 3 4 Y N

assessment/performance
(describe) 1 2 3 4 Y N

student outcomes after
college 1 2 3 4 Y N

personnel
1 2 3 4 N

Comments:

2. How do you receive/access unit record files from campuses? Check all that apply.

tape
diskette
electronic file transfer
remote access to a file server
other (explain)
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Section II. Capabilities of unit record databases

3. Which of your student databases include graduate and professional students?

What types of employees are included in your personnel databases (e.g. faculty, administrators, teaching assistants,
student employees, others)?

Which of the following data elements are available to you in unit record form?

Data Element
Availability

Yes No

entering type (freshman/transfer) Y N

admission status (regular/provisional) Y N

degree seeking/non-degree seeking Y N

degree intended Y N

athletic status Y N

remedial coursework Y N

student course grades Y N

cumulative GPA Y N

For transfer students:
total number of credits earned at prior
institutions

Y N

number of credits applicable to the degree Y N

transfer level ("lower" vs. "upper" or year) Y N

Student outcomes:
employment/job placement

Y N

post-baccalaurcate enrollment in graduate/first
professional program

Y N

licensure/certification Y N

student satisfactioki Y N

faculty workload Y N
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6. To what extent has your agency developed its student tracking capabilities? For each Item below, please indicate
whether you currently have this capability, will have this capability, or do not/will not have this capability, and the
earliest cohort you can/will be able to track.

Capability
Earliest cohort
that can/will be

tracked
Currently
have this
capability

Will have
this

capability

Do not/will
not have this

capability

track entering freshmen 1 2 3

track incoming transfer
students

1 2 3

track students who begin in
terms other than fall term

I 2 3

7. How does your agency deal with issues of confidentiality concerning sharing unit record data among agencies? WILi !
policies exist and what questions remain?

8. If your agency is not involved in sharing unit record data with other agencies, please skip to question 9.

We would like to gather information on data sharing arrangements using unit record databases. For each item
please indicate whether you: (1) are in the discussion/planning stage; (2) are currently implementing data sham!: ,1
already have such arrangements in place; or (3) are not involved in sharing this type of data.

Discussion/
Planning

Stage

Currently
Implementing/Have

Arrangements in Place

,

Not Involved in
Sharing This
Type of Data

other postsecondary agencies in your
state (specify)

1 2 3

postsecondary agencies in other states
(specify)

1 2 3

state department of education (K-12) 1 2 3

state employment records 1 2 3

state corrections 1 2 3

federal training/employment records 1 2 3

the military 1 2 1

private sector employers 1 2 3

other (describe) I 2 3
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Section III. Uses of unit record databases

9. Below is a list of reports that SHEEO agencies commonly produce for federal and state purposes. For many years,
agencies used aggregate data to prepare these reports, but increasingly, they are using unit record databases.

Please indicate whether your agency uses a unit record database to prepare each type of report listed below. Your

responses should include all unit record databases, including both comprehensive databases and special databases

created for ad hoc purposes.

Yes
(We use a unit

record database to
prepare this

report.)

No
(We do not use a

unit record database
or do not prepare

this report.)

Federal purposes:
IPEDS fall enrollment surveys Y N

IPEDS completions survey Y N

IPEDS salaries survey Y N

IPEDS fall staff survey Y N

Student Right-to-Know (future use) Y N

vocational-technical reporting (e.g. Perkins Act) Y N

State/system purposes:
"report card"/accountability reporting Y N

program or institutional review Y N

faculty or staff salary studies Y N

faculty workload studies Y N

affirmative action studies Y N

resource allocation Y N

facilities studies Y N

financial aid studies Y N

persistence/completion/time to degree studies Y N

studies of minority students Y N

student transfer studies Y N

enrollment projections Y N

studies of admissions standards Y N

remedial education studies Y N

K-12 feedback reports Y N

Other (specify) Y N
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Section IV. Electronic Resources

10. Please describe any ways in which new electronic resources are enhancing your data system capabilities.

Section V. Future needs

11. Does your agency have a plan for information system development for the next few years?

yes no

If yes, please describe the components of this plan. If no, please describe any specific data system enhancements that
you will need in the next five years.

