Getting AHEAD in Arizona

National Evaluation of
Lumina Foundation’s Productivity Initiative

July 2015

Produced by
SPEC Associates
Detroit, Michigan

Getting AHEAD in Arizona:
National Evaluation of Lumina Foundation’s Productivity Initiative

This publication was produced by
SPEC Associates
with financial support from Lumina Foundation
(Grant # 7297).

The views expressed in this publication are those of the author
and do not represent those of Lumina Foundation, its officers or employees.

Copyright © 2015
SPEC Associates
Detroit, MI

This document may be copied and shared with proper
attribution to the author, SPEC Associates.

Executive Summary
Arizona was one of seven states selected by Lumina Foundation in 2009 to launch a statewide
initiative to increase productivity in higher education. This report summarizes Arizona’s
achievements and its challenges in advancing productivity and increasing completions during the
grant period.
Since 2008, SPEC Associates has been funded by Lumina to be the third-party evaluator of this
productivity work. The seven states participating in Lumina’s productivity initiative were Arizona,
Indiana, Maryland, Montana, Ohio, Tennessee, and Texas.
Arizona made notable progress during the grant period in several areas, particularly in expanding
pathway partnership programs, establishing new regional campuses, and otherwise facilitating
transfer and articulation, including through the development of a Shared Unique Number system
for courses statewide. The pathway partnerships, which are based on institutional agreements
between the state’s three public universities and public community colleges, increased in number
from 98 programs in 2010 to 1,200 programs in 2013. Bachelor’s degree programs are now
available in all 15 Arizona counties.
These structural changes built on the state’s previous work in developing robust transfer programs
are promising for improving student experiences and transitions across institutions. The
sustainability of specific pathway programs and regional campuses will likely depend on sufficient
enrollments to provide financial viability.
Access to degree pathways was also improved by refining the
AZTransfer web portal. Higher education leaders reported that this
online tool now provides better information that helps students
transition more smoothly from high school through college degree
completion.
Although not funded by the Lumina grant, Arizona attracted national
attention for a range of low-cost delivery models including a new
competency-based degree program at Northern Arizona University.
This program enables students to earn a bachelor’s degree at a flat
rate subscription fee of $2,500 per six-month period.

Board of Regents
Reports of
Number of
Partnership Programs
1400

1200

1200
1000
800
600
400
200

98

0
2010

i

2013

Work Still Needed to Advance Performance Funding and Student Financial Aid
Also noteworthy in Arizona’s productivity work was
the development and use of a new performancefunding model for public universities. The share of
higher education funding allocated through the model
in 2013 and 2014 was small, and state support for
universities in 2015 was allocated to achieve funding
parity among the three universities rather than to
reward performance. It remains to be seen whether
future performance funding will have sufficient weight
to impact institutional behavior at the public universities.
Performance funding was not adopted for the public
community colleges, but a proposed model is being
reviewed for this sector.

Ten Year Average
Tuition and Fee Increases
Arizona vs. WICHE* States
2003/04 to 2013/14
AZ Institutions
All WICHE States

179%
123%

*_Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education.
Source: WICHE, Tuition and Fees in Public Higher
Education in the West, 2013-14: Detailed Tuition and Fee
Tables.

Between 2008 and 2012
state appropriations for
full-time equivalent students
declined

Historically, Arizona higher education has maintained
both low tuition and low student aid for residents, but
38%
AZ
that changed substantially with sharp rises in tuition over
the past decade. Meanwhile, state need-based aid has
All WICHE States
28%
increased very little; Arizona now ranks near the bottom
of states in its total financial aid allocation. It appears that Source: WICHE Policy Insights: Tuition and Fees in the
very limited state money is available for student financial West, 2012-2013.
aid. The universities have tried to fill this gap to some
extent with institutional aid, but that practice is not
coordinated with statewide policies for completion.

Collaboration among the Sectors
Arizona branded its productivity work “Getting AHEAD” (Getting Access to Higher Education and
Degrees). The work was advanced by a cross-section of state leaders, including the state Board of
Regents, the Governor’s Office, and the Arizona Ready Education (P-20) Council, which addresses
issues spanning preschool through graduate school. Arizona’s three public universities are
governed by the statewide Board of Regents, but separate local boards govern each of the state’s
ten community college districts. The productivity work
provided a platform for the community colleges and the
“People were at the table having
three universities to meet under the Joint Council of
discussions and strategic conversations
Presidents. Prior to the formation of Getting AHEAD,
looking toward an outcome. Although
opportunities for dialogue among higher education
things aren’t perfect between
sectors occurred sporadically.
community colleges and universities,
there is a new attitude of cooperation.”
Getting AHEAD was credited with helping to build
stronger partnerships and collaborative programming
Arizona higher education leader
among the universities and community colleges to
ii

expand academic pathways to degrees as well as new delivery locations across the state. Getting
AHEAD was also credited with supporting policy conditions that allowed for the adoption of
performance funding for the state’s public universities in 2013 and 2014. Governor Janice K.
Brewer’s executive budget proposals helped advance performance funding and encouraged
collaborative development of statutory performance funding for FY 2016.
Arizona’s future productivity accomplishments likely depend upon sustaining collaboration among
higher education sectors and creating a unified voice on policy matters in communication with the
Legislature and the public. Getting AHEAD demonstrated the effectiveness of the Joint Council of
Presidents and other collaborative efforts. Devoting resources to sustain the Council and other
collaborative efforts to advance the state’s productivity goals may be of critical importance in
coming years.
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Introduction
Since 2008, Lumina Foundation has invested in Arizona’s efforts to increase the number of
residents who have high-quality postsecondary credentials as part of a multistate initiative.
The initiative focused on improving productivity in higher education by supporting
statewide and systemwide efforts to enroll and graduate more students, without increasing
the cost per degree.
Arizona was one of eleven states to receive a learning year
grant from Lumina in 2008. Arizona also was one of seven
states selected for a four-year implementation grant in
2009. During the grant period, Lumina developed and
refined its productivity agenda called “Four Steps to
Finishing First in Higher Education” and asked the states to
develop strategies aligned with these four areas: 1

Seven states received
implementation grants:
Arizona, Indiana, Maryland,
Montana, Ohio, Tennessee, and
Texas

1)

PERFORMANCE FUNDING

Targeted incentives for colleges and universities
to graduate more students with quality degrees
and credentials.

2)

STUDENT INCENTIVES

Strategic use of tuition and financial aid to
incentivize course and program completion.

3)

NEW MODELS

Lower-cost, high-quality approaches substituted
for traditional academic delivery whenever
possible to increase capacity for serving students.

4)

BUSINESS EFFICIENCIES

Business practices that produce savings to
graduate more students.

The Arizona Board of Regents was the grantee for the
state’s Lumina productivity grant, and the work was
conducted under the brand Getting AHEAD (Getting Access
to Higher Education and Degrees). Getting AHEAD is a
multi-year collaborative effort funded partially by Lumina
to increase postsecondary degree production by Arizona’s
public community colleges and universities.
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"Respondents" and "interviewees"
referred to in this report include
state policymakers and their staff,
higher education administrators
and faculty, business
representatives, national experts,
and others.

Strategy Labs Network Resources Available to States
Strategy Labs activities included telephone, online, and
in-person meetings with individuals and groups;
convenings within states, across states, and nationally;
and nonpartisan research and information, such as policy
briefs, reports, and state-specific analyses. HCM
Strategists served as the primary conduit of technical
assistance in the states, and other national organizations
provided resources through the Strategy Labs. Many
organizations contributed to the states’ work. Overall,
organizations supporting the Strategy Labs included:
HCM Strategists: National intermediary for the
productivity policy work; managed the advisors in the
seven states; provided policy experts, technical
assistance, report writing; and organized cross-state
convenings.
Public Agenda: National intermediary for engaging
college and university leaders, faculty, and staff in efforts
to increase productivity. Provided research, stakeholder
engagement and capacity-building assistance to elevate
the voices of students, faculty, employers and
institutional practitioners to support states’ progress.
SPEC Associates: National evaluation firm, providing
real-time insights used to develop and manage the work
across states.
National Governors Association Center for Best
Practices: Advised the intermediaries and developed a
set of high-level metrics for policymakers to evaluate the
return on public investments in higher education.
Institute for the Study of Knowledge Management in
Education: Provided workshops for change and hosted
the online Knowledge Collaborative to facilitate
information sharing and peer learning.
Catalytica: Facilitated the use of video-based stories for
individual, organizational, and community transformation.

