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Staff Recommendations:
Performance Funding Revisions

The following are recommendations for modifications to performance funding. These
recommendations are presented under headings thar correspond 10 the four topics for the breakout
sessions at the Performance Funding Colloquium. They aiso respond directly to concerns and
suggestions raised at the Colloguium. at more than rwenty other meetings with mstitutional
rcﬁfesentatives and other interested parties. and at discussion sessions focused on the staff
concept paper disibuted on 1/6/99. The concepts and recommendations, though prcscn;cd under
separate headings, interrelate; suggested revisions under item I, for example. 1mpact on items

OLa and OIB.

I. Measures

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:

b Measures should be reviewed on the basis of feedback from vanious meetings including
the Colloquium to identify those in need of modification during the current vear. those in
need of review for possible future modification, and those that appear to be satisfaciory-
as they currently are phrased.

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

3) Some measures may need to be differentiated across sectors to beter reflect the different
missions of each sactor.

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

5) Measures should be reviewed 1o see if some shouid be expressed as three-vear roliing
averages rather than annual figures. '

6) Measures should be reviewed 1o see if they need to be reported on annually. or if a

different reporting cycle such as every three or five years might be more appropriate.

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

Discussion: The proposed changes address measures about which the most concerns have been
expressed. The number of changes has been limited by the realization that too many ahterations
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 Attachment I. Artachment II lists the indicators, notes whether each is criterion-referenced or
is 10 be benchmarked by the institution, and provides a summary of information related to
performance and evaluation. Attachment II also contains suggestions of measures that mi ght be
evaluated 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 normal fluctuations 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 deterruned
statistically for each indicator by sector to allow for fluctuations in data.

2) Some institutional benchmarks should be set for longer periods than just a 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 instttution should not be encouraged 10 move.

5 Straight performance-to-score scales should be considered for some appropriate
indicators.

6) Measures should be reviewed to see if on some a sufficient performance level shoutd
relieve the instination of reporting responsibility for a specified peniod of time.

A Peer data should be used, when available, for the sector benchmarks.

8) Other ways to reduce the incentive for an institurtion to propose a benchmark lower than

its anticipated performance should be explored.

Recommendation I:

Create two categaories 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 those 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 jnstitution to receive a certain score.

Discussion: The suggested change puts more emphasis on the artainment and maintenance of
qualiry through those indicators which are criterion referenced, whiie still allowing for indicators
which are based on institutionally proposed benchmarks, which generally reward progress more
than anamment of quality. Using ranges for the instirurionally proposed benchmarks takes into
consideration normal data fluctuations from year to year. Some indicators do not need to be
measured annually; these are indicated in Attachment I, Section 2. The total number of indicators
that require annual benchmarking 1s substantially reduced.

I, Scoring

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

1) The scores of “6” and “0" should be deleted because of their subjectivity and the
tendency to have scores of “6" inflate the total scores for instrutions.

2) The rating scale shouid be redefined for greater clarity and simplicity.

Consideration shouid be given to using fewer points on the scoring scale.

3

4; The overall percentage score for an institution should be reassessed 10 see 1f there1s 2
better way 1o express an insutution’s success in reaching goalis.

3) Consideration should be given to grouping institutions in terms of overal! level of
performance rather than differentiating institutions in percentage point increments.

6) The overall score for the institution should reflect the exten: to which it has met its goals.

7 The magnification of an instirurion’s score, which accurs under the current svstem of

converting scores on indicators to an overall percentage, shoutd be eliminated.

Recommendation ITIA:

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

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

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

1 Does Mot Achieve (performance does not meet institutional benchmark,
corresponds to appropriate criteria for “Does Not Achieve,” or represents a “No”
on 2 “Yes/No” indicator)

Discussion: The suggested revision would offer the advantages of a more clearly defined scale,
reflecting clearly whether or not the institution 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 indicate expected comptliance and should no longer be scored as though it represented
achevement. Failure to be in compliance. on the other hand. ought 1o be reflected in the score.

Recommendation IIIR:

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

Substantially Exceeds Standards (2.85-13.00)
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:

The recommended scale for the total score for the institution will be revisited after the
rating process for year three is completed, in case adjustments are needed for vear four of

performance funding,

Discussion: The recommended revision provides for the ratings on each indicator to be averaged
1o produce a total score in five categories. This revision addresses a problem in the current
system, which magnifies a five-point rating scale for each indicator to a scale that could be. in
theory, as much as 100 points for an institution’s total score. In practice, the most recent scoring
process produced a range of scores of rwenry points. If these scores were applied to 100 % of the
funding, one instirution could be impacted by as much as 10 or 15 percent of its state
appropriation, which is too grear an impact in a singie year. Applying the five-category svstem.
rather than the percentage system, provides a way to keep the financial impact, whether it is
positive or negative, within reasonabie levels. At the same time, using five categories in the
nstitution’s total score has advantages over using only three categories. Five caregories provide
the potential for a greater degree of differentiation so that an instivation that scores especially high
on a number of indicators can be recognized for doing so. The rating scale reflects the fact that
institutions” scores may rend 1o be higher than a normai disibution 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 important that the performance scale used to produce an
institution’s overall rating recognize the existing bias toward high scores on individual indicators.
Because there is not a normal distriburion of scores on individual indicators. the scale used to
produce the total score does not reflect a normal distribution.

These recommended revisions address several other difficulties 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 its score from one vear to the next, yet receive less funding because of factors over
which it has no control. For this reason, under the current system, an institution’s allocation
cannot be reasonably estimated before the rating process is completed, even though 1ts
performance level is known. Because the Commission on Higher Education does not complete
the rating process until May, little ume is allowed for institutions to adjust budgets to
accommodate shifts in funding for the next fisca! year. The modification recommended here, in
combination with other changes in scoring and measures, would allow institutions to be able to
anticipate, with reasonable accuracy, a level of funding based on their performance well before
the Commission finalizes ratings. '

Finally, it should be noted that the recommended revisions ¢clearly provide what the legislation
calls for in Act 359 of 1996. The iegislation calls for the allocating funds to the colleges and
universities based on levels of performance that reflect “institutions meeting the standards of
achievement, . . . institutions exceeding the standards of achievement, and . . . institutions which
do not meet the standards of achievement.”
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Iv. Allocation

Goal; Provide an allocation process that, whatever the means of determining financial need
for institutions and whatever the level of funding from the General Assembly, would
reward high performance and provide disincentives for poor performance while ensuring
reasonable stability and predictability of budgets from vear to year.

