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Overall Premises of the Bridges Project

More Underserved Individuals (Low Income, 
Minority, etc.) Enter Post-secondary Study [Access]

More of Those Entering in fact Earn a Credential 
[Progress/Completion]

They Earn a Credential of Value [Outcomes]

Success Requires Information and Associated 
Policies in All Three Areas at State and 
Campus Levels



The Special Case of “Outcomes”

Accountability Demands are Behind Much of the 
“Press to Assess,” but Information About Outcomes 
is Needed for More than Just Accountability…

Requirement to Identify and Target Performance 
Gaps (by Skill Area, by Population, by Region, etc.)

Growing Interest in Establishing Common Skills 
Standards for Key “Transition Points” (e.g. to 
Postsecondary Work, Transfer/Articulation, etc.)



Access: What Information is Needed?

Educational Attainment and Attendance Levels by 
Income, Race/Ethnicity, Age Group, Region, etc.

Ditto for the Pool of High School Graduates and 
GED Recipients

High School Preparation Levels (NAEP, Core 
Curriculum, Teacher Quality, etc.)

Affordability/Cost of Attendance for Low Income 
Families



Progress: What Information is Needed?

Persistence and Completion Rates

Placement in, Successful Completion of, and 
Effectiveness of Developmental Skills Coursework

Enrollment in and Successful Completion of Key 
Courses and Curricular Sequences

Key Collegiate Experiences



Retention and Completion: Specifics

Differences by Income, Race/Ethnicity, Age, 
Region, Academic Challenge, High School, etc. 
[Cross-Sectional Ratios, Longitudinal Cohorts]

Timing of Withdrawal, Completion, Change in 
Status

Correlates of Progression and Completion for 
Different Student Subpopulations [There are 
“Multiple Student Bodies” at any Community 
College…]



Change in the Representation of African-Americans and 
Hispanics from High School to College Completion, 2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, NCES-CCD, NCES-IPEDS Fall Enrollment and Completion Surveys
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Representation (%) of Race/Ethnic Groups in California at Each Stage of the 
Education Pipeline (2002)

Sources: US Census Bureau (18 Year Olds), Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education 
(HS Graduates), and the National Center for Education Statistics (College Participation and 
Completion)
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District Example: How Long are Students Enrolled?
[USC TRUCCS LACC Project]
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Institutional Example: Long-Term Persistence 
[USC Diversity Scorecard Project]
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Developmental Coursework: Specifics

Differences in Placement Levels for Different Basic 
Skills by Income, Race/Ethnicity, Age, Region, 
Academic Challenge, High School, etc.

Ditto for Participation in Developmental Work and 
Timing of Participation

Consequences of Performance (or Non-
Participation) for Progression and Later Coursework 
(e.g. Math Placement vs. Participation vs. Later 
Math/Quantitative Course Performance)



Institutional Example: Participation in Remediation
[USC “Diversity Scorecard” Project]

Diversity Scorecard Project
USC

Math Remediation
Institution
Example

41% All Incoming Students Fall 2000

78%  Black

52%  Latino

29%  Asian

36%  White



State Example: Common Placement Test Results
[Florida K-20 Information Office]



District Example: Placement Scores by Age Group
[USC TRUCCS Study of LACC District]
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Key Courses: Specifics

What are Key Courses?  (“High Enrollment,”
“Gatekeeper,” “Bottleneck”)

Differences in Participation, Timing, Success in Key 
Courses by Population Group

Consequences for Progression and Later Related-
Field Course Enrollments and Performance

Are Pre-Requisites Followed?  What Happens 
When They’re Not?



