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Institutional Effectiveness Reporting

Pursuant to Section 59-101-350 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended, the CHE reports
specific higher education data to the Governor and the General Assembly prior to January 15% of each
year. In the past, these reports have appeared in one section of this publication. As stated eariier,
however, this information will now be included throughout the publication and integrated with performance
funding measures when applicable. The reports and information regarding institutional effectiveness that
are required by legislation are:

Four-Year Institutions

The number and percentage of accredited programs and the number and percentage gf’p,togrgl,/mB
eligible for accreditation; P
The number and percentage of undergraduate and graduate students whﬂgrpomﬁ]ete'd their degree
program; T -
The percent of lower division instructional courses taught by full-timé faculty, part-time faculty, and.
graduate assistants; -~ - \
The percent and number of students enrolled in remedial courses and the number of students exitin
remedial courses and successfully compieting entry-leve! curriculum courses;

The percent of graduate and upper-division undergraduate students participating in sponsored
research programs, Lo o

Placement data on. graduates; _ -

The percent ché“r}ge'fﬁ'ﬁé enroliment rate of students from minority groups and the change in the total
number of minority students enrolled over the past five years;

The percent of graduate students who received undergraduate degrees at the institution, within the
State, within the United States, and from other nations;

The number of full-time students who have transferred from a two-year, post-secondary institution and
the number of full-time atiident§ who have transterred to two-year, post-secondary institutions;
Student scores on profe?sionai exarninations with detailed information on state and national means,
passing scores, and pass rates, as available, and with information on such scores over time, and the
number of students taking each exam;

Appropriate information relating to each institution's role and mission; -

Any information required by the commission in order for it to measure and determine the institution's
standard of achigvement in regard to the performance indicators for quality academic success
enumerated in Section 58-103-30.

-

Yt

Two-Year Institutions

The number and percentage of accredited programs and the number and percentage of programs
giigible for accreditation;

The number and percentage of undergraduate students who completed their degree program,

The percent of courses taught by full-time faculty members, part-time faculty, and graduate assistants;
Placement rate on graduates;



introduction

The following publication provides a closer look at data reported annually by South Carolina’s public
institutions of higher education as part of institutional effectiveness reporting and as part of the process of
“performance funding.” In past years, this document was entitled “Minding Our P's and Q's: Indications of
Productivity and Quality in South Carolina Public Colleges and Universities.” For January 2000, the South
Carolina Commission on Higher Education {CHE) has substantialty revised this publication in efforts to
provide a source guide integrating data reported by the state’s public colleges and universities in fufiliment
of legislative requirements.

This year the CHE has integrated institutional effectiveness data reporting with performance data measured
each year pursuant to Section 59-103-30 and Section 59-103-45 to determine institut] nding ievels.
Detailed information related to the performance funding process in South Carol S avdilabie on the
CHE’s web-site (www.che400.state.sc.us). / o \

WHAT YOU WILL FIND IN THIS REPORT \’ -

Eleven sections highlight various aspects of higher educatlon Notanons in the Tableof Contents
clearly identify components of this publication that are part of reparting requirements of Section 59-101-350
or what has become commonly referred to as “Act 255" data. Whete 'gppropriate, comments in the text
explain how these required ¢ data elements are ut;lszed as part of annu@er&ormance funding

measurements. < . - N
\\ - oo - \>

Sectiong -X reﬂect 1h‘en|ne “erifical success. factors identified by the General Assembly for South
Carolind's p[}bllc colieges and-uriversities (Section 59‘ 103-30). Data from both institutional effectiveness
and peﬁormance funding: reporhng\are comb‘he in these sections. Often the data is presented by sector,
as identified.in"the Ieglslation, Although the CHE maintains historical data on institutions, only one or two
years of information (threg ygars for SectionV1l-Professional Examinations) is presented here for
comparison. Tl oyr'sectors: Research Universities, Four-Year Colleges and Universities, Two-
Year Institutions@r}ach{;i the University of South Carolina, and State Technical and Comprehensive
Education System.

