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Tyton is a partner in the strategy consulting practice and they are both Tyton. Nick and Gates, we are excited to have you both with us, and please begin. 
Wonderful. Thank you so much Veronica. And on behalf of Tyton Partners, thank you to EDUCAUSE for inviting us to participate. You all have a very full and exciting agenda ahead of you for the next couple days, and it's our pleasure to get things kicked off. 
Our goal today is to give a very broad overview of where we are, where we are in the market for student success technologies, from both supply side and a demand side. We at Tyton Partners, we're an advisory firm, focused on the market of education, and we work with institutions, foundations, companies, nonprofit organizations and investors, working to understand the direction that this market is headed. So, today, Nick, you can advance to the next slide. 
Today, we're looking specifically at some of the research we've recently completed this year, in 2017. We've been at this now for about three years, driving toward a degree as an action collaboration between a number of organizations listed at the bottom of this slide. We have been working closely with EDUCAUSE, Achieving the Dream, NACADA, providing very valuable feedback on our research efforts and sharing our findings with the communities associated with those organizations as well. 
We're really pleased today to share some of the findings from our 2017 large-scale primary research and supplier landscape studies. Today, actually, is the first day we're talk publicly about some of these findings today, so you're getting it first here with EDUCAUSE. We're really pleased with the results that we were able to garner in 2017. 
We've categorized 180 different companies, up from 120 when we did the research in 2015, and we have completed a survey of over 2,200 respondents, institutional leaders and administrators who have direct input into the academic advising and student success and supports infrastructure at institutions. 
We have data on almost 1,400 unique institutions, and so today we're going to be focused on just a couple of points, summary level, based on our findings. We will be publishing the full study for the 2017 results within the next week or two, and you'll be able to find that information at drivetodegree.org. Next slide, please. 
The academic advising involves a coordinated effort between leadership, the capacity of advising, both from a human resource perspective, as well as a technology perspective, coordination across multiple functions, not just within academic advising, but also holistically, from administrators to academic services and tutoring, as well as health, mental health counselors, financial aid advisors across campus. 
And student engagement is critical as well. We find that students are making increasing use of their self-service options, and there are a number of institutions that are engaging students in new and unique ways, especially under the category of pathways. Today, though we'll be focused specifically on our observations as to the role that technology can play in the effort to redesign and improve the advising experience for students by campuses. 
And so, with that, I'd like to hand it off to Nick, who is going to take us through some of these early findings we've had. We'll be focused on technology today, but as you go through, I think you'll begin to see a lot of relevance for the other nodes of our advising redesign roadmap. We look forward to engaging with you as we make more and more of this information public over the next couple of weeks. Nick, you want to take it from here? 
Sure, Gates. And thank you very much, and very excited to be here to discuss the information we've gleaned from this work by only touching, really, the tip of the iceberg in the remaining minutes that we have. I also wanted to thank EDUCAUSE, especially Susan, Veronica, Adam, and Sean for their patience in explaining the process, and then coordinating the content and delivery of today's material. 
Starting with this slide, first and foremost, as the left graph demonstrates, there has been a remarkable improvement in institution viewpoints towards technology and its role in enhancing academic advising; and, secondly, the importance of advising on campuses has, likewise, increased when measured by the amount of spending dedicated towards advising, as indicated on the graph on the right. Especially important to notice the positive correlation between size or student enrollment at an institution and spending growth. 
And so, what do we mean by technology and how do we categorize the plethora of solutions available to institutions? So, we segmented the market into twelve distinct categories across four workflow areas. This is an increase from nine product categories when we last segmented the market approximately two years ago, and it's in response to institutional demand given the roles and responsibilities of administrators and advisors, and, more importantly, to the student experiences, as well as what innovative solutions suppliers are bringing to the market in response or anticipation of those demands. So, supply and demand meeting in the middle. And, of course, more detailed definitions of these product categories can be found in the appendix. 
But there's two key themes I'd like to focus in on; first, what are the new categories and why? And I'll start at the top with the institutional planning and integration solutions. Integration solutions are those tools that allow for interoperability between existing campus systems, be at an LMS or an SIS, to support a cohesive user experience, again, amongst administrators, advisors, and students.

These tools are important, given the disparate information systems that accompany solutions, you know, that serve as specific function and that lack, you know, inherent coordination between the different technologies. And, you know, this is best captured in the anecdote I hear most often from frontline advisors of staring at three separate computer screens to manage caseloads, you know, respond to alerts, or verify a student's career plan. 
