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NACIQI Dashboard Subcommittee Report 
February, 2024 
 
The membership of the subcommittee is Wallace E. Boston (Chair), David Eubanks, Molly Hall-
Martin, and Kathleen Sullivan-Alioto.  

The subcommittee continued the foci of the original pilot project on data. 

1. General performance and outcomes of the institutions the agency accredits 

2. Decision activities of and data gathered by the agency 

3. Standards and practices with regard to student achievement 

4. Agency activities in improving program/institutional quality 

In October and November, 2023, the subcommittee considered these items from the perspectives 
of accrediting agencies by interviewing leadership from four former regional accreditors, a national 
accreditor, and a specialized accreditor. The conversations explored the use of data summaries in 
monitoring the performance of US higher education institutions and programs, with a focus on job 
placement outcomes, student intent, retention, and completion rates. The subcommittee asked 
questions about the data dashboard that exists now, other sources of student achievement data, 
and the application of these statistics in assessing student achievement. The interviews were also 
listening sessions, to understand the perspectives of accrediting agencies.  

General Impressions 
The accreditor dashboard is seen as useful, and some agencies depend on it for information, but its 
usefulness for NACIQI’s advisory role is limited by several factors. 

• Important data elements are not found in the report, e.g. graduation rates for graduate 
programs or transfer-in students, 

• The dashboards for specialty accreditors are still in progress and not useful for comparing 
student loan debt and earnings of graduates from the programs that they accredit. 

• Other data summaries may not be representative due to sampling that, e.g. omits small 
programs,  

• Even when data summaries are appropriate to an institution, there is not a direct way to 
assess “how good is good enough,” relative to an institution’s mission, 

• Accrediting agencies do not have clear direction from NACIQI that would help them prepare 
for questions about the dashboard.   

There does seem to be agreement on a general goal, that students should benefit from educational 
experiences, and that institutions should be able to account for this benefit.  
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Findings 
The summary below outlines the findings in more detail.  

1.  Data Collection 

There are data gaps in the existing NACIQI dashboard, including 

• difficulty in obtaining reliable job placement rates,  
 

• difficulty in estimating retention and graduation rates for students who are not first-time full 
time freshmen, 
 

• difficulty in estimating retention and graduation rates for graduate-level programs, 
 

• concerns about the accuracy and relevance of current financial indicators on the 
dashboard. 

• Difficulty in assigning debt and earnings to specialty accreditors. 
 

2. Interpretation of Metrics 
• There is a need for more rigorous analysis, for example so that contributory causes can be 

associated with effects. Why are graduation rates the way they are? 
 

• It is important to consider student intent when assessing outcomes. Intent may often 
include economic outcomes, but personal growth is a valid outcome as well.  
 

• There is a diversity of institutional types that should accommodated by evaluating student 
achievement with respect to institutional mission.  In particular,  

o providing access to education should be considered, and 
o costs and benefits to students vary by institutional type, and should be considered 

together when analyzing student achievement. 
 

• In some cases, absolute judgments (e.g. licensing test minimum pass rates) are 
appropriate, but in other cases, relative measures are typical. For example, institutions may 
benchmark themselves versus similar institutions, even though they all have low student 
achievement rates in absolute terms. There should be additional justification besides just 
peer benchmarking, for example a comparison of costs and risks to average outcomes. 
 

• The importance of peer review and variation by sector or agency type was noted. 
 

Taken together, these considerations suggest a model of student achievement (see schematic) 
that includes student intent, net price, and academic qualifications as inputs, and outcomes 
that include intermediate success (e.g. first year retention), completion, and post-graduation 
outcomes. The outcomes are relative to the inputs. For example, do intended or advertised 
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outcomes match student expectations and needs? Lower graduation rates are more reasonable 
if students don’t intend to graduate and the program is low cost.  

 

Figure 1. A simplified schematic of student and institutional characteristics leading to outcomes.  

Only the Outcomes box in Figure 1 is accessible (in part) from the NACIQI dashboard and primarily 
from institutional accreditors. This observation suggests that it is unrealistic to assess agency’s 
oversight of institutions or programs solely from the summary metrics. Because of the importance 
of institutional mission and diversity of student types, it seems that data about student 
characteristics (including intentions) and institutional data are necessary to make informed 
judgements about an agency’s status as an authority on institutional quality.  

It is now common practice to review return on investment (ROI) for the cost of a degree (most do 
not consider the students’ time investment), but this may more generally be seen as educational 
benefits in comparison to risks taken on by students (time spent and debt incurred, for example). 
Since the risks are jointly decided by students and institutions, better summaries of these via 
accrediting requirements could make the dashboard outcome measures more meaningful. This 
type of analysis can lead to granular institutional improvements, for example in modifying 
admissions or financial aid policies to improve success rates for students who are assuming the 
most risk. Such an approach seems to align with the continuous improvement philosophy 
endorsed by most agencies.  

Recommendations 
• NACIQI should consider including guidelines in the Register notice for agencies to use the 

dashboard. See the Appendix for an example of how this was done in the past.  
 

• The Department should see if some of the gaps in success measures can be filled in, most 
importantly the retention and graduation rates for non-first-time-full-time students. For 
example, could some of that information come from the National Student Clearinghouse?  

• The Department should work with its outside vendor to build the dashboard for specialty 
accreditors that the sub-committee has requested. 
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• It may be useful for NACIQI to provide advice on H.R.2957, the College Transparency Act, 
since it overlaps with these recommendations.  
 

• NACIQI should continue to meet with accrediting agencies outside of Department meetings 
to further develop the usefulness of the NACIQI dashboard by (1) seeking agreement on 
uses of the current dashboard, (2) prioritizing improvements to the dashboard, and (3) 
develop the idea of integrating institutional data to assess student risks as context for 
rewards.  

https://www.congress.gov/bill/118th-congress/house-bill/2957/text
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