Institutional Example: Key Course Completion
[USC “Diversity Scorecard” Project]

Diversity Scorecard Project
USC

Access
Gateway 
Courses White AF-AM Latino Asian
ACCT 2A 67.7% 60.4% 58.5% 69.9% 65.2%
ACCT 2B 76.4% 64.4% 66.0% 70.9% 70.0%
ACCT 3 78.2% 52.9% 60.7% 70.1% 67.8%
AN 260 81.6% 59.7% 63.5% 85.0% 71.4%
CS 283 70.2% 56.3% 67.1% 74.1% 71.5%
ECON 2A 64.0% 47.1% 52.6% 65.3% 58.8%
ECON 2B 65.9% 50.0% 54.8% 64.6% 61.0%
ECON 3A 72.5% 53.5% 55.3% 67.5% 63.0%
ECON 3B 76.8% 67.0% 56.1% 71.8% 68.4%
ECON 3C 62.9% 56.4% 48.4% 70.0% 65.4%
FIN 1A 74.2% 68.4% 67.6% 66.3% 67.7%
FIN 1B 71.1% 44.1% 52.7% 67.5% 62.3%
GEOG 100 85.1% 53.8% 68.4% 83.6% 72.1%
HIST 2A 76.8% 59.2% 70.1% 75.3% 71.1%
HIST 2B 81.2% 58.6% 67.0% 74.9% 70.2%
MATH 081 72.1% 62.4% 74.5% 90.0% 73.4%
MATH 082 82.4% 59.2% 74.9% 87.3% 74.8%
MATH 083 73.3% 70.4% 71.0% 77.3% 71.3%
MATH 090 68.8% 38.5% 59.5% 71.8% 57.8%
MATH 091 55.2% 45.1% 53.8% 66.7% 54.9%
MATH 100 75.5% 61.4% 61.5% 74.9% 64.9%
MATH 102 62.0% 43.0% 49.7% 65.9% 55.1%
MATH 103 62.1% 43.0% 46.9% 66.7% 52.7%
MATH 206 63.6% 57.1% 47.1% 62.5% 55.3%
MATH 207 46.8% 41.5% 46.0% 54.6% 50.4%
MATH 242 48.6% 34.8% 44.9% 55.6% 50.5%
POL SCI 150 86.2% 65.8% 65.8% 75.5% 70.6%

Pass Rates by Ethnicity Av. Pass 
Rate



District Example: Progression in Math
[USC TRUCCS LACC Project]
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District Example: Completion of Transfer Curriculum
[USC TRUCCS LACC Project]
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Collegiate Experience: Specifics

Experience of “Good Practices” in Teaching and 
Learning (e.g CCSSE) by Population Group

Enrollment in “High Payoff” or “High Value”
Programs of Study by Population Group

Access to, Participation in Student Support Services 
by Population Group

Consequences for Progression and Completion of 
Participation in Student Support Service



Improving Progress: Policy Options
Placement Assessments Linked to High School Exit 
Standards and to Correlates of College Success

Directed or Mandatory Placement Policies

Commonly-Defined Outcomes for Key Courses

Learning Communities or Similar 1st-Year Transition 
Approaches

Institutional Incentives to Graduate High-Risk 
Students



Outcomes: What Information is Needed?

Placement into [and Success in] Further Education

Placement into [and Success in] Employment

What Completers Know and Can Do [Especially 
with respect to recognized “Educational Capital”
Abilities]



Further Education: Specifics
Transfer Rates and Participation in Further 
Education by Population Group

Transfer Destinations by Population Group (e.g. 
Which Institutions? Which Programs?)

Conditions of Transfer and their Consequences 
(e.g. Timing, How Many Credits?)

Success at Transfer Institutions by Population 
Group (e.g. GPA, Completion, Program of Study)



State Example: Transfer GPA Comparisons
[Florida K-20 Information Office]



System Example: BA/BS Graduates by Transfer Status
[Washington SBCTC]

CTC Transfers Share of Total Baccalaureate 
Graduates by Race and Ethnic Group
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State Example: Grade Performance of Transfers
[Florida K-20 Information Office]



Employment: Specifics
Employment Rates (in Related Field) by Program 
by Population Group

Timing of Employment (e.g. Before or After 
Credentialing?  Continuation with Skills Upgrades? 
Tenure within Field?)

Returns of Employment (e.g. Increases in Earnings)

Avoidance of Negative Social/Civic Outcomes (e.g. 
Incarceration, Welfare, etc.)



