ATT IV

2/24/99 Distribution

. Staff Recommendations:
Performance Funding Revisions ‘
L ]
The following are recommendarions for modifications to performance Iﬁmgitn;. These

' recommendations are presented under headings-that correspond 10 the four topics for the breakou:
sessions at the Performance Funding Colloquivm. They aiso respond darectiy to concems and
suggestions raised at the Colloguium. at more than wenry other meeimngs with InstImnena:
representarives and other interested parties, and at discussion sessions focused on the staft ‘
cdnccpt paper distibuted on 1/6/99. The concepts and recommendations. Lhoqgn presemted unds:
separate headinps, interrelate; suggested revisions under item I, for example. impact on items

1A and IOIB.

1. Mieasures

Goal: Have measures that are valid and sensitive to differences among sectors and
institutions while not being overly complex or time consuming to report on.

Considerations:

1) Measures should be reviewed on the basis of feedback from various meetings inciuding
the Collogquium to identifv those in need of modification during the current vear, those in
need of review for possible future modification, and those that appear to be satisfactorw
as they currently are phrased.

2) Selected measures and indicators should be considered for possible combining to reduce
overlap and increase internal consistency.

3) Some measures may need to be differentiated across sectors 10 bener refiect the different
nussions of each sector.

4} Measures should reflect highly specialized missions of institutions, such as the medical
mssion of MUSC.

5 Measures should be reviewed 10 see if some should be expressed as three-vear rolling
averages rather than annual figures.

61 Measures should be reviewed 1o see if thev need to be reponied on annually. or if a

different repomng cvcie such as every three or five years might be more appropriate,

Recommendation I:
Modify existing measures, criteria. and schedules as reflected in Antachment 1.

Discussion: The proposed changes address measures about which the most concems have been
expressed. The number of changes has been limited by the realization that 100 many aiterations
In measures and definitions at one time can create additional problems with data collection and
with consistency across years. Specific changes recommended for implementation are discussed
in Atiachment I. Artachment 11 lists the indicators, notes whether each is criterion-referenced or
1s to be benchmarked by the institution, and provides 2 summary of information related to
performance and evaluarion. Antachment II also contains suggestions of measures that migh: be
evaiuaied on a schedule other than annually. These suggestions are not part of the formal staff

recommendations for consideration by the Commission on Higher Education at this time.
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II. Institutional and Sector Benchmarks ‘

Goal: Reduce the burden of annual benchmark setting and the pressure to propose !ow
benchmarks, while allowing for aormal finctuntions in data and for greater emphasis on

achieving and maintaining overall quality, as opposed to showing annual improvement.

Considerations:

1) Institutional benchmarks should be proposed and approved in ranges determmuned
statistically for each indicator by sector 10 gllow for flucruations in dz_na. _

2) Some institutional benchmarks should be ser for longer periods than just s single vear.

3) Substantially fewer indicators should be benchmarked each vear. _ _

4) Sector benchmarks for some indicators should be reconsidered to recognize maximum
levels of performance beyond which an institution shouid not be encouraged 1o move.

5) Straight performance-to-score scales should be considered for some appropriate
mdicators.
6) Measures should be reviewed to see if on some a sufficient performance level should

relieve the instinttion of reponing responsibility for a specified period of time.
7) Peer data should be used. when available, for the sector benchmarks.
8) Other ways to reduce the incentive for an instirution to propose a benchmark lower than

its anticipated performance should be explored. .

Recommendation II:

Create two categories of indicators, as displaved in Attachment I — those for which the
institution proposes benchmarks, subject to the approval of the Commission on Higher
Education, and these for which criteria are established by the Commission on Higher
Education. Benchmarks in the first category will be proposed by the institutions, subject to
approval by the Commission on Higher Education. For indicators in this category,
appropriate ranges will be determined within which performance will be scored as
achieving the benchmark. Benchmarks in the second category will be stated as criteria
required to be met for an institution to receive a certain score.

