
AGENDA 
 

CPE Retreat 
 

July 11, 2005 
10:30 a.m. – 3 p.m.  (ET) 

Conference Center, Great Hall III 
16th Floor, Rudd Heart and Lung Institute, Louisville, Kentucky 

 
 
 
 

1. Planning  
• Campus Action Plans 
• Mission Parameters 
• 2020 Projections and Key Indicators 
• Council Action Plan 
 

2. Comprehensive Funding Model Review 
 
3. KEES Revisions  
 
4. July 18 Meeting Agenda 

 
5. Agency Operating Budget  

 
6. Proposed Council Policy Groups & 2006 Meeting Schedule  

 
 

 
 
 



























































































































































































































How Can Kentucky Reach National 
Educational Attainment Levels by 

2020? 

Projected Scenarios 

Council on Postsecondary Education 
Retreat

July 11, 2005
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Purpose of 2020 projections
HB 1 charge: bring Kentucky’s educational 

attainment rate up to national average by 2020
– In 1998, 20% of KY had baccalaureate or higher
– 24% nationally  

In order to reach national averages in 2020…
 What are the attainment targets?
 How big is the gap?
 What would it take to fill the gap?

Current Population Survey, US Census
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Nation is pulling ahead at the 
baccalaureate attainment level
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What will the national attainment 
level be in 2020?

Baccalaureate level and higher
– 32.1% of 25-64 year olds (modified US Census 

estimate) 
Associate degrees

– 12.4% of those 25 and older  (national trend 1990-
2000 projected out to 2020)

Other credential levels not in analysis
– Certificate – no national projections, little state-level 

historical data for trend
– Graduate/professional – depends on occupational 

trends
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Target and gap: baccalaureate and 
higher degrees

Roughly DOUBLE the number of degree holders from 
402,000 in 2000 to 791,000 in 2020 

– At current production and migration levels, there will 
be 580,000 degree holders, only 178,000 more than 
there were in 2000

402,000  +  178,000  =  580,000

– 211,000 additional degree holders needed to close 
the gap

791,000  – 580,000  =  211,000
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Target and gap: associate degrees 

More than TRIPLE the number with Associate as 
their highest degree from 129,000 in 2000 to 
399,000 in 2020 

– At current production and migration levels, there will 
be 260,000 degree holders, only 131,000 more than 
in 2000

129,000 + 131,000 = 260,000

– 139,000 additional degree holders needed
399,000 – 260,000 = 139,000
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Past and future attainment
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Closing the gap: 
Migration and production

 Migration picture is mixed (1995-2000)
– Net gain of college-educated people due to 

international immigration
– In-migrants are less educated on average than out-

migrants
 Degree production scenarios assume 

continuation of 1995-2000 migration pattern

Source : KSDC, Kentucky Migration, February 2004
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Questions about targets or gaps?
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Closing the gap: 
Degree production 

How to translate total additional number of 
degrees needed into changes in system inputs, 
throughputs and outputs?
– KY Enrollment-Degree Model or “Stuflow” 

developed by NCHEMS
– Stocks and flows model of different types of 

students into and through the PSE system
– Based on data from 1994-2002 entering cohorts 

tracked for up to nine years 
– Undergraduate only, associate and bacc. degrees
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What would it take to fill the gap 
with increased production?
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Best-performing states scenario
 What if all inputs were the same as the best-

performing states?
– Best performing states in 2002/03: 

 HS graduation rate of 9th graders (84.7% MN, 61.4% KY) 
 HS college going rates (73.3% ND, 58.7% KY)
 Adult PSE participation rate, ages 25-44 (10.6% AZ, 3.6% KY) 

– Doubling in:
 KCTCS transfers increased to 5,900 (from 2,950)
 GED college-going rate raised to 38.6% (from 19.3%)

 What if all throughputs were same as best-performing 
states?
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KY and best-performing states
Retention 1 Graduation 2

KY
2002

100th

percentile 
state 2002

KY
2003

100th

percentile
State 2003

Four-year 
institutions

69.5% 85.3%
(DE)

44.3% 66.0%
(MA)

KCTCS 55.0% 70.2%
(FL)

19.1% 65.9%*
(SD)

Comparisons are to all institutions statewide, public and independent.

1. Retention at native institution, not statewide.  Source: ACT 
institutional data, reported on the National Information Center for 
Higher Education Policymaking and Analysis web site. 

2.  Source: US Department of Education, IPEDS Graduation Rate 
Survey, reported on the National Information Center for Higher 
Education Policymaking and Analysis web site.