State Example: Comparative Earnings of Graduates
[Florida K-20 Information Office]

1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
Oct.-Dec.'96 $ Oct.-Dec.'97 $ Oct.-Dec.'98 $ Oct.-Dec.'99 $ Oct.-Dec.'00 $ Oct.-Dec.'01 $ Oct.-Dec.'02 $ Oct.-Dec.'03 $

Minimum Wage $2,279 $2,678 $2,678 $2,678 $2,678 $2,678 $2,678 $2,678
Forecasting Threshold $4,320 $3,600 $4,680 $4,680 $7,202 $7,207 $7,280 $7,207
Fl Per Capita $5,178 $5,296 $6,199 $7,006 $6,945 $6,959 $6,959 $7,612
Poverty Threshold $3,413 $4,112 $4,113 $4,257 $5,382 $5,382

HS Grads $3,365 $3,792 $3,898 $3,981 $4,041 $4,008 $4,017 $4,075
Secondary Voc. $3,302 $3,804 $3,911 $3,937 $4,016 $3,935 $4,005 $4,085
90-91 HS Grads $4,973 $5,850 $6,642 $7,299 $7,866

District PBT $5,459 $6,097
District Adult Voc. $4,934 $5,456 $5,803 $6,001 $6,492 $6,714
CC Adult Voc. $5,405 $6,140 $6,651 $7,205 $6,779 $8,132
Joint Postsec. Adult Voc. $7,003 $6,757 $7,954
CC Voc. College Credit $6,217 $7,014 $7,622 $8,198 $7,903 $8,758 $9,378 $9,372
CC AS Degree $7,210 $7,739 $8,074 $8,266 $8,384 $10,054
CC AAS Degree $8,253 $8,505
CC PBT $6,503 $7,180
CC AA Degree $5,307 $6,320 $6,337 $6,522 $6,453 $6,410 $6,604 $6,627

Level
Year and Quarter

Initial Quarterly Earnings by Major Education Sector



State Example: Comprehensive Former Student Results
[Florida FETPIP]



Knowledge and Skills: Specifics
Focus on What Graduates Can Do with What they 
Know [Involves Applications and Attitudes as Much 
as Pure Cognition]

Which Skills Show Performance Gaps?  Which 
Show Areas of Strength?

Which Populations Show Performance Gaps on 
Which Specific Skills?

Linking Educational Experiences with Outcomes



Illinois Learning Measures
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ILLINOIS
Large and complex higher education system with respectable college-
completion rates, a diverse economy, and solid K-12 preparation.

Results:

High literacy performance mirrors high levels 
of educational attainment

More emphasis on academic than workplace 
preparation in “educational capital” outputs; 
strong teacher licensing performance

High levels of tested abilities for graduates of 
both two-year and four-year institutions

Challenges:

Quantitative skills among two-year college 
students

Competitiveness in licensed professions



State Example: Comparative Work Keys Performance
[Forum on College-Level Learning 5-State Demonstration Project]

All WorkKeys Exams 
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State Example: Work Keys Performance by Race
[Forum on College-Level Learning 5-State Demonstration Project]

WorkKeys Locating Information 
(Percent Scoring at Highest Levels)
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Improving Outcomes: Policy Options

Periodic Outcomes Benchmarking Using External 
Assessments and Standards (“Grade-14 NAEP”) 

Common Learning Outcomes for General Education 
and Transfer (Commonly Assessed? Audited via an 
“Accreditation” Process?)

Performance Incentives for Transfer Success

Job Profiling and Work-Related “Job-Readiness”
Certification



Concluding Thoughts

Improving Success for Underserved Students 
Involves Far More than Just Access

The Credentials Students Achieve Must Be Valued 
by Students, the Marketplace, and the State

Outcomes Information is Increasingly Important for 
Accountability—But It Can Also Help Identify 
Performance Gaps and Help Set State Priorities for 
Targeted Investments in Teaching and Learning