Discussion: The suggested change puts more cmphasis on the arainment and maintenance of
quality through those indicators which are criterion referenced, while still allowing for indicators
which are based on instirationally proposed benchrnarks, which generally reward progress more
than anainment of quality. Using ranges for the institstionally proposed benchmarks takes into
consideration normal data fluctuations from vear to year. Some indicatars do not need to be
measured annually; these are indicated in Amachment I, Section 2. The total number of indicators
that require annual benchmarking is substantiaily reduced.

I. Scoring

Goal: Simplify, more clearly define, and make less subjective the points on the rating scaie
while more clearly expressing the degree to which an institution has met benchmarks,
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Considerations: ;

) The scores of “6™ and “0™ should be deleted because of thcir _subjcc:i\'ir_\' and the
tendency to bave scores of 6™ inflate the roral scores for instirutions.

2) The raung scale should be redefined for greater glanry and simplicity.

3) Consideration should be given 1o using fewer points on the scoring scaie. _

4) The overall percentage score for an instimurion should_bc reassessed 10 see if ther= 15 2

better way to express an instimtion's success in rcachmg goals. -

5) Consideration should be given to grouping institutions m terms of overall levei of
performance rather than differentiating instinrions in percentage point increments.

6) The overall score for the institution should reflect the extent 10 which it has met its goals.

7 The magnification of an institution’s score, which occurs under the current system of

converting scores oo indicators 10 an overall percentage, should be eliminated.

Recommendation ITIA:

Madify the current five point rating scale used for scoring each indicator as displaved
below, using three categories of performance.

3 Exceeds (performance exceeds institutionsl benchmark, meets or exceeds sector
benchmark, or corresponds to appropriate criteria for “exceeds™) .

12

Achieves (performance meets institutional benchmark or corresponds to
appropriate criteria for “achieves”)

1 Does Not Achieve (performance does not meer institutional! benchmari:,
corresponds to appropriate criteria for “Does Not Achieve,” or represents a “No”
on 2 “Yes/No” ipdicator)

Discussion: The suggesied revision would offer the advantages of 2 more clearlv defined scale,
reflecting clearly whether or not the instirution has met its goals. *“Yes/No" indicators would be
scored so that a “Yes” would be a check-off. while a “No” would be scored as “Does Not
Achieve.” This recommendation recognizes that by year four of performance funding a “Yes"
would mdicate expected compliance and should no longer be scored as though it represented
achevement. Failure 1o be in compiiance. on the other hand, ought 10 be reflected in the score.

Recommendation ITIR:

The method of determining gnd dispiaying the total score for an institution will be modified
to reflect the extent to which an institution has met jts goals on the indicators, as expressed
in five overall categories:

Substantialiy Exceeds Standards (2.85-3.00)
Exceeds Standards (2.60 - 2.84)
Achieves Standards (2.00-2.59)
Does Not Achieve Standards (1.45-1.99)

Substantially Does Not Achieve Standards (1.00-— 1.44)
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Note:

mmended scale for the total score for the instirution will be revisited after the
:;l::n?;:ocus for vear three is compieted, in case adjusunents are peeded for vear four of
performance funding. -

Discussion: The recommended revision provides for the ratings on each wmndicator to be averaged
to produce a total score in five categories. This revision addresses a probiem tn the current |
system, which magnifies a five-point rating scale for each indicartor 10 a scale that could be. in
theory, as much as 100 points for an instirution’s total score. In practice, the most recent sconng
process produced a range of scores of twenty points. If these scores were app_hed 10 100 %0 of the
funding, one institution could be impacted by as much as 10 or 15 percent of its state
appropriation, which is too great an impact in a single year. Applying the five-category systemn.
rather than the percentage system, provides a way to keep the financial impact, Wwhether it is
positive or negative, within reasonable levels. At the same time, using five categories in the
institution’s 1otal score has advantages over using only three categories. Five categones provide
the potential for a greater degree of differentiarion 5o that an institution that scores especially high
on a number of indicators can be recognized for doing so. The rating scale reflects the fact that
instirutions” scoras may tend to be higher than a normal distribution would vield. This is the case
due to the number of scores of “3” an institution receives for compliance with best practices. as _

