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         Item #D-10   

                    October 4, 2011 
 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 
BOARD OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

 
 

MINUTES - BOARD MEETING 
August 16, 2011 

 
A meeting of the Illinois Board of Higher Education was called to order at 1:00 p.m. in 

Room 412 at the Chicago School of Professional Psychology, Chicago, Illinois , on August 16, 
2011. 

 
 Carrie J. Hightman, Chairwoman, presided.  
 Linda Oseland was Secretary for the meeting.  
 
The following Board members were present: 
 
 David Anderson   Proshanta K. Nandi 
 Jay Bergman    Santos Rivera 
 Frances G. Carroll   Robert J. Ruiz  
 Alexi Giannoulias   Ari Shroyer 
 Kym Hubbard    Elmer L. Washington 

Allan Karnes    Addison E. Woodward, Jr. 
 
Also present by invitation of the Board were: 
 
G. W. Reid, Executive Director, Illinois Board of Higher Education 
Geoffrey Obrzut, President/Chief Executive Officer, Illinois Community College Board 
John Sinsheimer, Interim Executive Director, Illinois Student Assistance Commission 
   

Presidents and Chancellors 
 
 Paula Allen-Meares   Elaine Maimon  
 Al Bowman    William Perry 
 Rita Cheng    John Peters 
 Sharon Hahs    Wayne Watson 
  

Advisory Committee Chairpersons  
 
 Marie Donovan, Faculty Advisory Council 
 Susan Friedberg, Propriety University Presidents 
 Elaine Maimon, Public University Presidents 
 Tom Thompson, Disabilities Advisory Committee 

Dave Tretter, Private University Presidents 
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A.   Call to Order  

 
1. Call Meeting to Order, Chairwoman Carrie J. Hightman 
 

Chairwoman Hightman called the meeting to order.  A quorum was present. 
 
2. Welcome by Dr. Elis Copeland, Dean of Academic Affairs , Chicago School of 

Professional Psychology  
 

Dr. Copeland welcomed everyone to the Chicago School of Professional 
Psychology’s campus. 

 
3. Welcome and remarks by Chairwoman Carrie J. Hightman  
 
Chairwoman Carrie Hightman said, “Thank you for having us.  We appreciate your 

hospitality.  
 
“I want to welcome in fact all the new Board members that are with us today and first we 

will start with Alexi Giannoulias and Kym Hubbard.   
 
“Kym is the new chair of the Illinois Student Assistance Commission.  Kym succeeds 

Don McNeil in that role.  Kym is the chief investment officer for Ernst & Young and formerly 
she was the executive director of the Illinois Finance Authority.  We want to welcome you, Kym, 
and thank you for your work.  You know we are going to keep you busy.  We know you have 
been busy already in your new role. 

 
“Also I want to welcome the chair of the Illinois Community College Board, Alexi 

Giannoulias, who succeeds Guy Alongi.  Alexi served as the State Treasurer from 2007 to 2011 
and, as I understand it, at the age of 30, he was the youngest state treasurer in the country.  That is 
quite an accomplishment for you.  Alexi is also beginning a new role next month when he joins 
Northwestern University as a part-time political science professor.  I think you will bring another 
different prospective to your service here on the board.  Welcome. 

 
“I would be remiss if I did not thank Don and Guy for their outstanding work in support 

of the higher education community.  Neither of them is with us today, but we are going to be 
sending them appropriate resolutions acknowledging their service on this Board, and I want the 
record to reflect how much we appreciate their service.   

 
“Continuing on this vein of new Board members, on Saturday the IBHE Student 

Advisory Committee (SAC) elected a new leadership team for the 2011-2012 year, and I am 
pleased to welcome the newly elected student Board member Ari Shroyer.  Ari is a very familiar 
face to all of us.  He has attended our meetings in the past as the SAC representative.  He is a 
junior at Roosevelt where he serves as student government president.  It is no surprise to me that 
you are in that role , and we welcome you back here. 

 
“We are also pleased to welcome nontraditional student Board member David Anderson 

to the Board, and if the lunch was any indication, I think David is going to be a great addition to 
the Board and provide a great new perspective for us.  David is a senior at Chicago State 
University, and he is already serving on the Performance Funding Steering Committee.  So we 
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are keeping you busy.  I understand you study finance, and you have already had internships at 
Goldman Saks and J.P. Morgan.  Congratulations, and this is going to be a new challenge for you. 

 
“We also have a new SAC chairman Jonathan Kite who is from Northern Illinois 

University and also just to make this comple te, the new SAC secretary is Nora Lindbaugh.  So on 
behalf of the Board we want to thank the student representatives for stepping up to serve on this 
Board and we know that it is going to be a great satisfaction for you to do so. 

 
“We also have some other new faces at the Advisory Committee table.  First, Dr. Gayle 

Saunders, who was unable to attend today, is in a new role as the Community College Presidents 
Council chair. 

 
“Dr. Elaine Maimon joins us this afternoon as the new convener of the Public University 

Presidents and Chancellor’s group.  Dr. Maimon, as you know, is President of Governors State 
University and succeeds John Peters.   

 
“Marie Donovan is sitting in today for Abbas Aminmansour representing the Faculty 

Advisory group. 
 
“I want to thank in advance Dr. Christine Sobek, President of Waubonsee Community 

College who will present today’s Public Agenda showcase item.  We will see you in a few 
minutes and have a more formal introduction of you.   

 
“Also Brenda Albright, our guest speaker.  Again we are going to have a more formal 

introduction later, but thank you for being here today and for contributing. 
 
“I want to talk about a couple of pieces of legislation before I turn it over to Dr. Reid.  

First, I want to thank Governor Quinn and the General Assembly for enacting a major piece of 
legislation that was signed into law just last Friday.  It is really impossible, I believe, to overstate 
the significance of House Bill 1503 which establishes performance-based funding for higher 
education here in Illinois.  House Bill 1503 is really a game changer.  What it says is that we are 
going to put our resources where our priorities are.  We are going to leverage state dollars to 
achieve state goals, and we are going to hold institutions accountable for their contributions to 
these goals.  And, of course, when I say these goals, I am talking about the goals of the Illinois 
Public Agenda for College and Career Success – attainment, affordability, workforce 
development, and economic growth.   

 
“The performance funding model will focus initially on improving educational attainment 

in Illinois which is certainly the state’s most important and urgent need.  As we move forward we 
believe that performance funding will assist in achieving the other Public Agenda goals, such as 
enhancing college affordability and strengthening the connection between university research and 
the state’s economic demands.  But, for now, job one is getting more citizens into college and out 
with a degree or credential of marketable value.  Nothing will have a greater impact on the 
economic future of Illinois than increasing the educational attainment of its citizens.  
Performance-based funding will help fuel that effort.   

 
“So, why is performance based funding important now?  I would say there are at least 

three reasons.   First, the tough economy and the challenging budget underscore the need for us to 
target our scarce resources where they will be most effective in achieving the vital state goals.  
Second, elected officials and the taxpayers they represent are increasingly, and I would say 
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justifiably, asking all publicly supported entities to account for the dollars they spend.  We 
recognized that a few years ago, and we changed our budget process.  We need to do that with 
performance-based funding, as well.  The third reason as to why it is so important now is linking 
resources to performance is, I believe, the most effective and time tested way to influence 
institutional behavior. 

 
“I am also pleased to report that we are really ahead of the curve.  The bill was signed on 

Friday, but we have been working at this for awhile.  The IBHE already established a 
Performance Funding Steering Committee.  Its job is to oversee development of the metrics that 
will be used to evaluate whether the institutions are meeting state attainment goals.  The Steering 
Committee which is comprised of a broad cross-section of stakeholders in higher education held 
its first meeting in late July and will hold its next meeting on August 30 at Governors State 
University.  President Maimon is hosting the group again.  The work of the Steering Committee 
will be critical to the success of performance based funding here in Illinois.  We are still in the 
very early process.  HB1503 has laid out quite specific parameters for how performance funding 
will be structured.  I encourage everyone in this room to be engaged in the process as many of 
you have already been and to approach it in the most constructive and productive manner to build 
a funding system that will be fair, equitable , and effective in meeting the aspirations of the Illinois 
Public Agenda.   

 
“Now I want to turn to one other noteworthy piece of legislation that I think is important 

to mention here and that is the Illinois Dream Act.  First, I want to thank the Governor and the 
sponsors, Senate President John Cullerton and Representative Eddie Acevedo.  This law is 
designed to open doors to college opportunity by breaking down financial barriers for 
undocumented students who have attended an Illinois high school.  The act creates the Illinois 
Dream Fund and the Illinois Dream Commission to raise private dollars to support scholarships 
for children of immigrants.  The Dream Act is another example of the Public Agenda in action – 
making college more affordable and focusing on a student population we must better serve if we 
are to meet our goals of increasing educational attainment, reducing the achievement gap, and 
strengthening the Illinois workforce for the skills and jobs of the 21st century.   

 
“I have been very pos itive, I am about all these great things that are going on and now I 

have to turn to a topic that is not my favorite topic to discuss today because it is not a great story 
– Complete College America (CCA).  I am pretty sure that everyone in this room probably 
already knows the disappointing news that we did not get the $1 million grant.  The grant would 
have supported our performance funding as well as efforts at the Illinois Community College 
Board to transform remedial education throughout the state.  Now, it is unfortunate that we did 
not get the money, but we are going to continue trying to get funds like this, trying to get grants 
like this.  If you fail once, that does not mean you stop; you keep on trying.   

 
“But, I will also say that as that door closed another one opened for us.  Complete 

College America has agreed to fund the consultant services of the National Center for Higher 
Education Management Systems (NCHEMS).  You all know Dennis Jones, who helped us with 
the Public Agenda and everything else that it seems we have done since we adopted the Public 
Agenda.  CCA is funding NCHEMS to assist with our development of performance funding 
metrics.  So we have gotten some assistance and it will be invaluable as we move forward in the 
effort.  So, you win some, you lose some, but we are going to keep on trying and I know that we 
will actually get some other grants in the future.” 
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4. Remarks by Executive Director G.W. Reid  
 
Dr. George Reid said, “Thank you Madam Chairlady and members of the Board, my 

reports for the next year or so will be in two parts unless the Board requires more; then I will be 
glad to do that.  At each of the Board meetings I will try to update the Board on the internal 
strategic plan that we have just launched – the one year plan.  Just remember that, and Karen 
Helland there is helping me to flip through the screen, the summary of my comments will be on 
the screen.  The one-year plan follows the Ninety-Day Plan.  The Ninety-Day Plan was begun to 
launch my tenure as Executive Director and all of the four goals of the Ninety-Day Plan were 
accomplished, were accomplished so effectively that now we are going to implement a one-year 
plan.  So the first part of my reports are going to be the internal strategy plan – the one-year plan.  
The second part of my reports going forward will be about the implementation of HB1503, which 
the Chairlady spoke so eloquently about.   

 
“On July 1 we initiated a new one-year plan that will end on June 30, 2012.  The new 

one-year plan is called The Number One Agenda:  Closing the Achieving Gap, Dual Credit, 
Performance Funding and Drop-Out Re-enrollment Made Real.  Today I am reporting that we 
have developed a vision for this new one-year plan.  Remember in my first meeting in February, I 
indicated that I like to manage by planning.  Planning allows me to predict where we might end 
up at with our goals.  Without a plan I think you get there haphazardly.  I also said that as a part 
of my planning activity I like at least two parts of the plan to be there.  One is a vision statement 
and then the goals.  I also said that the vision statement should be about three sentences or three 
statements.  One is where you are at the current time, why is there a need to change what you are 
doing and what is it that you would like to become.  Here is our new vision statement for the new 
one-year, the Number One Agenda.   