12. Are you interested in developing new sharing data arrangements with postsecondary agencies in other states?

yes no

If you have a particular area of interest, please describe.

13. How might SHEEO or the SHEEO/NCES Communication Network help you meet future data needs?

3 `1
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Table B-1
Types of Statewide Databases

(Question 1)

Student

PersonnelEnroll-
ment

Applicants
for

Admission

Fi nancial
Aid

Comp le-
tions

Student
Courses

Assess-
m ent/

Perfor-
mance

Student
Outcomes

After
College

Alaska X X X X X

Arizona X N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Arkansas X X X X X

Ca Worm X X

Colorado X X X X

Connecticut X X

Florida X X X X X X X X

Georgia X X X

Hawaii X X X X X X X X

Idaho X X X X

Illinois X X X

Indiana X X X

Kentucky X X X

Louisiana X X X

Maine X X X X X X X

Maryland X X X X X

Massachusetts X X

Minnesota X X

Mississippi X X X X X X

Missoun X X X X

Nevada X X X X X

New Hampshire X X X X

New Jersey X X X X

New Mexico X X X X

New York X X X X X X X X

North Carolina X X X X X X
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Table B-1
Types of Statewide Databases

(Continued)

Student

PersonnelEnroll-
ment

Applicants
for

Admission

Financial
Aid

Comp le-

lions
Student
Courses

Assess-
ment/

Perfor-
mance

Student
Outcomes

After
College

North Dakota X X X X X

Ohio X X X X

Oklahoma X X X X X X X X

Oregon X X X X

Pennsylvania X X X

South Carolina X X

South Dakota X X X X X X

Tennessee X X X X X X

Texas X X X X X

Utah X X

Vermont X X X X X X

Virginia X X X X X X X

Washington X X X

West Virginia X X X X X X

Wisconsin X X X X X X



Table B-2
Data Element Availability

(Question 5)

Entering
Type

Admis-
sion

Status

Degree
Seeking/

Non-
Degree
Seeking

Degree
Intended

Athletic
Status

Remedial
Course-

work

Student
Course
Grades

Cumulative
CPA

Alaska X X X X X X X X

Arizona N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NiA

Arkansas X X X X X

California X X

Colorado X X X X

Connecticut X X X

Florida X X X X X X X

Georgia X X X

Hawaii X X X X X X X

Idaho X X X X X X X

Illinois X

Indiana X X X

Kentucky X X X X

Louisiana X X X X

Mame X X X X X X

Maryland X X X X X X X

Massachusetts X X X X X X

Minnesota X X X X

Mississippi X X X X X

Missouri X X X

Nevada X X X X X X X X

New Hampshire X X X X

New Jersey X X X X X

New Mexico X X X

3 6
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Table B-2
Data Element Availability

(Question 5)

Transfer Students Student Outcomes

Total #
of

Credits
Earned
at Prior
Institu-
tions

# of
Credits
Applic-
able to

the
Degree

Transfer
Level

Employ-
ment/Job
Placement

Post-
baccalau-

reate
Enroll-
ment

Licen-
sure/

Certifi-
cation

Student
Satis-
faction

Faculty
Work-
load

X X X X X Alaska

N/A N/A N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A N/A Arizona

X X X Arkansas

X California

X X Colorado

X Connecticut

X X X X X X X X Florida

X X X X Georgia

X X X Hawaii

X X X X Idaho

X X X X X Illinois

X Indiana

X X Kentucky

X Louisiana

X X X X Maine

X X X X Maryland

X Massachusetts

X X Minnesota

X X Mississippi

X X X Missouri

X X X X X Nevada

X X New Hampshire

X X X X New Jersey

X X X New Mexico
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Table B-2
Data Element Availability

(Continued)

Entenng
Type

Admis-
sion

Status

Degree

Seeking/
Non-

Degree
Seeking

Degree

Intended
Athletic
Status

Remedial
Course-

work

Student

Course
Grades

Cumulative
GPA

New York X X X X X X

North Carolina X X X X X

North Dakota X X X X X X

Ohio X

Oklahoma X X X X X X X X

Oregon X X X X X X

Pennsylvania X X X

South Carolina X X X X X

South Dakota X X X X X X X

Tennessee X X X X X

Texas X X X X

Utah X X \ X

Vermont X X X X X X X

Virginia X X X X X

Washington X X

West Virginia X X X X X X

Wisconsin X X X X X X
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Table B-2
Data Element Availability