well as meeting sector benchmarks, and infrequency at which institutions score below “Achieves™

on benchmarks which they propose. It is imporant that the performance scale used to produce an
instirution’s overall rating recognize the existing bias toward high scores on individual indicators.
Because there is not a normal dismribution of scores on individual indicators. the scale used 1o
produce the otal score does not reflect a normal distribution.

These recommended revisions address several other difficuities caused by the current system of
producing a total score for the institution. Under the current system one institution's allocation
depends heavily on all the other institutions® scores within the sector. As a result, an institution
may Improve 11s score from one vear 10 the next, vet receive less funding because of factors over
which 1t has no control. For this reason, under the current sysiem, an institution's allocation
cannot be reasonably estimated before the raiing process is completed, even though its
performance level is known. Because the Commission on Higher Education does not complete
the rating process until May. iittle ume 1s alowed for institutions to adjust budgets to
accommodate shifts i funding for the next fiscal year. The modificarion recommended here, in
combination with other changes 1n scorng and measures, would allow institutions 10 be able 10
anticipate, with reasonabie accuracy, a level of funding based on their performance wel{ before
the Commisston finalizes ratings. :

Finally, it shouid be noted that the recommended revisions clearly provide what the legisiation
calis for in Act 359 of 1996. The legistarion calis for the allocating funds to the colleges and
unsversities based on levels of performance that reflect “instinttions meeting the standards of
achievement, . . . institutions exceeding the standards of achievement, and . . . institutions which

do not meer the standards of achievement.”
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TV. Allocation

Goal: Provide an sliocation process that, whatever the means of determining financial need
for institutions and whatever the Jevel of funding from the General Assembly. would
reward high performance and provide disincentives for poor performance while ensuring
reasonzble stability and predictability of budgets from vesr to vear. :

Considerations:

1) There sbould be differences in funding levels depending on performance so that there are
ciear incentives for swong performance and disincentives for performing poorly.

2) The pool of funding for performance improvemen: should be maintained as a wayv to
assist instimarions in improving their performance.

3} The allocation methodology should work regardiess of the level of funding from the
General Assembly in a given year, including years when there is an overall decrease in
funding and years m which there is a {arge increase in funding.

4) The relative levels of funding for different levels of parformance, subject to final
determination of the higher education budget in the General Assembiy. should be known

by the insututions before the scoring takes place.

5) The “volatiliry” of allocations should be heid within reasonabie limirs 10 avoid drastic
swings in funding.
61 To the extent possible, it is desirable to have funds that institutions can earn. while

minimizing the extent 1o which every dollar eamed by one institution is another

institution’'s loss.
7) The need for increased funding for higher education overall remains a dominant concer.

Recommendation I'V:

Funds will be allocated to provide incentives for high i:erfomunce and disincentives for low
performance as described below:

Incentives. Institutions will receive incentive funding of up to 1%, 3%. and 5%
above their aliocation if their total score falls within the “Achieves,” “Exceeds,” or
“Substantially Exceeds™ category, respectively. (If there are residual dollars within
the Performance Improvement Pool after high performing institutions have drawn
their incentive funding, the remaining incentive funds will be distributed within the
sector to the institutions that score in the “Achieves.” “Exceeds,” “Substantially
Exceeds” categories, proportionally 10 their share of the MRR weighted by their
performance.)

Disincentives. Institutions which score in the “Does Not Achieve” and
“Substantially Does Not Achieve™ categories will recejve disincentives of 3% and
5% of their aliocation, respectively.