As well as receiving grant funding,
Arizona also received access to resources
associated with the initiative, including
participation in the Strategy Labs
Network. The Strategy Labs Network was
Lumina’s method for delivering
contextualized, just-in-time technical
assistance, engagement opportunities, and
support to state policymakers and higher
education system leaders to catalyze
policy action in the Four Steps to
Finishing First. Examples of Arizona’s
Strategy Labs Network engagement
include: participation in a multistate site
visit about Tennessee’s performance
funding model, showcasing to other states
the online degree-granting Rio Salado
College and the service blueprinting
model at Arizona State University,
obtaining advice from HCM Strategists
about planning for Lumina’s grant to
Maricopa Community College to develop
performance-based budgeting for
community colleges, and participation in a
multi-state peer-based site visit on
competency-based three-year degrees.
In 2008, Lumina asked SPEC Associates
(SPEC) to evaluate its investments in
Arizona and the other states participating
in the productivity initiative. This report
presents SPEC’s findings and analysis
regarding Arizona’s achievements. Data
collection for this evaluation ended in
December 2013.
Beyond describing what Arizona
accomplished, SPEC examined factors that
appeared to contribute to and/or
challenge this work. The first section of
this report focuses on the state’s activities
and outcomes within the initiative’s
agenda for change: the Four Steps to
2

Finishing First. The second section provides insights about the state’s experiences across
the Four Steps, including identifying some challenges and opportunities facing Arizona that
extend beyond the scope of Lumina’s investments.
Many individuals and organizations contributed to this evaluation and they are listed in
Appendix I. Appendix II describes the evaluation methodology.
Any conclusions in this report are those of SPEC Associates and are not meant to represent
the opinions of any other individual or organization affiliated with this evaluation.
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Four Steps to Finishing First
I. Arizona’s Achievements
This section examines Arizona’s activities and achievements related to the
Four Steps to Finishing First, particularly in the area of state and systemlevel program and policy change. Where appropriate, we also discuss the
state’s work in engaging stakeholders and supporting champions—both of
which were strategies used by the Strategy Labs Network to support change.
Tables 1, 2, and 3 summarize the support Lumina provided to Arizona, the
value that Lumina added to the state’s efforts, and the state’s
accomplishments in the Four Steps. SPEC recognizes that Lumina’s
investments were only one of many factors that contributed to Arizona’s
achievements in higher education productivity in recent years. In general,
however, participants in the state described Lumina’s contributions as
significant in helping Arizona achieve its outcomes. A more detailed analysis
can be found in SPEC’s 2012 report, National Evaluation of Lumina
Foundation’s Productivity Work: Interim Report for Arizona.2

Table 1: Lumina’s Support for Arizona’s Productivity Work
A planning grant in 2008 to conduct a policy audit and create an
implementation plan for improving higher education productivity.
A four-year implementation grant starting in 2009 which supported Getting
AHEAD, a collaboration of higher education leaders who worked together on a
range of productivity efforts including:
 Discussing performance funding.
 Expanding academic pathway partnerships.
 Convening a council of all higher education institution presidents.
Support for the HCM Strategists advisor as liaison between the Lumina and
Getting AHEAD leadership.
Access to a web-based community to facilitate knowledge sharing and
collaboration.
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Table 1: Lumina’s Support for Arizona’s Productivity Work (continued)
Participation of Arizona higher education leaders and policymakers in national higher education
productivity convenings as well as in Strategy Labs Network site visits, technical assistance, and
consultation.
Public Agenda’s engagement with community members and interviews with faculty about productivity
issues, ongoing advisory support to the Strategic Engagement and Communication Committee, and
research on productivity issues.
Lumina President, Jamie Merisotis’ meeting with policymakers and media representatives about the
importance of higher education productivity policies.
The Showcasing of Rio Salado (online-only) Community College as a national innovative higher
education initiative that successfully delivers higher education at lower cost.
Featuring Arizona’s productivity reforms in Lumina’s Focus (Summer 2010 issue).

Table 2: Lumina’s Value-Add
Applying for and receiving the Lumina grant brought people together.
“It put the wheels in motion. . . People took it seriously.”
The grant work eased historical tensions between higher education sectors.
“By finding a middle ground . . . that’s been a really useful kind of independent
mechanism for pulling people together.”
Lumina brought external legitimacy to the state’s productivity efforts.
“It’s not just the money they bring. . . . [There’s a] sense of other people recognizing
that this is a very important agenda to be working on.”
Lumina served as a catalyst for higher education productivity.
“It really drove us to do something much more quickly and probably with a greater level
of quality, greater level of success.”
The productivity work benefited from the grant structure and processes.
“[Lumina funding] brought the right people in the right room at the right time.”
Lumina’s Strategy Labs Network activities were motivational and catalytic.
“There’s no other forum I would’ve gone to as a lawmaker where I would engage with
that audience.”
Note: Lumina’s value-add is based on interviews with state and higher education leaders.
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Table 3: Arizona’s Achievements under Four Steps for Finishing First
Step 1: Arizona put in place a new model of performance funding for its universities and is
reviewing a model for performance funding for its community colleges.
Step 2: Arizona has not had significant state policies to address student financial aid. The Board of
Regents has a policy that requires universities to increase their financial aid funds proportional to
tuition increases, but does not require universities to tie financial aid to student performance.
Step 3: Arizona universities are expanding the number of articulation agreements and amount of
collaborative programming with two-year institutions; new agreements, programs, and delivery
locations are increasing access to two-year and four-year degrees in urban areas as well as in lowpopulation regions.
Step 4: Arizona did not make major policy change efforts related to improving business efficiencies
at the state or system level.
Note: Other funders and initiatives also contributed to the accomplishments Arizona made in higher education
productivity.

Throughout the grant period, Getting AHEAD provided important leadership and
coordination for the productivity agenda in Arizona. A Project Oversight Committee
represented a cross-section of state leaders, including those from the Board of Regents, the
Governor’s Office, and the P-20 Council (spanning preschool to graduate school). In
addition, five committees, on which more than 90 people participated, were responsible for
guiding the work:


The New Institutional Structures Committee explored partnerships between
community colleges and universities.



The New Higher Education Funding Model Committee explored performance
funding measures.



The Governance and Coordination Committee formed a Joint Council of Presidents
representing all public community colleges and universities.



The Student-Centered Advising and Career Planning Committee sought to enhance
online tools that help students move from high school through college to degree
completion.



The Strategic Engagement and Communications Committee raised awareness
among internal and external stakeholders.

SPEC’s role in evaluating the work did not include tracking grant budget expenditures.
Where possible, however, the following sections identify which activities were supported in
whole or in part through the productivity grant or the Strategy Labs Network.
6

Performance Funding
Arizona put in place a new model of performance funding for its universities and is reviewing a
model for performance funding for its community colleges.

History: Some exploration of funding models
Prior to the productivity grant, Arizona did not have a history of performance funding for
higher education. However, the state’s participation in a prior Lumina grant in 2002
provided some early exploration of funding models.3 The state’s productivity grant in 2009
identified the development of a new state funding model as one of its goals.

Findings: Implementing performance funding at universities
The Arizona University System includes the state’s three public universities—Arizona State
University, Northern Arizona University, and the University of Arizona —and is governed by
the Arizona Board of Regents. Each of the ten community college districts has its own board
with no formal governing body at the state level. As a result of these differing governance
arrangements, the state pursued separate approaches to performance funding for its
universities and community colleges.4 However, creation of the Joint Council of Presidents
during the grant period increased dialogue substantially among university and community
college leaders, and enabled them to share information about performance-funding
developments.

THE ARIZONA UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
Major support for developing a new university funding model came from Lumina’s grant. By
enabling the Board of Regents to obtain consultation from MGT of America. The key
activities that led to the implementation of performance funding include the following:
2009

The Board of Regents ratified 2020 Vision, a framework to guide the
development of the Arizona University System over the next decade.5

2010

The Regents released The Arizona Higher Education Enterprise,6 a report that
aligned with the 2020 Vision and outlined four key goals, one of which
focused on productivity. The idea of performance funding was featured in
the report, and 32 outcome-driven performance metrics were articulated.7
They were selected and weighted to support the mission of each university,
including, for example, transfers, bachelor’s degrees, and research funding
with each of the three universities being rewarded for gains proportionately.
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2011

MGT of America released its final report to Getting AHEAD’s committee on
funding models. Interviewees in the state described the report as
“tremendously useful” in catalyzing universities and community colleges to
examine performance funding and student success.8

2011

In its budget, the Legislature directed the Regents to institute a
performance-funding formula by October 2012 (the same deadline for the
Board of Regents to submit its 2013 budget proposal).

In response to the Legislature’s direction, the Regents and the
three public universities worked with consultant MGT of
America to collaboratively develop a funding formula.
Governor Janice Brewer voiced strong support for
performance funding during the grant period and included
performance funding for universities in her executive budgets
for fiscal years 2013 and 2014.9 The FY 2015 executive budget
narrative reiterated the Governor’s overall support for
performance funding, but the proposed allocations to the
universities for 2015 were not based on a performance formula. Rather, the Governor
proposed an early buyout of the ongoing parity funding begun in 2013 and recommended a
collaborative effort among the Governor’s Office, the Board of Regents, and the Legislature
to agree to a strong statutory performance-based funding model.10
For the Legislature, the implementation of performance funding can be traced to budget
language in recent fiscal years:
FY 2013

The Legislature first implemented the funding formula at a relatively low level.
The budget included a $5 million appropriation to the Regents for performance
funding—an amount that was drawn from the individual universities and then
reallocated back based on the performance formula. The Legislature also
required the Regents to submit all future budget requests in accordance with a
performance-funding model and stated that in the future the Legislature would
fund the universities based on performance.

FY 2014

The percentage of university funding that was allocated through performance
funding was less than 1% of the total state budget for the universities.