 
“We have already started several initiatives – college re-enrollment, we started college 

readiness and completion, and we started the enactment of working the performance funding to 
get that into a law that was codified last Friday.  So what is the imperative for change?  
Therefore, in order to continue the implementation of the Illinois Public Agenda, we need to 
develop even more goals that will last a little longer into June 30, 2012.  

 
“Here are the four goals that the senior team will be striving to achieve by June 30, 2012.  

We want to reduce the achievement gap.  We want to reduce the achievement gap by offering 
students clearer information, better information about the colleges and universities that they are 
interested in, accurate and completely user friendly information so any student, high school or 
beyond who wishes to attend college should have a good idea about the colleges they are 
interested in.   

 
“The second goal is that we want to increase the number of dual credit programs in the 

state.  Dual credit programs allow high school students the opportunity to enroll in college 
courses and/or community college courses.  We want to increase the number of dual degree credit 
programs by at least three within the next year.  

 
“The third goal is we want to make certain that all of the technic al support that the 

General Assembly , and the Board, and the Governor need to implement performance funding is 
supplied by my staff and me. 
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“The fourth goal is to write some proposals that hopefully will be funded so that we will 
have some resources to help those kids who want to return to college to do so and be successful.   
That is the first part of my report.   

 
“The second part is really a reiteration.  I will not go into as many of the details but just 

to reiterate that we are there.  Performance funding is now law.  The Governor signed it last 
Friday at Western Illinois University.  I want to say to you that in the General Assembly as well 
as in the Governor’s office we have lots of friends who are working with us on this performance 
funding.  For example , in the legislature, the final vote for performance funding for HB1503 was 
55 to nothing or 50-something to nothing.  In other words, there was not one dissenting vote 
against performance funding from the members of the Senate and then from the House.  I want to 
tell you that the Chairman of the Senate Higher Education Committee is the sponsor of 
performance funding legislation – Ed Maloney.  Other members of the House Committee and so 
on like Chapin Rose are also involved with supporting performance funding.  I want to tell you 
that the Chairman of the caucus, the education caucus, Bob Pritchard is in solid support of 
performance funding.  And that Naomi Jakobsson, the Representative and Chairman of the 
Higher Education Committee in the House, is also supportive of performance funding.  We have 
a lot of support, but the support is just not in the legislature, it is also in the Governor’s office.  In 
the Governor’s office, Julie Smith who sits with us today, is a strong supporter of this legislation.  
Lieutenant Governor Shelia Simon has been touring the state visiting.  She has already visited 26 
community colleges.  She has 22 more to go (she promises to finish those in short order), where 
she is talking about college completion has to be improved.  So we have a lot of support within 
the General Assembly.  

 
“Now, one of the things that this law requires is that this Board in consultation with the 

Chairlady, we have selected already the Performance Funding Steering Committee, comprised of 
legislators, business people, the ten or so people who went on the Complete College America 
Spring Academy, students are on it, people  in the unions, faculty members are on it.  Madam 
Chairlady, I wanted to tell you that several members of our Board also attended the meeting.  Jay 
Bergman was there, Santos Rivera was there, Allan Karnes was there, Dr. Woodward was there, 
and Dr. Washington was there.  I do not want to miss anybody, but I think of those.  Ari was 
there.  The two new students were there.  We really had a good first meeting.  At the first 
meeting, Madam Chairlady and members of the Board (you mentioned this) Stan Jones attended 
that meeting, the founder of Complete College America.  He could have been anyplace that day, 
but he attended our meeting, spent the whole morning with us, as well as Mike Baumgartner, who 
was once here at IBHE as you remember as our finance person, now is the Illinois liaison, also 
spent the whole day with us.  As the Chairman said, for free, we get one of the best consultants 
there are in the country working with us free of charge to help us to guide us along  the way.  
That is Dennis Jones.  Dennis Jones, the President of NCHEMS, has already begun working with 
us.  We sat with him for two meetings, at the SHEEO meeting and we have met with him 
planning the next meeting of the Steering Committee which will be August 30.  So, we are on our 
way.   

 
“It is my hope that when we meet again in October as a Board that we will be able to give 

to you at least the first cut of state level goals for performance funding.  What we think will 
happen, and we are creating this as we move along, we will enjoy your comments and criticisms 
because we want to do the right thing.  But, we want this Steering Committee to develop state 
level goals.  Whatever the Steering Committee approves we will bring to the Board for the 
Board’s approval, or for the Board to tell us to go back out and do some further thinking.  Once 
we get a set of state level goals developed, we will parse those out to the various 48 community 
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colleges and the nine universities over 12 campuses and will work with the President to determine 
how each university can help IBHE, the and the State of Illinois to achieve these state level goals.  
That is our work ahead.  That is what we mean by performance funding.  We will establish an 
existing level of performance, whatever that year is, maybe 2011, maybe this year.  Let us think 
with each institution about raising college completion, let us say if one of the goals is to raise 
college completion, let us say if a college has 12,000 students in 2011 or 2012, then that President 
will tell us what they think they can do in the next year to increase the difference between the 
12,000 students and what they did the last year. This would be their goal for performance and that 
is what they would be funded on.  That is how we are going about this.  We would appreciate any 
of your comments, your guidance, your ideas, and your advice, all of it so that we can move 
forward together.  But, for the next Board meeting we hope to have some state level goals for you 
to review and discuss.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Thank you very much, wonderful.” 
 
Dr. Elmer Washington said, “I know it is very difficult to put numbers into goals and to 

have them be practical as well as ambitious, but I wonder about the number two of your Number 
One Agenda where you increase the number of dual credit programs by three.  That seems a little 
low to me.  Could you amplify that a little bit for me?” 

 
Dr. Reid said, “This is one area that Bob Blankenberger will be helping us accomplish, he 

is our academic chief, this, by the way, is an area that we really do not control.  We do not really 
control how colleges and universities develop academic programs.  I suspect that Bob may come 
forward with many many more programs than that, but because it is out of his control we thought 
that at least we could try to get three through some type of negotiation.” 

 
Dr. Santos Rivera said, “I have a question on goal number one in regards to the public 

awareness.  Are you working or are we working with some of the universities and colleges across 
the state, as well as some organizations like…” 

 
Dr. Reid said, “ILACHE (Illinois Latino Council on Higher Education).” 
 
Dr. Rivera said, “What are some of the initiatives that have been undertaken?” 
 
Dr. Reid said, “This is a goal that will be headed up ostensibly by Don Sevener and what 

Don would like to do is to make certain that the kids who are interested in college get real good 
information about each and every college in the state so they can make good decisions.  So I 
would imagine that in his fact finding he will be in contact with ILACHE and other type groups 
for what are the problem areas, and what do we need to get clearer for the public to understand 
about colleges and universities in Illinois.   I am sure some of that will be part of the work that 
will go on in this goal.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Any other questions or comments?  I have one and maybe 

I should not ask this.  I am going to violate the principles we use in cross examining witnesses, 
not that I am cross examining you.  I do not know the answer to this question, but I am curious.  
What is the time frame for completion of the work of the Steering Committee?” 

 
Dr. Reid said, “Madam Chairlady and Members of the Board, if we can finish (well we 

have to be finished to affect the fiscal year 2013 budget; that is what the law says), we can be 
finished by June, well we really are aiming at finishing in January 2012, but we may need some 
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leeway so we are thinking June 2012 is more realistic. We may even need an extension in order to 
achieve the proper buy-in.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Great, we look forward to seeing the results of your work.” 
 

B.  The Illinois Public Agenda for College and Career Success 
 

 5.  Public Agenda Update 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “We are pleased to welcome Brenda Albright to the Board 

to speak to us today about performance funding.  As you know from what we have said, this is 
what we focused on basically for the whole meeting so far.   

 
“By way of background, Ms. Albright served as Deputy Executive Director of the 

Tennessee Higher Education Commission and was the first Executive Director of the National 
Post-Secondary Education Cooperative.  In her current capacity as a consultant, she has worked 
with more than 25 states principally on issues related to statewide planning, evaluation, and 
performance funding.  She has also assisted the State of Ohio in its development of annual reports 
on the condition of higher education which is a centerpiece of Ohio’s efforts to implement 
performance funding.  Join me in welcoming Brenda.” 

 
A Board’s Pers pective on Performance Funding, Presentation by Brenda Albright 

 
Dr. Brenda Albright said, “It is great to be back in Chicago, particularly on a beautiful 

day like today.  I am delighted to be here and talk with you about performance funding.  I am 
excited about the direction that you are taking, to focus on students and graduating more students 
in Illinois.  I know it will make a big difference in your economy.  

 
“What we want to talk about today, and I want this to be a discussion so please feel to 

stop me if you have a question or want to make a comment.  I want to talk about why states are 
moving toward performance funding because many, many states have moved in this direction in 
just the last two years.   

 
“Three areas we want to focus on.  First, why states are moving toward performance 

funding.  Second, what other states are doing.  Third, as Board members, what you may want to 
consider as you move forward with performance funding. 

 
“Clark Kerr, who was president of University of California , said that most change comes 

externally rather than internally , and I think that is certainly true today.  A few years ago I gave a 
speech on performance funding to about 400 people , and I started my speech with asking the 
audience, ‘how many of you think that we should tie performance funding for colleges and 
universities please raise your hand,’ and out of 400 people one person raised her hand.  I said 
‘what college do you work for’ and she said ‘I work for the governor.’  I think we are 
experiencing here in education a good push externally to focus on performance-based funding. 

 
“There are four external trends that I think are leading governors and legislators and 

others to focus on performance funding, and that includes changing demographics.  We have a 
large growth of underrepresented groups.  As you indicated, I worked in Ohio this past year, and 
we looked at the 2010 census.  Ohio had not grown much, but 80 percent of their growth was in 
the Hispanic/Latino population, and I think that is true for many states.  The dilemma that we 
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have as leaders in higher education, as policymakers in higher education, is those students are 
frequently under prepared and not ready for college.  Here is a quick example , and this is what we 
looked at in Ohio , we were looking at their conditional reports.  A national study from last year 
showed that young black men fall behind early in the process in the early grades, and until we 
address these kinds of issues, it is going to be very difficult to raise those graduation rates for 
underrepresented groups.   

 
“New public management.  The U.S. Secretary of Education, a few years ago Margaret 

Spelling put together a commission to look at higher education and the chair of that commission 
who happened to be from Texas, said our system of funding higher education is dysfunctional.  
We do not focus on productivity, we do not focus on innovation, and suggested that we needed to 
find new ways to do that.  We must develop new strategies to fund our colleges to focus on 
student success.  An example of new public management is often given as the University of 
Maryland’s system.  In the past four or five years, they developed a strategy to focus on 
productivity, looking at not only increasing faculty [inaudible] by ten percent, but they developed 
strategies so students could get their education quicker by taking a semester in off-campus or 
special instruction and also adopted some tuition increases.  They were very successful as they 
put together this holistic strategy and getting widespread support from their political leaders. 

 
“The third trend is moving from a public good to a private good.  In almost every state a 

huge shift in the funding base from the state to the student.  The national research shows that if 
you compare where we were in terms of state dollars versus tuition dollars, it has declined from 
$2.65 in state funds to $1.00 in tuition to $1.27 in state funds to $1.00 in tuition.  So those are 
dramatic changes nationwide that are affecting our higher education system.  I did a presentation 
at a meeting where the executive director of the state budget office was presently making 
projections , and I was optimistic that he would say things would get better, but that is not the 
reality facing many states.  His projection was that perhaps for the next decade state budgets are 
going to be pretty stable in funding.   