Funding for incentives will be derived from the Performance Incentive Pool, maintained by
sector as described below:
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Performance Igcentive Pool, Funds for performance incentives will be derived from
three sources: i

1) One-balf of new funds (higher education appropriation for the new vear
in excess of the appropriation for the corrent vear);
2) 1.75% of the aliocation to the institutions (including current vear plos
one-half of new vear appropriation distributed by the MRR):and
3) funds derived from institutions within the sector that score in the “Does
Not Meet™ or “Subsiantially Does Not Meet” categories.
Funds in the Performance Incentive Pool stay within sectors.

Funds will also be set aside for the Performance Imﬁrovemcnt Poo! as described below:

Performance Improvement Pool. This poal is derived from 0.25% of the allocation
to the institutions and are availabie to be awarded, based on a review of proposals,

to instimtions in the “Achieves.” “Does Not Achieve,” and Substantially Does Nort
Achieve” categories,

1t is further recommended that the allocation methodology outlined above be reviewed after
the current vear's rating process has been completed so that adjusrments can be considered

for the following vear’s rating process.

Discussion: These recommendations address the major areas of concern related to allocation of
funding. With these modificarions, uniike the current system, it is possible for an institution to
project its budget assummg it will score in the “Achieved” categary, subject to the extent of
fundmng actually provided by the Ganeral Assembly for higher education. Since the disincentives
are established as maximum percentage deductions, those possibilities can also be taken into
account as institutions plan their budgers. Also, the approximate amount of incentive funding can
be estimated, contingent on the number of other institstions within the secror that perform at a
high ievel and the total amount of the higher education appropnation. At the same time. the
allocation methodology has the advantage of reducing the exreme swings of funding that could
occur if the current system were applied to all the funding. The methodology presented in the
recommendanon functions independentlv of possible modifications to the MRR and can be
apphed regardiess of the amount of new- funding provided for higher education in a given vear, It
accompirshes the major goal of performance funding: 10 provide clear incentives and
distncennives for institutions based on performance. The awarding of disincentives is moderated
by the fact that all institutions share proportionally in one-half of new money.
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Attachment I: Mesasures and Criteria

1B. Curricul ‘ered jeve Mij

Recommendation: Add sub-part 3, percentage receiving full “approval™ in most recent C omrrussmnhbr. .
Higher Education program review. and score based on criteria. Programs included are those reviowed i the
1995.96 academic year and subsequent to that vear. This measure will be reviewed again nax: vear The

measure and ¢13tenia are stated below-

Using the institution's most recently approved mission statement. curriculs offered to achieve that

mission will be measured as the percentage of degree programs which: N .
1) are appropriste 10 the degree-level suthdrized for the institation by the Commission op Higher

Education and Act 359 of 1996, and o
2) support the institution’s goals, purpose, and gbjectives as defined in the approved mission

statement. _ _
3) bave received full “spproval™ in the most recent Commission on Higher Education review of that

program.

Criteria:

100% Exceeds

95-99% or po more than one nor xpproved Achieves

%4% and below Does Not Achieve

Al

Discussion: This change adds 3 qualiry factor 1o 2 measure that otherwise is a check-off of programs. The
use of enitenia for scoring relieves the burden on msurutions and the Commission of going through an
unnecessary process of proposing approving benchmarks. Afier discussions at the Planning and
Assessment Committee meeting on February 17. 1995. the reference 10 “commendations™ in program
reviews has been delered and can be considered further at a later date.

2A. Academic and Other Credentials of Professors apd Instructors

Recommendation: Change Part 2 of thys idicator so that it measures faculty who hold termina) deprees,
as recognized by the Southern Associanon of Colleges and Schools (SACS). in their prnumary teaching area.
The revised measure is shown bejow-

The quality of the faculry as represented by the academic and others credentisls of professors and

instructors is 1o be measured as:

1 the percent of all headcount faculry who texch undergraduate courses and who meet the
criteria for faculty credentials of the Southern Association of Collepes and Schools (SACS);

by the perceat all beadcount and the perceat of sll ful) time faculry teaching undergraduare
courses who have terminal degrees as defined by SACS iu their primary teaching ares, or in

the case of the techaical college svstem. those who exceed minimum techpical competence