FY 2015

The Regents proposed a funding request to the Legislature of $107 million,
including $39 million in performance funding, which would represent 50% of
the funding of the proposed performance-funding model. The FY 2015 budget
passed by the Legislature and signed by the Governor focused on resolving the
funding parity issue among the three universities and delayed addressing
performance funding until 2016. The Regents’ stated that they “look forward to
8

continuing to work with elected officials on new financing models that enhance
affordability and allocate state dollars based on each university’s economic
impact and research contributions to the state.”11

ARIZONA’S COMMUNITY COLLEGES
There have been steps toward performance funding for community colleges, but the
Legislature has not mandated performance funding for this sector. Funded by the Lumina
grant, MGT of America provided consultation to the community colleges on performance
funding. To be implemented, a performance-funding model would need to be approved by
each of the ten community college districts.
In 2011, the community colleges published a strategic framework with overall goals to
increase access, retention, completion, and transfer with performance metrics identified in
each area. The plan built on the priorities of Getting AHEAD and was mapped directly to
goals established in the Regents’ 2020 Vision.12 Data collection for the performance metrics
began in 2012. In addition, Governor Brewer’s executive budget for fiscal year 2013 called
on the community colleges to decide on and implement mutually agreeable funding
reforms, but the Legislature’s budget language did not require the colleges to do so.13
Through work supported by a separate Lumina grant to Maricopa County Community
College District, Chancellor Rufus Glasper led a statewide task force that developed a
performance-funding model for Arizona’s ten community college districts. The model
incorporated metrics from the 2011 Arizona Community College Presidents Council
strategic vision document and recommended that new state aid be targeted for
performance on these metrics beginning no earlier than FY 2015-16. The model was
discussed with the Governor’s Office in October 2013 and the task force intended to further
discuss details of the model during 2014 with the Colleges, the Governor’s Office, and the
Legislature.14
The FY 2015 executive budget continued to utilize a statutory formula for funding
community college science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM), and workforce
programs, differentiating levels of funding for colleges with fewer than 5,000 full-time
student equivalents.15 The FY 2015 enacted budget did not use a performance-based
formula.16
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Analysis: The future of performance funding is tenuous
THE ARIZONA UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
During the first two years of performance funding, the percentage of state support allocated
to universities through the new model was small. For fiscal year 2015, the Regents’
proposed budget sought to increase this amount substantially, but the Legislature did not
use a performance formula in allocating 2015 higher
education funding. An interviewee said that many state
Because institutional performance
legislators do not have a deep commitment to performance
on funding metrics is considered in
funding and suggested that legislators like to reward
each president’s annual review, it
institutions in their home districts; performance metrics
is likely to impact institutional
lessen their leeway to do so. In addition, turnover in the
behaviors.
Legislature and the Governor’s Office may dilute
enthusiasm for performance funding.
From the perspective of universities and the community colleges, the share of operating
funds they receive from state appropriations has declined dramatically in recent years. With
performance funding still representing a very small slice of decreasing share, the influence
of performance metrics on institutional behavior is open to question. In the most recent
interviews, higher education leaders said that institutional performance on the funding
metrics is considered in each president’s annual evaluation by the Regents—a signal that
the metrics may influence the presidents’ priorities and, by extension, institutional
behaviors and practices. However, interviewees also said that performance funding was
only one factor that motivated universities toward greater productivity. They emphasized
that many current efforts to produce more degrees began before the Lumina grant period
and were motivated by helping students succeed and helping the economy grow, which
suggests that Lumina’s grant was well-timed to build on existing state priorities.

ARIZONA’S COMMUNITY COLLEGES
State support for community colleges varies widely by institution and district in Arizona.
Maricopa Community College, for example, receives less than one percent of its operating
budget from the state, while some smaller, rural colleges receive much higher percentages.
Based on interviews with a limited number of Arizona higher education leaders, it appears
that attitudes about performance funding for the community colleges may be changing. In
2012, several interviewees doubted that the Legislature would mandate performance
funding for community colleges. They referred to the small percentage of community
college revenues currently coming from the state and the lack of a statewide oversight
agency that could administer performance funding for the sector. Some respondents saw
little benefit in performance funding for community colleges, particularly if it were to be
drawn from existing base funding. Some said it would be very difficult to gain agreement on
metrics that would apply across all ten districts.
10

By 2013, however, several higher education leaders described performance funding as
inevitable and said they needed to be at the table to ensure that the metrics agreed upon
would be appropriate for their community colleges. One interviewee said that broad
agreement had been reached on a subset of six metrics that would apply across all
community colleges. Some credited Chancellor Rufus Glasper’s leadership and vision in
helping to bring the community colleges toward performance funding voluntarily. Some
said that the community colleges were following the lead of the state’s public universities.
Others said that the national focus on completion by the Obama administration and by
professional associations contributed to the progress. However, one interviewee said that
support for performance funding varies widely among the community college districts
depending on their size and leadership.
Interviewees also said that community college leaders had considered proposing a
performance-funding model to the Governor and that college leaders hoped to discuss
restoration of state capital funding and implementation of parity funding between the
urban and rural community colleges. Thus, community college leaders may see the
deliberations over performance funding as an opportunity to discuss other funding issues
with the Governor and the Legislature. The recently formed Arizona Community College
Coordinating Council, supported by all ten community college districts, may become an
effective means for facilitating such discussions. However, upcoming turnover in the
Governor’s Office and the Legislature could influence prospects for community college
performance funding in Arizona.
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Student Incentives
Arizona has not had significant state policies to address student financial aid. The Board of
Regents has a policy that requires universities to increase their financial aid funds
proportional to tuition increases, but does not require universities to tie financial aid to
student performance.

STATE AND SYSTEM-LEVEL STUDENT FINANCIAL AID POLICIES
History: No state policy for student financial aid
Student financial aid was not a focus of Arizona’s grant work. Arizona does not have a state
policy for state student financial aid, but the annual state budget typically includes a small
allocation of about $10 to $15 million for need-based financial aid, which amounts to about
0.5% of financial aid from all sources.17 Arizona ranks next to last among all states in state
grant dollars per resident.
State Grant Dollars
per Undergraduate Student in
Arizona vs. National Average
2011-2012
National

$649.78

Arizona

$28.76

Source: National Association for State Student Grant and Aid
Programs 43rd Annual Survey.

Meanwhile, the rising cost of obtaining a
degree in Arizona is increasingly falling on
students and their families. For the Arizona
University System between 2007-08 and
2011-12, a five-year period when overall
undergraduate enrollment increased by
15%, the amount of student loans increased
90%. Among all undergraduates in Arizona,
the percent of students receiving federal Pell
grants increased by 100%, and all federal
financial aid increased by 160%.18

Financial aid for university students, including state-supported grants, is administered
through the universities. Interviewees said that when a series of substantial annual tuition
increases began a decade ago, the Board of Regents mandated that each university raise the
tuition revenue set aside for need-based financial aid from 8% to 14%. The pool of student
aid dollars increases proportionally with tuition. In addition, the Board raised the
percentage an additional 3% to 17% most years. This policy also requires that at least half
of undergraduate resident aid be awarded to students based on financial need.
State financial aid is not available to community college students. However, in addition to
being eligible for federal financial aid, community college students may apply for a range of
grants and scholarships through their college and college foundation.
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Findings: Little financial aid action and reduced state-level funding with private
dollars attempt to fill some of the gap
During the grant period, the following state or system-level developments occurred
regarding student financial aid in Arizona, most of which resulted in inaction or elimination
of funding. They were not linked directly to Lumina funds.
2011

The Regents appointed a task force to evaluate financial aid practices,
policies, and programs in light of the state goals adopted for higher
education in 2010 and to recommend improvements.

2012

The task force recommended creating a student aid policy based on need
and merit, with incentives for programs with high workforce demand;
limiting aid to 120 credits for a bachelor’s degree; and requiring completion
of at least 30 credits per year.19 These recommendations were not included
in the Regents’ budget proposal to the Legislature.

2012

Governor Brewer, in her executive budget for fiscal year 2013,
recommended $10 million for scholarships (up to $2,000 each) for
community college students enrolled in programs with high local workforce
demand. The Legislature did not appropriate funds for these scholarships,
and Governor Brewer did not include them in her budget for fiscal year
2014.20

2012

The Arizona Commission for Postsecondary Education identified several
financial aid sources that had recently decreased or had been eliminated,
including the elimination of state funding for the Postsecondary Education
Grant and the Private Postsecondary Education Student Assistance Program.

2013

Interviewees said that $1.3 million for the federal College Access Challenge
Grant in Arizona was cancelled because the state did not meet the required
state support to qualify for continued federal funding.

2013

Governor Brewer signed legislation allowing Arizona’s foster children to
qualify for free tuition at the state’s three public universities. The law
established a five-year pilot program intended to more than double the
number of Arizona foster youth who attend and graduate from college each
year.21

At the institutional level, the three public universities participate in a need-based financial
aid program called Earn to Learn, which provides $3.1 million in scholarships to more than
700 students from low-income families. The program, operated by a nonprofit organization,
is funded through a federal grant matched by the universities.22 The universities have also
13

developed their own pilot programs to provide financial aid incentives that reward student
performance. At Arizona State University, for example, students who do not have a current
academic scholarship and who complete 24 credit hours with at least a 3.5 grade point
average can qualify for a one-year grant. At the University of Arizona, students who
complete 30 units with at least a 3.0 grade point average can qualify for a renewable award
of $1,000 to $2,000 for up to six semesters during their remaining years.