 
“The next would be human capital theory.  I think that state governments are pressuring 

colleges to educate more students so that they have students trained in the fields that are needed 
to meet the workforce demands of the state.  Typically, as you know, state dollars are not 
increasing at the time we are getting these demands for improvement.  So again, this underscores 
the need to develop new strategies to fund higher education institutions and also to communicate 
to the public.  If you look at public opinion polls that have been done nationally, it is quite 
remarkable how important the public sees higher education.  More than 55 percent of the public 
believes that higher education is critical for individuals getting ahead.  There is a big push to get 
more students in college, at the same time less than one-third think that those who are qualified to 
get into college will have an opportunity to do so.  That is a challenge for all of us in higher 
education.  Other public opinions show that they believe that colleges are operating more like 
businesses and that we can cut cost and the quality will not be affected.  Now some of us might 
disagree with that or see a different way of how we were operating, but I think these public 
opinions are extremely important to be aware of, what our public is saying to our elected officials.   

 
“Two years ago, I spoke at the National Conference of State Legislatures.  Bill Gates was 

there.  He emphasized the importance of putting more money into education, but also that we 
needed to rethink the way we do business, that we need to rethink how we deliver education by 
using technology and focus on the that information.  This next quote by Bill Gates is pretty telling 
from his perspective, and what he said to the state legislators was, we are not measuring enough.  
We do not know why some students succeed in some environments and do not in others, and it is 
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important that we focus on measurement.   After he spoke I did a session on performance-based 
funding and thought nobody would show up after they heard Bill Gates, but surprisingly there 
was not enough room for people to sit.  There was just a strong interest in changing the way we in 
higher education fund institutions by focusing on performance. 

 
“As you know we are falling behind.  The students in the United States are not as well 

educated.  If you look at the 18 to 24 year old population, as older adults, and graduation rates 
have not improved over time for four-year institutions or two-year institutions and particularly 
troubling is that underrepresented racial ethnic groups have graduation rates about half that of 
white students.  So that is a reason that we are focusing on performance funding.  Foundations are 
pushing it, the donors’ association has approved, national caucus and state legislators and state 
leadership are moving toward performance funding.  

 
“Do we have a question or comment about anything I have said so far? 
 
Dr. Addison Woodward said, “One of your very first slides you point to reading rates and 

how the reading rates fall by the time kids are in the fourth grade and then you jump from what I 
think is a terribly critical issue and that is what is going in elementary and preschool, and even 
before, to fixing the problem by focusing on higher education.  We are rowing a leaky boat.  We 
have to fix the boat as we keep rowing.” 

 
Dr. Albright said, “Exactly.  I think when I was testifying before legislative committees, 

the chairman of the finance committee in Tennessee often said to me, we think about education as 
higher education and K-12, but it is really all one system.  His view was that we needed to have 
great collaboration and that we in higher education needed to work with those public schools and 
address those problems early on.  If we do not address those problems early on, you are exactly 
right that it is a leaky boat because when the students graduate, or many of them do not graduate, 
they are not prepared for college and they are not going to be successful in colleges.  So we have 
got to reach early in and collaborate with K-12 to address those issues. 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “In any of the states are you seeing opposition to 

performance-based funding from institutions, from anybody and, if so, from whom?” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “Yes, I think in some states.  Well, let me congratulate you for 

approaching it in the collaborative way.  One piece of advice that I always give to boards is to be 
sure that higher education is involved in that goal setting process.  That is just a standard kind of a 
message I have, and Dr. Reid has done that with the steering committee.  I think there have been 
some instances when performance funding has been implemented on a top-down without 
involving higher education and it goes back to our earlier comment, if all levels of higher 
education, the faculty, the administrators, etc., everybody is not involved in the process then you 
are far less likely to be successful.  That involvement process is critical.  So anytime that there is 
some top-down process without the lack of faculty or higher education leadership involvement I 
think that is an issue.   

 
“The second issue with this focus on success that is fairly common, as I have gone 

around the country, is the question of when we move to the point of where we are rewarding 
degrees, for example, will that result in grade inflation.  So that is a big question mark.  Those are 
two of the key factors.  If it is top-down, it usually does not work quite frankly.  If you are not 
involving people in the collaborative process, that process can be diseffective.” 
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Chairwoman Hightman said, “And perverse unintended consequences was the latter.” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “Exactly, and that is true in any funding strategy.” 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Have you seen the effort for performance funding defeated 

because of this in any states?” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “I have not.  At this point I will say that some states have started 

performance-based funding and it has been discontinued.  I will give examples why in a couple of 
cases.  Missouri was a state that had performance funding for about eight years, beginning in the 
1990’s through the early 2000’s and they discontinued performance funding.  Why?  A couple of 
reasons:  (1) it was funded with new money and they ran out of new money; they have a 
constitutional amendment.  Earlier you talked about whether or not we start performance funding 
with new money or existing money, and so that was the problem in Missouri.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “But, that is a lesson for us, right?  Here, we should not base 

it on marginal or incremental revenues or it is not going to happen potentially.  We will lose it 
potentially.” 

 
Dr. Albright said, “Well, I think ideally if you have an ideal system it would be based 

upon additional revenues so it would be an incentive to institutions for their performance.  That 
would be ideal.  The realities are not always ideal.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “And not in this economic time.” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “Right.  I think it is very important to proceed as you have outlined, to 

have strong collaboration among institutions and develop polices, as you said, that are fair that 
promote quality, that promote moving toward your Public Agenda goals.  As you said your first 
job is to focus on degrees.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “And you like that.” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “I am going to go through a few examples of what some other states 

are doing.  I am going to go through them quickly.  I have included those examples in your 
materials as a resource for those of you who are on the steering committee.  I am not going to 
read to you, I am just going to point out what I think are some pretty good approaches.  These are 
some of the states we are going to look at very quickly.   

 
“Ohio is a state that I have worked with for ten years, and about ten years ago they 

developed a series of challenges.  One of their incentives was research.  A second was access to 
try to keep low tuition for their two-year colleges.  Their tuition was very high.  Three was 
success and they built into their budget about $55 million a year to reward universities for on-
time degree completion and also for at-risk students.  They have a jobs factor, as well, that was 
adopted.  About ten percent of their budget was tied to that.  They have just recently changed 
their funding approach so that now they are funding course completions rather than course 
enrollments.  In other words, students need to complete courses satisfactory, have a satisfactory 
grade.  They have extra incentives for at-risk students, and I would say that as you look at your 
performance funding, I would encourage you to particularly focus incentives on at-risk students.  
They also funded degree completions.  So they implemented this in 2009-2010.  It was based 
upon their strategic plan just like you are tying your performance to your strategic plan.  I think 
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that is a very key ingredient to be successful in performance funding.  Always tie it to your 
strategic plans.  I know you are doing that, and that is exactly a good strategy.  In Ohio they have 
three separate formulas.  They have one approach that they use for their university main 
campuses, a second approach for their branch campuses, and third approach for their two-year 
campuses.  Again, I provided the detail on what they do.  The only other point I would make 
about Ohio is, as they started performance funding since it is a dramatic change to what they are 
doing, they have a transition strategy.  So they are sort of doing a phased in approach and most 
people think this transition strategy is a good practice.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “When it is fully implemented what percentage of funding 

to like the public, the four-years, will be based on performance?” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “Okay.  For the four-year institutions when it is fully funded, if you 

look at the degree component, what part of funding is based on degrees, that will be about five 
percent of the total, and if you look at the rest of the formula, it is based on course completion.  
Many states fund institutions based on 14th day enrollment, for example , and Ohio is moving 
toward, not 14th day enrollment, but course completion with a satisfactory grade.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “So what percentage for that component?” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “Well for that component it would be about, for the four-year 

institutions, that would be five percent for degrees.” 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “And all the rest for the other?” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “Yes, and again that is based upon cost of program, it is based upon the 

level of students, etc.  So this is one approach to be used.  There are many other approaches that 
can be used.  There are some strengths and some weaknesses to this approach. 

 
“Indiana is looking at degrees, course completion, on-time graduation, and transfers.  

Again, we can go into detail on any of these that you like.  I just want to give you a flavor of what 
is being done. 

 
“The Washington Community Technical College Board is an example that is being 

picked up by many states for two-year colleges and they have had a long planning process.  I am 
glad that you have some time to plan for what you are doing.  As I said to some of the staff, I 
know some states that are trying to do it in three months, and I think that is pretty hard to do, very 
hard to do.  Washington took a long time to plan what they were doing.  Their goal was to come 
up with simple measures.  I would encourage you to think about simple measures as well and 
ones that can be influenced by colleges.  I think if you are going to measure the performance, you 
have to measure performance on what unique influence by colleges.  That is where we get back to 
the preparation issues.  These are the measures that Washington Community Technical College is 
using.  They are looking at starting with adult education, looking at adult literacy.  Again, they 
are looking at achievement forms.  This is based on research.  We know that if students complete 
15 hours they are more likely to be successful in college, so this is a factor.  We know from 
research that if students pass college math they are likely to be more successful in college.  Math 
these day is such a stumbling block for so many students.  So using research, then develop these 
metrics and I am going through this pretty quickly to give you a flavor for their performance 
funding.  When implemented in Washington, the strength about Washington is that they are really 
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trying to get this data and move into their overall system to support higher education 
improvement. 

 
“Tennessee has performance funding, has had it since the 80s.  I was involved in 

developing their performance funding system.  It took us five years to reach consensus, and I 
know that you are much more adept at doing that here in Illinois.  It took us five years to reach 
consensus.  We had a planning process that lasted five years.  It took us five years, and we did 
implement it, and Tennessee still has performance funding.  I like what you said about 
performance funding in terms of focusing it on job one, educational attainment.  It is important to 
start in one area and that is what we did in Tennessee.  We focused on undergraduate education.  
That is a plus for what you are doing.  

 
“They have a new performance funding system in Tennessee, legislation was enacted last 

year for Complete College Tennessee.  There was a lot of frustration in Tennessee and many 
other states about the lack of collaboration among institutions, particularly as it relates to transfer.  
So legislation was enacted that required a new formula, required what transfer and also common 
course numbering.  The Tennessee proposal now is just that, but you can see the kinds of 
outcomes that they are looking at:  degree attainment, transfer for universities.  These are the 
factors.  Again, looking at markers, I particularly like the transfer factor.  I think that is a strength 
for two-year colleges against different factors taking into account the differences in the mission at 
two-year institutions.  Looking at remedial and developmental success for example at community 
colleges, but not at universities.  So you can see there are different metrics for four-year and 
different metrics for two-year. 

 
“Louisiana is another state that has enacted performance funding last year.  Twenty-five 

percent of their budget is tied to performance.  From my experience in working with several 
states, I have found that two to five percent can be very effective in terms of tying it to 
performance.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “And 25 percent can be what? Bad?” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “Pretty scary.  It can be scary if you have 25 percent at risk, 

particularly if you are in a state with a declining budget.  The dilemma that we have is that many 
of these educational outcomes cannot be improved in one year.  You cannot improve your 
graduate rate in one year.  You cannot improve the number of degrees you are going to grant in 
one year.  I think it can be effective with two to five percent and I would encourage transitioning, 
moving slowly because it takes so much time for change for educational outcomes.  These are the 
factors that they are using in Louisiana.  They are looking at access and success, graduates, 
focusing on minority students, low income students, older students, and articulation in transfer, 
and also competitiveness in the work place. 