Coasiderations:
1) There shouid be differences in funding levels depending on performance so that there are
' clear incentives for strong performance and disincentives for performing poorly.
2) The pool of funding for performance improvement should be maintained as a way to
assist institurions in improving their performance.
3) The allocation metbodology should work regardless of the level of funding trom the

General Assembiy in a given year, including years when there is an overall decrease in
funding and vears in which there is a large increase in funding.

4) The relative levels of funding for different levels of performance. subject to final
determination of the higher education budget in the General Assembly. should be known
by the institutions before the scoring takes place.

3} The “volatility” of ailocations should be beld within reasonable limits to avoid drastic
swings in funding.
6) To the sxient possible, it is desirable 1o have funds that institutions can eam, while

minimizing the extent to which every dollar earned by one institution is another

institution’s joss.
7 The need for increased funding for higher education overall remains a dominant concern.

Recommendation I'V:

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

Incentives. Institutions will receive incentive funding of up to 1%, 3%, and 5%
above their allocation 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 to 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 receive disincentives of 3% and
5% of their allocation, respectively.

Funding for incentives will be derived from the Performance Incentive Pool, maintained by
sector as described helow:
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Performance Incentive Pool. Funds for performance incentives will be derived from
three sources:
1) One-half of new funds (higher education appropriation for the new vear
in excess of the appropriation for the current vear);
2) 1.75% of the allocation to the institutions (including current year plus
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 “Substantially Does Not Meet” categories.
Funds in the Performance Incentive Pool stay within sectors.

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

Performance improvement Pool. Thijs pool is derived from 0.25% of the allocation
to the institutions and are available to be awarded, based on a review of proposals,
to institutions in the “Achieves,” “Does Not Achieve,” and Substantially Does Not
Achieve” categories,

It is further recommended that the allocation methodology outlined above be reviewed after
the current year’s rating process has been completed so that adjustments can be considered
for the following year’s rating process.

Discussion: These recommendations address the major areas of concern related to allocation of
funding. With these modifications, unlike the current system, it is possible for an institution to
project its budget assurning it will score in the “Achieved” category, subject to the extent of
funding actually provided by the Gzneral 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 budgets. Also, the approximate amount of incentive funding can
he estimated, contingent on the number of other instirutions within the sector that perform at a
high level and the total amount of the higher education appropriation. At the same time, the
allocation methodology has the advantage of reducing the exmeme swings of funding that could
occur if the current system were applied to all the funding. The methodology presented in the
recommendation functions independently of possible modifications to the MRR and can be
applied regardless of the amount of new funding provided for higher education in a given vear. It
accomplishes the major goal of performance funding: 10 provide clear incentives and
disincentives for institutions based on performance. The awarding of disincentives is moderated
by the fact that all instirutions share proportionally in one-half of new money.
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Attachment I: Measures and Criteria

1B, Currjcuium Offered 1o Achieve Mission

Recommendation: Add sub-pan 3, percentage receiving full “approval™ in most recent Comnussion on
Higher Education program review. and score based on cniteria. Programs included are those reviewed in the
199396 academic vear and subsequent 10 that vear. This measure will be reviewed again naxt vear The

measure and critena are stated below:

Using the institution’s most recently approved mission statement, curricuta offered to achieve that

mission will be measured as the percentage of degree programs which:
1) are appropriate to the degree-level authorized for the institution by the Commission on Higher

Education and Act 359 of 1996. and
2} support the institution’s goals, purpose. and objectives as defined in the approved mission

statement,
3) have received full “approval™ in the most recent Commission on Higher Education review of that

program.

Criteria:

100% Exceeds

95-99% or ne more tkan one not approved Achieves

94% and below Does Nat Achieve

Discussion: This change adds a quaiiry factor 1o 2 measure that otherwise is a check-off of programs. The
use of criteria for scoring relieves the burden on institutions and the Commission of going through an
unnecessary process of proposing-approving benchmarks. After discussions at the Planning and
Assessment Committee meeting on February §7. 1999, the reference to “commendations” in program
reviews has been deleted and can be considered further at a later date.

2A. Academic and Other Credentizls of Professors and Instructors

Recommendation: Change Part 2 of this indicator so that it measures faculty who hold terminal degrees.
as recogmized by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). in their primary teaching area.
The revised measure is shown helow:

The quality of the faculty as represented by the academic and others credentials of professors and
instructors is to be measured as:

1) the percent of all headcount faculty who teach undergraduate courses and who meet the
criteria for faculty credentials of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS):
2) the percent all headcount and the percent of all full time faculty teaching undergraduate

courses who have terminal degrees as defined by SACS in their primary teaching area, or in
the case of the technical college system, those who exceed minimum technical competence
criteria.

Discussion: This revision corrects an unintended consequence of the phrasing of the current measure. The
current measure excludes terminal degrees such as MFA and MSW because they do not “exceed,” which is
particularly disadvantageous for those institutions with strong programs in areas such as the fine arts and
social work. Also, for this part of the measure, it is appropriate to look at both full-time facuity and
headcount faculry. The provision for the technical college system for exceeding mimmum technical
competence cneria, as defined by the SBTCE. is rerained.




2B. Performance Review Svstem for Faculty to include Student and Peer Evaluatioons

Recommendation: Change the measure for indicator 2B from one that is benchmarked by instrutions 1¢
one that is criterion-referenced, using the following criteria:

Criteria:
11/11 Exceeds
1011 Achieves
9 or fawer/11 Does Not Achieve

Discussion: This change relieves the need to go through the instinitional benchmarking and approval
process. When the measure was first being implemented i 1997. institutional benchmarking was
appropriate since institutions were at different points in their internal processes of approving performance
review policies. Since institutions have had time to develop and approve policies. and since the measure 15
the same for all institutions. it should not be necessary to have different benchmarks for different
institutions at this point.