And then, speaking of career plan, career planning is a new and distinct category under the student planning tools on the left. This is in response to improving postsecondary outcomes; that is, securing gainful employment post-graduation and, really, about closing education to employment gaps. And then moving downwards, you see cocurricular recognition is the least mature of the 12 categories but important because of the learning rise of learning portfolios that recognize nonacademic learning in a rich format, be it badges or credentials, and that includes the digital badge that Susan mentioned earlier and that you're working towards today and tomorrow. 
And then under student services, to the far right, you'll notice two categories that were added, aid benefits and wellnesses, as platforms and tools that connect students and nonacademic resources such as financial aid, health and wellness, whereas life skills are personalized student supports services that provide nonacademic coaching -- coaching, a keyword that's becoming more and more popular -- or the facilitation of relationships with professionals outside of campus, or alumni who provide guidance on long-term planning, whether that's career-related or just to personal life planning. And this, of course, is in response to demand to make advising less transactional and more transformational and to offer a holistic suite of services that addresses the entire student experience, not only just within the classroom. 
And the second theme I'd like to touch upon is that analytics is no longer a separate category but is, instead, included within all 12 categories, similar to change management, and as you see on the left, analytics on the right. And this is a driving theme. Analytics is a driving theme throughout these 12 categories, and it is the feature set within the each. 
And to ground these categories in real-world examples, we've put together a list of noticeable suppliers by product categories, and what is important to notice on this slide is the frequency with which suppliers are under multiple categories. This speaks to the demand of institutions for integrated solutions to avoid the obstacle I mentioned earlier of too many computer screens. 
And in addition to too many computer screens, we also identified the other leading problems with which institutions seek to solve with the adoption of technology. On the left side are the problems most frequently listed in the top three by respondents to the survey, and on the right side are the product categories solving, or at least trying to solve these problems. While these problems are within the top five, also on the list and close behind were limited budget, students not taking advantage of the resources available to them, too few advisors, lack of coordination across departments, faculty resistance to change, and lack of professional development and training. 
As for how technology is being used in institutions, you'll notice on the next slide use of technology by product category. And academic planning and audit is the most widely used technology. It's noticeable that the emerging product category of performance measurement and management has rates of 7 and 35% respectively, and this is really after sort of what I would call analytics on steroids, not only saying what are we doing but how effective has our interventions been in moving the needle to improving student successful and persistence. And also note it's important to notice the use of integrated solutions is third from the left. 
As I alluded to earlier, institutions are increasingly interested in integration solutions. But, as seen on this slide, institutions using what they perceive to be fully integrated solutions are more likely to feel that technology does not enhance their advising function, counterintuitive to their desire to integrate the solutions because of the inherent disconnect between point solutions, and this contradicts the advertised benefits of integrated functionality, which eases the pain of managing multiple products and looking at multiple screens.

And we think these negative views have been influenced by these institutions' experience with the specific products that they have adopted. Institutions using fully integrated solutions are less likely to report satisfaction with their products, as you see on the right. Or excuse me, as you see on the right, they're less likely to report an ideal advising situation. 
And while the market has developed considerably since we began tracking and advising in student success technology, we sense that integrated solutions that not yet robust or customizable enough to fill an institution's need and we feel that for the integration solution concept to really take hold, institutions will also need to think about how to overcome their own organizational silos across different departments and campuses so that the requirements for success are not merely the sum total of the wish list from each of those silos independently. And as important as the adoption of technology has been, we also considered how institutions are implementing that technology and incorporating it into their models and practices. So, sorry. One slide -- yeah, here we are. 
Recategorized institutions into four segments via a cluster analysis, based on five key variables, and those five key variables are to the right. As you notice in red is technology use. The remaining four variables are their stakeholder attitudes towards advising ownership, coordination, and technology effectiveness, and the overall success in achieving ideal advising situations, and then sentiments towards that. 
And we broke the segments into, as I mentioned, four distinct, and they follow the theme of the roadmap and the road to ideal advising. It begins with the limited technology users, and those are institutions who do not report widespread use of any advising technologies, and those technologies being across the 12 product categories we mentioned earlier. 
Next would be the check engine folks, and these folks don't view themselves as achieving success. They're more favorable to technology adoption but struggle with the integration of that technology and lack strong leadership or responsibility of academic advising and coordination across departmentally. 