Section 10, “Campus-Based Assessment,” includes a summary of other institutional effectiveness
reporting and the web addresses where detailed institutional reports may be located. -

Sectlon Il contains each institution's performance ratings as approved by the CHE on May 6, 1998. These
ratings affect state appropriations for the 1999-00 fiscal vear.

The following two pages contain detaited information regarding the institutional effectiveness reporting
requirements and the performance funding system.

The CHE reviewed this document at its meeting on December 2, 1999,
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Performance Funding In South Carolina for Higher Education

Act 359 of 1996, commonly referred to as “Performance Funding,” dramatically changed the
responsibilities of the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education (CHE) as reialed to
determining how South Carolina’s public institutions of higher education are funded. The
legisiation required that the CHE allocate state appropriations to South Carolina’s public institutions
of higher education based on their performance int nine areas or “gritical success factors.” The
General Assembly identified several performance indicators that could be used, if applicable to a
particular type of institution, in assessing insfitutions’ successes in achieving performance in each
of the areas. In all, 37 performance indicators spread across the nine critical success factors are
specified. The CHE was assigned the responsibiiity of developing and implegagnting a system for
basing funding on institutional performance and for defining how each of jpé specified indicators
would be measured. The General Assembiy provided for a 3-year, pnase-q period for
implementing & system to provide 100% of available state funding 9 dRal performance.

In compliance with its legislative mandate, the CHE, in coopgrale with South OsoNQa’s public
higher education institutions and other stakeholders in the£tat€'s higher educationsySem, has
developed a system for determining institutions' funding bGed on per» rmance across the 9 eritical
success factors using the 37 performance indicators as\apMicgie /or the current fiscal year,
1999-2000 the CHE has determined institutions’ appropridtipns¢dased fully on their perfermance.
During the preceding fiscal years, the CHE b nly a portibg ORstitutions’ appropriations on
institutional perfermance on select indicators,— 7 indicapPyvere used in determining a
portion of institutions’ funds for FY 1997-98 anc\i‘ 22 of o uMd for FY 1898-98.

L ~ \ . .
The sysiem for determmmwﬂf svwo majoy cfmponents: 1) a determination of financial
needs for the institution an proceps}for ratind\h institution based on performance across the
~ /___.‘
7/
N

f
ndicators. N /_%
The firs nj: t‘ﬂe\ 'erminatiom™! need, identifies the total amount of
mongy’t QT ceive based on nationally and regionally
coripafable costs fox ingl

similar mission, size and complexity of
The second opeht, the performarce rating, is determined by assessing
whether or not the’institution meels or exceeds standards for each indicator.
Standards are set either for the individual institution or for institutions within the
same sector and are approved annually by the CHE. Each year, the institution is
rated on its success in meeting the standards on each of the indicators. These
ratings are totaled and expressed as an average score for the institution. The
institution with the higher score receives a proportionally greater share of available
state funding.

=
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The percent change in the enroliment rate of students from minority groups, the number of minority
students enrolled and the change in the total number of minority students enrolled over the past five
years;

The number of students who have transferred into a four-year, post-secondary institution and the
number of students who have transferred from four-year, post-secondary institutions;

Appropriate information relating to the institution's role and mission;

Any information required by the commission in order for it to measure and determine the institution's
standard of achievement in regard to the performance indicators for quality academic success
enumerated in Section 59-103-30.




Strategic Plan for Higher Education

{pending revisions and approval)




Introduction

Currently, the CHE is in its fourth year of implementation and is continually working to refine
and improve the performance measurement of South Caralina’s public higher education
institutions. As might be expected, in the three years since the passage of Act 359 of 1996,
the CHE has made revisions and refinements to the overall system as well as to various
measures as strengths and weaknesses have been identified.

