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Executive Summary

rpk GROUP, over the course of nine months, worked with the Kansas Board of Regents (KBOR) staff,
representatives from each of the bachelor’s degree-granting institutions, and Regents to conduct an
Academic Portfolio Review and Teaching Workload Review. A primary goal of both reviews was to
provide KBOR with an understanding of student and faculty activity in a way that allowed the Regents to
both understand the collective system as well as the unique ways each institution contributes to the whole.
This shift from viewing each institution independently of one another to a more system-focused approach
to management is one that embraces the responsibility of the governing board to be good stewards of
public resources, while at the same time acknowledging the important variability within the system.

The result of the Academic Portfolio Review is a framework that KBOR can use to understand the



Introduction and Background

Higher education nationally is experiencing a significant amount of change as the recent pandemic and
other long-standing pressures result in lower enrollments across colleges and universities. This enrollment
decline, paired with increasing price sensitivity on behalf of students, has resulted in many systems and
governing boards working to ensure that institutions are operating sustainably and in pursuit of Mission,
Market, and Margin® alignment. Meaning, institutions are meeting the needs of students and the labor
markets they serve, fulfilling their mission, and doing so in a way that maintains a sustainable financial
environment.

rpk GROUP (rpk) was hired by the Kansas Board of Regents (KBOR) in March of 2022 to, in partnership
with KBOR staff, complete two analyses that will be essential for the work of the Regents in the coming
years as they support institutions in their sustainability efforts: an Academic Portfolio Review and a
Teaching Workload Review. Like many systems and governing boards nationwide, the Regents seek to
better understand the system of bachelor’s degree-granting institutions in Kansas and ensure that the state
is achieving a high return on their investments in higher education.

Included in the analysis are:

Emporia State University

Fort Hays State University

Kansas State University

Pittsburg State University

University of Kansas

University of Kansas, Medical Center
Wichita State University
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The Academic Portfolio Review is an analysis of current program offerings at each institution and across
the system using a consistent framework to capture trends, highlight duplication, and inform opportunities
for improvement. This framework allows KBOR to ensure the six! KBOR bachelor’s-degree granting
institutions are offering academic programs that students are interested in pursuing and successfully
complete, and that support state and regional labor market needs.

The Teaching Workload Review is an analysis focused on teaching activity across institutions. This work
lays the foundation for KBOR to assess academic resource utilization across all institutions and move
toward a workload evaluation process that leads to continuous improvement centered in student success.

The overall project took place across a nine-month timeframe and included representatives at various
levels from each of the six institutions as well as the Regents and KBOR staff. Specifically, rpk convened
a Data Team, a Steering Team, an ad-hoc Faculty Advisory Group, and met regularly with KBOR staff.
Details on stakeholder engagement, including the roles and functions of the advisory and oversight bodies
for the project can be found in Appendix A. In addition to engaging the bodies listed above, rpk and
KBOR maintained a public website? that listed the representatives engaged, provided meeting summaries
and slide decks, and included weekly updates on project progress. The site also included a feedback form
that stakeholders could use to comment or ask questions, the responses to which were posted on the site
as well.



https://www.kansasregents.org/academic_affairs/academic-portfolio-reviews

Academic Portfolio Review Approach, Findings, and Recommendations

The goal of the Academic Portfolio Review is to provide a framework that allows KBOR to ensure the six
KBOR bachelor’s-degree granting institutions are offering academic programs that students are interested
in pursuing and successfully complete, and that lead to employment. As a system, it is important for the
Regents to have a comprehensive understanding of the academic offerings across all the institutions,
knowing where institutions are successfully serving students, where duplication exists, and where the
opportunities are for improvement.

Historically, governing boards engage in program review processes, which typically involve detailed
assessments of program metrics provided by institutions at defined intervals. For KBOR, every program
is reviewed at least on an eight-year cycle®. As a part of program review, institutions share detailed
information related to program health, outcomes, and the role of the program at the institution. While this
level of depth in review is important, particularly at the institution level to identify areas of strength and
improvement, the Board and system need a higher level of understanding on a more frequent basis to
understand the health of the entire academic portfolio.

KBOR Academic Portfolio Review — System Context
rpk looked across KBOR’s bachelor’s degree granting institutions to understand the health of each
institution’s portfolio of programs, and then applied a system-level lens to unpack the overall health of the




When looking at the academic discipline students were enrolled in during the timeframe of the analysis,
55% of students were concentrated in only five disciplines (defined by the two-digit CIP code): Business,
Education, Engineering, Health Professions, and Psychology. This level of concentration is typical, but

also is an initial indicator to the system on the level of duplication across the institutions (see Figure 2
below).