(Continued)

Transfer Students Student Outcomes

Total #
of

Credits
Earned
at Prior
Institu-
lions

# of
Credits
AppLic-
able to

the

Degree

Transfer
Level

Employ-
ment/Joh
Placement

Post-

baccalau-
reale

Enroll-
ment

Licen-
sure/

Certifi-
cation

Student
Satis-

faction

Faculty
Work-
load

X X X X X New York

X X X X X X North Carolina

X X X X North Dakota

X X Ohio

X X X X X Oklahoma

X X X Oregon

X X X Pennsylvania

South Carolina

X X X South Dakota

X X X X Tennessee

X X X Texas

X X X Utah

X X X Vemiont

X X X Virginia

X Washington

X X West Virginia

X X Wisconsin



Table B-3
Student Tracking Capabilities

(Question 6)

.
Entering

Freshman

Incoming
Transfer
Students

Students
Who

Begin in
Terms
Other
Than
Fall

Alaska C C C

Arizona N/A N/A N/A

Arkansas C C

California F F F

Colorado C C C

Connecticut C C C

Florida C C C

Georgia C C C

Hawaii C C

Idaho C C C

Illinois C C C

Indiana C C F

Kentucky C C C

Louisiana C C C

Maine C C C

Maryland C C

Massachusetts C C C

Minnesota C C C

Mississippi C C C

Missouri C C C

Nevada C C C
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Table B-3
Student Tracking Capabilities

(Continued)

Entering
Freshman

Incoming
Transfer
Students

Students
Who

Begin in
Terms
Other
Than
Fall

New Hampshire C C C

New Jersey C C

New Mexico F F F

New York C C C

North Carolina C C C

North Dakota F F F

Ohio F F F

Oklahoma C C C

Oregon C C C

Pennsylvania C C C

South Carolina F F

South Dakota C C C

Tennessee C C C

Texas C C C

Utah C C C

Vt!rmont C C C

Virginia C C C

Washington C C

West Virginia C C C

Wisconsin C C C

C = Current Capability F = Future Capability

.1 4
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Table B-4
Inter-Agency Data Sharing

(Question 8)

State

Dept.
of

E luca-
lion

(K-12)

Post-

secondary

Agencies
in Other
States

State

Employ-
ment

Records

State

Correc-
nuns

Federal
Training/
Employ-

ment
Records

The
Military

Private
Sector

Employ-
ers

Alaska D C C C

Arizona

Arkansas C

California D D

Colorado D D C

Connecticut

Florida C C C C D C C

Georgia

Hawaii C

Idaho D

Illinois C

Indiana C

Kentucky

Louisiana

Mame

Maryland D

Massachusetts

Minnesota D D

Mississippi

Missouri D C C

Nevada

Nev. Hampshire D D

New Jersey D

New Mexico D D

New York



Table B-4
Inter-Agency Data Sharing

(Continued)

State

Dept.
ot

Educa-
non

(K-12)

Post-
secondary

Agencies
in Other

States

State

Employ-
ment

Records

State

Correc-
tams

Federal
Traimng;
Employ-

ment
Records

The
Military

Pnvate
Sector

Employ-
ers

North Carolina C D C C C C C

North Dakota C D C D D D D

Ohio

Oklahoma C D C D D D D

Oregon D D D D

Pennsylvania

South Carolina

South Dakota C C D C D

Tennessee C

Texas C

Utah D D D

Vermont

Virginia C

Washington C D C C C C

West Virginia

Wisconsin

C = Currently in Place D = In the Discussion/Planning Stage

B-10
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State/System Contacts for Information on Data Systems
(Survey Respondents in State Order)

Edward P. Rutledge
Director, Financial Affairs
Commission on Higher Education
P.O. Box 302000
Montgomery, AL 36130-2000
334-242-2104 FAX: 334-242-0268
achexr01@asnmail.asc.edu

Thomas Frank
Assistant Director, Statewide

Institutional Research
University of Alaska System
202 Butrovich Building
Fairbanks, AK 99775-5560
907-474-7958 FAX: 907-474-7397
slue! orca.alaska.edu