In SECTION Xl of this report, the reader will find for each institution the ratings used in determining
the 1999-00 state appropriations and informaticn related to scoring institutional performance. As
noted, the determination of the 1989-00 appropriations was the first year for which all funds were
based on performance across all indicators. The system employed to do so differed from that used
in the first two years of implementation

The GHE publishes a Performance Funding Warkbook that outlines, indetaf, all of the
performance indicators, how they have been defined and to whom Jafey2 The workbook
is provided as a guide to be used by institutions in the benchmagsking R Xpcess and
should alsc be useful to others interested in the performanc '

ched f8.5C. us




Section 1 - Mission Focus

The relevant performance funding indicators for this critical success factor are 1A-Expenditure of Funds to
Achieve Institutional Mission; 1B-Curricula Offered to Achieve Mission; 1C-Approval of Mission Statement;
1D-Adoption of a Strategic Plan to Support the Mission Statement; and 1E-Attainment of Goals of the
Strategic Plan. The first critical success factor listed in Act 359 of 1996 is “Mission Focus.”

The charts displaying expenditures of funds for each sector demonstrate the comparatively greater
emphasis on research and pubiic service in the research university sector and the comparatively greater

emphasis on instruction in the teaching, regional campuses and technical college sectors.

The General Assembly in Act 359 has determined the following missions for each sectar:
Research institutions
o college-level baccalaureate education, master's, professional, and doctor
to continued education or employment;
« research through the use of govemnment, corporate, nonprofit-organ
hoth;
» public service ta the State and the local community;

, of state resources, or

Four-year colleges and universities
« college-leve! baccalaureate education and selected masters de

continued education, or both, except for docteral degrees n
» limited and specialized research;
» public service to the State and the local com it

."'

hich Ieéd to employment or
eing offered;

!\ \
Two-year institutions - branches of the Unive’si

o colege-level pre-baccalauregte Bdutation necesgs
education at a four-year grfesearchixnstitution;

¢ public service to the S\,ta’te_,aﬁd thegla; munity
NN
State tech omprehensive educakignsystem

nical a
o i postﬁah ical, and occupational dipioma and associate degree pregrams leading
directly se’epbloyment bemajnt
t

of employment and associate degree programs which enable
studerfig té&gain access to i

ondary education; -
. up-to-daté-a\rl appropriate

pational and technical training for adults;

ovide training for prospective empioyees for prospective and existing

e economic development of South Caraling;

s public service to th and the local community; ,

»  continue fo remain techinical, vocational, or occupational colleges with a mission &s stated above and
primarily focused on technical education and the economic development of the State.

Each institution’s mission statement, as approved by the Commission on Higher Education (CHE} can be
accessed through the web pages listed below or through the CHE's web site
(hitp://www.che400 state.sc.us).

sophy degrees which lead

% confer associates’ degrees which lead to continued
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Section | - Mission Focus

Midlands Tech
Qrangeburg-Calhoun Tech
Piedmont Tech
Spartanburg Tech

Technical College of the Low Country
Tri-County Tech
Trident Tech

Witliamsburg Tech
York Tech

Note: Each address is prefaced with hitp://.

www.mid tec.sc.us/edw/mission.html
www.octech.org/about_the_college/aboutOCTC.html
www.piedmont.tec.sc.us/geninfo/mission.htm
www.spt.tec.sc.us

<Introduction>
<Mission, Role and Scope, College Values, Student Qutcomes>

www.tcl-tec-sc-us.org/missionstmt.htmi
www.tricounty.tec.sc.us/2.himi

www.trident.tec.sc.us/Aactsabouttte.ht
<Mission of Trident>

www.williamsburgtech.com/is

www.yorktech.com/ca lege him#missi



Section | - Mission Focus

Research Institutions
Clemson University

USC-Columbia

Medical University of South Carolina

Four-Year Colleges and Universities
The Citadel

Coastal Carolina University
College of Charleston

Francis Marion University
Lander University

South Carolina State University
USC-Aiken

USC-Spartanburg

Winthrop University

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of the University ‘qf So

USC-Beaufort

{JSC-Lancaster A
USC-Salkehatchie S

<
USG-Sumter NN
USC-Union .