And then next we have our low-fuel category, what was previously referred to as our low-fuel category. This segment in particular has improved, and we will be soon to rename them as refuelers once we improve the outcome here on the right. And these folks favor people over technology as a solution for advising but yet are increasingly adopting technology, and they also see themselves increasingly improving success in academic advising overall and report rising levels of collaboration and clarity of ownership. And, lastly, the most mature segment are the footnote navigator folks who have the most positive view of advising success and most positive views in strong leadership, alignment, and the coordination across their student success initiatives. 
And as we listen to the remainder of this presentation and the remainder of the presentations today and tomorrow, we invite you to consider which segment your institution would belong to. And part of that consideration and segmentation is based on how these segments are adopting technology by the product category. And, as you can clearly see, quick navigators are adopting technology at much higher rates based on the reporting of widespread use of technology within these product categories, followed by the refuelers or the low-fuel category, which we changed the name of again. 
And the adoption of technology is just one of the levers with which to push or pull to improve academic advising at your institution. We also welcome you to reach out to us, as we have the ability to use the survey data to benchmark your institutions to discover what is the best advising performance being achieved and what barriers are preventing an institution from equaling or exceeding best in class. 
And this is a benchmarking we can do not only against those who you may traditionally compare yourself, compare your institution against, be it, you know, within a particular geographic region or perhaps within the same athletic conference, but, more importantly, against those institutions which are in the same cluster. And this tends to be done not only against the five variables with which we place institutions within the segmentation and the cluster analysis, but also using incorporation of inputs and outputs of outcomes, as reported iPASS. 
So, as you see examples here, we take an institution, a made-up institution like Hudson University and we compare it against its peer group in peer group A or peer group B, its student expenditures, its retention and student graduation rate, and we can cross that or compare that against stakeholder attitudes based on our cluster analysis segmentation, and to best identify lessons learned and successes and failures, for institutions that are, again, not only traditionally compare yourself against but situations who are much more in the solution or in the situation that you are. 
And, as I mentioned, you know, when I began this data and this analysis, it's only the tip of the iceberg, and we'll be soon to publish some more information, which will go into greater detail. But we welcome you to start a conversation with us about sharing lessons learned and best practices for your institutions and as it compares against peer institutions. 
And, finally, to that point, if you're interested in learning more, soon to be published on our website will be our drafted degree, will be 2017 report, and you can also at the current time, access the 2016 report. We also publish monthly snapshots, and, in fact, the point I made earlier in regards to the degree to which point solution and fully integrated solutions and how institutions are implementing those, and their success and their feelings towards the effectiveness of that technology is a snapshot we recently published. 
You could also follow us on Twitter, and we have some upcoming events, first and foremost, next week, next Tuesday in Boston, so if you're in the northeast or Atlantic, we welcome you to come to Boston for an event we'll officially launch the 2017 report, and then we'll also be in NACADA later this month -- or excuse me -- later, well, yeah, in a few weeks, in October, in St. Louis, and then we'll also be in EDUCAUSE towards the end of October and early November, for the annual conference, hosting the poster session. 
So, with that, I'll turn it over to the organizers or to Gates, if you have additional comments about the research that we've learned and about some the additional information we'll include in the upcoming report. 
Well, great, thank you, Nick and Gates. Go ahead. Go ahead. 
I was just going to open, if we do have time for Q&A; that's all, or we need move on. Happy to take a question or two. You can follow up with us directly. 
Sure. Well, I want to thank you both for the presentation, and audience, you now have the opportunity over the next ten minutes or so, actually, to ask questions. So, I haven't received any questions in the chat yet. But sometimes it takes folks a little bit to kind of warm up. We'll be keeping an eye there. Are there any other comments that you'd like to add, Nick, or Gates as we're waiting? 
Sure, Veronica. I think one of the things I want to emphasize is that the data that we've gathered across 1,400 institutions covers all five nodes of that academic advising redesign roadmap. So, we're able to answer a lot of different questions. But in the time today, I just wanted to focus, in particular, on technology to set the stage for what I think will be a really compelling next day-and-a half of interesting sessions. But if that's something of interest to folks, feel free to reach out to us directly. We're happy to provide more information on what we're able to do from a benchmarking perspective. 
Great. So, maybe, Gates and Bryant -- I'm sorry Gates and Nick, since we have a few minutes here, do you want to share with us maybe -- I might ask you to look into the future here a little bit -- where you see some of this work developing over the next few years and, you know, how that might relate to institutions? 