Figure 2: KBOR Distribution of Headcount by Discipline, 2017-2021

Enrollment by CIP Category, 2017-2021
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Another helpful lens to apply when looking across the KBOR academic portfolio is an understanding of
activity by Carnegie classification®. Sixty-four percent of total headcount from 2017-2021 occurred at the

three doctoral universities, and those same universities produced 65% of degrees awarded (see Figure 3
below).

Figure 3: KBOR Headcount & Degree Production by Carnegie Classification and Institution, 2017-2021
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® https://carnegieclassifications.acenet.edu/










Figure 5: Bachelor’s Degree Programs with Duplication & No Programs Labeled as Maintain, 2017 2021

Duplicated and Lower Enrolled Bachelors Programs, 2017-2021
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Figure 6: Master’s Degree Programs with Duplication & No Programs Labeled as Maintain,2017-2021
Duplicated and Lower Enrolled Masters Programs 2017-2021
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A working example of how the framework’s application informs the Regents and institutions is the
Physics Bachelor’s degree. This program is below median enrollment and degree production at all
institutions. Although graduates who find employment in Kansas or Missouri earn higher wages, few
graduates are employed regionally (see Table 2 below).

Table 2: Working Example: Physics — Bachelor’s Degree
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Teaching Workload Review Approach, Findings, and Recommendations

Increasingly, higher education systems and governing boards are implementing policies to assess and
monitor faculty workload. This practice is intended to ensure resources invested in institutions are being
used to support teaching and learning appropriate to college or university mission. At this time, KBOR
does not have a standardized workload policy — the Board defers to institutions to set and monitor their
own workload expectations. The Regents hired rpk to explore how KBOR might approach assessing,
monitoring, and potentially setting firmer policy around faculty workload. The specifics of the assessment
included a landscape analysis, new data collection of faculty and course details, and recommendations for
the Regents as they continue to consider the role of the Board in monitoring faculty workload as related to
teaching.

Landscape Analysis

rpk did a national landscape scan to identify states with Board of Regents’ structures and authorities
similar to Kansas. Fifteen states and systems were identified as having governing boards similar in
structure and authority to KBOR. Of the 15, five define teaching activity using course load or course
credit expectations (see Table 4 below). Three of those instances use Carnegie classifications and/or
institutional type to differentiate teaching expectations.

Table 4: Governing Boards that Define Workload Expectations

State System Policy Status Definitions

Nevada System of Higher Board implemented | Universities: 18 instructional units per year;
Education Colleges: 24 instructional units per year
University of Hawaii System Board implemented | 24 semester credit hours per year

University of North Carolina Board implemented ~ Semester standards set by Carnegie type by
System semester:
Research Universities:
- Very High Research Activity: 2 courses

12




None of the governing boards addressed teaching variability and the impact of class size on actual
teaching workload and responsibilities, nor did they address research and service expectations.

Faculty Teaching Workload Analysis

In partnership with KBOR staff and the project’s Data Team, rpk worked with the institutions to collect
faculty data and course data, both of which were used to define teaching workload. The three key metrics
in the teaching assessment are:
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The collection of faculty data in a uniform way across institutions was one of the more challenging
aspects of the analysis. Faculty data is not currently part of a standard data submission to KBOR, so rpk
and KBOR staff worked with institutions to carefully define a consistent methodology for measuring
faculty FTE across all institutions. The final submission included both full-time faculty as well as part-
time faculty.

Full-time faculty are counted as 1 full-time equivalent, regardless of whether they had course release
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Teaching Workload Review Recommendation & Considerations

The Kansas Board of Regents should begin the practice of regularly collecting faculty data from
institutions along with existing data collections. The specific metrics reported should be faculty FTE by

type and SCH/FTE. The collection should allow the KBOR staff to report on faculty workload to the
Regents annually and therefore allow
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Conclusion and Next Steps

With these two analyses, agency is assigned to appropriate stakeholders. The Regents realize important

17



Appendix A: Communication Processes and Stakeholder Engagement

The stakeholder groups regularly engaged throughout this project are detailed below. By request, rpk
along with KBOR staff, met with stakeholders from each institution individually to discuss data collection
and analyses.

The Steering Team was made up of individuals from each institution, KBOR Staff, and representative
Regents. The Steering Team met a total of six times to receive project updates, ask questions, and review
the work.