\ .
State Technlcéi{ Comprehehsive E
Aiken Tech

Central Carolina Tech
Chesterfield-Marbore Tech
Denmark Tech

Florence-Dariington Tech
Greenville Tech

Horry-Georgetown Tech

/knﬁm@

\ /RUGZU ipr.3eedu/uninms99.him
\»

www.clemson.edwwelcome/quickiy/missionfndex.ntm

{Columbia Campus) kudzu.ipr.sc.edu/99fact/cmission@3.htm
(University System) kudzu.jpr.sc.edu/99factiumission99.htm

www.edserv.musc.edu/muse_migsion

www.citadel.edu/planningandassessment/98tactbook/mission.htmi
www.coastal.edwservices/stfect/factbook/pd7g_004.ntm
www.cofc.edu/about
www.fmarion.edu/~instresearch/sia

www.lander.edwmission.htmi

kudzu. |pr‘$c

umtms48.htm

tion System -

www.aik.tec.sc.us/ate-vision.htm
www.sum.tec.sc.us/mission.htm
web.infoave.net/~cmtc/G1.htm
www.den.tec.sc.us

<About Denmark Tech>
www.flo.tec.s¢.us/geninfo/paged.htm
www .greenviiletech.com/acgredit.ntm
www.hor tec.sc.us/gen/mission.htm







Mission Focus - Expenditure of Funds by Sector, Figure 1.1

The following charts display expenditures of funds by category for each sector. Expenditures include restricted and
‘unrestricted funds for the Research Sector and unrestricted expenditures for all the other sectors. The data tables

that foflow these charts outline doltars expended, the percent that those dollars represent of total expenditures, and the
category or categories that institutions have chosen to show movement over time.

Figure 1.1 - Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS) Annual Survey,

As reported by institutlons
Research Universities Scholarship & Felkwship
FY 1997-98 Expenditures PanosM 5%
Inctudes restricted & 8.0%

unrestricted funds

Four-Year Colleges and
Universities
FY 1997-98 Expenditures

. e -
Incluces unrestricted funds onj '\\\ 7 bt OaM
N 12.2%
'\‘\
P *
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Mission Focus - Expenditure of Funds by Sector, Table 1.1