Analysis: Little change expected in state financial aid policies
Higher education leaders interviewed in 2013 acknowledged the need for increases in state
student financial aid, but they also agreed that the past few years were not the right time to
ask for more state funding for financial aid considering the state’s tight budget conditions.
As to the near future, they said the Legislature was unlikely to increase state support of
student financial aid.
Higher education leaders offered a range of ideas, without
significant agreement about the longer-term prospects for
Higher education leaders appear
state action on financial aid. There was some discussion as
reluctant to seek changes in state
to whether the Regents or the Joint Council of Presidents
financial aid policies.
would even consider a financial aid request to the
Legislature. As to approaching the Legislature, higher
education leaders disagreed about whether the newly formed Community College
Coordinating Council would be in the best position to lobby on behalf of community colleges
or whether the universities should be included as well through the Joint Council of
Presidents. One interviewee summarized the problem succinctly: higher education leaders
have been reluctant to discuss financial aid with the Legislature because of concerns that
increases in one area of support for higher education could result in reductions in base
institutional support.
With very limited state money available for financial aid, universities have tried to fill the
gap somewhat with institutional aid. This approach is not considered best practice for a
variety of reasons, including: institutional aid does not necessarily address state needs; it
does not allow for portability of aid for transfer students; it is funded disproportionately by
students through tuition increases; and the level of aid is typically insufficient. Improving
financial aid is an area of ongoing concern and opportunity in Arizona. In discussing areas of
improvement in institutional aid, some interviewees said that the universities should
consider policies that reward a student’s on-time degree completion, such as loan
forgiveness programs.
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STATE AND SYSTEM-LEVEL TUITION POLICIES
History: Decreasing state support and increasing cost to students
Tuition policy was not an explicit grant goal for Arizona, but the state prioritized
development of new program delivery models, some of which reduce tuition for students at
specific institutions. The programs themselves are examined in “Step 3: New Models.” Some
examples of their impacts on tuition are discussed below.
Tuition at Arizona postsecondary institutions
Ten Year Average
varies by institution and program of study. For
Tuition and Fee Increases
Arizona vs. WICHE* States
many years, Arizona was considered a low2003/04 to 2013/14
tuition, low-financial-aid state overall, as were
many western states. A decade ago, however,
179%
AZ Institutions
undergraduate resident tuition and fees at public
All WICHE States
123%
four-year institutions began to rise substantially
in the state. These tuition increases have not
*_Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education.
impacted all income groups evenly. A financial aid
Source: WICHE, Tuition and Fees in Public Higher Education in
report released by the Board of Regents in 2012
the West, 2013-14: Detailed Tuition and Fee Tables.
found that the net cost of attendance for
undergraduates in the Arizona University System rose 94% for students from the lowestincome families and 55% for those from high-income families.23
These tuition increases occurred within the context of reduced state appropriations for
higher education. Between fiscal years 2008 and 2012 (roughly coinciding with the grant
period), state appropriations to higher education per full-time-equivalent student declined
about 38%, which was the second highest among Western Interstate Commission for Higher
Education (WICHE) states.
Recently, as the state economy improved and state
revenues increased, tuition increases abated. For
2013-14, the Regents approved tuition and fee
increases of 3% at Arizona State University and the
University of Arizona. Students at Northern Arizona
University saw increases ranging from two to five
percent.24 Nonetheless, tuition and fees in Arizona
were the highest of all WICHE states in 2013-14,
averaging $10,017 compared with an average of
$7,683 across the WICHE states.25

Between 2008 and 2012
state appropriations for
full-time equivalent students
declined
AZ
All WICHE States

28%

Source: WICHE Policy Insights: Tuition and Fees in the West,
2012-2013.

Findings: Institutional efforts to control cost to students
As with student financial aid, tuition policies in Arizona are developed primarily by the
higher education systems and institutions, rather than by the state. Two examples of
15
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institutional policies are guaranteed tuition programs and pathway partnerships. As an
example of a tuition guarantee, Northern Arizona University guarantees that tuition rates
for entering students will not increase for four years, as long as the student remains
continuously enrolled full-time at the university. Arizona State University has a “tuition
commitment program” that provides students with a tuition rate based on their semester of
acceptance to the university. Any increases in tuition are based on this initial rate.
Pathway partnership programs have been developed by the three public universities in
conjunction with the community colleges. To the extent that these programs facilitate
transfer, they help to lower the overall price of a bachelor’s degree by enabling students to
begin at lower-priced community colleges and efficiently transfer credits to complete a
degree at a university. Arizona State University has extended its tuition commitment
program to students in its pathway programs, and the tuition rate is based on the semester
the student enrolls in the pathway.26

Analysis: Institutional efforts to control costs to students are limited in scope
Guaranteed tuition programs and pathway partnerships are limited in scope and may vary
from one program to another. Many students are not able to benefit if they are place-bound
or enrolled in a program that is not included within the institutional policy. In addition, the
tuition policies are difficult for students and parents to understand and compare. For
example, the concept of the tuition cohort—the term that Arizona State University uses for
its tuition commitment program—is not particularly transparent. According to
interviewees, tuition at Northern Arizona University-Yavapai is linked to a student’s federal
Pell grant status, while tuition for some online programs at Northern Arizona University is
linked to market rates. These ad hoc approaches to tuition policy likely make financial
planning frustrating for students and their families.
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New Models
Arizona universities are expanding the number of articulation agreements and amount of
collaborative programming with two-year institutions; new agreements, programs, and
delivery locations are increasing access to two-year and four-year degrees in urban areas as
well as in low-population regions.

SYSTEM-LEVEL AND INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES FOR TRANSFER AND COMPLETION
History: Long history of collaboration among two- and four-year institutions
Prior to the Lumina grant, Arizona’s three public
universities developed partnership agreements with public
Arizona has been cited as a
community colleges to facilitate transfer of credits and
national leader in facilitating
completion of a bachelor’s degree, including the creation of
student transfer from community
the block-transfer Arizona General Education Curriculum
colleges into university programs.
(AGEC). Further development of these partnerships was a
key component of Getting AHEAD’s project plan. Each
university has its own partnership model, which incorporates the AGEC.


University of Arizona, AzTAP. Transfer Admission Pathway allows students in
specific degree programs to transfer seamlessly between a participating community
college and the University of Arizona or the University of Arizona-South. Students
may be jointly admitted or complete the Intent to Transfer form and maintain other
eligibility requirements.



Arizona State University, MAPP/TAG. In the Maricopa to Arizona State University
Pathways Program and the Transfer Admissions Guarantee program, students
follow a prescribed set of community college courses that meet the lower-division
requirements for an Arizona State University major. Students who complete a
MAPP/TAG also meet the requirements for the Arizona General Education
Curriculum certificate and the specific associate degree.



Northern Arizona University, 2NAU, or Connect2NAU. In these joint-admission
programs, students are admitted to Northern Arizona University while attending
and completing an associate degree at a partnering community college. Northern
Arizona University and the college provide guidance during the first two years and
support as students finish a four-year degree.27

These agreements identify specific program pathways and may include joint admissions
and tuition guarantees. Primarily because they feature community college attendance, they
may reduce the overall cost of obtaining a bachelor’s degree by up to 50%, as compared
with four years of attendance at a university.28
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Findings: Expansion of engagement, partnerships and degrees awarded
ENGAGEMENT
Getting AHEAD initially tasked its New Institutional Structures Committee with working
statewide to develop more partnership programs, but it became evident early in the grant
period that the institutions controlled the development process for partnership programs.29
As a result, the committee was decommissioned and a task force was created to define and
inventory existing partnerships as well as determine the numbers of students enrolled in
each one. There had been no prior statewide inventory. Tracking student enrollments
proved especially difficult since tracking methods varied by academic department and
differed for community colleges and universities. At the end of the evaluation data
collection, the task force intended to present the inventory at a Joint Council of Presidents
meeting.
Getting AHEAD promoted the partnership programs to students and other stakeholders
statewide through its Strategic Engagement and Communications Committee. This included
creation and distribution of a video funded by the grant, and publicizing partnership
programs to recent high school graduates and returning adults students. In 2013,
interviewees said that the programs were best suited for those students who are prepared
to declare a major early, since many pathways are specific to a particular major or degree.
Board of Regents Reports of
Number of Partnership Programs
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PROGRAM PARTNERSHIPS EXPANDED
Interviewees said that through the partnerships,
bachelor’s degree programs are currently available
locally in all 15 Arizona counties, but the types and
numbers vary substantially. Some locally available
degree programs are delivered through a
combination of face-to-face and online courses.
Residents in some rural counties only have access
to bachelor’s degrees through online programs.
The collaborative agreements expanded in number
and scope during the grant period, but exact counts
prior to the Lumina grant are not available. The
Regents’ annual report for 2010 listed 98
partnerships for various degree pathways. In 2013,
the Regents reported more than 1,200 pathway
programs, including online programs.30 A higher
education leader said that the Maricopa County
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Community College district, in particular, had made “monumental progress” in developing
more than 160 pathway partnership programs. Several interviewees said that the number
of partnership programs was still increasing substantially statewide.
Firm student enrollment numbers are not available, but
Getting AHEAD estimated in 2012 that more than 12,000
community college students were enrolled in pathway
programs.31 One higher education leader said, “The number
of students coming into the community colleges and
choosing the new pathway options has really received
traction.” In 2013, a higher education administrator said
Maricopa County Community College District alone had
12,000 students enrolled in partnership programs.