* 53.0% was next 
highest state (WY)
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Best-performing states scenario

Close the gap by:
 Increasing total undergraduate enrollment to 

450,000 in 2020
– 125% increase

 Weight growth slightly toward KCTCS 
– 212,600 additional baccalaureate degrees by 2020 

(Target is 211,000)
– 138,500 additional associate degrees by 2020

(Target is 139,000)
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Total undergraduate enrollment
best-performing states scenario
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What would it take?
Policy interventions

 Increase degree production
– College participation at all ages

 Adult education and college participation
 High school graduation and college-going rates

– Retention and graduation of undergraduates
– Continuous system-level growth

 Change migration patterns to attract and retain highly-
educated adults

 Coordinate efforts across state government and private 
sector

 Significant additional funding over time to achieve HB 1 
2020 goals



www.cpe.ky.gov



KEES Revisions Under Discussion 
 

1. REGULATION CHANGES 
 KEES eligibility and award calculation based on the following curriculum:  
• English (4 courses): I, II, III, IV 
• Mathematics (4 courses): algebra I, geometry, algebra II, and one additional course in 

advanced mathematics, which may include probability and statistics 
• Lab-based sciences (3 courses): chosen from biology, chemistry, physics, or 

earth/space science 
• Social sciences (3 courses): U.S. history, world history, and one other course selected 

from world geography, economics, or government 
• Language other than English (2 courses from same language or demonstrated 

competency) 
• Four rigorous electives 

o Rigorous electives eligible for KEES awards could include additional languages 
other than English; mathematics beyond algebra II, an additional science course, 
or a course in arts and the humanities 

o Electives could include “integrated” or technical courses (e.g. rigorous math 
outside the 4 separate courses above that are treated as equivalent by the high 
schools) 

Total: 20 courses 
 
2.  STATUTORY CHANGES 

• Allow KEES eligibility for courses taken in middle school (e.g., algebra 1) but rigorous 
electives in high school must replace the courses earned in middle school to total 20 high 
school credits 

• Increase awards for Jeff Green scholars beyond current KEES maximums 
• Base KEES payment amounts on courses rather than semesters so that a part time student 

is less likely to use up their 8 semesters of funding eligibility before completing a 
baccalaureate degree 

• Increase time period for use of KEES awards from 5 to 8 years to accommodate part time 
and transfer students 

• Allow use of KEES funds in high school for dual credit/enrollment courses  
• Allow students who enroll at out of state institutions to use their KEES awards to support 

completion of undergraduate or graduate study if they return to Kentucky institutions 
 

4. Implementation 
• Seven years from enactment of changes so that year’s sixth-grade class has a full cycle to 

prepare for a rigorous high school curriculum 
• Develop of a more rigorous monitoring system by KDE and KHEAA to ensure KEES 

awards are based on the new curriculum 
• Council recommends any changes to the KHEAA board at the Council’s September 

meeting. KHEAA board would consider implementation of regulatory changes and 
recommendation of statutory changes in time for consideration in the 2006 legislative 
session and implementation of all changes by fall 2006.  



 

 
Council Policy Groups 

 
 
Much of the work of the Council is dependent on the initiatives and efforts of its policy groups.  
The following policy groups are recommended for 2005-06.  The recommended groups replace 
those utilized during 2004-05. 
 
 
Affordability Policy Group 
John Turner, chair 
Phyllis Maclin 
Charlie Owen 
Joan Taylor 
Sandra Woodley, Council staff 
 
Quality and Accountability  
Policy Group 
Peggy Bertelsman, chair 
Walter Baker 
Susan Guess 
Phyllis Maclin 
Joan Taylor 
Gene Wilhoit 
Jim Applegate, Council staff  
 
Research, Economic Development, and 
Commercialization Policy Group 
John Hall, chair 
Kevin Canafax 
Dan Flanagan 
Esther Jansing 
Alois Moore 
Allyson Handley, Council staff 
 
 

Funding Policy Group 
Charlie Owen, chair 
Walter Baker 
Kevin Canafax 
Dan Flanagan 
Alois Moore 
Joan Taylor 
Sandra Woodley, Council staff 
 
Role of Board Members 
John Turner, chair 
Susan Guess 
Tom Layzell, Council staff 
 
Communication with Legislators and Public 
Officials Policy Group 
Walter Baker, chair 
Dan Flanagan 
Esther Jansing 
Phyllis Maclin 
Lee Nimocks, staff 
 
 
 
 
 

The Council chair will serve as an ex-officio member of each group.  The new student and 
faculty members will be assigned to a policy group after their appointment to the Council. Each 
policy group will determine its meeting schedule.  
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