Karen K. Spahn
Manager, Planning Information Systems
Arizona Board of Regents
2020 No. Central Ave, #230
Phoenix, AZ 85004
602-229-2525 FAX: 602-229-2555
iadkks@asuvm.inre.asu.edu

Ed Crowe
Senior Associate Director
Department of Higher Education
114 East Capitol
Little Rock, AR 72201
501-324-9300 FAX: 501-324-9308
edc@adhe.arknetedu

Marc C. Irish/Jan Taylor
Director, Information Systems/
Information Systems Supervisor
California Postsecondary

Education Commission
1303 J Street, #500
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-8002 FAX: 916-327-4417
mirish@cpec.ca.gov/jtaylor@cpec.ca.gov

C-1

Jacki Stim (replaced Mark Chisholm)
Information & Research Analyst
Commission on Higher Education
1300 Broadway, 2nd Floor
Denver, CO 80203
303-866-2723 FAX: 303-860-9750
jacki@cche.state.co.us

Joseph Zikmund, II
Sr Associate, Research and Policy Support
Department of Higher Education
61 Woodland Street
Hartford, CT 06105
203-566-4645 FAX: 203-566-7865
jzikmund@apollo.commnetedu

Marilyn B. Quinn
Executive Director
Delaware Higher Education Commission
Carvel State Office Building
820 French Street, 4th Floor
Wilmington, DE 19801
302-577-3240 FAX: 302-577-3862
mquinn@ois.state.de.us

Patrick H. Da Ilet
Assistant Executive Director
Postsecondary Educ Planning Commission
Florida Education Center
Tallahassee, FL 32399
904-488-7894 FAX: 904-922-5388
dalletp@mail.firmedu

Charlene Coles
Coordinator, Computer Applications
Board of Regents
State University System of Florida
325 West Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399
904-487-81(X) FAX: 904-487-4568
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Howard V. Campbell
Chief, Bureau of Information Systems
State Board of Community Colleges
Community College System
1314 Florida Education Center
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0400
904-488-8597 FAX: 904-487-3441

Jay Pfeiffer
Director
Florida Education Training

Placement Information
Room 119, Collins Building
107 W. Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301
904-487-0900

Cathie Hudson
Assistant Vice Chancellor, Planning
Board of Regents
University System of Georgia
244 Washington Street SW
Atlanta, GA 30334
404-656-2213 FAX: 404-651-9497
hudson@mail.regents.peachnetedu

Suzanne Yamashita
Director, Institutional Research Office
University of Hawaii
2444 Dole Street
Bachman Hall 110
Honolulu, HI 96822
808-956-7532 FAX: 808-956-5286
iro_suzanne@mvax.mso.hawaii.edu

Gerald A. Engstrom
Management Information Officer
State Board of Education
650 West State Street
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID 83720-0037
208-334-2270 FAX: 208-334-2632
jengstro@osbe.state.id.us

David Ross
Asst Director, Information Systems
Board of Higher Education
4 West Old Capitol Plaza, #500
Springfield, IL 62701-1287
217-782-3632 FAX: 217-782-8548
dmss@eagle.sangamon.edu

C-2

Jeff Weber
Manager of Information & Research
Commission for Higher Education
101 West Ohio Street. #550
Indianapolis, IN 46204-1909
317-464-4400 FAX: 317-464-441()

Carol Kominski
State Board of Regents
Old Historical Building
East 12th and Grand
Des Moines, IA 50319
515-281-3934 FAX: 515-281-6420

Raymond A. Hauke
Director, Planning & Budget
Kansas Board of Regents
700 SW Harrison. #1410
Topeka, KS 66603-3760
913-296-3421 FAX: 913-296-0983
zzksbr@ace.wuacc.edu

Sue McDade
Assoc Director, Higher Educ Statistics
Council on Higher Education
1024 Capital Center Dr, #320
Frankfort, KY 40601-8204
502-573-1555 FAX: 502-573-1537
smcdade%che_ky@msmail.state.ky.us

Larry Goux
Assistant Commissioner for

Information Services
Louisiana Board of Regents
150 Third Street. #129
Baton Rouge, LA 70801-1389
504-342-4253 FAX: 504-342-9318