2C Post Tenure Review for Tenured Faculty

Recommendation: Reduce from 12 to 9 the items in the best practices document, with the current items 1.
2. and 4 being stated as “Guiding Principies,” and use criterion referenced scoring.

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

Discussion: Since items numbered 1, 2. and 4 in the Best Practices documnent for this measure are nat
directly measurable and serve instead as general guidelines, these three items will be presented as “Guiding
Principles.” The remaining items in the Best Practices document, renumbered appropriately, would then
follow. With the three “Guiding Principles” removed from the hist of criteria, the number of criteria
changes from 12 to 9. This modification does not change the substance of the measure, but will clarify it as
the Comunission staff works with institutions to verify reported data. The change to cniterion for sconing is
n line with the recommended chanpes in 2B. Performance Review System for Faculty, and has the same
advantages in terms of reducing the need for instiutional benchmarking and approval.

2D. Compensation of Faculty

Recommendation: Change this measure from one overall average for faculry salanes 10 averages
displayed by the ranks of instructor, assisiant professor, associate professor, ang professor, with the sector
benchmark being the national peer average by rank. The measure would be stated:

Average faculty salary by rank (instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, professor)

Discusston: The current measure. because it is an overall average dollar expenditure, is subject to
flucruations depending on which faculty leave the institution from yeer to year and whether or not they are
replaced at lower ranks, and thus lower salanies. The use of average salaries by rank accommodates
struations such as replacing a retiring full professor with an assistant professor at a lower salary level. This
Change has no impact on the technical colleges, which do not bave a system of faculty rank.
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2F. Communitv and Public Service Activitjes of the Faculrv for which Mo Fxtra Compensation s

Paid

Recommendation: Combine this measure with the measure for Indicaror 2B, Performance Review System
for Faculty, to create a single measure and score for the combined indicators.

Discussion: This measure is incorporated in the Best Practices document for indicator 2B. Performance
Review System for Faculty to Include Student and Peer Evainations. The “Best Practices” document
stipulates‘that an instminion’s annual performance review include evaluanion of “service to the commumin.”
Thus. Indicator 2F can be addressed in combination with Indicator 2B. as part of the required best pracuces
that the institution compiies with, with the defiition of community service refined by the msntution and
measured by the institution as part of the annual review of faculry.

3A. Ciass Size and Student/Teacher Ratios

Recommendation: Revise the ranges for class size-and studenrt facuity ratios and add measures for large
class size, as indicated below, scored based on cniteria as “meets™ ot “does not meet™:

The extent to which the institution’s class size and student/teacher ratio meet Commission on Higher
Education approved ranges for the following three factors:

1A) the average class size for lower and upper division courses;

1B) the percentage of large classes;

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

Criteria:
Within ranges on all three parrs Exceeds
Within ranges on two of three parts Achieves
Within ranges on one of three parts Does Not Achieve

Ranges for Part 1A, Average Class Size

Sector Lower Division. Upper Division
Research Sector 25.35 20-30
Teaching University 20-30 15-25
Regional Campuses 15-25 -

Technical Colieges 15-25 N/A

*recommendation that upper division range for regional campuses be established. afier data
review, for sconing 1n 2000-2001.

Ranges for Part 1B. Large Classes
Undergraduate lecture sections of 50 or more” 0 —20%
Lower diviston lecture sections of 100 or more* 0-5%

*Lecture sections without a required lab or discussion section that is within the upper himut of the range for
class size for Part 1.

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

Sector Ratio to |

Research Secror 14-19 (N/A for medical education)
Teaching Universiry 14-19

Regional Campuses 14-19

Technical Colleges 14-19
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Discussion: These recommended changes improve a measure that has generated considerable debate and
bees time consuming in the process of proposing and approving benchmarks. The exisung ranges have
been quesnoned since they are average figures that clearly should not appiy to all chscap}u;es. Becau;e
different institutons have different mixes of disciplines, averape class sizes should be different fqr different
institutions. The current scoring system when applied 1o the ranges has resulted 1n significant swings in
score based on only a slight change in average class size. The recommended changes p_ro\'ide broader
ranges of performance that are more inclusive of instinitions and allow for more variation based on mux of
programs than the current, narrower ranges. By basing the sconng on criteria. rather than benchumarkung,
the dramaric scoring changes based on small changes 1o data have been reduced. By adding a part to the
measure related to iarge classes, the measure betrer addresses a major concern with class size.

3D. Accreditation of D ranting Programs

Recommendation: Rather than continuing to have this measure benchmarked. a criteria referenced scoring
scale would be used. For funding purposes only, a program would be understood as accredited if it is
currently accredited or if the instiution is on schedule for ap accreditation visit such that accreditation is
expected by April 2002, five years after the adoption of this measure by the Commission on Higher
Education. The phrasing of the measure remains the same. The sconing scale would be as follows:

160% Exceeds
90% - 99% (or all but one program) Meets
89% or beiow (or all but two programs) Does not meet

Discussion: This recommendation removes the burden of benchmarking and bases the scoring on the
performance level. The provision allowing an instirution three years to complete accreditation is coasistent
with past practices in performance funding and provides incentives for institunons 10 move expeditiously
toward accreditation of all programs while recognizing that it takes time to go through the accreditation
pracess. Allowing three years 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 as Compared to Academic Costs

Recommendation: Rather than rwo ratios this measure will be expressed as a single ratio:
The ratio of administrative costs to the amount of academic costs expressed as 5 percentage

(Note: The sector benchmarks will be adjusted to reflect the most recent available natiopal data.
Definitions currently applicable 10 this measure will appiy in the revised phrasing of the measure.
“Admunistrative costs™ is defined as institutional support; “academic costs” is defined as expenditures for
instruction, research. academuc support. and scholarships. Reswricted funds are included for the research
sector and excluded for other sectors. Fund ransfers are excluded for ail institutions. }

3D, Amount of General Overhead Costs

(Note: The sector benchmarks will be adjusted 1o reflect the most recent available national data.)