“The number of students coming
into the community colleges and
choosing the new pathway options
has really received traction.”
Higher education leader

DEGREE PRODUCTION
Degree production appears to be increasing across the state’s colleges and universities
based on reporting from the Board of Regents in November 2013 (see Table 4) and from the
community colleges in 2012. The community colleges saw an 18% increase in the number
of degrees and certificates awarded from 2009-10 to 2010-11. The percentage of in-state
transfer students who earned an Arizona General Education Curriculum certificate or
degree prior to transfer to a university also increased during that period, an indication that
transfer is becoming more efficient and cost effective for students and the state.32 While
these increases in degree production for the universities and community colleges occurred
concurrently with the Lumina grant period, they cannot be attributed directly to it.

Table 4: Arizona University System Bachelor’s Degree Production
2008-2009 Actual

2012-2013 Actual

2019-2020 Projected

All bachelor’s degrees

20,346

24,920

30,890

STEM* degrees

3,671

5,309

5,528

Online degrees

336

1,538

2,962

Bachelor’s degrees per
100 FTE students

20.9

21.1

21.3

* Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math.
Source: ABOR, 11-20-2013 Academic Affairs Committee Meeting Document, pp. 112-113. Retrieved from
http://azregents.asu.edu/academicaffairs/Academic%20Affairs%20Agenda%20Books/2013-11-20-November-RevisedAcademic-Affairs-Committee-Complete-Book.pdf.
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Arizona’s trend in increasing
bachelor’s degree production may
be tempered by recent declines in
enrollment.

Attainment of Arizona University System’s projected
bachelor’s degree totals for 2019-2020 may be adversely
impacted if recent enrollment declines continue. As
estimated by the National Student Clearinghouse Research
Center, fall 2013 enrollments at Arizona’s Title IV degree
granting institutions were 5.9% lower than in fall 2012, and
were 1.2% lower in fall 2012 than in fall 2011.33

Analysis: Cautious optimism that pathway partnerships will continue
When asked about factors that contributed to the pathway partnership agreements,
interviewees in 2013 pointed to Lumina’s influence in bringing everyone to the table and
the direction provided by Getting AHEAD. Several Getting AHEAD Project Oversight
Committee members said that strengthening the working relationships of the public
community colleges and universities, and getting the institutions to move in the same
direction were key accomplishments of the grant. This may have been particularly
important in Arizona, given the absence of a statewide agency for all higher education and
the absence of a coordinating agency for the community colleges.

Many factors contributed to the
growth in pathway partnerships,
yet challenges still remain.

Other factors mentioned as contributing to partnership
development included the economic downturn; public
concerns about increases in tuition in comparison with the
value of a degree; the goals of two consecutive Governors to
increase access, affordability, and degrees awarded; and
institutional and system leadership and dialogue.

Overall, interviewees expressed optimism that the programs would continue to expand and
thereby improve local access to and affordability of bachelor’s degrees. However, several
respondents offered cautions.


Institutional rather than state priorities. The partnership agreements are based on
institutional rather than statewide goals with results that may be uneven across the
state. For example, an interviewee in 2013 said that the universities are more
interested in partnerships with larger, more urban colleges than with smaller, rural
community colleges.



Need for student supports. Respondents said that identifying program pathways is
important but insufficient. They pointed to the need to expand student advising and
other student supports if substantially larger numbers of students are to succeed in
bachelor’s degree programs across community colleges and universities. They also
suggested that these kinds of changes may require shifts in institutional culture. In
support of such a culture change, Arizona State University was reported to have
reworked some of its staff positions to focus more on student advising.
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Enrollments. Some pathway partnership programs may not have sufficient
enrollments to remain financially viable in the longer term.34



Rigor and quality. Some respondents questioned the rigor of STEM courses offered
by community colleges, while others said that this issue had been resolved with the
requirement that each pathway program be reviewed regularly. Administrative
supports for and reviews of the programs can vary by institution.

STATE AND SYSTEM-LEVEL POLICIES FOR ARTICULATION AND TRANSFER
History: Articulation system dates back almost 20 years
At the state level, Arizona’s efforts to develop a comprehensive transfer articulation system
can be traced to 1996, when the Transfer Articulation Task Force was created to foster
agreements between community colleges and universities. Since then, discipline-specific
Articulation Task Forces (comprised of faculty representatives in the same discipline from
community colleges and universities) have met annually to develop, maintain, and improve
articulation.35
As part of this work and prior to the Lumina grant,
AZTransfer was created as a statewide collaboration of all
public higher education institutions to help students
navigate the various transfer options in the state. The work
is managed by the AZTransfer Steering Committee, whose
members are higher education leaders from the community
colleges, the tribal community colleges, the public
universities, and the Board of Regents.
The website at AZTransfer.com was designed to provide
students, parents, faculty, and administrators with
information on policies and procedures for transferring
credits from community colleges to the public universities.
One priority of Getting AHEAD was to collaborate with the
AZTransfer Steering Committee to make this website more
student-focused and contemporary.

General Education Core
Curriculum in Arizona
The state established the Arizona
General Education Curriculum to
assure block transfer of agreedupon general education credits
across all public institutions of
higher education. Completion of
the core curriculum with a 2.0
grade point average guarantees
admission to state universities but
not to specific university programs.

Findings: Improved transfer via interactive online tools and shared course
numbering
Getting AHEAD’s Student-Centered Advising and Career Planning Committee worked with
the AZTransfer Steering Committee to support the redesign of AZTransfer.com. The director
of technology for AZTransfer co-chaired the Getting AHEAD committee, was technical
adviser for the AZTransfer.com expansion project, and managed the work of transforming
the website. A portion of the director’s salary was supported by the Lumina grant.
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The improved AZTransfer website went live in August 2012. It now offers more userfriendly and interactive tools to help students understand their transfer options:


A Course Equivalence Guide allows students to use a search function to see which
community college courses will transfer to the three public universities.



An Exam Equivalency Guide provides a search function for students to see how
specific exam scores may translate to college credit at the various colleges and
universities.



A Step-by-Step Guide provides an interactive tool for students to plan courses,
programs, and pathways across institutions, including a search function for pathway
programs by degree type.36

Major improvements made to
AZTransfer were partially
supported by Lumina grant funds.

In addition, AZTransfer lets students find which courses at
their college or university qualify under the core Arizona
General Education Curriculum, enter the relevant courses
they have taken, and run a report to track progress on their
plan.37 Each institution is responsible for appointing
AZTransfer facilitators to regularly update the databases
that inform the search engines.

Under the leadership of the Student-Centered Advising and Career Planning Committee and
technical expertise of its co-chair, the AZTransfer.com website appears to have evolved into
a much more robust, user-friendly portal for students. After the new applications went live,
interviewees said that traffic increased 23% over the same period the previous year and
education agencies in other states called to learn more about these online advising and
planning tools, and their development. Given early successes during the first two years,
Getting AHEAD allocated additional funds to continue providing technical services for the
redesign of AZTransfer.com and to develop new applications by the end of 2013.
Also during the grant period, the Legislature took action in 2010 to improve statewide
transfer by requiring the community colleges and universities, under the jurisdiction of the
Regents, to develop and implement a shared course numbering system.38 Under the new
Shared Unique Number system, each institution retains its original course prefixes,
numbers, and titles so that existing database systems do not require major overhauls.
However, the Shared Unique Number system assigns an additional prefix and number to
each course, which provides direct course equivalencies across all Arizona public
community colleges and universities.39 The system’s initial implementation in January 2012
included the Arizona General Education Curriculum as well as major courses that already
had direct equivalencies across the community colleges and universities.40
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Analysis: AZTransfer will be sustained and improved
Several interviewees in 2013 emphasized the importance of
the productivity grant in promoting and supporting
AZTransfer including the collaborative work of the
AZTransfer Steering Committee and its public manifestation
in the website. One higher education leader discussed the
redesign of AZTransfer.com, which he described as being
transformed from “really messy” into a set of “transparent
and clear” online tools that help students move from high
school through college to degree completion. One higher
education leader commented:

Interviewees credited the Lumina
grant for providing support needed
to transform AZTransfer.
“This grant opportunity with
Lumina really helped us address
the transfer-articulation dilemmas
that had been going on for
decades.”
Higher education leader

“This grant opportunity with Lumina really helped us address the
transfer-articulation dilemmas that had been going on for decades.”
Responses from about 500 faculty and staff to a recent survey conducted by Hezel
Associates for the AZTransfer Steering Committee showed general satisfaction with
AZTransfer. However, the report recommended: (a) formalized organizational structures
with authority to foster consistency and press for statewide
accountability; (b) training for advisors to ensure consistent
Transfer by the Numbers in Arizona
guidance for students; and (c) refined operating procedures
to support the maturing transfer system.41 The Hezel study
During the 2012-2013 academic
is also comparing recent transfer behaviors and results with
year 10,315 Arizona community
those previously obtained based on a similar study
college transfer students entered
Arizona State University, Northern
conducted in 2006. The results were not available at the
Arizona University, and the
time of this report.
After the grant ends, the AZTransfer Steering Committee
will continue to lead and coordinate the state’s work to
improve transfer. As of December 2013, the committee was
planning a summit in April 2014 to share best practices,
facilitate networking, and promote discussion of
improvements.42 As to the website, upcoming
improvements will include connecting with other online
portals that offer college planning information to high
school students. There is also discussion about adding tools
to help students with transfer among the community
colleges.
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University of Arizona, an increase
of 22% since 2006-2007.
Between 2006-2007 and 20112012 students completing an
associate degree prior to transfer
increased 81%.