The Data Team included
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Table 5: Project Teams Engaged, Membership, and Meeting Dates

‘ ‘ Steering Team Data Team

Faculty Advisory
Group
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Appendix C: Additional Workload Analysis Methodology

Data Collection:

Years of analysis — 2017-2021

Terms — Summer, Fall, Winter, Spring

Total Student Credit Hours as reported by institutions were the earned credit from all enrolled
students

Total Student Credit Hours were assigned to an academic department based on a mapping of
course subjects provided by institutions

Credit Hours associated with a course were derived from total student credit hours and enrolled

l
l
l
l

l

count

Course Data Methodology Details:
I Course Levels were assigned using the criteria of:

(0}
(0}

(0}

Developmental - CEP, DENGL, DMATH, DREAD and INENG

Undergraduate - UGRDL, UGRDL, UGRDU, UGRDU, UGRDU-IP, UGRLD, and
UGRLD-IP

Graduate - GRAD and THEDS

I Cross-Listed Course Sections were assigned a primary section using the criteria of:

(0}

©0 oo

Section with higher enrollment, became primary, if equal then

Section with higher student credit hours became primary, if equal then,
Section with lower course ID became primary, if equal then,

Section with the lower course registration number (CRN) became primary

Faculty Data Methodology Details:
f Full-time Faculty

(0}

(0}
(0}

Instructors were considered full-time faculty if they appeared in institution’s full-time
faculty file during a term year of analysis (2017-2021).

Full-time faculty FTE were assigned to the home department of the faculty member.
Full-time faculty = 1FTE

I Part-time Faculty

(0}
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Appendix D: Labor Market Employment, Wage and Gap Analyses

Within the Academic Portfolio Review framework, the wage, employment, and labor market gap analyses
are structured as secondary metrics. This is reflective of the defined geographical area from which wage
and employment data are available, employment not being defined as connected to a degree, as well as
the gap analysis being more attuned to how new programs might be considered. These data may still
provide additional clarity and direction for the system and institutions.

Example I: Use-case of Labor Market Wage, Employment, and Gap Analyses as Secondary Metrics for

Optimizing Existing Programs
The b
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I The wages provided were previously annualized by multiplying the quarterly wage times four.
rpk GROUP inflation-adjusted the wage data into constant 2021 dollars using the Bureau of
Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index (CPI-U).

I Graduates that received multiple degrees in the same year were included in multiple programs in
the wage and employment analysis; if those degrees were awarded in the same 4-digit CIP
category, their employment and wages were only counted once per program.

I Average annual wages were calculated for recent graduates of each program by dividing
aggregate wages in each year by the number of program graduates employed in that same year
(one year post-graduation).

In the labor market labor market wage and employment analysis programs are understood as falling into
three areas:
1) Strong labor market outcomes: above-median wages and employment rate
2) Moderate labor market outcome: above-median wage and below median employment rate OR
below-median wage and above-median employment rate; and
3) Weak labor market outcome: below-median wages and employment rate.

Programs with strong labor market outcomes are serving the local region and their graduates well. They
provide graduates with employment opportunities and strong wages, while also supplying the local
economy with employees in well-paid jobs. Other programs may be demonstrating weak labor market
outcomes because there is little regional opportunity or demand for those workers, or it may also result
from employment centers for these graduates concentrated in other areas of the US, or out-of-state KBOR
students returning to their place of residence.

KBOR Labor Market Gap Analysis

The labor market gap analysis examined regional occupational employment projections to gauge the
alignment between academic programs KBOR currently offers and the current labor market outlook and
to identify potential opportunities for new programs to meet growing demand.

Labor Market Gap Analysis Data

f U.S. Department of Labor Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) and Standard
Occupational Code (SOC) Crosswalk (2010 version)

f U.S. Department of Labor occupational education and experience requirements

f U.S. Census American Community Survey, Public-use Micro Sample (PUMS) 2019
f  Kansas and Missouri statewide occupational employment projections, 2018-2028
 KBOR program list (2022)

1

Labor Market Gap Analysis Methodology

I The creation of an expanded CIP-SOC Crosswalk that 1) includes CIP by degree and certificate,
2) matches CIPs to SOCs using typical occupational education and experience requirements, and
3) identifies occupations accessible to students with liberal arts Bachelor’s degrees and uses that
information to tag liberal arts CIP codes

f Kansas and Missouri state occupations were combined into a set or regional employment
projections and merged onto the CIP-SOC crosswalk by SOC code

f KBOR program list was merged onto the CIP-SOC crosswalk by CIP (e t)5(e)7(et) g0.00000912 0 612 792 reW*
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