Table 1.1 - Sourca: IPEDS Annual Survey, As reported by Institutions

FY 199798 Expadinees
Inetitutonal Schnlarhips &
Total Education and R h Public Servicw  Academic Support  Stiztent Sanvd Support Plant DEM Faiowship
S Ganeral Expersdtures Tour§ Towl $ Tow$ Tow'$ Toi$ Totsl § Totat § Tour$
% of Total % ol Tow| %, of Tolal %, of Total % of Toml % ol Totat % of Total % of Towt
Research Liniversitisa
Clemson $302,805,207 £37922958  $72340315  $51061,848  521,002.9% $8.613,060 $20.2590,580 $18,939 206 §24. 534 457
29.0% 239% 16.9% 5% 2.8% 87% 5.5% 81%
UEC Columbia 5383 273541 151,897,022  $61,430966 $40212635 541.5222%1 $12 685,328 $26.347,749 ¥23433272 $25.844 219
39.6% 18.0% 10.5% 10.8% 3.7% 65.9% 8.1% &
MusC $261,726,780 $120002,363 $55.255856 421926760 524251650  S576G.64  §I5512886  $18.315.991 $1,766,075
45.2% 21.1% 8.4% 8.3% 2% 5.9% B.2% 9.7
Faour-Year Coilagaa and Universities J
Tha Gitadel £31 282 678 $13,292 820 $1,556 §517,208 $3,050,431 L) 54,767,748 $4.714,543 $1.033,180
42.5% 0.0% 1.7% 8.4% 152% 15.1% 33%
Caoastal Carolina $23,068,675 $14 28220 $158,955 $122.423 £ 833873 526,148 $3,099,806 3,683,063
43.2% 0.6% 0.4% a 13.7% 4% 11.1%
College of Ghas. $63,587,516 £32.715298  §731.7% $401,37¢ ! 54,196,311 58.381,787 £1.801,965
81.4% 1.2% 0.6% % 13.2% 2.8%
Francis Marion §26,082.587 $11,854.885 268514 £155,869 §2,755.872 $3,857.213 53,466,623 £1,462,806
458.6% ¢1% 0 &% 10. 6‘3& 14.8% 13.53% 5.6%
Landar University §20,769,563 $9,467 491 50 N N@ $1 s?a 2 527 048 $3187,219 §2.850,480 $960,050
45.6% 0% 5 \O0 2% 15.4% 13.7% 4 3%
5C State £37.374,104 $17. 307 449._\521 £,040 \ 51 $5,469, $3,375.654 $5,350,038 §4,785,670 $637 453
14.6% 8.0% 14.4% 12.8% 1.7%
USC Amen $20,160.405 ’sa){ ‘\;_zs s?bw §1960032  $2.505880  $2I01658 81802142 $1,527.185
a.mv 5.6% 12.4% 10.4% B5% 76%
USC Spananoutg £24.912 A38 329/ L4013 387 £3.042 746 £2,500.358 $2 774 682 £2.374,8086 $1,108,385
0.2% 1.2% 13.3% 1M.0% 122% 104% 4.0%
Wintnrag 2 1249 $1.174 268 §4,815.383 $5,005,174 $5,471 BBE $4,780,787 £3,099 890
“ FEXEAN \dw. 2.8% 11.4% 11.9% 120% 11.4% 7.4%
]
Twe-Year lnshluﬂons-&ranchu
USC Beauisn 4,276, 110 $135.569 £316,789 §532,047 s455,818 537 283 $574 672 $36.250
0.4% kS 12.4% 10.5% 87% 13.4% 0.8%
UST Larcaste’ §4.309 465 $2.1593.473 vy £240,042 $485.865 $695,576 §359.988 ' $451.700 83,421
45.8% 0.0% 5.5% 11.00% 13.5% B.4% 10.3% 1.4%
U0 Salkehatenie $1351 728 $1,832,182 §47 $1.393 Badd 244 5285352 $536.701 §388.077 $63.729
48.7% 0.0% 0.0% 13.3% B.5% 16.0% 11.6% 1.8%
USC Sumter §6,182173 52,997,259 0 321,866 §a74.277 £530.648 $678.56% 615,821 $73.608
48.4% 0.0% dd% 15.7% 10.2% 14.2% 5% 1.2%
USS Union $1,317,378 $640,182 $25 $23.912 §164,255 $151.617 $228,645 $106,161 512601
48.6% 0.0% 1.8% 11.7% 11.5% 17.4% B.1% 1.0%



Mission Focus - Expenditure of Funds by Sector, Figure 1.1

Two-Year Campuses of USC
FY 1997-98 Expenditures Scholarship & Faliowship
Includes unrestricted funds only Plant O&M 1.3%

10.9%

ingtitubionai
Support
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Student
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10.9%

Acadamic Suppert
13.3%

State Tech. & Comprehansive Educ. Systam
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Mission Focus - Review of Programs, Table 1.2

The Commission on Higher Education (CHE) sees the review of existing academic programs as a critical
component in its statewide mission of ensuring the quality and integrity of degree-granting programs in the public
higher education sector. In fts broadest contents, program review serves as an instrument for gauging the health
of the state’s academic programs as weli as a strategic planning device for detemmining the present and future
needs of specific discipline areas (i.e., new program development) throughout South Carolina. In terms of other
areas of CHE responsibility, existing program review can have implications for facilities planning, access and
gquity planning, and general research and policy analysis.

The CHE places programs it reviews on eight-year cycles. The cycles are developed in consuttation with the
chief academic officers of the colleges and universities and are categorized using broad descriptors {i.e., English,
Life Sciences, Business, etc.). Measuring the success of academic programs is a complex and multifaceted task,
and consequently, the CHE reviews a broad range of source materials conceming each academic program under
review. The CHE draws from qualitative as well as quantitative data so as to formulate & comprehensive picture
of the heaith of individual programs. it then makes statewide determinations as to the quality &f the discipiine in
South Carolina based largely on the cumuiative evaluation of individual programs and an,efner relevant data.

Rar a full description of

The tollowing outlines briefly what discipiines have bsen reviewed over the last 3 yeg
' and go to "Policies

and Procedures Manual."