Source: Articulation and Transfer for
Arizona Postsecondary Education 2013.

New low-cost program delivery models
History: Identification of regional universities and competency-based degrees as
important for increasing degree production
Getting AHEAD identified the development of regional universities, in
partnership with community colleges, as a component of its work, in
order to provide local access to degrees at lower tuition prices. Regional
universities have been highlighted by the Board of Regents as a key state
strategy to increase the production of bachelor’s degrees.43
A senior executive from Northern Arizona University said that
increasing degree production substantially in Arizona requires a radical
rethinking of delivery methods and identified Northern Arizona
University’s online competency-based degree program as an example.44

Findings: More regional campuses and competency-based education
REGIONAL UNIVERSITIES
During the grant period, two universities opened regional campuses:
Fall 2010

Northern Arizona University, in partnership with Yavapai Community
College, opened NAU-Yavapai, a new regional campus in central Arizona.
The campus offers bachelor’s degrees in entrepreneurship, service
industry management, community development and sustainability, and
applied human behavior. The year-round calendar and structured degree
plans allow students to earn a bachelor’s degree in three years, saving
more than $20,000 in tuition compared with four-year programs.45

Fall 2012

Arizona State University opened ASU Colleges at Lake Havasu City, a
regional campus in northeastern Arizona, to expand local access to more
affordable bachelor’s degrees. The campus will focus on high-demand
undergraduate degrees, such as business, communications, and
psychology.46

Arizona State University is also considering the town of Payson, 90 miles northeast of
Phoenix, as another site for a regional campus. The university’s financial model for its
regional campuses requires that facilities be provided by a city, town, foundation, private
donor, or other institution. The Rim Country Educational Alliance is working to secure land
and financing for a Payson regional campus.47
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COMPETENCY-BASED AND ONLINE PROGRAM DELIVERY
In 2013, Northern Arizona University launched its
Personalized Learning program, a competency-based online
degree program. The program is designed primarily for
adults who have some college credits or work experience for
which they may receive college credit. Students can progress
through and complete the program at their own pace.
Personalized Learning enables motivated students to earn a
fully accredited bachelor’s degree at a lower-cost, flat rate
subscription of $2,500 per six month period. These students
can qualify for financial aid.48

“We are going to invest heavily in
demonstrating that a competencybased model really works, and it’s
going to change substantially how
we deal with competency-based
education on our traditional
campus.”
University executive

The program provides customized coursework developed by faculty members who
reorganize existing courses based on learning outcomes and student competencies. Courses
are reconstructed as self-paced modules, with students demonstrating learning through
regular assessments. When a student needs help with course concepts or exercises, a faculty
mentor is available to provide assistance.49 Northern Arizona University received funding
for this innovative project from Lumina, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, the Kresge
Foundation and the Joyce Foundation. One higher education executive considered this work
pivotal, commenting:
“We are going to invest heavily in demonstrating that a competency-based
model really works, and it’s going to change substantially how we deal with
competency-based education on our traditional campus.”

Analysis: Too soon to assess impact
REGIONAL UNIVERSITIES
Currently, there are no publicly available return-on-investment assessments for the new
regional campuses in terms of either fiscal or human resources. Adding delivery locations is
appealing if they allow students to more affordably obtain degrees closer to home.
However, sustainability of regional campuses may depend on how successful the strategy
produces additional Arizona graduates rather than merely shifting enrollments from main
campuses to regional ones.

COMPETENCY-BASED, ONLINE PROGRAM DELIVERY
The Personalized Learning program at Northern Arizona University will be watched closely
in Arizona, and perhaps nationally, for enrollment patterns, retention rates, completion
rates, and time-to-degree patterns. There will also be substantial interest in understanding
how the university provides a self-paced program driven by competencies instead of seat
time within existing higher education practices for enrollment, financial aid, transcripts,
25

academic supports, and accreditation. An analysis of the model’s influences on other
campus-based teaching and learning would also be of use—for policy and practice.
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Business Efficiencies
Arizona did not make major policy change efforts related to improving business efficiencies at
the state or system level.

History: Step Four was not a focus of the Lumina grant
Supporting business efficiencies was added as a state grant objective (at Lumina’s
encouragement to pursue goals in each of the Four Steps), after Getting AHEAD had already
begun implementing its grant activities. One 2013 interviewee said that Getting AHEAD was
not able to pursue business efficiencies aggressively due to its focus in other areas.

Findings: Colleges and universities are planning to pursue more efficient business
practices
The Board of Regents’ 2010 Strategic Realignment Plan, although not directly supported by
Lumina funding, called for community colleges and universities to pursue more effective
business practices. The plan identified some specific goals for efficiency and cost
containment and specified that university presidents would report annually on
performance metrics associated with these goals. The Joint Council of Presidents and
Getting AHEAD are working to encourage community colleges to adopt their own efficiency
goals and metrics.

Analysis: Business efficiencies are promoted at the institutional rather than state
level
Interviewees who spoke about business efficiencies tended to refer to changes at the
institutional rather than system or state level. In 2013, one higher education leader noted
that the state’s governance philosophy promoted business efficiencies at the institutional
level. The respondent said that during the last four years of reduced state funding and
increased enrollment, this governance philosophy had been reinforced by the need for each
institution to find savings in order to continue to achieve its own mission.
Another factor discussed during interviews was the wide geographic distances between
institutions and the lack of a robust statewide information technology infrastructure to
connect them. An interviewee suggested that developing a more robust state data system to
connect institutions from preschool to graduate school (P-20) might bring systemwide
business efficiencies, for example, through unified student transcripts and record sharing.
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II. Insights across the Four Steps
FACTORS THAT CONTRIBUTED DIRECTLY TO THE PRODUCTIVITY WORK
Arizona made notable progress in expanding pathway partnership programs,
establishing new regional campuses and facilitating transfer and articulation
through the Shared Unique Number system and AZTransfer.com. These
structural changes build on the state’s previous work in developing robust
transfer programs, and are promising for improving student experiences and
transitions across institutions. Also noteworthy was the development and use
of a new performance-funding model for public universities, even though for
2015 there will be no higher education funding allocated through the model.
State and higher education leaders
identified the following factors that
contributed directly to Arizona’s
accomplishments during the grant
period.

Lumina’s support coupled with
state higher education leadership
contributed to the productivity
work.

Lumina’s contributions
Credibility and national reputation
Many interviewees said that Lumina’s grant support was useful and
important, but that its primary value to Arizona was its credibility and
national reputation. Lumina’s involvement attracted the attention of state
and higher education leaders and helped to bring them together to develop
solutions focused on increasing student completion.
The visit to Arizona by Lumina President Jamie Merisotis in 2011 was
described as particularly useful in bringing attention to well-designed
measures for performance funding. His presentations were described as
supportive of the state’s productivity agenda and that they catalyzed action.
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A broad agenda aligned with state needs
State leaders described Lumina’s agenda—as represented
in the Four Steps to Finishing First—as useful in helping a
wide range of higher education stakeholders focus on a
common set of goals and activities across state systems
and institutions. For example, an interviewee described
the Four Steps as “right on target . . . cutting edge issues”
for Arizona. An interviewee said that the most important
impact of Lumina’s agenda was that it broadened
Arizona’s engagement across the full spectrum of
productivity issues and strategies thereby forcing
discussion of important questions that the state might not
have addressed including performance funding. Other
comments about Lumina’s impact are shown in the
sidebar box.

“Lumina was very instrumental and
influential in the Governor’s higher
education reform agenda.”
“Even at the campus level,
administrators were aware of
Lumina’s funding and prestige
behind the effort.”
“The Lumina grant and the
national initiative gave us the
opportunity to push it over the goal
post.”
Higher education leaders

Overall, interviewees said that Lumina’s priorities were well aligned with Arizona’s needs
and goals for higher education. Some interviewees, however, suggested that Lumina should
be careful not to appear to be recommending one-size-fits-all solutions across states or
within a single state since some institutions or systems can accomplish similar outcomes
through different means based on their own contexts. Several respondents said that
Arizona’s areas of emphasis were performance funding (Step 1) and the development of
partnerships and pathways (Step 3), rather than student financial incentives (Step 2) or
business efficiencies (Step 4). Arizona’s achievements were primarily in Steps 1 and 3.