Sure. So, I'll call out a couple of quick themes where we see things headed. You know, over the last three years, there has been, on the supplier side, a fairly significant sort of mergers and acquisition environment. We see that continuing at a certain level over the next couple of years, especially as companies seek to build out their capabilities across a number of the products categories that we referenced, so we do expect to see a continuation of that trend. 
I think the most important dynamic of that trend, however, is the feedback that's been gathered today, as it relates to integrated solutions, so the process of acquiring does not also equal the process of integrating. I think a lot of suppliers recognize that challenge. Institutions, to date, reflect some level of dissatisfaction with the, quote, integrated solution experience, because, you know, the products themselves are growing in their maturity. The technical efforts to integrate across different platforms on campus continues to be a challenge despite the emergence of standards that help in this arena. So, the continued M&A environment is something we would call out from a future state perspective. 
The second trend that we see going ahead, which I think is interesting; right, we're just really starting to see this pick up again, is larger institutions either have significant in-house analytics and software development capabilities, building some of their own in-house solutions to address student success, as well as the important cross-functional collaboration and coordination that's needed. 
The in-house development that is occurring on, you know I would just say maybe a handful or half a dozen campuses to date, really make use of either enterprise quality platforms like a salesforce.com or even some open source offerings that enable the institution to develop their own solutions for whether it's degree planning or our student-facing degree planning applications or advisor to student communication applications. That in-house effort we see as a growing dynamic. It's been around for several years. I think we see growing sophistication and expertise from the institutions that have the bandwidth to do some of this themselves. 
At the same time, as you can see in our data, there's about 35% of the institutions that we surveyed that have very limit adoption of any technology across the 12 categories that we stress. So, there are still many, many institutions that are still just getting started on this effort. 
And I'd also like to add to that in saying that with this year's version of the survey, we tried to also address the different models, advising models which institutions are pursuing, so that could be prescriptive, developmental, advising and teaching, or intrusive, or otherwise known as proactive, and how technology plays a role within each of those models and the advantages and disadvantages to each. 
I mean, advising institutions is very layered and very complex and, oftentimes, depends on institutional context and core mission, but we are seeing similarities across different types of institutions and patterns within the advising models that they adopt, and also patterns within the advantages and disadvantages to each to help institutions. 
Like we said, when they're benchmarking, not only benchmark against those five key variables but also benchmark against, you know, their advising model, their organization model, whether they split advising across departments or they have a single advising center for the entire campus or the entire institution or whether they pursue a hybrid approach. 
So, you know, as we sort of peel back the layers of the onion in terms of complexity with each year and each version of the survey, I think we're able to more better drill down into, you know, the ideal benchmarking process and the ideal sort of analysis of what is academic advising across all institutions nationwide. 
Great. And, actually, we did get a couple of questions that just came in. UTSA asked what the five variables are that you're using and how you're gathering those from institutions. 
Right. 
I can answer that one. 
Yes, go ahead, Gates. 
Sorry, Nick. The questions that we're seeing are really related to the five variables; that we use to cluster and segment the institutions include the ones listed here on the slide, slide ten. They are stakeholder attitudes on the ownership structure of advising, how well coordinated the various advising functions are, technology use and its effectiveness, and then their overall perspective on advising, their advising situation. These are what we call at attitudinal statements; right. They're sentiments about the state of academic advising on their institutions. Those are the variables we use to put together these clusters. We have many, many, many other variables that we can segment the institutions based on type, size, academic advising, org structure, staffing ratios, et cetera. Nick was just mentioned a few of them just now. Hopefully that answers the question from UT San Antonio. 
So, it looks like, Patrick Frontier, thanks for your question about data governance and data sharing issues. So, you know, first off, there are lots of institutions that, to this day, still do not have a formal data governance structure in process, and that's sort of -- if you don't have one, that certainly is a need, especially as you look to integrate solutions or technology applications across a number of different categories. This is an important question. 
I would say that the institutions that are furthest along, in other words, the, quote, equipped navigators that we see in the study -- this is anecdotal, by the way -- we would observe that they have a data governance structure in place that is placed squarely under the chief information officer and a cross-functional involvement in a data governance security committee to develop a data governance security policy. A couple of interesting organizations we've seen on this front is Purdue and University of Wisconsin. 
Great. Well, thanks to you both, again, for sharing all your insights and the work that you've been doing. It's been very insightful. We're now going to reset the stage for our next presenter. 
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