2B, Performsance Review Svstem for Faculry to in gjude Student lng Peer Evaluations

Recommendation: Change the measure for indicstor 2B from one that is benchmarked by insututions 1¢

one that is criterion-referenced, using the following criteria: |
.Criteria: -

11711 Exceeds

107111 . Aeﬂm

9 or fewer/11 Does Not Achieve

Discussion: This change relieves the peed 10 go through the ingtingtiona) benchmarking and approval
process. When the measure was first being impiemented in 1997, institutional henchmari_zmg was
appropriate since institutions were at different points in their internal processes of approving performance
review policies. Sinee instinmtions have had time to develop and approve policies. and since the measure is
the same for all instiitions, it should not be necessary to have different benchmarks for different

instimations at this point.

2C Post Tenore Review for Tenured Faculty

Recommendation: Reduce from 12 10 9 the items in the best practices document. with the current items 1.
-. and 4 being stated as “Guiding Principies,” and use criterion refersnced sconng.

=

Criteria:
9/9 Exceeds
8/9 Achieves .
7 or fewer/9 Does Not Achieve

Discussion: Since items numbered 1. 2. and 4 in the Best Practices document for this measure are not
directiy measurable and serve instead as general guidelines these three items will be presented as “Guiding
Principies.” The remaining items in the Best Practices document, renumbered appropnately, would then
follow. With the three “Guiding Principles” removed from the list of criteria, the pumber of critenia
changes from 12 t0 9. This modification does not change the substanee of the measure, but will clarify it as
the Comrmmussion staff works with institutions to verify reported data. The change to eriterion for scoring is
in hine with the recommended changes in 2B. Performance Review System for Faculty, and has the same
advantages in terms of reducing the need for imsurtional benchmarking and approval.

2D. Compensation of Faeylry

Recommendation: Change this measure from one overall average for faculty salanes to averages
displayed by the ranks of instructor. assistant professor. associate professor, and professor, with the sector
benchmark being the national peer average by rank. The measure would be stated:

Average faculty salary by rank (instructor. assistapt professar, associate professor, professor)

Discussion: The current measure. because it 1s an overall average dollar expenditure, is subject 1o
fiucruations depending on which faculry leave the instimtion from year 10 year and whether or not they are
replaced at lower ranks, and thus Jower salaries. The use of sverage salaries by rank accommodates
siruations such as replacing a retiring full professor with an assisant professor at 2 lower salary tevel. This
change has no impact on the technical colleges, which do not have a system of faculry mnk.
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ervi ctivities of the Faculty for which No Extrs Compeosstion Is

Recommendation: Combine this meacure with the measure for Indicaror 2B, Performance Review S_\st:'.-m
for Faculry, to creare a single measure and score fm'_hﬂ:e combined indicators.

Discussion: This measure is mcorporated in the Best Practices documen for indicator ZB..‘ Pertortnance
Review System for Facuity to Include Smudent and Peer Evalustions. The “Best Practices™ document )
stipulates that an mstmtion’s anpnuat performance review mclude evaluanon of “service 1o the cammunin
Thus. Indicator 2F can be addressed m combination with Indicator 2B. as part of the required best pracuces
that the mnstitution compites with, with the definition of communiry service refied by the isnrunon and
measured by the institunion as part of the annual review of faculry.

3A. Class Size and Srudept/Tescher Ratios

Recommendation: Revise the ranges for class sizeand student faculty ratios and add measures for large
class s1ze, as mdicated below, scored based on eritenia as “meets” or “does not meet™

The extent to which the institution®s class sixe and student/teacher ratio meet Commission on Higher
Education spproved ranges for the foliowing three factors:

1A) the average ciass size for lower and upper division courses:

1B) the percentage of large classes:

2) the ratio of FTE students to FTE reaching faculty.