Convening role
Multiple interviewees said that Lumina’s grant support and influence were crucial in
bringing together higher education leaders across the universities and community colleges
to work on common issues which in turn facilitated the progress made. Several respondents
described a renewed sense of trust, communication, and cooperation across higher
education in Arizona. One higher education leader said,
“People were at the table having discussions and strategic
“People were at the table having
conversations looking toward an outcome. Although
discussions and strategic
things aren’t perfect between community colleges and
conversations looking toward an
universities, there is a new attitude of cooperation.”
outcome. Although things aren’t
Several people said that many important convenings
perfect between community
occurred through the Joint Council of Presidents, which
colleges and universities, there is
was reinvigorated during the grant period. State leaders
a new attitude of cooperation.”
said that, compared with previous efforts, the Joint
Council was now addressing a “much more focused
Higher education leader
agenda” related to productivity in both the universities
and the community colleges.
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Project leadership
The Regents and institutional leadership
Leadership by the Arizona Board of Regents (ABOR) and by several institutional presidents
and chancellors was described as critical to Arizona’s achievements. The Regents were
active champions in promoting higher education reforms related to productivity prior to
and during the grant period. Examples include the Regents’
support of performance funding and of institutional
“It was crucial to have ABOR and
partnerships and transfer. When needed, the Regents
the university presidents provide a
provided a visible face to the media and the Arizona public
very, very clear directive to the
for Getting AHEAD. At other times, Regent staff worked to
university community that this is
bring others forward, including institutional presidents and
the direction we are heading.”
the subcommittee co-chairs of Getting AHEAD. Interviewees
said that in most cases, the Regents provided a unified voice
Higher education leader
and direction for Getting AHEAD. In this regard, one higher
education leader stated:
“It was crucial to have ABOR and the university presidents provide a very,
very clear directive to the university community that this is the direction we
are heading.”
Three higher education presidents and chancellors were described as providing active
championing and leadership for productivity efforts in Arizona.


Rufus Glasper, Chancellor of Maricopa County Community College District since
2003, was the most active and visible higher education leader directly involved with
Getting AHEAD. He co-chaired the Oversight Committee and worked closely with the
project director to ensure that key community college leaders participated in the
work. In his leadership role with the Joint Council of Presidents, he encouraged
fellow community college presidents to join state strategic planning efforts, which in
turn paved the way for productivity reforms such as performance funding. In
addition, Chancellor Glasper led a separate Lumina-funded project to develop a
performance-funding model for the state’s community colleges.



John Haeger, president of Northern Arizona University since 2001, was also
described as a state champion of productivity reforms, particularly in developing
and implementing partnership programs with community colleges. The university’s
partnership programs, called Connect2NAU, were some of the first in Arizona, and
serve as a model statewide and nationally. In addition, the university’s new
competency-based bachelor’s degree program, called Personalized Learning is
positioned to become a state and national model in serving adult students.
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Michael Crow, president of Arizona State University since 2002, is recognized
nationwide as a higher education leader and creator of a multifaceted reform
strategy named the New American University. President Crow was not specifically
involved in the state’s grant, but his work, particularly to increase student access
and success and to increase financial aid while keeping tuition increases small, was
described as important in aligning with productivity priorities.

The project director and grant advisor
Getting AHEAD’s project director, Karen Nicodemus, was described as very effective in
working with a range of higher education leaders and staff. The project director brought indepth knowledge of Arizona higher education to the project, including working
relationships with many community college leaders. Her experience was described as
important during the selection of the Getting AHEAD committee co-chairs and members,
and ensured balance among university and community college representatives. The project
director also served an active role in working with the committees and with Board of
Regents’ staff on grant implementation.
The project director’s experience and connections balanced well with those of the state
advisor assigned to Arizona by HCM Strategists and Lumina; they actively shared
information and the project benefitted from their perspectives. Several interviewees said
that the state advisor’s prior experience in the Governor’s Office, her knowledge of
Arizona’s political history and processes, and her networking connections in Arizona were
valuable assets to Getting AHEAD. Of particular importance were her regular interactions
with Governor Brewer’s staff and her communications with policymakers and higher
education leaders about Getting AHEAD’s priorities and agenda. The state advisor was also
described as effective in facilitating communications between HCM Strategists, Lumina, and
Getting AHEAD.

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS THAT IMPACTED THE PRODUCTIVITY WORK
State and higher education leaders identified the following factors as affecting the
productivity work of Getting AHEAD—usually in indirect or complex ways.

Gubernatorial support for education
State and higher education leaders described Janet Napolitano, a Democrat and Governor of
Arizona from 2003 to 2009, as a champion of K-12 and postsecondary education. Many
interviewees said her establishment of Arizona’s P-20 Council has been a lasting benefit for
the state, by bringing together P-12 and higher education leaders to coordinate reform
efforts. Republican Governor Janice Brewer (2009 to 2014) was also described as a strong
supporter of the P-20 Council which she renamed the Arizona Ready Education Council.
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Several higher education leaders said that Governors Napolitano and Brewer placed
more emphasis on the P-12 schools than on postsecondary education. Several also
noted, however, that the collaborative work of the Arizona Ready Education Council
could have a significant impact on higher education by improving the preparation of
high school students for college and careers.



Some interviewees expressed concerns about Governor Brewer’s education policies,
despite the fact that her two most recent executive budgets included substantial
funding for higher education priorities. An interviewee said that the Governor’s
main higher education priority is “for students to be able to get the degrees they
want, where they live, and at a price they can afford.” This priority also aligns with
Getting AHEAD’s goals.

State funding of higher education
Arizona’s public colleges and universities experienced some of the nation’s most substantial
declines in state support during the economic downturn from 2007 to 2011. Overall, these
cuts in funding were described as detrimental to higher education, but some interviewees
described the resulting “belt tightening” as setting the stage for the productivity reforms.
They indicated that the climate of fiscal constraint helped to encourage universities to
accept performance metrics in the Regents’ strategic plan and to partner more extensively
with community colleges to create lower-priced programs for students.
State higher education leaders said that the decreases in state support for higher education
had other impacts, including impacts on student financial aid. For example, they pointed to
the state’s recent loss of $1.3 million in federal funding for student financial aid because
state support for higher education was not sufficient to meet federal “maintenance of effort”
standards.

Higher education and the state Legislature
Overall, state higher education leaders said that the working relationship between higher
education and the Legislature was difficult. Some said that the Regents and the institutions
were reluctant to bring proposals or issues to the
Legislature due to concerns that any attention by
Higher education leaders are
legislators to higher education would result in further
reluctant to approach legislators.
funding reductions. Increase in support for student
financial aid was cited as an example of a state need that
the Board of Regents and the institutions have not brought to the Legislature due to
concerns about funding reductions that might ensue.
Some members of Getting AHEAD’s Policy Audit Task Force expressed similar concerns in
approaching the Legislature but this time in regard to regulations. They said that while
establishing statewide policies governing the various institutional partnership programs
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might make sense in some ways, they were concerned that bringing legislative attention to
the programs could result in excessive state oversight or regulations that would inhibit the
programs’ success.
Some higher education interviewees suggested that many state legislators are not college
graduates, and therefore may have insufficient understanding of the challenges facing
colleges and universities. The latest data SPEC could find showed that in 2011 Arizona fell
just below the average of all states in the percentage of state legislators with a bachelor’s
degree or higher—about 70% percent in Arizona, compared with 75% nationwide. About
16% of Arizona’s lawmakers have no college experience, compared with 9% nationally.50
At the same time that state higher education leaders expressed reluctance to garner
attention from the Legislature, they also expressed concerns that the Legislature’s priorities
recently shifted away from education and toward other issues, such as immigration in 2010
and the healthcare law and Medicare expansion in 2013.

Lack of a statewide community college oversight agency
Statewide coordination of Arizona’s ten community college districts changed over the past
decade:
2002

The Legislature disbanded the Board of Directors for Community Colleges of
Arizona, leaving the colleges without an oversight agency.

2008

Governor Napolitano created the Arizona Community College Coordinating
Council by executive order to foster collaboration with other education
entities, to develop a recommendation for long-term governance, and for
other purposes.51

2009

Governor Brewer reinstated the Arizona Community College Coordinating
Council by executive order to develop a recommendation for long-term
governance, to develop performance measures, and for other purposes.52

2010

Governor Brewer’s executive order was allowed to expire, again leaving the
community colleges without a statewide voice.

2013

Voluntarily, the community college districts created the Arizona Community
College Coordinating Council to facilitate joint funding requests and policy
proposals.53

Higher education leaders said that from 2002 to 2008, with no statewide agency in place for
the community colleges, the ten college districts requested state funding as separate
entities. As a result, they developed competitive rather than cooperative relationships with
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each other, and they otherwise fell into patterns of working in silos without common goals.
In particular, rural colleges became increasingly isolated from the large urban colleges.
According to higher education leaders, Getting AHEAD
established a priority to stimulate cooperation among the
One of the most important
colleges and between the colleges and the universities.
accomplishments of Getting
Overall, respondents said that significant progress had been
AHEAD is renewed collaboration
made in providing ways for the community colleges to
among community colleges.
function more collaboratively, and that this was one of the
most important accomplishments of Getting AHEAD.
Respondents pointed to the voluntary creation in 2013 of the Arizona Community College
Coordinating Council as a major step forward. One interviewee described the statewide
community college culture as “much different than it was prior to the Lumina grant” and
predicted that it would “continue to serve the state well.” However, representatives from
some rural colleges said that they remain “out of the loop” and are still negatively impacted
by “silo thinking.”