Nancy Mac Knight
Vice Chancellor, Academic Affairs
University of Maine System
107 Maine Avenue
Bangor, ME 04401-1805
207-973-3200 FAX: 207-947-0336
nancym@maine.maine.edu
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Charles Benil
Director, Office of Data and Management

Information System
Higher Education Commission
16 Francis Street
Annapolis, MD 21401
410-974-2971 FAX: 410-974-5376
MHECPO!CBENIL@mdhec.attmail.com

Judith I. Gill
Associate Vice Chancellor, Planning

& Research
Higher Educ Coordinating Council
One Ashburton Place, #1401
Boston, MA 02108-1696
617-727-7785, x264 FAX: 617-727-6397
jgill@rnecn.mass.edu

Elsie Kettunen
Department Analyst
State Department of Education
P.O. Box 30008
Lansing, MI 48909
517-335-0634 FAX: 517-373-2759

Mitchell Rubinstein
Senior Policy Analyst
Higher Educ Coord Board
550 Cedar Street, #400
St. Paul, MN 55101
612-296-9686 FAX: 612-297-8880
ruhinstein@hech.state.mn.us

Susan Silver
Director, Institutional Analysis
Institutions of Higher Learning
3825 Ridgewood Road
Jackson, MS 39211
601-982-6702 FAX: 601-982-6129
susan@ihl.state.ms.us

John R. Wittstruck
Associate Commissioner,
Policy Analysis and Data Services
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
3515 Amazonas Drive
Jefferson City, MO 65109
314-751-2361 FAX: 314-751-6635
john?chhe4009f admin@admin.mocbhe.gov

Patricia J. Davis
Financial Assistant
Montana University System
2500 Broadway
Helena, MT 59620-3101
406-444-0321 FAX: 406 411-1469
pdavis@oche.oche.montana.edu

John Ingram
Research Officer
Coordinating Comm for Postsecondary Educ
140 N. 8th Street, #300
P.O. Box 95005
Lincoln, NE 68509-5005
402-471-0030 FAX: 402-471-2886

Karen Steinberg
Director, Institutional Research
University & Comm College System
2601 Enterprise Road
Reno, NV 89512
702-784-4022 FAX: 702-784-1127
minedew@nevada.edu

Marie E. Zeglen
Director of Policy Analysis
University System of New Hampshire
Myers Center, 27 Concord Road
Durham, NH 03824-3563
603-868-1800 FAX: 603-868-2756
m_zeglen@unhe.unh.edu

Philip Beardsley
Commission on Higher Education
20 West State St, CN 542
Trenton, NJ 08625-0542
609-984-2847 FAX: 609-292-7225
njche@pilot.njin.net

Bill Simpson
Deputy Director for Education
Programs & Planning
Commission on Higher Education
1068 Cerrillos Road
Santa Fe, NM 87501-4295
505-827-7383 FAX: 505-827-7392
bsimpson@eros.unm.edu
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13arbara W. Flynn
Asst Commissioner, Educ Policy Analysis
NY State Education Department
5B44 Cultural Education Center
Albany, NY 12230
518-474-6644 FAX: 518-474-1907
hf1ynn@dos118.nysed.gov

Tommy Annas
Assistant Provost
Office of Institutional Research
State University of New York
State University Plaza, #303N
Albany, NY 12246
518-443-5639 Fax: 518-443-5632

Gary T. Barnes
Associate Vice Pres for Planning
University of North Carolina
General Administration
P.O. Box 2688
Chapel Hill, NC 27515-2688
919-962-4591 FAX: 919-962-2751
bames@ga.unc.edu

Nancy Blom Rittel
Research Associate
North Dakota University System
600 East Blvd, State Cap Bldg
Bismarck, ND 58505
701-328-4136 FAX: 701-328-2961
blom@vml.nodak.edu

Patricia M. Hill
Director, Information Systems &

Research
Ohio Board of Regents
30 E. Broad Steet, 36th Floor
Columbus, OH 43266-0417
614-466-5045 FAX: 614-466-5866
phill@summithor.ohio.gov

Joe E. Hagy
Director of Special Programs
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