7A. GGraduation Rates

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

Part 2: Rate 1, excluding students enrolied in two or more developmental courses during the first
semester.
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Discussion: The current definidon inctudes all first time full time entering students regardless of whether
or not thev are enrolied in development:zl courses that are required before the regular program courses
begin. It is usually not possible for srudents taking developmentai courses 10 gmduaFe withun £wo vears at a
technical college. Development course offerings are part of the mission of the techmcal colleges,

IB. Emplovment Rate for Graduates

7E. Number of Graduates thatr Continue their Education

Recommendation: Revise these rwo measures by combining them so that two otherwise contradicton
measures can be reconciled:

1) Existence at the institution of a system for tracking graduates for emplovment and
education information with a minimum response rate determined by the Commission on
Higher Education. (For 1999-2000 and following, prerequisite to Part 2 and to s score of
“Achieves™ or “Exceeds”)

2) Percent of graduates with AA/AS degrees or baccalaoreate degrees who are either
emploved or enrolied at a more advanced educationsl level within & time frame
determined by the Commission on Higher Education. (For 2000-2001 and following)

3) Percent of graduates emploved within a time frame determined by the Commission on
Higher Education.

Discussion: The proposed change would make these measures less contradictory than is currently the case.
Iralso avoids some compiications if continued use of the Employment Security Commuission data becomes
problematic. Parts 1 and 3 of the measure would be applicable in the 1999-2000 performance vear. Part 2
would be applicable beginning in the 2000-2001 performance year. Pant 3 would only be applicable when
appropriate statewide survey information is available from the Employment Securiry Commission or other
sources. By basing the rate graduates continue their education on data cotlected by the instirutions throu gh
surveys. the problem of the limitations of existing CHE data is addressed. CHE data is iimited to pnmari ¥
to public South Carolina institutions, and for this reason the current measure reads “percentage of graduates
who coniinue their education at a pubiic in-state institution at a more advanced level.” The current measura
thus does not inctude srudents who continue their studies out of state. which affects some institutions more
than others and does not provide an accurate picture of the extent 1o which students continue their
education.

7C. Emplover Feedback on Graduates Who Were Empioved and not Emploved

Recommendation: The current measure. iike the measure on employment rarss. depends on Employment
Security Comumission survey data and requires regular contracts with ESC and special legisiative
appropniations. The recommendauon adds rwo parts to the measure that assures a source of data from the
wstiutions and addresses employers™ assessment of candidates for positions whom they did not hire:

1) The existence at the institution of a process for surveying employers who interview or hire
prospective empioyees who are graduating or have graduated from the institution (applicable in
1999-2000, prerequisite 10 the second part and to a score of “Achieves” or “Exceeds”™);

2) Employers’ level of satisfaction with graduates who are interviewed for jobs as reported on a
standardized survey instrument in a common format as approved by the Commission on Higher
Educatien or, in the case of the technical colleges, as approved by the SBTCE (applicable in
2000-2001);

3) The ievel of employers® satisfaction with employees as determined by a survey of emplovers.

Discussion: The recommended change provides a measure that addresses more fully what the legislation
requires, which includes feedback on those who are ot hired as well as those who are, Most instintions
survey employers in some fashion. The revision of this measure provides for these institutional efforts to
be coordinated with some common questions and procedures across institutions within a sector. The
second part of the measure could be criteria referenced once the specific survey instruments have been
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developed and baseline data has been collected. Derails of Part lwoyld be worked out with 1nstitutions m
the spring of 1999 and this pant of the measure would be applicable in the 1999-2000 perfo;m:mce year
Details of Part 2 would be worked out in 1999-2000. and the measure would be apphcable in 2000-2001.
Part 3 is applicable only when statewide survey information is availabie from the Emplovment Secunty

Commission or other sources.

8C. Accessibility to the Institution of all Citizens of the State

Recommendation: One part of the current measure uses a comparison of other race retenton to non-other
race rerention. expressed as a percentage of percentages. One recommended revision removes thus element
from the measure, although the data would be displayed, so that a decline in non-otiter race retention would
not result in what would appear to be an increase in performance for the instinition. Another recommended
chanee is to base the measure on citizens of the state, as the phrasing of the indicator in Act 359 indicates.
Two other changes include as part of the measure other race enroliment of students in graduate programs
and the number of degrees awarded. Finally. it is recommended that the definition of “other-race™ for
federal reporting requirements be used. The revised measure, with these elements, wouid have four pans:

1) The percent of undergraduate headcount students who are citizens of South Carolina who are
other race according to federal reporting definitions and are enrolied ar an institution

2) The annuasl retention rate of other-race undergraduate students as defined ip Part 1 of this
measure

3} The percent of headcount graduate students enrolled at an institution who are other race

accarding vo federsal reporting definitions
4) The percent of headcount teaching faculty who are other-race .

Discussion: The recommended revisions remove one problem in the existing measure and add new parts to
address areas of concern in terms of access: graduate enrollments and faculty. The suggested revision also
focuses the measure on in-state residents 1n keeping with the phrasing in the legislation. which specifically
refers to “citizens of the stare,” and revises the definition of other-race to include minorities other than
Afncan- Amernican to be consistent with federal reporting requirements. All percentages are based on
headcount.

94A. Financigl Support for Reform in Teacher Education

Recommendatien: The measure would stay the same. except that the three-year rolling average would not
be weighted. Also, the instiunons’ cash matching contribution would be deleted from the measure, Rather
than having this indicator benchmarked annually. it would be more effective and less time consuming to
use a critena referenced scale, as recommended below. The resulting measure would read as follows:

The amount of grants and awards expended to support teacher prejnran'on or training, including
applied research, professional development. and training grants, as compared to the average from
the prior three years.