Criteria:
Within ranges on all three parts Exceeds
Within ranges o two of three parts Achieves
Within ranges oo one of three parts Does Not Achieve
Ranges for Part 1A, Average Class Size
Secior Lo ivision. Divisi
Research Secror 25-35 20-30
Teaching Unsversity 20-30 15-25
Regional Campuses 15-25 "
Techmical Collepes 15-25 N/A

“recommendation that upper division range for regional campuses be established. afier data
review, for scoring in 2000-2001,

Ranges for Part 1B. Large Classes
Undergraduare lecrure sections of 50 or more® 0-20%
Lower division lecture sections of 100 or more® 0- 5%

*Lecture sections without & required lab or discussion section that is within the upper limit of the range for
class size for Pam |,

Ranges for Part 2, Ratio of FTE Students to FTE Faculty

Sector Ratio 10 1

Research Secror 14-19 (N/A, for medica) education)
Teaching Umversity 14-19

Regional Campuses 14-19

Technical Colieges 14-19
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i has geperated considerable debate and
iscussion: ﬁmmmdedcbﬂngﬁm'mm : ;
fet::nﬁme consuming in the process of proposing and approving benchmalrks Emﬁ :ang::anlfs: ¢
' i verage figures that clearly shonid not apply 10 . :

mﬁgﬁrmﬁym% mixes of disciplines, :mgt class sizes should be different for different
institutions. The current scoring system when applied to the ranges has resulted in significant swings in
score based on only a slight change in average class size. The recommended changes provide broader .
ranges of performance that are more inclusive of instinations and allow for more varation based on mus of
programs thap the current. narrower ranges. By basing the scoring on criteria. rather than benchmarkmg,
the dramatic scoring changes based on small chanpes in data have been reduced. By adding a parn to the
measure related o large classes. the measure bemer addresses & major concem with class size.

3D, Accreditation of ms

Recommendation: Rather thap contnuing to have this measnre benchmarked. a criteria rzfcrcnc_cd sconng
scale would be used. For funding purposes only. a program would be understood as accredited s
currently accredited or if the institution is on schednie for an accredittion visit such that accreditation 1s
expected by April 2002, five years after the adoption of this measure by the Commission on Higher
Educauon. The phrasing of the measure remains the same. The scoring scale would be as follows:

100% Exceeds
90% - 99% {or all but one program) Meets
89% or below (or all but two programs) Does not meet

Discussion: This recommendation removes the burden of benchmarking and bases the sconng on the
performance tevel. The provision allowing an institution three years to complete accreditation is consistent
with past pracuces m performance funding and provides incentives for institutions 1o move expeditiously
toward accrednanon of all programs while recognizing that it takes time 1o go through the accreditation
process. Allowing three vears beyond 1999 provides a total of five years since the initial adoption of this
measure by CHE in the fall of 1996.

5A. Percentage of Administrative Costs gs Compared to Academic Costs

Recommendation: Rather than two ranos this measure will be expressed as a single ratio:
The ratio of administrative costs 1o the amount of academic costs expressed as a percentage

(Note: The sector benchmarks will be adjusted to reflect the most recent available national data.
Defimnions currently applicable to tus measure wili apply tn the revised phrasing of the measure.
“Admunistrative costs” is defined as mstitutional suppory, “academic costs™ is defined as expenditures for
insTuction. research. academuc supporn. and scholarships. Restricted funds are included for the rescarch
sector and excluded for other seciors. Fund transfers are excluded for all instimations. )

3D, Amount of General Overhead Costs

(Note. The sector benchmarks wil] be adjusted 10 reflect the most recent available national daa))

TA. Graduatig_t_t Rates

Recommendation: For the technical college sector, include an additional part of the measure that shows
the graduation rate excluding developmentai students. This part of the measure would be:

Part 2: Rate 1, excluding studeats enrolled in two or more developmental courses during the first
semester.
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Discussion: The current definition includes all first time full time eptering students regardiess of whether
or not they are enrolled in deveiopmental courses that are required before the regular program c?mses
begin It is usually not possible for students mkmg developmcnml_cqurses to graduate within two veans R
techmical college. Development course offerings are par: of the mission of the technical colleges.