 
“Pennsylvania is an interesting example.  They have had performance funding for ten 

years.  They have adopted a new approach which I think is pretty interesting in that they have 
mandatory indicators and institutions can select from a menu of indicators.  I think this is an 
interesting approach to consider because it is so important to take into account the differences in 
missions among your institutions.  So these are their indicators.  Again, I have included all these 
metrics just as a resource for your steering committee and will not go over these in detail.  Again, 
this is an example of the study that has had a good track record and they tie 2.4 percent to 
performance.  So that is a good example. 
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“Arizona is a state that has a proposal on the table.  They are proposing that all of the new 
money in terms of increases be allocated to either cost of living kind of increases or performance.  
The performance factors they are using are very straightforward and simple:  increases in degrees, 
increases in student credit hours, and increases in research and public service.  That is a very 
simple, straightforward approach. 

 
“The approach that Kentucky is using is very similar to your Public Agenda approach and 

what you have talked about.  In Kentucky, they adopted a proposal that they double the numbers 
of degrees in Kentucky, and so what they are doing is saying okay, each institution has a goal and 
if you reach this goal in terms of doubling your degrees, you are rewarded, then look at degrees 
conferred, achievement gaps between underrepresented groups and also underprepared for 
graduation rates and transfers from community colleges.  So this is a fairly simple approach that 
addressed their public agenda as well. 

 
“There are other states – Oklahoma.  Texas has a proposal on the table.   
 
“We talked about the pros and cons of performance funding as you said initially.  I think 

it really gives you an opportunity to align state goals and there are some disadvantages.  It is very 
difficult to design because your institutions are so different from one another.  Does it make a 
difference?  We talked about Ohio earlier and their time-to-degree.  When they first started 
performance funding ,their time-to-degree at four-year institutions was 4.7 years; five years later 
it was 4.3 years.  Do incentives work?  I think they can work, and that certainly was true in my 
experience in Tennessee as well.   

 
What can policymakers do?  What can board members do?  From your perspective these 

are some thoughts I have.  These are the kinds of questions that I think board members might 
want to ask as it relates to any proposal before you:  (1) is it connected to your Public Agenda for 
College and Career Success, and I think I already know the answer to that; (2) does it recognize 
the differences in institutions?  You have diverse institutions in Illinois, does it recognize the 
differences in the students served; (3) does it provide incentives for at-risk students.  I think that 
is very important; (4) does it encourage improvement for all institutions; (5) does it recognize the 
need, the needs of the student; (6) does it have the commitment and the credibility of political 
leaders.  One of the reasons that Missouri discontinued performance funding was because they 
did not have the commitment of the campuses and of the political leaders. (7) Is this supported by 
institutions who speak with one voice; (8) does it promote access, quality and success; and (9) 
does it allow value information and does it include implementation strategy.   

 
“Other things , very briefly, that I would encourage you to think about is to create high 

expectations.  I like to come to Chicago because I am a sports fan, and I always follow-up on the 
sports teams, but I must tell you that my very favorite team in the Lady Vols, the University of 
Tennessee basketball team, and the reason for that is that coach creates high expectations.  Not 
only do those teams win national championships, all the women who participate in that program 
graduate from college.  I think as board members and leaders in higher education that we need to 
create high expectations that all students graduate.  Focus on key issues; establish a clearly stated 
purpose with simple measurable benchmarks.  I think you can do that with your agenda.  You 
have an agenda that establishes a goal.  As you said, you are working on a metric to do that.  
Understand what factors really affect results.  As we discussed earlier, as long as you have those 
high drop-out rates, and K-12 as long as students graduate who are unprepared, those are hurdles 
that must be addressed and must be addressed head-on.   
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“We talked about the involvement in goal setting.  One size does not fit all.  As you see 
from these examples, every state approaches differently, but so important is to take in the 
differences of your institutions and to promote collaboration between K-12 and higher education 
and between two-year and four-year.  I have read about the change in your student aid program, 
where you are encouraging more two-year students, community college students, to transfer to 
four-years, and I think that is really a model for the nation.  The more you can collaborate and 
encourage that type of collaboration through your policies, the better.   

 
“I am a management fan.  My favorite management guru is Peter Crawford, and he has 

always said that the best way to predict the future is to create it.  I think Illinois is in a position 
now that you can create a better future to focus on that Public Agenda and tie the funding policies 
to it.”   

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Actually , it was a great presentation.  I really appreciate it.  

I wanted to see if any Board members have any questions or comments.” 
 
Dr. Proshanta Nandi said, “I understand from the various questions you have raised, 

performance funding is an open question.  There is not a fixed entity that we are looking for, but 
it varies not only state-to-state but maybe types of institutions to types of institutions, higher 
level, secondary or even primary level.  So, have we decided what will constitute the performance 
funding from our perspective?” 

 
Dr. Albright said, “Well, you are exactly right.  If you go from one state or one institution 

to another, it varies dramatically.  As I understand your Chairwoman and Dr. Reid, you are going 
to connect it to your Public Agenda for Career and College Success, and that first connection will 
somehow relate to educational attainment and degrees, and I think that is a really great place to 
start.  You still have to work out those metrics and mechanics, but I think you are starting in the 
right place.  But you are right, there is no particular template that I can give to you and say, this is 
what you should be doing or this is what most states are doing, but I think by focusing on student 
success and college attainment you are really starting in the right place.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “But let me ask you a more specific question perhaps.  Are 

there examples of metrics?  In my view, the devil is in the detail, right?  We have this great idea 
in theory.  It sounds great.  I mean in the corporate world, people get, executives get compensated 
based on their performance.  That is just the way of the world, and it makes sense.  We know 
what the goal is we are trying to focus on first, which is attainment.  So the real tricky part is 
going to be figuring out what we are measuring to determine, in fact, whether they are meeting 
the goals.  So are there good samples, good examples, of metrics for that particular goal?” 

 
Dr. Albright said, “I would suggest a couple.  One, I would look at what Kentucky has 

proposed because they have a similar kind of approach to you.  Let us go back and look at that 
very briefly.  I think that is one good example.  You have established a goal that you would like 
for 60 percent of the population to have a degree.  Am I about right on that?” 

 
Dr. Reid said, “Yes, by 2025.” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “By 2025.  So you have established that goal.  Kentucky established a 

similar goal.  Their goal was to double the numbers of college graduates in the state.  What they 
did was to say, okay, each institution has a goal here.  So we will take your benchmark.  This is 
where you are now, and if you reach your goal by increasing your degrees from 2000 to 2100 on 
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the way up to the larger goal, then you will reach your performance benchmark and be rewarded 
for that.  I think that is very similar to what you are thinking.  That is one example.” 

 
Dr. Reid said, “I also wanted to add that we propose to do something similar here.  We 

propose to take a baseline, establish the state goals first, and then the institutional goals will be in 
pursuit of the state goal or goals.  So with the institutions, what we are saying to you is that in a 
given year, let us say 2011(and let us say the goal is to increase completion), in 2011 you had 602 
graduates, we will ask a President, say, Dr. Elaine Maimon, President of Governors State, what is 
your goal for 2012?  We will have data on what GSU has done over the past few years, which 
would help to inform her as to the kind of goals she may select for the next year, and we would 
really rely upon Elaine, or Rita Cheng, or any of the presidents to say what goal is realistic, 
especially in the first year because we want everybody to be on board to perform and to be 
successful, especially the first year, and then go on up from there.  So against that watermark we 
will establish the next year’s watermark and see if we can reach it.  If we reach it then that is the 
performance level that will be funded.” 

 
Dr. Albright said, “Yes, and what Kentucky has done is if you get halfway there, you get 

half the performance.” 
 
Dr. Reid said, “Yes absolutely.  The other thing I wanted to tell the Board is that, as you 

have said, Brenda, it is a very difficult thing to do, to accomplish.  It is not easy at all especially 
when economic times are as poor as they are now.  We do not think that we are not going to set 
low goals, but we do say that if the economy does not improve, and there is not money, and we 
have to take it from an already shrinking base, then we would need to come back to the Board, 
explain those conditions, and get further guidance from the Board as to how we move forward.” 

 
Dr. Frances Carroll said, “What troubles me is as we look at this for 2012, are we going 

to start with the universities, will we be developing goals and expectations for the entire system, 
from kindergarten through higher ed?  I am concerned about the difference and inequities.  For 
over 25 years we have known that our black boys did not read after fourth grade, and is 
astonishing to see that the same thing is going on now.  We have been attacking that, but 
obviously we are not doing it the right way.  My concern is that as we start performance funding 
that those who need it the most will be cut out if there is not some securit y for those individuals 
and those who, and I’m thinking of Chicago public schools, to get the kind of input that they 
actually need to make progress rather than the hammer over their head and then they will be 
deprived after two years and we will continue to see dropouts.” 

 
Dr. Reid said, “I feel the same way that you feel.  House Bill 1503 said to us specifically 

this performance funding should be aimed at the underrepresented, that the numbers that you 
improve should be first in the area of the underrepresented groups, and so it is very specific.” 

 
Dr. Carroll said, “That is my concern that it is aimed at the underrepresented.” 
 
Dr. Reid said, “But that any goal for improvement be improvement in that 

underrepresented group.  That is really what I am saying.” 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Participate on the steering committee.” 
 
Dr. Carroll said, “I am on the steering committee.” 
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Chairwoman Hightman said, “Okay, you will help drive it as I know you.” 
 
Dr. Reid said, “But the other part of that question that Addison just referred to again is, 

yes we do need to have the public schools more involved in the steering committee.  So we are 
going to have a meeting with Superintendent Koch and with Geoff Obrzut to see how we need to 
get more involvement from all of the sectors of P-20 on the steering committee.  This is a car that 
we are building as we move along.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “And you are helping.” 
 
Dr. Carroll said, “I would like to see some Chicago public school teachers on the 

committee.” 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Hey, I have got to say that comment was very important as 

we do not have it now, we are going to fix it.” 
 
Dr. Reid said, “Yes, we are going to fix it.” 
 
Dr. Elmer Washington said, “First, let me just say that this is a very important topic 

obviously and we are at the beginning stage here in terms of defining what performance funding 
really means.  We talk about it.  It has 15 to 100 different meanings to different individuals.  We 
are in that stage now beginning to define it in such a way that it is operational.  There are certain 
concepts, of course, that seem to be appropriate in considering this issue.  One is that you try to 
keep things simple so that you do not get lost in a lot of detail, but you have to have the right 
metrics to work with, but keep it simple.  My question relates to the fact that you indicated that 
Pennsylvania had done a good job in this area yet their metrics seem to be very complicated.  
They have a lot of metrics there and so that seems to run counter to what one would normally 
expect.” 

 
Dr. Albright said, “The last two examples I gave were Arizona and Kentucky.  I think 

they are more consistent with what you are saying about simple , and I think that is great.  If you 
look at Pennsylvania they go beyond success.  They have been at this business for more than ten 
years.  You are starting with student success and degree attainment, but they have been at it for 
more than ten years.  So they have added some other factors such as stewardship, for example , 
and other states have added workforce.  But, I would agree with you that I would be as simple as 
possible  given the complexity of the institutions that you are working with.  I think that is the best 
way to go, certainly that is what I am suggesting.  The advantage of this approach is that they do 
give institutions some choice on what they are measured on, so that is a plus.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Do they start simple, then get more complex?  Is that part 

of it too?  So we have to start simple because we are starting.  Ari, do you have a comment?” 
 
Mr. Ari Shroyer said, “Yes.  I was thinking about this from the point of view of strategy.  

When we the students make lobbying efforts in Springfield , a lot of times we are not alone when 
we are there, of course, there are competing interests.  I think this is quite a compelling case that 
we can make if we are able to reform our own industry, because as you mentioned, public opinion 
does matter, and the legislators are, of course, always looking at that.  I think if we can start to 
pick off some of those numbers in the public opinion, say higher education we are making some 
sacrifices because we are interested in securing our long-term future, then we are able to inroads 
in this public opinion so therefore about to make our case to the legislators.  I think hopefully that 
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can give us creditability to encompass the students that you were talking about Dr. Carroll, that 
are probably going to get left out.  They have already been left out.  But, at least now we have 
leverage with the legislators and with the public opinion that says, okay we have done a lot with 
little, the scarcity that we have; now we can try and get more.  So I think this is a fabulous idea.  
Thank you.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “So we can wrap this up.  Any other comments or questions 

from the Board?” 
 