Criteria:
120% or more Exceeds
80% - 119% Achieves
79% or less Does not achieve

Discussion: The recommended changes simplify the measure. Eliminating the weighted average reduces
the tendency for receiving a large grant in one year to accelerate expectations beyond reasonable levels for
the following year. The criteria referenced scale eliminates the process of institutions’ proposing
benchumarks and the Commission's approving them. Broad ranges are provided for the criteria because the
doliar amount may fluctuate dramatically from year 10 year.




2/23/99, Recommendations Attachmeut I p. 7

9B, Amount of Public and Private Sector Grants

Recommendation: The use of a weighred average for three years would be replaced by 2 simpie three vear
rolling average and a criterion-referenced scoring scale will be used. as indicated below:

The current vear's grants (i.e., the total dollars received from public and privare sector grants
expended in State fiscal vear for research, including federa! and state grants. private gifts and grants.
and local support, and excluding monies for financiaj aid, student scholarships and loans) divided by
the aversge of grant funding from the prior three years. This indicator would apply only 1o those
institutions with $1 million or more io annual research expenditures.

Criteria:
105% or more Exceeds
95% - 104% Meets
94% or less 3 Does not meet

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

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

90% — 100% Exceeds
80% - B9% Achieves
79% and below Does Not Achieve




Pianning & Assessment Material for the March 4, 1998, Commission Meeting
Addendurn to Agenda ltem 3.05 A.

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

1.) page 5. Recommendation |V, Incentives: (line 4) “Performance Improvement
Pool” should read “Performance Incentive Pool”

2.) page 6. Recommendation IV, Performance incentive Pool: (item 3} “Does
Not Meet” and “Substantially Does Not Meet” should read "Does Not Achieve”

and “Substantially Does Not Achieve.”

3.) Attachment |, page 4, Indicator 3D: “Meets” in the criterion-referenced scale
should read “Achieves” g

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




) afleg

(66-52:2) "LNIHd P3UINEPUN GIZIDNITVLI 0108 NI Q310N JUY 0¥ SIAONYHD 66/LLT a3iva 378Y) OL SNOISIATH

Mejaal
‘waibord
FHD WY 5o
OjIEpUBIIH0D,,
‘Dufsn MajAel §
ssead £50108
ANSTRU 42
s0 Aouenbas| pue gz o) oinseow
Joy pelenjeaa ai| sawoaaq Anor 4 o)
RO | %004 %001 | %4001 g3 ) 2| 1032-6661 £ 8q o) | pue abueya Buuoog|  weishs mamey acukunDpad| @A-Z
‘Aynsey Junoapeey
PUR aiLy)
3HD O uodal mou -§n} puE soeslep
SUGYNDISL LOIELLOJU) Fuoiedgipawi;  jeupuce) epnidul lsiuswambey sovs Bupaaoxg
ut afiueya onnbay Jerung a) voieq sa5n0g srenpesBiapun
eucy | auoN auopy | suon | pinom pue uaisiro, eleq d 2] JG] MBjASYH Juuny esrey|  Bumpora) Anoe4 o wededl Zy-Z
i simawannbay §Oys
%O0L | %004 | %001 | %000 g g Buoy| Guneay Aundey i jo wased| 1y-z

SJOIONIISU] PUR EI0SS)014 JO S[eUepaI] 18]

ainseepy

DIENG

‘fay

Yoo yaea] | yasey

fuenno paujjep
RE'SHHYWHINIA HO123S

auaps|

SBA sBp sar SAA NIA (Y178 M3)AD L auon By} |0 S|BOD) JO Waweny| 3J-i
¥ sjuatuainbay
JUALLN00]
fiuiwueyg JUBWIBIE)G LO|SSIY eyl Loddng
S3A S8 $BA S3A N/A NZA MBI auaN| o ueld oiaieng € jo vondopy| Q-1
sjuawairay
ULBIEIG Hiawajels
LETY sa A sa\ saA NfA A UOISSIPY MBIADEY auaN uoIsSsY B o Baouddy| -y
Ewioilioky
‘pausnbay podas pPus syej
uainIsul [eucippe 40y wqeaydde you)
au 'aiepaiey) IHD mopaal weord
AqQ paioaoo IH]D o) pe1eted uaIssIy
%001 | %00t %00l | %001 sI |edans 10} ejeq HD q urdgns ppy argly3y 0) PRSI0 BINOUND] gL
INSEap UOISSIPY JEUQIINIISUY) BABILDY
MaIASY @ Spun4 jo ainpuadsy

abfuryy pesodoay
unm waweinbey
Buppodeymeg
ul sabueyn

o NG
pesodosg | luenn) | seel SIURILIOLAS Azuenbaiy paisabbng pasefiing e{)]1 012Uy
Bupuufiag uDIE|ABH vo|EjAeY

eunng adA |

udieueidxa 10} | 'deag,..
‘8|npayag palsafifing jo Arewwng

(uD) "19y-vepsiugy
(@) peurouag
‘(N/A} ONSap
-adA) awnseapy buyey

00-6661 Jea) exurwi0)iay
10j Uals|Aay i0) pateneAl ag ol

G652/

SHOLVIIGNI 0L SNOISIAZYH O3aNINWO0I3YH 40 AHVYWIAINS 2 INTWH"

!