1995-56 1996-57

Library Science Architectura
Physical Science Dentistry

Visual & Performing Arts Health Sciences

Table 1.2 - Source: CHE Academic Affairs Pro

PROGRAM REVIEW SUMMARY 1986-88

Fully-  Provisionajl Institutionally- Follow-up
Appr . Appro&e(d Terminated Removal of
rgmie™, % Prgm Prgms Proms
L s
Research Universities < //' 4
Ciemson DN, 7S 1 1
N
USC-Columbia 1
MUSC 1 4

Citadel 7
Coastal Carolina 8
Callege of Charleston 13
Francis Marion 7 1
Lander 5 1
SC State g 2
USC-Aiken 3
USC-Spartanburg 3
Winthrop 13 2




Mission Focus - Expenditure of Funds by Sector, Tabie 1.1

Table 1.1 - Source: JPEDS Annual Survey, As reported by institutions

FT 1967-58 Expencitures
sttutional Bcholarhps & o
Totsf Education aad [ n PubleServics Academic Support  Student Services Support Plant DAl Feiiowanip
Ganaral Expencitie Toti § Total $ Tota$ Toi'$ Towi$ Total$ Totat§ Tows
% of Tokal %ol Total % of Totl %o Toal % 0t Torsl % o Textl % of Totai * of Toegl
State Tech. & Comprehensive Educ. System
Aiken $9.119.338 $4,733,380 $0 $0 51,187,098 £738,490 §1.487,030 $873,338 &
51.9% 0.0% 0.0% 13.0% 8.1% 16.3% 10.7% 0.0%
Cantral Caroling $10,000.780 $5.518,628 $0 $0 $1.463.23% 820,218 $1.266.613 £924.718 $16,376
85.1% 0.0% 5% 14.6% 8.2% 12.7% & 2% 02%
Chesterfisld-Marlbore  §3,325,747 $1,655,605 £ $0 4597 857 5384 458 $830,591 $406,287 $849
42.2% 0.0% 0.0% 13.4% 8.3% 224% 128% 0.0%
Dannark $4,360,606 $2.267.758 $0 $0 $504,028 $661,313 /7 \§745,148 $100.442 50
51.9% 0.0% 0.0% 13.5% 151 < 17.1% 2% 0.0%
Fosnce-Darlingten  §15,147,424 $7,185,000 50 $0 $2,438 684 479862 52,488,584 $1,571,224 0
47.3% 0.0% 0.0% 16,1% </v§% \;ﬁ( 10.4% 0.0%
Graarwilie $38.137.011 $21.378,874 $0 $0 54.?5;64/5) $2 850215 W9 $3.885.262 $348 862
B56.1% 0.0% 0.0% 5 7.5% 1% 10.1% 0.0%
Hommy-Geargetown  $12,631,668 $6.439,006 50 50 002,107 /s%,sas 82268432  $1.22009) $16.474
502% 0.0% 0.0% \33/ 6.9% 17.7% 9.5% 0.1%
Midtands $35.001,998 $18.728,799 € . B HERL4 $3,940.387 $4.180,390 $3.480,349 $86 661
53.5% 0% 13.1“3% 12.0% 9.5% 0.2%
Orangepurg-Calhoun  $8,240,053 50 2 754 $1,706.831 3960.7%6 $1 474
0% B.0% 18.5% 10.4% 0.2%
Priaemon 513,864,213 $2,989 461 5840840 §2 016,360 $1,6649 058 $57.083
216% 6.1% 14.8% 12.0% 0.4%
Scarangurg Tecn £12,802.070 Q._s?wa.sas / $1,358 661 £1,351,644 $1.980.307 $899.175 28,338
RECL S 10.6% 10.8% 15.5% 8% 0.2%
Teen. ol of Lowentry  $5.675475 $1,00:3,635 $667,793 $1,182.864 $650,388 $15.032
17.1% 11.4% 20.1% 11.8% 0.3%
. N _
Ta-County $18485. §1.725,751 $1.111,103 $2.274,541 $1.333.071 $0
\\ 12.3% 7.5% 16.1% 8.5% 0.0%
Tnoent Tach $35.319,907 f $3911273  $3,799,206 $5.230.418 $3.275,664 $89.840
- B 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 10.8% 14.8% . 93% 0.3%
Williamssurg 2,493,210 £881,332 50 %0 $197.354 $199.166 $817,438 $389.860 $8.050
35.3% 0.0% 0.0% 7.9% a0% 32.8% 15.6% 0.2%
Yan §15,347.502.00 $8,371,184.00 $0.00 $000  $1,57273000 5148865600 $2541,521.00  §1.373.401.00 $0.00
54.5% 0.0% 0.0% 10.2% 9.7% 16.6% 89% 0.0%