Mr. David Anderson said, “I just have a question regarding the outcomes as you alluded 

to degree completion.  What type of internal controls have been implemented by the states to 
make sure those degree comple tion measures are practical and actually of added value to the state 
in the degree.  Because I know some certificate programs and degrees may not -- are more 
difficult and also, some of them are more developed, they would help a student get a job.  So 
from a student perspective, how that is constructed . . . . [tape inaudible].” 

 
Dr. Albright said, “That is a good question, because nationally, there are some issues in 

that employers are concerned that we are not graduating students who have the skills that they 
want, particularly in terms of critical thinking and addition some of the job vacancies that are 
available we have not produced the graduates for.  I think there are several issues in higher 
education in terms of how we meet the workforce demands and how we meet the needs of the 
student for the workforce in terms of any type of strategy, internal controls to look at these 
measures, etc.  A number of states have moved into that area of surveys of students and surveys 
of employers to get that kind of feedback, because I think that kind of feedback is extraordinarily 
important.  Surveys of alumni – it is always good to measure what students are doing several 
years afterwards.  Some states also look at; Ohio is a good example of a state that looks at wages, 
not only the year after the student completes his or her degree but five years later.  So those are a 
couple of examples.” 

 
Mr. Alexi Giannoulias, “I just want to make sure that we understand, and I think Dr. 

Carroll makes a very good point, and you say, for instance, like the business community does, 
and rewards performance we need to find a way to make sure that those schools or those 
institutions that start out at a much lower sort of scale have every opportunity.  That is something 
that is a great concern for me as well and I think that goes against simplicity, because now we are 
changing the scale , so I want to make sure the steering committee really pays attention, because I 
do not understand yet how you compliment those two challenges.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Well, we are not going to sacrifice the underrepresented 

goal by being too simple.” 
 
Dr. Washington said, “It could be focused on the underrepresented.” 
 
Dr. Reid said, “That is what we hope.” 
 
Dr. Washington said, “It will be focused on one of the critical components.  I would say 

that there has to be goals/metrics that are explicit addressing the real problem that exists along 
with many other problems, but the one that is most severe is how we have lost so many capable 
young black men because of inadequacies in the system.  This goal should be a part of that 
metrics.” 
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Chairwoman Hightman said, “I have to say that based on all the comments on this topic, I 
think we are all in agreement that we do not want to make a mistake here with regard to 
underrepresented students and particularly African-American males.  So the devil is in the details, 
and we are going to have to make sure that what we do focuses on the right things and achieves 
the right results, and does not in some way end up hurting a group as opposed to helping them 
because we made some mistake.  We cannot let that happen.” 

 
Dr. Nandi said, “I hope we do not forget the academic goal of education, which is not 

only development of skill and knowledge, but also the greater perspective and the vast potentials 
of the mind and that can best be illustrated by a Chinese story or proverb:  Once upon a time there 
was a hungry man and somebody gave him a fish and he was happy, but then he was hungry 
again and somebody gave him a fishing rod and he starting catching fish and he was not hungry, 
but one day the fishing rod broke and then somebody taught him how to make a fishing rod and 
he never was hungry thereafter.  We have to give the students that capability, that they do not 
have to, for example, for a black student, only  basketball, or wrestling, or boxing, are the only 
things to do to be successful, but that there will be vast potentials and we have to open that.  I 
hope we do not forget that.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “We will not.” 
 
Mr. Robert Ruiz said, “I just had a question.  One of the comments that you made was 

that 25 percent of the budget was too much to have at stake on these kinds of performance-based.  
I thought that you indicated that the reason for that was there was such a short time frame from 
when the program was initiated and when they got that 25 percent mark.  Is there a certain time 
frame that you think would be a little bit better in terms of increasing it from the three to five that 
you thought was effective?” 

 
Dr. Albr ight said, “If you think about how long it takes for a student to obtain a degree,  it 

is at least four to six years -- average degree is a bachelor’s degree, which now is over five years,  
I would think that you would want to – my suggestion would be to start off small and build it up 
for a couple of different reasons.  In Louisiana where they went with 25 percent, they did that at 
the time that they were reducing the budget so they were not increasing, they were not flat, not 
significantly reducing, and I just think that is too much given that environment.  I think because 
of the difficulties in this example, I suggest starting off small with two to five percent and that 
gives you time to check to see how institutions are performing.  That would be my suggestion to 
think about and states – Oklahoma is less than one percent, but has made a difference -- in 
Tennessee, we started at two percent and went to five percent, it made a difference.   

 
“The other thing I wanted to say to go back to the earlier question at about how we 

encourage the student to get into some institutions or apply to others, as I said, we spent five 
years designing the system in Tennessee.  What we did makes it a little more complicated, but we 
said that institutions could be successful if they met a benchmark or if they showed 
improvement.” 

 
Dr. Woodward said, “We are talking about money do you see performance funding as a 

zero sum game, or can all institutions be above average?  This is where it gets tough.” 
 
Dr. Albright said, “You are exactly right, and that is the reason it took us five years to 

design it in Tennessee.  But what we concluded, in answer to your question, was that all 
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institutions can improve and all institutions must improve for you to make your goals of your 
Public Agenda.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “And the more improvement you can show, the more 

justification you are giving to the legislature and the Governor to give you more money.  Right?  
Thank you very much for your presentation and for your help to us.  You actually gave something 
that we know we have to change already which is good for us.  We are hoping that if we at some 
point in the future send you maybe a draft of a report, maybe you will be willing to take a look at 
it and give us your opinion on it.” 

 
Dr. Albright said, “I would be happy to do that.” 
 
Chairwoman Carrie Hightman said, “I thought you might say that.  Thank you very much 

we appreciate you coming here.” 
 

 6.  Public Agenda Showcase 
 

Chairwoman Hightman said, “Dr. Christine Sobek actually just celebrated her tenth 
anniversary as President of Waubonsee Community College.  So, first of all, congratulations to 
you on that great milestone and we appreciate you coming here to talk to us about quality and 
accountability through engagement which says some great things just even in the title.  We 
appreciate you being here and the floor is yours.” 

 
Dr. Christine Sobek said, “Good afternoon and nice to be here, and I would like to thank 

you for the opportunity to talk about Waubonsee Community College, and our goal this afternoon 
is to show you that the Public Agenda is alive and well at Waubonsee Community College.  I 
have three members of our team who are with me here today, and I wanted to briefly introduce 
them.  Our Director of Institutional Effectiveness, Dr. Stacey Randal; Lulu Blacksmith, our 
Director of Governmental and Multicultural Affairs; and also Kim Capone, Senior Executive to 
the President.  So they are with me here today for support. 

 
“Briefly I thought I should tell a little bit about Waubonsee Community College.  If you 

are not familiar with where we are located and who we are, we are proud to say we are a four 
campus network.  We are located in the far western suburbs of Chicago.  We love our district 
because we have everything.  We have Aurora, the second largest city in Illinois, as you might all 
know, at 197,000 people.  So we have all the challenges and opportunity of the urban 
environment.  We have many suburban communities/suburbs of Chicago like Geneva, Batavia , 
on the train line; Aurora is on the train line.  And then we have parts of our district that are quite 
rural.  All the way out to Leland, Sandwich, anyone been to the Sandwich fair?  It is very well 
known.  Sandwich, Somonauk, Leland, Plano, some of those communities, so we love them.  We 
really have an opportunity to really work with every segment of our population.   

 
“I mentioned the four campus network.  Some of you may have heard of the Waubonsee 

Community College 2020 College Master Plan.  We have been building on that since 2003.  We 
opened our Plano campus in November which made us a four campus network.  So you can see 
our main campus is in Sugar Grove.  That is our home, our main campus, but we have permanent 
extension campus in Copley and Aurora, our Plano campus which opened in November, and we 
just moved our downtown Aurora campus across the river on June 1.  We have a beautiful new 
downtown Aurora campus.  We have been fortunate to be in an era of growth.  Our district 
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population doubled since 2000.  You can see a little bit on the slide there about the numbers of 
students we serve as well.  

 
“Just briefly I thought it would be interesting to see a little bit about how our 

demographics match some of the statistics that are in the Public Agenda.  So certainly the 
minority population is an area of interest with the group and the audience.  In Illinois, we have   a 
diverse community, certain communities vary ethnically diverse, other communities not at all.  I 
thought you also would be interested to see a little bit about regional disparities as well.  Again, 
similar to the picture presented in the State, different challenges we have in certain areas, and you 
can see our district has a little bit of everything in terms of wealth.  Then, also, educational 
attainment, which is, of course, key to the Public Agenda.  You can also see in our district we, 
too, like the rest of the state, are challenged with having some communities with very high levels 
and other communities, for example , the east side of Aurora, where the educational attainment is 
a significant concern.  So we, too, share the issues of the state as far as the diversity even within 
our district. 

 
“Today I am going to talk about four specific examples at Waubonsee which we believe 

are supporting the Public Agenda.  The two in particular, Goal 1 and Goal 3, but there is also a 
theme of affordability throughout my remarks as well.  I also brought another handout to leave 
with you, a four-page handout that summarizes a number of initiatives and I am only choosing 
today at this time to highlight four which we are particularly proud of and feel are best practices 
that could really be replicated very easily by other institutions throughout the state.  

 
“Project Graduation – well we like to say we were a little ahead of President Barack 

Obama, because we launched our project graduation initiative a summer before he announced the 
initiative.  We are in our third year of what we have termed Project Graduation at Waubonsee 
Community College.  This is a no-holds-barred, honest assessment of everything we are doing in 
our institution to identify barriers to successful completion of certificates and degrees.  So we 
have looked at student services, we have looked at process and procedures, we looked at our 
curriculum, we looked at scheduling, we looked at access, and we are looking at everything, and 
it is a work in progress, but we have had some significant successes to date.   

 
“The first one is, for the first time in many, many years, we took an honest look with the 

faculty committee at our degree requirements, and so we changed our degree requirements.  We 
started with our associate of applied science degree first of all, which in some cases is a little 
easier to fine tune because you have unique specialties of the career in occupational areas.  That 
was followed, however, by looking at our two chancery degrees, and we did lower the graduation 
requirements from 64 to 60, which is the best practice of Complete College America and many 
other indications.  You saw the recommendation to go to 120.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Do you have one required degree credit hour level for 

every degree you give?” 
 
Dr. Sobek said, “It is a minimum, a new minimum.  So for the transfer degree, yes, but in 

the occupational areas there is flexibility built in because in some cases there is a need for 
additional hours.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “But it is different by, I mean, are all the community 

colleges the same in this regard?” 
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Dr. Sobek said, “Well, we have our expert sitting behind the post that would be Elaine 
Johnson who can talk on behalf of the entire system.  We have a model degree in Illinois that is 
operated under the Illinois Community College system.” 

 
Dr. Elaine Johnson said, “The AA and the AS degrees have a range of 60 to 64, so you 

could go up to 64 hours, and then on the associate of applied science degrees, it is 60 hours up to 
72 hours depending on the discipline of associate in arts and science degree.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Yes, I would think, well I guess it depends on where you 

live.  Never mind, it just seemed weird to me.” 
 
Dr. Sobek said, “In our particular case we had some of Waubonsee’s own additional 

college requirements that were put in place when the college was founded almost 45 years ago 
that we felt were probably some things that did not have to be college requirement per se and 
were, frankly, barriers to completing the full associate’s degree.   