1equuny
Jmepy

VLLY




\66/S21T) INIYd pauipe

Q3ZIDIYLI 0108 NI QILON FHY 3aYW SIDNYHI ‘6671172 o3iva IeviLIOL

Js

o LR H ..U_ ASIAIY

75 7] [ sweibo g Gunuein

W00 | %001 O | a0 | nedbgeep jeuaippe oy HO | #8ueyy Bupoag -gaifieq jo uogeypanay| g
I - e = = - eme— e . ST T T dee e “wgo—n_.—.-u
Al -jng JAYIC) OF pasedwnyy

%iOF | %WiOp | %962 [ w6 ) o g 1] : AuoN|  se Aynoey ewn-ing jooer|  9-g
[ELETL Aynae g Bunpoea|
XBW iy oddn Bwi-ny Ag lybne | sinop

auop | wuoy ouay | auoy A B 0} maiaay auop 1pai1) jo jaquiny sbeary| g-¢
Hiewyauag | (jevoonnsugl &naey Buyaea |

Bl 9l [ 8501 | 94bt fO1e) | 00 H) 8 d02eS sasiay 314 ad sjuepmig 34| zv-c
jiewyouag SA5SE[D aInjza Lo

N WiN nz8l | (252 42 | @ - 10p8g sasuel| Jeddn - ezig ssey)) abieieay| quy-g
ETCIRCT: | SOSSE|D 8IMIA] LDSING

129} Ie-8i BZ-G2 EE-0OF - HO ] 233G sasiaay omo - B21g ssep) abweay | wyy-¢

sasse)y obie),

uD OJuy jRUGIPPE poda ) SONEY Jayoea] uapnig
O} BAEY |IIM SUCAIISUY YE Lisdgns ppy pue p2ig ssRD

PiEd

NS aonsaaanl::
n..m ytr._vrwhm.m.taﬁ _

6B 'SHHYNHINAG HOLIIS

‘(a) yewyduag
"(N/A) ONSop
-adA) einseep Bujjey

20} UDISIABY 0] PAjBNEAT 3G O]

5852/C

sjvowannbas Bupodal] gz aas 82 10 siwewannbal] si voesuadon [euoIppy ap
uofrysul luang sesnpai| ‘aqesndde U papRPUY|  4INIAL i) AYRoe jO Samay
saA S8 SAA sa\ afiueyo pasodosy wou NFA - Sliuswanseaw| aaaag aand pue Apunuwwon| 42
éived s50u08
BINEEBLLL suoynsu
ssasaud Aoains jo favenbay|  ye 10 ezpiEpuEs
0|e5 | oeag ajexg | uauna afiueys o) arey 10} peranieas pue ssoaosoud SIOSIADY DNLBPEIY Lim
HO HO RIS HD| uo Aow suognmsul ewog! Yo B (€ JA Hod) §6-9651 Z g ai famns mowmen|  peysies swapnis jo wwaaey| z3-z
- " S804 50100
ansesu
Jo Azusnboy
BjEIg | oeag }exg 10§ pajenieAs peysyes jo Bupey
"D HO [aeIgyI| HO HO HD {€ iA pod) 666661 [4 qoy auop| e Buinadsay Anoeg jo luddiad| 13-2
"WO0ISER)D 4Y) epjEInQ §luepnig o} Aiihdey jo KijjqEuay F X
papaau aq Aew Buipoda NuRS
SIMIHD usun2 Aqg Limes ebiaaw
ul afiveyo axpjasay) o) ANSEILL
16'¢FS | 906'SPS | 660°15% |ks2 Eos PUE UQISIABY BjE() a g - ur eSusyy Annae4 jo uayesvadwon| gz
$IGeA 550i30
aInEeeLL
jo Asuembay abueys Buuaas
pennbai {€ 14 @ouRWiO)19g) 10} pateniere 7 uanya o Anoey pasnuay
WiIN_ | %001 | %001 | %001 |vedoyeiepjevonppe oyl o a8 568661 £ Y 0. |UoNIBHGT [EIILYID) Jo masey ainue) isod| D2
sysal | ‘Bey | yaway [ yosey ebuwyy pesodoly [ pesodosy ey | Seef eUBWIIOLE Asuanbesy peisaBbng pasefibng 8{111 ID)RI N equiny
AL luawsunbay Guuuibeg I HTETT UO[E)ABY owapuy;
Guprodaymeq amng adAj
u} sefueyn
uvojjeuaidxe 10f | ‘d esg,,
‘8|npayag paikebiing jo dsewwng
Apuanind paliijap (HJ) "ley-voLaILS 00-6661 4834 AIURUIIOLIa




ST EEe R SASISH VA T TDE NEUALON 3UY 30v SIONVYHD '66/112 03LYQ 318VL OL SNOISIATH

paisnipe
RUR pamataes eq o)
YIRWYIURG 101385

‘anseaw a{us S1507) OuuBpE Iy
paunbo; € WHO| 0] SUIQUIaD 0l paJedunr) sB SIsog

11doieiep [euDIpRE O e ZV5 PUE |yg

sieed $60108
anseaw
jo Azuenboy
0y pejenjess
aq o) .mmeuc.n_r
UONELISUCLISD ANSNpUL B1RAL W)IM
L1 TN 88 4 SBA sB - WA N/A O000Z-8661 mamay SUON| uojleIogE o] pUE Lageiadaan| g
“§IweX $35019% “Apunlinuog) ssatisng
wunseow BYL YIM puUe SUONISY)
40 Asuenbey RUYIQ Yum pue uonapsLy) ay;
40} poenjEAS LIl Spedx 3 Je1EY 83INGS
#q of ssoco0.d pue 'saiddng “uswdyilg
uoNENSUOWAR ‘sweibo.d 'ABojouysa |
s sa say sa - NIA ﬁtwn;l.ﬂmmm_ £ MoiAaL SuaN

51Y) JO uCISnEW Awiouipy aie oym
' panuuaY SEIENDEI LW EINP] JayIea |
WiN YN auoy | euoyn - 4 d MINBY auoy| o afiejuae ;spaep 1eDquD] Q3£
uedgns
SI43 O BOISHIDLY seauy
panuhuos afieyoyg (eany u selenpei
YN YN VN v/N - 1] 4 MAIADY SucN| o eBelada 4 [spaay leonun)| ep3-g

eary Ayepods 3N Bissey
. siuapn|g jo ebejuaiay
suop | sucy auap auap - 1] d - BUON SAUBLLIOLA JuepnIST gZ3-E
abpajmouy|