IB, Emplovment Rate for Gradustes '
¢ nrinue their Educati

N r duates that

Recommendation: Revise these rwo measures by combining them so that rwo otherwiss contradicton
measures can be reconciied: _

1) Existeoce at the instirution of a system for tracking graduates for emplovment and
education information with & minimum response rate determined by the Commission on
Higher Education. (For 19992000 and following, prerequisite to Part 2 and to 2 score of
“Achieves” or “Exceeds™) )

2} Percent of gradustes with AAJAS degrees or baccalaureate degrees who are either
employed or enrolied at 2 more advagced educational level within a time frame
determined by the Commission an Higher Education. {For 2000-2001 and following)

3} Percent of graduates emploved within s time frame determinad by the Commission on
Bigher Education.

Discussion: The proposed change would make these measures fess conmadictory than is currently the case.
It also avoids some complications if conunued use of the Employment Security Commussion data becomes
problematic. Parts I and 3 of the measure would be applicable in the 1999-2000 performance vear. Parm 2
would be applicable beginning in the 2000-2001 performance year. Part 3 would only be applicable when
appropriate statewide survey informaron is available from the Employment Securiry Commission or other
sources. By basing the rate praduates continue their education on dara collected by the institutions through
surveys. the problem of the limirations of existing CHE data is addressed. CHE data s limited 10 prmarily
to public South Carolina instiniions. and for this reason the current measure reads “percentage of graduaies
who continue their education at a public in-state instivution at s more advanced level.™ The current measure
thus does not include students who continue their studies out of sate. which affects some instimhions more
than others and does not provide an accurate picture of the extent to which students continue their

education.

7C. Emplover Feedback on Graduates Who Were Emploved and not Em'gloved

Recommendation: The current measure. like the measure on employment rates, depends on Employment
Secunry Commission survey data and requires regular contracts with ESC and special legisiative
appropriations. The recommendation adds two pans 10 the measure that assures a source of data from the
mnsnrutions and addresses emplovers' assessment of candidates for positions whom they did nor hire:

1) The existence at the institution of 2 process for surveving employers who interview or hire
prospective employees who are grad uating or have gradusted from the institution {applicable in
1999-2000, prerequisite 10 the second part and to a score of “Achieves” or “Exceeds™);

2) Emplovers’ level of satisfaction with graduates who sre interviewed for jobs as reported on a
standardized survey instrument ip s common format as approved by the Commission on Higher
?:onoc;tui:n or, in the case of the technical colleges, as approved by the SETCE {applicable in

-2001);
3) The ievel of employers’ satisfaction with employees as determined by a survey of emplovers.
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developed and baseline daw has been collected. Demils of Part Iwould be worked our with insuninons i
the spring of 1999 and this part of the measure would be applicable in the 1993-2000 pefformance vear.
Details of Parnt 2 would be worked out in 1999-2000. and the measure would be apphcable 10 2000-2001 4
Part 3 is applicabie only when satewide survey information is svailabie from the Employment Secunn

Commission or other sources. _
8C. Ac igp of all s tat o _

Recommendation: One part of the current measure uses a comparison of other race retention o non-other
race retention. expressed as a percentage of percentages. One recommended revision removes tius elemen:
from the measure, although the dars would be displayed, so that a decline in non-other race retennon would
not resuit in what would appear 1o be an increase in performance for the institution. Another recommended
change is 1o base the measure op citizens of the state. as the phrasing of the indicator in Act 359 indicares.
Two other changes include as part of the measure other race enroliment of students in graduare programs
and the number of degrees awarded. Fimally. it is recommended that the definition of “other-race™ for
federal reporting requirements be used. The revisedemeasure, with these elements, would have four pans:

1) The perceot of undergraduate headcount studenes who are citizens of South Carolina who are
other race sccording to federal reporting definitions and are enrolled at 2n iostitution
2) The sonual retention rate of other-race undergraduste students as defined in Part I of this

MmEeasSUTE
3) The percent of headcount graduate students enrolled at an instirution who are other race

according to federal reporting definitions
4) The percent of headcount teaching faculty who are other-race

Discussion: The recomumended revisions remove one problem in the existing measure and add new parts 10
address areas of concern ip terms of access: graduate earollments and faculty. The sugpgested revision aiso
focuses the measure on in-state residents in keeping with the phrasing in the legisiation. which specifically
refers to “citizens of the state,” and revises the definnion of other-race 1o include minorities other than
Afncan-American to be consistent with federal reporung requirements. All percentages are based on
headcount.

9A. Financial Support for Reform in Teacher Educstion

Recommendatior: The measure would sty the same, ¢xcept that the three-year rolling average would not
be weighted. Also. the wstituuons’ cash matchung contribution would be deleted from the tneasure. Rather
than baving this indicator benchmarked annualty. 1t would be more effective and less time consuming to
use a cniena referenced scale, as recommmended below. The resuting measure would read as follows:

The amount of graots and awards expended 1o su pport teacher preparation or training, inciuding
applied resesrch, professional development. and traizing grants, as compared to the averzpe from
the prior three vears.

Criteriz:
120% or more Exceeds
80% - 119% Achieves
T9% or less Does not achieve

Discussion: The recommended changes sumplify the measure. Eliminating the weighted average reduces
the tendency for receiving a large grant in ope vear to accelerate expecrations beyond reasonable leveis for
the following year. The cnteria referenced scale eliminates the process of institutions' proposing
benchmarks and the Commission’s approving them. Broad ranges are provided for the criteria because the
doliar amount may flucruate dramatically from year to year,
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9B. Amoynt of Public and Privste Sector Grauts

Recommendation: The use of a weighted average for three years would be replaced by a sumple three yc:'l.r
rolling average and a criteriop-referenced scoring scale will be used, as indicared below:

The current vear's grants (i.e., the total doliars received from public and private sector grants
expended in State fiscal vear for research, including federal and state grants, private gifts and grants,
apd local support, and excluding monies for financial aid, student scholarships and loans) divided by
the average of grant funding from the priar three years. This indicator would apply oniy to those

institutions with $1 million or more in annna)l research expenditares.

Criteriz: _
105% or more Exceeds
95% - 104% Meets
94%, or less ' Does net meet

Discussion: This recommended change would, as with the measure for 9A. reduce the neganve impact in
furure years of receiving an especially large grant one vear. With this change, a critena referenced sconng
scale could be used, which would eiiminate the need for anoual benchmarking.

Note: With the recommended change in the rating scale, the criteris for measures 2E1 and 2E2,
Availabiliry of Faculty to Studears Outside the Classroom will be changed as follows:

90% - 100% Exceeds
80% - 89% Achieves
79% and below Does Not Achieve




Planning & Assessmert Material for the March 4, 1993, Commission Megting
Addendum 1o Agenda tem 3.05 A.

The following corrections are noted for the Planning' and Assessment material
inciuded in Agenda ltem 3.05(A) for the March 4 meeting of the Commission:

1 ) page 5, Recommendation IV lncentlvgs (line 4) "Performance Improvement
Pool” shouid read “Performance Incentive Pool”

2.) page 6. Recommendation |1V, Performance Incentive Pool: (item 3) “Does

Not Meet” and “Substantially Does Not Meet”™ shouid read “Does Not Achieve
and “Substantially Does Not Achieve.”

3.) Attachment |. page 4. indicator 3D: “Meets” in the criterion-referenced scale
should read “Achieves™ - *

4.) Attachment . page 7, Indicator 9B: “Meets” in the criterion-referenced scale
should read “Achieves”
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