 
“We also have been working a lot with technology using a variety of techniques.  We are 

implementing a self-service degree audit so that students will be able to have access themselves 
to pulling up the degree requirements and see exactly where they fit.  We are trying to automate 
the application for graduation to make it an interactive tool, on board automatic certificates based 
on the computer being able to analyze, so doing a lot of things with technology and, of course, 
our path on that continues.  We have also worked on expanded access; of course, we believe in 
having permanent campus sites throughout our district.  Every community college and others 
have some different philosophies on that.  We also have a great online program.   

 
“One of the other things that I am really proud about is that we took a serious look at our 

entire scheduling system, because how we schedule courses, as you know, has a significant 
impact on students’ ability to take them.  So now with the four campus network, and actually a 
large issue with our campus we needed to build in five more minutes between classes, so we 
totally redid our scheduling grids.  We wrote Monday, Wednesday, Tuesday, Thursday classes.  
We have also had 7:00 a.m. classes, evening classes, and weekend classes.  We now have Friday 
blocked where if you want to take nine credit hours, you could easily because we have a morning, 
afternoon, and evening block.  We have four week, eight week, twelve week, and sixteen weeks.  
So the scheduling component, I think, is key in terms of access and students being able to 
complete their degree.   

 
“We have a significant commitment to college readiness.  It is a thing that has been 

talked about today, the importance of working with our K-12 or Pre-K-12 systems.  We just 
finished a round of -- we have twelve other school districts that we work with in our district, plus 
a number of private high schools, and we just finished a round of taking data that we know about.  
There are students from our incoming assessment tests back to the high schools and giving them 
feedback high school by high school, not individual students to protect privacy, but in general 
feedback, but we need to do a lot more of that.   

 
“One other point on this slide that I will mention is that we are very excited this year 

because this work is in process.  We are going to be participating in the Foundations of 
Excellence Program and maybe there are some colleges and universities who have done this.  
This is the work of the Gardner Institute in North Carolina.  It is an intensive self-study to look at 
how your college is working with the first year experiences of students, and we are also going to 
do the transfer component.  It is a national program that has been validated by over 300 
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institutions, and we are embarking on that this year to really answer those process questions of all 
the changes we have made with our four campus network.  What is really , truly the experience of 
that first year student and this is a very formal guidance.  Stay tuned a year from now; we will 
have those results and hopefully they can be best practice for others. 

 
“The second initiative is Brighter Future.  So the initiative I just talked about, Project 

Graduation tends to speak to the students seeking a credit certificate or degree.  Brighter Future 
was all about and is all about working with the adults in our community.  So when the recession 
hit, we felt that we had a responsibility to demonstrate to our community that we get it.  We 
understand that life is different, jobs have changed, careers need to change, so we put together an 
internal team across the college, folks in the community and credit side, counseling and advising, 
admissions, marketing, and created our Brighter Future initiative.  We branded it to tie in with our 
logo or tag line which is Where Futures Take Shape, and we wanted a positive hopefulness.  So 
we started with free services to our community.  We had a huge initiative on our Sugar Grove 
campus.  We partnered with many of our local agencies and we had close to 1,000 people come to 
find out about retooling in today’s economy.  Number one question we got asked, ‘what is a 
recession proof job?’  The stories broke our hearts.  People had worked all their lives and done 
really nothing wrong other than the recession hit and now they are trying retool and redefine.  So 
that was our goal.  We had this great initiative.  We created job clubs, job fairs.  We took our 
show on the road.  We talked today about the importance of being out in the community.  The 
importance of public opinion.  We did a similar fair in Sandwich, and we also did a very large fair 
in Aurora.   

 
My absolute favorite part of this initiative, however, is our Brighter Future scholarship 

which everybody can do tomorrow.  We have looked at our scholarship capacity and realized that 
there was a gap in scholarships for adults, primarily who were looking to take a short-term 
workforce development course.  Now community colleges and many universities, we are always 
offering something.  Short-term, non-credit training goes on all time.  So if you came to one of 
our job fairs and you said to me ‘I really need to enhance my technology skills,’ I could say to 
you, come to Waubonsee next week.  Does not matter what semester we are in or whether we are 
between semester; we have a short-term workshop program for you to come and enhance your 
technology skills.  The Brighter Future scholarship was designed for just that person.  It is a $500 
almost immediate credit that is applied to the student’s account.  It is funded by our foundation, 
and so if you came to the job fair and said I need technology skills, the only two criteria is that 
you have to live in the Waubonsee district and document that you are unemployed.  Within two to 
three days you will have that $500 credit, you can enroll in the course at no cost to you and next 
week you can be on one of our campuses trying to retool.  We wanted that to be an immediate 
source of hope for people and once you are back on a college campus, sometimes that is 
intimidating if you have not been to school for a long time, but once you are back on campus then 
you start to be integrated into our program and our services.  It has been great success.  We are in 
our second year of it.  Anybody can replicate that.  It is not a lot of money.  It is about 
demonstrating a commitment and support, and it has been a great success.   

 
“My third item shifts a little bit more to the quality and accountability theme that, of 

course, you have been hearing about and the challenges of that.  We are really proud because we 
have been hard at work on this around 2003, 2004, and 2005, and as you can see we did win the 
Illinois Community College Board’s Award for Excellence in Teaching and Learning because of 
this particular project.  We have had a group of faculty working with staff and administrators now 
for many, many years, working on outcomes, documentation of learning, and assessment.  We 
created at Waubonsee what we call our top measure which is actually the holistic faculty-driven 
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set of outcomes that we are looking to apply across the curriculum.  As you can see, just recently, 
so again it is a work in progress, we had faculty from 20 different disciplines highlighting rubrics,   
and what we are measuring, we are looking at things such as critical thinking, visual literacy, oral 
communication, and written communication.  We have a strong culture.  We are trying to build a 
strong culture of evidence that fits with accreditation that fits with A-Clip, it fits with 
performance-based funding, and we are happy to share the details about that.  We also have been 
working in professional development with faculty on this topic.  We have a center for teaching, 
learning, and technology.  It is our in-house staff development program, and we created that in 
2008.  A graduate course, it is an online graduate course that faculty take quickly in the summer 
that actually help and teach about effective assessment of learning.  So not only is it important to 
create the systems, but of course, having the support and training, and working with the faculty.  
We have integrated that in our program review process too.  It is in our annual required report and 
all these pieces feed into that.   

 
The best part about this though is it also positioned us well to receive Title V grant.  We 

are proud of the fact that two years ago Waubonsee was designated a Hispanic serving institution 
and we are very proud of that and that allowed us to apply for Title V funding.  So it is a great 
source of possible federal funding.  In a way, a little bit to our surprise, our first time out we 
received a five year $3.2 million grant for this year.  And that is all about strength in institutions.  
What we are able to do with this grant is to build a data warehouse.  We really believe that our 
longstanding involvement with outcomes and teaching and learning positioned us well to achieve 
this grant until we are right now in the throes of identifying the software we are going to use, 
what vendor we are going to use, what hardware to create a data warehouse, because we know 
that the answers to a lot of the questions you have about our students and our students’ success, it 
is in our database.  We do not have the analytical tools to extract that easily to answer the 
questions that we know that you want.  So stay tuned, more to come on that.  That is going to be 
one of our big initiatives for this year as well.   

 
“The last project I wanted to mention, as it turns out, this is very timely with the last 

presentation, is to be sure that you are aware of the national project that is going on around 
metrics for community colleges specifically.  So the American Association of Community 
Colleges and the American Community College Trustees Association have joined together to 
sponsor the Voluntary Framework for Accountability Project.  This is a voluntary national 
initiative designed to bring community colleges from throughout the country together to try to 
create metrics to demonstrate project graduation, completion goals, and performance-based 
funding goals.  We are one of three Illinois community colleges that were selected to be one of 
the 40 colleges in the pilot program.  As you can see, we are partners with College of Lake 
County and also Parkland College.  We submitted data this spring, and just this summer the 
national steering committee for the Voluntary Framework for Accountability is in the process of 
releasing its results.  Our request to you is with the performance based funding system, that you 
please take a look at this Voluntary Framework for Accountability and their work because many 
of the same questions that have been brought up today about the uniqueness of community 
college, those momentum points, those touch points, are all being addressed with the Voluntary 
Framework for Accountability, and we think we could save a lot of time and energy and research 
in Illinois by tapping into this national movement and I know that representatives of that 
committee and/or the staff personnel would be more than happy to come and meet with the 
performance-based funding committee to share that information with you directly.  We could help 
facilitate that, and I think it would really help advance the performance based funding system that 
we are looking at doing in Illinois.” 
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Chairwoman Hightman said, “First of all, thank you very much for coming here and 
sharing with us what you are doing to help support the Public Agenda.  I know all of your sister 
institutions are also doing the same thing, but it is great to see specific examples.  So thank you.” 

 
Dr. Washington said, “Just a comment.  One of the things that I have further detected in 

listening to a lot of different presentations is that there are many things that are presented that are 
useful to a lot of different institutions.  Your presentation is one of those presentations that many 
institutions could benefit from.  So hint, hint.  There are things that the community college does 
that universities frequently do not do.  So, I would say that we can learn from community 
colleges as well as for-profits in many cases.  Thank you.” 

         
C. Action Items 
 

7.   New Units of Instruction at Public Community Colleges 
 
Dr. Blankenberger said, “Madam Chairwoman, we have included in the memo a listing of 

all pending academic programs and all authorization proposals submitted to the Board through 
August 4.  Since then, two additional proposals have been received, both from public institutions. 
Three applications have been withdrawn since the last Board meeting.  As of Friday, August 12, 
there was one new request for program modification in addition to the 38 reported in the memo.  

 
Dr. Blankenberger briefly outlined the contents of this item.  There was no discussion 

following his presentation.  
 
The Illinois Board of Higher Education, on motion made by Dr. Nandi and seconded by 

Dr. Carroll, unanimously hereby grants to Frontier Community College Authorization to Grant 
the Associate of Applied Science in Fire Science subject to the institution’s implementation and 
maintenance of the conditions that were presented in its application and that form the basis upon 
which this authorization is granted. 

 
And grants to Illinois Central College Authorization to Grant the Associate of Applied 

Science in Multi-Skilled Maintenance Technology subject to the institution’s implementation and 
maintenance of the conditions that were presented in its application and that form the basis upon 
which this authorization is granted. 

 
And grants to John A. Logan College Authorization to Grant the Associate of Applied 

Science in Construction Trades Technology subject to the institution’s implementation and 
maintenance of the conditions that were presented in its application and that form the basis upon 
which this authorization is granted. 

 
And grants to Wabash Valley College Authorization to Grant the Associate of Applied 

Science in Paralegal subject to the institution’s implementation and maintenance of the 
conditions that were presented in its application and that form the basis upon which this 
authorization is granted. 

 
8.  New Operating and/or Degree-Granting Authority for Independent Institutions  

 
Dr. Blankenberger briefly outlined the contents of this item.  The Board had the 

following discussion following his presentation: 
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Dr. Woodward said, “I think this is my last question and I did not catch this or did not 
raise it before, but the Adler School is requesting approval for school counseling degree, and I 
thought our process is that they get approval from Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) first 
and then come to us.  Now we are in an awkward position if we approve then and ISBE turns 
them down. 

 
Dr. Blankenberger said, “They have to get the degree approval first from us before they 

can go to the State Board for the approval, and if they fail to get it , then that would be an issue 
obviously and we would have to revoke that.” 

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Has that ever happened?” 
 
Dr. Blankenberger said, “Not to my knowledge.” 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Then do not worry.” 
 