(eLOISSaj0L4 - 3| N Buisseq
$iuapnig jo abiejueasey

ouoy | auon auoy | auoy - g | - duoN BUBLL0jIa uaphg| wza¢
UONENDE Y

QUDON | suoN | euUON | euop . N/A N7A - BUOH JLVON - Aunenp weibesg| y3-g

Wigjay puw uojeanp 1eyaeay Aleng uo siseydwl (BuonnEL| E R
symm) | ‘Bey yuel | yasey sbusyy pesodery | pasodoly WeURY) | iBa4 esuBUIOiIeg Asuanbaig paisabbng posebbng all)L JoNRDjpuf laqiuny
i wetaesnbay buywuibeg ugsiAay [ITETY 1Y) Jo)eapiy

Buypodeymeisg aimng add
) safiueyy

uojjeueydxe 101 ) ‘d 3ag,,,
‘eInpeyss pasabbng jo Awwwing

Ajlvelns paugep (H2) Jey-uope 1 G0-5661 1834, 8DUBLLIO ag T
SR 'SHHYWHINIA HO1D3S {4l merwyauag 404 UDIS{ABY 0] pIAlenBn] ag Of
‘(M/A) ON/SBY

:adA) ainseapy Buney _

68522 SHOLVIIGNI O1 SNOISIAIH JIaNIWWOIIH 40 AHVWIWNS 2 INIFWHNYLLY

4




con e T e T = RAAAE AT TR ud I N WM UL I IRTYALUL T

\um_: 348

(sayfiy 10 p°g 10 ygD BaRy
10 SSBR J0IUBS §a %,(E do) u

L

Ajlwelind peujjep
6B 'SHHYHHINIG HOLDTS

uopkueidra 1oj | d seg,,,

-anpayag pajsabiing jo Awwwing

{40] 'Jag-vopay

@) wewyoueg
"(N/A} ONEBA,

:adA| sunseapy Gupey

DO-6661 1004 @OUPULLIO 18
J0J LOSIABY 10) POJEN|EAT o8 Of

G85ET

SHOLVOIION! OL SNOISIAIH A3ANIWNODIH 40 AHY

SLGNHISUI YUBS DYM USLLIYSI) WISy %)
S50108 Apog) juapnig 8y 1o salARaY
Aouapsisuoo pue ‘safieieay g epesq
Wil DUON JUON BULN 2] 2| - manay auay| Buipueig sseyy poyog yb| g9
T I e — T - - ai005 1abie |y
10 | yg poaoxdde uoisspuwony
PODIXS 10 AL OYM | Y
AINSEIWL 0 | ¢S Bl 9YE] Ol UBILILSD I
MIIASY Buisajua sum-j5uy o JUatia4
pejsnjps
pannbal EYIUIGOUGT | puR pomaiass Bq 0} wapms 31 4
698 69§ Zhi'e 192 | nodoseiep jeuonppe oN H 4 MYARY | HIBUHDILEG J3p0eS|  ied SISD) pespanq jesevan| -
£)004 $50138
eINSE8L jO
Asusnbeuy s0y
paenwae oq
of "suDjnipsy)
S$0)IE sweiboiy
Aaualsisuog MUBPRIY PUER BANEIISILLIpY
10} S|UIWAA U aI1seM pue jo uoHedng
SOA QA LY S3A NiA N/A 100Z-000E £ MBIBH SUoN paiisniun 10 LOJRUWNI]  D-§
siead $50108
MUNSEIY JO
Aousnbauyy sy
pajenieAe og
of “suonnusul
550408
Aouajsisuna
. 0] SjusLua(a saoely
%00) | %001 %00l | %001 - ] d (€ JA Hod} 86-8661 Z malady SUDN wewaBeuey jsag o esn| @5
se nppusdxe
ejqeddde ONB1 BUO W0} 5%3 (el jo effejuadied
%059 | %059 | %0'S9 | %008 - 1ou g - 0] gYG HIlM S1uIquwod B SB 31500 uuapedy| ZTy-5
seunupuadxe
0% v jo ebejuasied|
ageodde OB BUO W0} e se {joddns jeuapnisw)
Gab Pl | Y%b bl | %EEL | WOL - 10U g 01 | YS YIIM BLIGUICD S1500 oAESIUKLPY| 1y-¢
syae) | ‘Aey yausl | yssey efiueys pesodaiy posodalg | waung | isey souswiopadf Aavenbaly paisefiing pejsabbng Qi1 JolEDjpuy 1equny
Yum weignhay Bupuueg UD|E|ARH uosIAaYy 10193(pU|
Busuodeymng aunng edAp
ui sabueyy