SUSTAINABILITY AND FURTHER PROGRESS
The sustainability of programs and concepts is best understood by identifying the extent to
which they satisfy prominent national, state, and consumer needs; are supported by
multiple funding sources; are aligned with key institutional policies and values; involve
project champions and effective leadership; and other
factors. Based on these criteria, the development of
Prospects for sustaining statewide
pathway partnership programs and other improvements in
efforts to improve pathways and
transfer functions appears likely to be maintained in the
transfer are positive.
state, partly because this work grew out of existing
programs. Arizona’s further development of performance
funding, however, appears more precarious.

Pathway partnership programs and improved transfer
Arizona’s expansion of pathway partnership programs, its new regional campuses, and its
other efforts to facilitate transfer were based primarily on projects that were in
development before the grant period. In addition, these programs align well with highprofile national efforts supported by the Obama administration to expand the role of
community colleges in addressing workforce needs and in increasing the proportion of
Americans with postsecondary degrees. Higher education leaders said that these goals and
related strategies will continue to be important in Arizona. This seems likely because
attainment metrics are now incorporated into strategic plans for both universities and
community colleges.
The partnership programs and the regional campuses have been priorities for the
universities and the Board of Regents for several years. They appear to meet student needs,
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and they are supported by state and institutional leaders. However, the sustainability of
specific pathway programs and specific regional campuses will likely depend on sufficient
enrollments to provide financial viability.
AZTransfer and the Shared Unique Number system for courses build on previous state
efforts; they also have the benefit of being supported by legislative mandate. AZTransfer is a
high-profile effort with direct public applications for students, parents, and counselors.
Higher education leaders had high praise for the hands-on tools at AZTransfer.com and said
that expanded features would continue to be added. AZTransfer appears to have stable
funding through contributions from the public community colleges and universities. One
possible risk to sustainability, however, is that it is managed voluntarily by university and
community college representatives through another voluntary organization, the Joint
Council of Presidents.

Performance funding
A performance-funding model is in place for the universities, but it has not been funded at a
substantial level by the Legislature, and further progress will likely depend on legislative
commitment. While the Governor and the Regents have voiced strong support for
performance funding, most legislators have not. The universities participated in developing
the model, but their commitment may be weak. If the Legislature fails to increase its
allocation through the performance formula, overall support may dwindle.
Further progress toward implementation of a performance-funding model for community
colleges would likely require strong support from the Governor’s Office and unified
advocacy from the community college districts in order to influence legislators to allocate
funding that rewards performance on specified metrics.

Joint Council of Presidents
Overall, higher education leaders said that statewide cooperation among universities and
community colleges improved significantly, but there was a variety of opinions as to the
longevity of the Joint Council of Presidents. Several respondents said that the recent sense
of collaboration and common goals is promising for the continuation of the Joint Council.
The difficult relationship between the higher education representatives and the Legislature,
after years of budget cuts also suggests an ongoing need for a unified policy voice for higher
education. However, an interviewee said that if the Joint Council is to play a viable role in
higher education beyond voluntary collaborations from time to time, it will need a better
staffing structure, including a more effective mechanism for implementing its decisions.
Another person said the council’s lack of structure and staffing can be traced to its focus on
immediate problems rather than taking on long-term issues. If the council is to take on a
sustained policy leadership role, it will likely need more robust staffing.
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P-20 strategies and higher education productivity
College readiness is an ongoing policy focus in Arizona, as it is in many states. Arizona’s high
school graduation rate in 2010 ranked 44th among all states—at 67.2 percent, compared
with a national average of 74.7 percent.54 Further, many of Arizona’s high school graduates
are not ready for college, as indicated by an average ACT test score of 19.7, which placed
Arizona last among states where sufficient numbers of students had taken the ACT test.55
Increasing the number of high school students who are prepared to succeed in college-level
academic or career preparation programs has a direct impact on the production of
postsecondary certificates and degrees. The divide between
institutions, in terms of culture, teaching practices, and
Greater success in graduating
faculty, is likely greater between secondary and
college-ready high school students
postsecondary institutions than between community
is key to improving higher
colleges and universities. Yet Lumina’s Four Steps to
education productivity.
Finishing First is firmly rooted on the postsecondary side of
the divide.
Encouraged by the strong support of Arizona’s current and prior Governors, the Governor’s
Arizona Ready Education (P-20) Council is working to improve transitions between K-12
schools and postsecondary education in the state. A variety of strategies is underway,
including the development of a longitudinal K-12 student records database. In addition,
Arizona adopted the Common Core Standards and is working with the Partnership for
Assessment and Readiness for College and Careers consortium to plan for and implement
new K-12 student assessments. Getting AHEAD partnered with the Partnership in
sponsoring a statewide convening and collaborative work sessions that brought secondary
and postsecondary faculty together to define what it means to be college ready in various
skill and subject areas. Collaboration among the K-12, community college, and university
sectors to promote college readiness is likely to remain a policy focus for Arizona.
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Appendix II: Methodology
In 2008, Lumina asked SPEC Associates (SPEC) to evaluate
its investments in the seven states participating in an
initiative known as Making Opportunity Affordable, which
later became known more broadly as Lumina’s higher
education productivity initiative. The central evaluation
question involved the relationship between the initiative’s
work and changes in state and systemwide policies that
affect productivity. It is important to note that SPEC’s
evaluative efforts focused on the effectiveness of Lumina’s
investments in each state, rather than the effectiveness of
each state’s efforts in accomplishing its grant goals. Each of
the states had access to an in-state evaluator to evaluate its
own work.
Some of the challenges in this evaluative work included the
following:





This individual state report is one of
seven that examines the productivityrelated accomplishments in each of
the implementation states during the
grant period. A national technical
report, Cross-State Technical Report
for Lumina’s State-Based Efforts to
Improve Productivity in U.S Higher
Education: A Summary of Deeper
Work in Seven States, provides a
detailed summary of the work across
the seven states. A national
evaluative report, Improving the
Yields in Higher Education: Findings
from Lumina Foundation’s StateBased Efforts to Increase Productivity
in U.S. Higher Education, presents
the evaluation team’s major
conclusions about the initiative’s
potential impacts and implications.
The reports are available at
www.specassociates.org.

The initiative’s overall purposes, objectives, and
strategies emerged over the course of the work and
changed several times during the grant period.
The initiative did not adopt a theory of change or articulate critical assumptions
undergirding its Four Steps agenda.
The initiative did not adopt an overall cross-state definition of productivity or
strategy to measure progress or effectiveness in achieving the initiative’s objectives.

SPEC gathered data from a wide range of sources and looked deeply at each state’s efforts.
SPEC analyzed its data using multiple methods, as summarized below. The period of
examination is from the beginning of Lumina’s work with the states in 2008 through the fall
of 2013. SPEC’s evaluation team consisted of nine seasoned professionals in the areas of
program evaluation, higher education systems and governance, state higher education
policy, systems thinking, evaluation of inter-organization collaboratives and networks,
strategic planning, institutional research, and assessment of student learning outcomes.
Each of the seven states was assigned two members of the evaluation team who were
responsible for identifying relevant documentation, participating in monthly conference
calls with state teams, interviewing higher education leaders, analyzing state-specific data,
and drafting state-specific reports.
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Data analyses and interpretation
Data analyses and interpretation included the following:







Examination of each state’s goals and achievements through their policy contexts,
including higher education governance, leadership, finance, and accountability
Monthly synthesis of newly acquired information and insights
Coding and tagging of concepts and themes in documents, transcripts, and data
reports
Comparison of states’ progress in productivity-related activities
Analysis of patterns and trends across states on factors external to higher education
Sense-making via:
 Focused discussions with state grant team members;
 Final site visit discussion with key higher education leaders;
 Feedback on reports from state team members and from Lumina’s national
support organizations;
 Reflection with Lumina staff and its national productivity partners; and
 Ongoing interpretive discussions among evaluation team members.

Data sources
Qualitative data were collected from the following sources, and included approximately 350
documents related to Arizona:








State and national reports and legislation
Focused observations at national and state meetings
Monthly conference calls with state teams over a three-year period
In-depth telephone interviews with higher education leaders, business
representatives, faculty, students, and state legislative policymakers
Three site visits to each implementation state for in-person interviews with
stakeholders
Focused interviews with national organizations and individuals connected to
Lumina’s investments in productivity
Media reports

Quantitative data were collected from the following sources:


Reports and secondary data from these sources:
 Higher education boards
 Legislative research organizations
 U.S. Census Bureau
 State demographers
 K-12 agencies
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Statewide nonprofit organizations
Higher education and education policy organizations

Databases available from these sources:





National Information Center for Higher Education Policymaking and
Analysis
National Association of State Student Grant and Aid Programs
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
Comparative state financial data (Grapevine)
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