Dr. Blankenberger said, “It is a flaw in the system obviously with a bifurcated system 

like this that we have the potential for one to be approved before the other.” 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “We talked about this before, right? Or is this different?” 
 
Dr. Woodward said, “This is a different.” 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “We talked about that scenario before.” 
 
Dr. Woodward said, “Well, you run into this question with any teacher certification 

program and school counseling.” 
 
The Illinois Board of Higher Education, on motion made by Dr. Carroll and seconded by 

Dr. Washington, unanimously hereby grants to Adler School of Professional Psychology 
Authorization to Grant the Master of Arts in Counseling Psychology:  School Counseling in the 
Chicago Region subject to the institution’s implementation and maintenance of the conditions 
that were presented in its application and that form the basis upon which this authorization is 
granted. 

 
And grants to Chicago School of Professional Psychology Authorization to Grant the 

Master of Arts in Counseling Psychology in the Chicago Region subject to the institution’s 
implementation and maintenance of the conditions that were presented in its application and that 
form the basis upon which this authorization is granted. 

 
And grants to Concordia University Authorization to Grant the Master of Business 

Administration in the Chicago and North Suburban Regions subject to the institution’s 
implementation and maintenance of the conditions that were presented in its applications and 
that form the basis upon which these authorizations are granted. 

 
And grants to Lewis University Authorization to Grant the Post Master’s Certificate in 

Adult Nurse Practitioner and the Post Master’s Certificate in Family Nurse Practitioner in the 
West Suburban Region subject to the institution’s implementation and maintenance of the 
conditions that were presented in its applications and that form the basis upon which these 
authorizations are granted. 
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And grants to Lindenwood University – Belleville Campus Authorization to Grant the 

Bachelor of Arts in Accounting, the Bachelor of Arts in English, the Bachelor of Arts in Finance, 
the Bachelor of Arts in Marketing, the Bachelor of Arts in Sport Management, and the Bachelor 
of Fine Arts in Acting in the Southwestern Region subject to the institution’s implementation and 
maintenance of the conditions that were presented in its applications and that form the basis 
upon which these authorizations are granted. 

 
And grants to Northwest Suburban College of Basic and Allied Health Sciences 

Authorization to Grant the Associate of Science in Biology  in the North Suburban Region subject 
to the institution’s implementation and maintenance of the conditions that were presented in its 
application and that form the basis upon which this authorization is granted. 

 
And grants to Olivet Nazarene University Authorization to Grant the Bachelor of Science 

in Nursing in the Central Region subject to the institution’s implementation and maintenance of 
the conditions that were presented in its applications and that form the basis upon which this 
authorization is granted. 

 
And grants to American Intercontinental University Online Authorization to Grant the 

Associate of Arts in Business Administration, the Associate of Arts in Visual Communication, the 
Associate of Information Technology, the Associate of Science in Criminal Justice, and the 
Bachelor of Accounting in the Fox Valley and North Suburban Regions; the Bachelor of Business 
Administration, the Bachelor of Fine Arts in Visual Communication, the Bachelor of Information 
Technology, and the Bachelor of Science in Criminal Justice in the North Suburban Region; the 
Master of Accounting in the Fox Valley and North Suburban Regions; the Master of Business 
Administration, the Master of Education, and the Master of Information Technology in the North 
Suburban Region; and the Master of Science in Criminal Justice in the Fox Valley and North 
Suburban Regions subject to the institution’s implementation and maintenance of the conditions 
that were presented in its applications and that form the basis upon which these authorizations 
are granted. 

 
9.  New Units of Instruction, Public Service, and Research at Public Universities 

 
Dr. Blankenberger briefly outlined the contents of this item.  There was no discussion 

following his presentation.  
 
The Illinois Board of Higher Education, on motion made by Dr. Karnes and seconded by 

Dr. Woodward, unanimously hereby grants to Northern Illinois University authorization to 
establish the Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Science in Community Leadership and Civic 
Engagement in the Fox Valley, North Suburban, and West Suburban Regions and the Bachelor of 
Arts and Bachelor of Science in Environmental Studies in th e Fox Valley Region subject to the 
institution’s implementation and maintenance of the conditions that were presented in its 
applications and that form the basis upon which these authorizations are granted. 

 
And grants to Southern Illinois University Carbondale authorization to establish the 

Master of Science in Fire Service and Homeland Security Management in the Chicago, North 
Suburban, Southwestern, and West Suburban Regions subject to the institution’s implementation 
and maintenance of the conditions that were presented in its applications and that form the basis 
upon which these authorizations are granted. 
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D.  Consent Agenda 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “Okay, now we are going to turn to the Consent Agenda, 

but I want to pull a couple of these items off the Consent Agenda for separate consideration.  So 
what I want to do is move the Grow Your Own, Item 13, and I also want to move the Proposed 
Amendments to the Rules,  Items 15 and 16.  We are going to take those three items out of the 
Consent Agenda and handle them individually.” 

 
The Illinois Board of Higher Education, on motion made by Dr. Carroll and seconded by 

Dr. Rivera, unanimously approved Item Nos. 10, 11, 12, 14, and 17.  
 
10.  Board Meeting Minutes – June 7, 2011 
 
The Illinois Board of Higher Education unanimously approved the Minutes of the June 7, 

2011, meeting.  
 
11.  Fiscal Year 2011 Financial Report as of June 30, 2011 
 

 The Illinois Board of Higher Education unanimously approved the Fiscal Year 2011 
Financial Report as of June 30, 2011. 

 
12.  General Grants, Fiscal Year 2012 Allocation 
 

 The Illinois Board of Higher Education unanimously approved the General Grants, 
Fiscal Year 2012 Allocation. 

 
14.  Diversifying Higher Education Faculty in Illinois Program, Fiscal Year 2012 
Allocation 
 

 The Illinois Board of Higher Education unanimously approved, with Board member Dr. 
Santos Rivera voting present on this item, the Diversifying Higher Education Faculty in Illinois 
Program, Fiscal Year 2012 Allocation. 

 
17.  Intergovernmental Agreement for the Illinois Higher Education Database 
Warehouse 
 
The Illinois Board of Higher Education unanimously approved the Intergovernmental 

Agreement for the Illinois Higher Education Database Warehouse. 
 
13.  Grow Your Own Teacher Education Initiative, Fiscal Year 2012 Allocation 
 

 Chairwoman Hightman said, “We are going to have Alan Phillips, our Deputy Director 
who is responsible for this to present the item.” 
 
 Dr. Alan Phillips said, “Madam Chairwoman and Board, on August 11 the Illinois Board 
of Higher Education received a letter from Dr. Patricia Van Pelt-Watkins, President of the Target 
Area Development Corporation, one of the members of a Grow Your Own consortium which 
applied for and was a recipient of a Grow Your Own Grant for the 2011 fiscal year which ended 
on June 30, 2011.  The consortium also included Chicago State University as well as Barton, 
Joplin, Oglesby, Chicago Public Schools, and Longwood Academy International Charter School.   
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 “Per the Grow Your Own Teacher Education Act, in order to receive a Grow Your Own 
Grant, a consortium must consist of at least one four-year institution of higher education with an 
accredited teacher preparation program, at least one school district or group of schools, and one 
or more community organizations.  The grants run from year to year and in the consortium’s 
fiscal year 2012 submission received by the Board of Higher Education, Target Area 
Development Corporation was replaced as the community organization by Metropolitan Family 
Services.  This is a different grant for a different fiscal year and would be considered a different 
consortium.  The letter from Target Area Development Corporation seeks intervention by the 
IBHE before the Grow Your Own grants are awarded for fiscal 2012.  Specifically, Dr. Van Pelt-
Watkins asserts that Chicago State University is operating in violation of the spirit of the law, i.e., 
Public Act 93-082, by making unilateral decisions for the consortium such as picking new 
partners, changing funding schemes and speaking on behalf of the consortium without prior 
agreement.  The Target Area Development Corporation wants to require that all decisions 
affecting the consortium be made between the university, the community-based organization, and 
the teacher candidates, that Chicago State University work with the Target Area Development 
Corporation to create a plan of action that will satisfy all partners, that no funds are awarded to 
the consortium until after we resolve these issues, and that all attempts to disengage Target Area 
Development Corporation be halted until all parties have worked together to resolve these issues.  
Target Area Development Corporation has also asked that the Board of Higher Education 
convene a meeting for the consortium members, Chicago State University, and the Grow Your 
Own director to develop a fair resolution.  
 
 “Chicago State University on the other hand, has indicated that there have been issues of 
noncompliance with Target Area Development Corporation extending back several years.  
Although Target Area Development Corporation was fully involved and actually wrote the 
objects specific to the community based agency, the objectives and activities were either not 
completed or completed to a significantly insufficient extent.  These deficiencies included 
insufficient number of activities, number of candidates participating in these activities to support 
the goals for the objectives outlined in the grant, noncompliance in reporting to include 
incomplete or incorrect reports or reports being received months after their agreed upon due 
dates, and counter to the objectives in the grant there are an insufficient number of candidates that 
have a relationship with schools in the community.  As a member of the consortium, Chicago 
State University had the project management responsibility for the grant and also served as the 
fiscal agent.  As stewards of the Grow Your Own program, they were entrusted not only with 
ensuring a positive experience for their candidates, but making sure that the consortium did so 
while fulfilling their responsibilities as fiscal agents.  These issues represented audit exposure to 
significant findings and could be grounds for losing the grant.  Chicago State University was also 
concerned that these shortcomings were having adverse impacts on the students in the Grow Your 
Own program.  According to Chicago State University, these issues were documented by the 
Chicago State University project coordinator, administrator , and vice president of research and 
grants at the college and regular communication of the deficiencies occurred between the project 
coordinator and administrator at the college and the staff and administrator at Target Area 
Development Corporation.  Additionally, senior Chicago State University leadership met with 
Target Area Development Corporation on a number of occasions to try to resolve the problems, 
but the problems continued to persist.  Because Chicago State University believed the objectives 
and activities that were not being met by Target Area Development Corporation were of critical 
nature to success of the candidates in the program and to compliance with the guidelines of the 
grant in good fiscal stewardship, they sought to find a new community-based partner.  As a result, 
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in the proposal for the FY2012 Grow Your Own Grant, Target Area Development Corporation 
was replaced by Metropolitan Family Services. 
 
 “Per the Grow Your Own Teacher Education Act, the IBHE Board’s role in the Grow 
Your Own Grant process is to administer the initiative as grant competition to fund consortia that 
will carry out the Grow Your Own Teacher Preparation Program.  The responsibility of the Board 
is to review grant proposals from qualified consortia who meet the requirements as spelled out in 
the Act.  The Act does not give the Board the responsibility or the authority to determine which 
groups or organizations constitute the consortiums that apply for the grant.  The Board’s 
responsibility is only to determine that the consortium meet the grant requirements.  Additionally, 
the Grow Your Own grants from year to year, and those consortiums wishing to receive the grant 
have to reapply every year as there is nothing in the Act indicating the consortium members have 
to remain the same from year to year, it is possible that the members of consortiums may change 
from time to time.  Consequently, there is nothing in the Act that prevents Chicago State 
University and the other consortium partners from dissolving their partnership with Target Area 
Development Corporation once the fiscal year 2011 Grow Your Own grant period had ended.  
The remaining partners decided not to continue the relationship with Target Area Development 
Corporation for fiscal year 2012, partnered with a different qualified community member, and 
submitted a proposal to receive Grow Your Own funding for fiscal year 2012.  As a result their 
application was reviewed for funding along with the other proposals received by IBHE and meets 
all the necessary criteria for funding.  The reason we do not want to hold up the grant funding is 
that the money is needed at the start of the academic year to be available to the students.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “What happens to the students that were already 
participating in this program with a new consortium now being created?” 
 