WWNS ¢ INIWHIOVLLY




5 eldd {66/SZ/Z) "I NIHd PR LISpUN G3ZIDNVLEAT0G NI 310N JHY JaYi SIDNVHD ‘66/11/Z 0F1va F18YL 04 SNOISIASH
SJaylD pue SOIENPEIL 1q}
quopy | augN auoy | auop g H - auoy tswe.falg uoleonps Bununuo|  g-g
) ZEN L TERN SR R -] — - - LIS L) A Wi -
w001 %001 q g BUOH | PUE O] 53paJ7) Jo AlkqeIejsue) |
— T o g R 4 ..«.4,. I SR .4._33‘.4;.. T
j9A3| INO - -
-XEW ey Jaddn SBjenpein
YN | Wi %0l | %011 _ g - 10} MawaH __BUOH 19 pauseq sinay ppesg| 4o
uBfImnEu;
BIITS By uolenpels o reey
1% Buniajigos 8A0GE|  BUD Uiip SUOHNNSU) ONgng
apgeadde ojanpel g qum paleposuos| 9 e uokeanp3 siey) anuguon
euch | euay | auon | auop 1ou <] BY/VY ANAGH $1 BINSEDW Oym sajBnpesy o saquiny|  3-2
£1508) udjjeruaa
PUE SUOYBUWIENS palejai
-Juswifioichua 10 *atenpef
'leuysse)oud *aeniesBiopun
BsuoN | auopy suor | euopn 8 qa - auoN| -IS04 ua salenpeis) jo 5003t g-g
} ned up ‘1664 § 50108
abuey) posodoldf uepuadap SINEVOLL
yitan Jawannhay | pue yo Jo Asvenbeyy ‘suedqns
burodayeieq) .f ¥ g wed 10} pajerygaa £ apnjay selenpeIn
594 se) Sa SBA w sebueynt Nya 11 wed NiA D0Z-8881 [4 #q 04 | 0) ainERaly eFjARY uo yyeqpae elodwa]l ot
1 ued o ‘TG SE0IIR FRRdgrE
ebiueyn pescdory] judpuadap aunsweis| £ eany o pasodoid
Yum wewsinbey| pue yo Jo A2uenbas; INSEGW '3
bupsodayereg| ;g 9 2 ved 10) paienj@ae| pue g7 alepyasuod sajenpe.ry)
SaA SB A s SaA w sebueys| yyA 1 wed N/A DOUZ-9681 z aqot| o) =inseaw aswuey o mey weukodwiy| g
SIUGPME
miuswdolessp
BuipreBas Ajuo sellajjos
soba)00 je2ui{e) enuyse; ayy
Jaj fuswieynbay 10) AunEvL By} O)
auan Buop | euoy Dusiodas pvoippy Lisdgns jeuol)ppy BjeY uajlenpeisy
sjuapnig
YN YN %08 | %L g 2 3uon|  eIB1S-ui Buosug uo Ao  g-g
Apog lUapn|S jo SIUAWeABIDY
S sa) saN sax NIA N/A auoN | awspeny-uoN Arepuolag-sod|  o-9
sysal | ‘Boy | yowey | yarzay oBuuyy pesodaiy pesodolg | weuny | seay esuswiopeg Asuvanbeuy peisabbng pewabfing SNL o1edjpu) Mquny
ynm wewmennbayy Suyuuibogr ug[siaay UOIE|ARY 10182pU|
Bujpodeyeirg exmng edd )

Alluaind paujap

59 'SHHYAHINDIG HO103S

u| seflueyn

uojleuEidxa so) | ‘d eag,,,
‘8|npeysg pajsebifing jo Lewwng

(43) ‘tey-uopieyig
Q) wswyouag
‘(N/A) ONisay
‘edA | amnseey Guney

DO-5561 /ey PIauRLioay
1a] UOIS{AY 10) PABAiEAT B O}

86/52°2

SHO1VOIANI OL SNOISIAIH QIANINNOITYH 40 AUYHWNS

‘2 INJWH Y LLY
}




65T

H W “._ : 166/5E/L) "LNIH d PaUNE g3213N¥ L1 GTOH NI 03LOM FHY JAYN SADNYHD 66/ LT d3lvg3lavi ol \rw;wm
- T ~pBUwgI Bujioa8
pasnbai puw uouiep iU JopIRg
WIN i | %S0t | %S0l | uodoseiep euonppe oyl Yo 8 Ol oisiaay ] ajeand pue Mgng o uncwy| @
. . ebuieyo D035
Juaaynbay PUR LUDUIBD UojiBIND] JBydea )
Wi N | %501 | %501 Buodas vy aBuey) - 0l poISIROU Ui WiojoY so) boddng [eueayl  v-g
| Yy e
1Imoe) 8ae)
ayy A)naey w_s_m_Io aqeondde 13410 9, "aMSEaWL
euoN | ouopy ounpy | suoy o] uaisiaas ennbes Aey <] ou - O} pSppe £O8
SUONNISU sjuapn)s
10} Jususaynbel Buysodar aenpes soe)
[EUDNIPPE DU &q PINCYS ayqeaydde BYIo % 'sINSEaW
BLON | auoy ouol | euoty | ‘IHD AQ painana elRQ a ou O peppe £og|
[£.4]: )}
128 U} &8 SUBIN|
O NS
0 Aiygeoydds
SUOINIYSL) tosinal pun
J10) wewanba: Buipodal ‘LO8 Yha 58 8384
JEUCHIDPE QU 8G PINCYS J8U}0 J0j UoiiUyep Siuepmsg
quoN | euol | euon | euon | ‘IHD Agpaldaeyoo eeg 8 ) "O)®I Of uoysiABY!  87BY JBYKQ |0 ojleY uanwelay| QL@
{10B) ssnoBajes
[B1apa) a0k,
-19ylo (e BpN)2W D)
LOINUYBD BB - L0
suansY) abueys o pue 55 jo
10} wawanbai Buiodas SUBTINT O] BINSEILU
[ELONPPE U B PINOYS )Y O] LONIUYap PejiOT SIepN]S
euaN | auon suoN | euoN | 'JHD Aq pelajia pjeqg 8 a8 10 UDISINGY aoey ey 1o ebejaniay| win-g
Ivde - 108l
sSuRdgns na)
Buynsas 'spedgns '
SLONOYISLA Mau jo uojippe
104 Jusiwenbar Buadai PUE SpBOGNS JU3UN
{EUDIpPE QU 3G PINOYS o] saflueya apniau BIBIS BYI |0 SUSINI) Ny
IH?) Aq Paj3aIco ElEQ - Of HISIAGY #insE3N ) jo vonmpsu) ey o) Agisseoayl g
syomy | ‘Bey | yowel | yasey oBupy) pasodoid | pesodoig [ wenns | sweyq eouswriopey Azusnbai peisalibng peisefiing efi] Jolwapuy mqunyg
YA awenbey Bujuuibeg uoraY uDiE|aeY 101R)py
Gupsodeyyjeieg aiming edA |
1t seBuwyy
uoneumdxe 1) | ‘dees,,,
"enpayos peisabBng jo Lswwing
Apuauna peujjep (40} Tag-uapapg 00-6661 1834 soURNLIO A
8 ‘SHHYWHINIE HOLDAS ‘l8) yruyavsg 40j ugIsiAQY 10} p3IENIEAZ B O
{N/A) ONrSeA
:edA| einseep Buney

SHOLVIIONI OL SNOISIA3H n_m_n_zm_z_zo.umm n_O Zuds_—z:m ‘€ ._.zw—zzod._:_.ﬂ