 Dr. Phillips said, “Those that are enrolled in Chicago State I believe would still be 
receiving funding through the consortium of the Grow Your Own Program.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “So no students would lose funding as a result of this 
change?” 
 
 Dr. Phillips said, “No, not that I am aware of, not if they are existing in the program.” 
 
 Dr. Carroll said, “Would they be absorbed under the new consortium?” 
 
 Dr. Phillips said, “They would be.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Is our legal counsel here?” 
 
 Dr. Reid said, “Yes, Bill Feurer.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Bill maybe you could step up.  I just want to ask a legal 
question.” 
 
 Mr. William Feurer said, “Yes.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Is there any legal basis for us to be considering the views 
of entities that are not included in a consortium that otherwise meets the requirements of the 
statute?” 
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 Mr. Feurer said, “No.  The statute gives us no authority to determine who the applicants 
are.  Applicants can form their own consortium.  We could have 50 consortia apply if they want 
to put together a consortium and seek grants.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Okay, have you reviewed our analysis, the staff’s analysis 
to determine whether in fact we have met our statutory requirement?” 
 
 Mr. Feurer said, “Yes.  In my opinion you have met the statutory requirements, and more 
importantly , the consortium that has applied appears to meet all the statutory requirements.” 
 
 Mr. Jay Bergman said, “I guess the way I am taking things is we really do not have, we 
either approve the consortia or we do not, but we do not have any authority to say that you must 
change the members of the consortium or anything such as that.  Is that an accurate statement?” 
 
 Mr. Feurer said, “That is an accurate statement.  This is not an entitlement grant so the 
Board does have the discretion to approve or disapprove if it feels the consortium does not meet 
the standards it wants for the grants.” 
 
 Mr. Bergman said, “What it sounds like our staff has said , it does meet the standards for 
the grant.” 
 
 Mr. Feurer said, “Our staff has determined that.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Thank you.  If there are no other questions of Bill you can 
go back.  One more question for you Alan.  I just want to make sure that it is clear on the record 
and clear to everyone here what the adverse consequences would be of not approving the 
consortium for CSU today.” 
 
 Dr. Phillips said, “The issues would be that those raised by Chicago State University and 
that the program would be at risk because the problems have not been resolved over a period of 
time and this could adversely impact the grant to the students, and it in fact could be grounds for 
revoking the grant to the consortium.” 
 
 Dr. Carroll said, “I do not know whether it is a question or a comment.  Am I 
understanding correctly that the issue has already been resolved at the university level?  When I 
say the issue, the selection of the provider has already been resolved at the university?” 
 
 Dr. Phillips said, “Correct.  We received a proposal for FY12 that had a different 
community member.  It met the requirements of the Act, which the Act states that it has to be at 
least one community member, a four-year college, and either a high school district or series of 
schools.  That is all we have to base the requirements on and I believe that a four-year college has 
to have a teacher education program as well, but there are specific requirements spelled out in the 
Act that we have to follow.  If they meet those requirements, then they are deemed qualified to 
apply for the grant and in the case of the proposal we received, which is all we can evaluate.  All 
we can evaluate is what we see.  We have no say in who makes up the consortium.  We receive 
the proposals, we evaluate it based on the requirements in the Act, and if we deem that they are 
qualified, then they compete for grant funding for the Grow Your Own program.” 
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 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Let me just ask a question to follow-up on Frances and if 
you have more you can go ahead afterwards, but is it Chicago State’s role just like the other four-
years to actually pull together the consortium?” 
 
 Dr. Phillips said, “There is nothing in the Act that says that.  It just says consortium.  It is 
not specified.  However, as the fiscal agent and the project director, they were concerned that the 
operation of the consortium was not in conformance with the grant and they were concerned that 
there would be adverse consequences as a result of their performance of the Target Area 
Development Corporation.” 
 
 Dr. Carroll said, “It just appears to me that they, Chicago State, wants to move forward in 
making sure that the compliances are met and I do not see what role we would have in that.  I 
think this is out of our jurisdiction as far as deciding for university.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Let me ask one more factual question.  Metropolitan 
Family Services, is it actually located in the neighborhood or does it need to be if it is not?” 
 
 Dr. Phillips said, “I believe that it is, but I would have to check to be sure.” 
 
 Dr. Washington said, “Wayne says it is.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Wayne says yes.” 
 
 Dr. Wayne Watson said, “Madam Chair, yes.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Let me say one other thing.  There are members of the 
group that would no longer be in the consortium that want to speak, and per our rules for this 
Board we have an opportunity at the end of the Agenda for public comment.  In fact, it was a new 
addition to our Agenda about six months ago.  So, we are going to give them an opportunity to 
speak, which is, and actually we are bending our rules slightly because they were supposed to 
have given us three days notice if they wanted to speak, but we found out yesterday that they 
wanted to.  I think it is important for them to have an opportunity to come forward and use their 
three minutes to tell us what they think, and I also want to say that the staff has already said, Dr. 
Reid, the whole staff that will be involved, all the necessary staff have agreed to work with this 
neighborhood organization to help them moving forward in the future, but we do not want to 
delay the approval of this grant for the reasons Dr. Carroll and that we have all said.” 
 
 Dr. Washington said, “I would just like to underscore the fact that we do have the 
responsibility to hire an evaluator for these programs, so that is somewhat after the fact but that is 
part of what we are committing ourselves to do as well.” 
 
 Dr. Phillips said, “Yes.” 
 
 Chairwoman Hightman said, “Before us in this Item is approval of the allocation to 
various consortium, not just this one that we are talking about.” 
 
 Dr. Phillips said, “There are 15 in total.” 

 
The Illinois Board of Higher Education, on motion made by Dr. Ruiz and seconded by 

Dr. Carroll, unanimously hereby approves the fiscal year 2012 Grow Your Own Teacher 
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Education Initiative Grants as described.  The Board authorizes the Executive Director to make 
pro rata adjustments to consortia grant awards in the event that appropriated funds are reduced 
or unavailable.  The Executive Director is authorized to re-allocate funds between consortia as 
well. 

 
15.  Proposed Amendments to Rules:  Approval of New Units of Instruction, 
Research and Public Service at Public Institutions  
 
Dr. Washington said, “Let me just sort of give an overview of some of the things that 

went into these revisions that have been made.  First of all, the Illinois Public Agenda for College 
and Career Success has made clear the many challenges we have in Illinois in all sectors of 
higher education.  These challenges can best be met through an enhancement of credibility, 
creativity, and innovation.  Credibility is crucial in maintaining and expanding public support 
while additional creativity is particularly mandated in effectively addressing issues of educational 
attainment and affordability.  Concurrently new forms of beneficial innovation are required to 
ensure quality education for growing numbers of underserved students.  In Illinois, we know that 
student opportunities can best be provided through an extensive network of public and 
independent universities and colleges, community colleges and through nonprofit and for-profit 
institutions.  Hence, we focused on four administrative themes in the proposed amendments to 
our program approval rules and regulations which are designed to assist all of our sectors in 
enhancing educational opportunities for all students. 

 
“First, tightening requirements prior to approval through the use of more specific 

definitions which facilitate our review process.  Second, increase transparency and accountability 
through new specific requirements related to consumer information disclosure and essential data 
elements.  Explicit recognition of success in student progression and graduation is emphasized.  
Three, tightening and publicizing the post-approval review process by using automatic triggers 
for review driven by data, complaints, and public disclosures such as adverse actions of 
accrediting agencies and federal and state authorities.  Four, incorporating administrative 
procedures which emphasize ethical and accurate communications with the public and 
prospective students.  Our proposed amendments are informed by relevant regulations from other 
states, new Department of Education guidelines and new accrediting agency standards.  In 
addition, they flow from consultations with the academic leadership group, the Federation of 
Independent Illinois Colleges and Universities, the Faculty Advisory Council, the Proprietary 
Advisory Committee, working groups, and many interested individuals and groups.   

 
“Thanks to the diligence and hard work of our Board staff under the leadership of Bob 

Blankenberger, the process has been thorough, comprehensive , and highly informative.  I also 
thank members of the Academic Affairs Committee, Addison Woodward, Allan Karnes, Santos 
Rivera, Frances Carroll, and Proshanta Nandi for their penetrating insights.  In addition, thanks to 
Chairwoman Hightman and Executive Director Reid for keeping us on task in addressing these 
important issues.  Our bottom line, put simply, is to enhance the Illinois higher education 
environment through the achievement of greater credibility, additional creativity, and beneficial 
innovation.  Thank you.” 

 
Dr. Blankenberger said, “As Dr. Washington had mentioned, the emphasis here is to 

increase, well really to increase transparency and make the process much smoother, both for the 
institutions and for staff, as well as to make the process one that responds to the needs of 
consumers.  We have students who really need some ability to feel that they have consistency in 
degrees across sectors whether the institution is from a for-profit institution, not-for-profit 
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institution, or a public university.  This is, I think, a long way in going toward achieving that 
objective.  The definitions that we have put together are ones that are commonly used across 
higher education and this is something that I think is good to have as a basis and moving forward 
we really should be able to point to the regulations, the rules, to be able to tell institutions this is 
the expectation, this is what you need to be able to follow as you move forward with your degree 
applications.” 

 
The Illinois Board of Higher Education, on motion made by Dr. Carroll and seconded by 

Dr. Washington, unanimously hereby approves the proposed amendments to the rules for the 
Approval of New Units of Instruction, Research, and Public Service at Public Institutions (23 Ill. 
Adm. Code 1050) as detailed in the document for publication in the Illinois Register. The Board 
also authorizes the Executive Director to make technical corrections to the proposed 
amendments.     

 

16.  Proposed Amendments to Rules:  Program Review (Private Colleges and 
Universities) 
 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “I just want to say that I think you did a great job.  Your 

committee did a great job, Elmer, and we appreciate your leadership on this.  You actually 
somehow got pulled into this even before I started on this Board, and we made you stay in there.  
You have done a great job and have a great perspective and we really appreciate the hard work 
and effort that went into updating these rules.  I think they are really good changes.  So I am 
proud to vote in support of them.” 

 
The Illinois Board of Higher Education, on motion made by Dr. Carroll and seconded by 

Dr. Washington, unanimously hereby approves the proposed amendments to the rules for the 
Program Review (Private Colleges and Universities) (23 Ill. Adm. Code 1030) as detailed in the 
document for publication in the Illinois Register.  The Board also authorizes the Executive 
Director to make technical corrections to the proposed amendments. 

 
E.  Information Items  

 
18.  Legislative Report  
 
19.  Fiscal Year 2012 Appropriations for Higher Education Governor’s Action 
 
20.  Setting a Context for Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Development 
 

F. Public Comment 
 
Ms. Patricia Van Pelt-Watkins, President, Target Area Development Corporation, made 

comments to the Board regarding the Grow Your Own Teacher Program at Chicago State 
University.  

 
Reverend Ron Taylor, Pastor, made comments to the Board regarding the Grow Your 

Own Teacher Program at Chicago State University.  
 
Mary Ann Peterson, Chicago State University student, made comments to the Board 

regarding the Grow Your Own Teacher Program at Chicago State University.  
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G. Other Matters  

 
Chairwoman Hightman said, “The next meeting is October 4 at the Harper College and 

our featured lunch guest will be members of the Student Advisory Committee.” 
 
There being no further business to come before the Board, Chairwoman Hightman 

adjourned the meeting at 3:35 p.m.  
 
Note:  Copies of all items referred to in the minutes (i.e., letters, statements, reports, etc.) 

are on file with the official minutes of the August 16, 2011, meeting.  
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