Section Il - Quality of Faculty




Mission Fogus - Review of Programs, Table 1.2

PROGRAM REVIEW SUMMARY 1985.98, cont.
Fully- Provisionally-
Appraved Approved
Prgms Prgms

Two-Year institutions-Branches of USC
USC-Beaufort

USC-Lancaster

USC-Salkehatchie

USC-Sumter

USC-Union

State Technical and Comprehensive Education System
Aken

Central Carolina
Chesterfield-Marlboro

Denmark

Florence-Darlington

Greenville

Horry-Georgetown

Midlands

Orangeburg-Calhoun

Piedmont

Sparianburg

Tech College of the Low Country
Tr-County
Trident
Willlamsburg
York

Recommend
Termination of
Prgms

Institutlonalty-
Terminated
Prgms

Follow-up
Remgval of
Prgms




Quality of Faculty - Compensation of Faculty by Sector, Figure 2.1

Faculty is defined for four-year institutions by College and University Personnel Administors (CUPA) instructions and for two-
year institutions by Integrated Post-Secondary Educational Data System (IPEDS salaries survey) instructions. The average
salary defined here is 9 to 10 months salaries {or 11 to 12 months salarles converted to 910 10 manth salaries). The average
salary in the research, teaching and regional sectors represents the total average from four categories {instructor, assistant
professor, associate professor, professor). The technical colleges do not utiiize faculty rank and are represented here as
simply the average of all faculty at the institution.

Figure 2.1 - Source: IPEDS Salaries Survey (9 month contract basis)

Average Salaries of Full-Time Teaching Faculty

1897-98 I 1598-93

Rasearch Universities

$80,000 |
50,000 :
540,000 .
$30,000
$20.000

$10.000

80
UsC - Columbia MUSC

*Sector Standard is based on the most recent national data, adjusted for inflation



Section Il - Quality of Faculty

The second critical success factor in performance funding looks at the quality of faculty at South Caroling's
public institutions. The legislature identified six indicaters: 2A-Academic and Other Credentials of
Professors and instructors; 2B- Performance Review System for Faculty (to include student and peer
evaluations); 2C- Post-Tenure Review for Tenured Faculty; 2D- Compensation of Faculty, 2E- Availability
of Faculty to Students Outside the Classroom; and 2F-Community and Public Service Activities of Faculty
For Which No Extra Compensation is Paid, to use in assessing the quality of faculty. Among these
indicators, Indicator 24, “Academic and Other Credentials of Professors and Instructors,” has been defined
to measure whether or not faculty meet or exceed criteria defined by the Southem Association of Colleges
and Schools (SACS). During 1998-98, institutions were measured as to whether or not facutty who teach
one or more credit courses in the Fall semester met SACS criteria for faculty credentials and as to whether
or not faculty exceeded SACS criteria.

Thirty-one of the 33 pubiic institutions in the state had 100% of their facu
for credentials. All but one faculty member at each of the remaining twg
requirements.

red{ing the SACS requirement

The next indicator, 2C, requires that each mstltutl facuity also have in place post-
tenure review procedures that conformowith *best p ed by the Commission on Higher
Education (CHE), that tenured facutty » tbe reviewed very 6 years. Effective with 1998-99, institutions
have developed policies and pragcedlre foqp st-tenureyr iew and have submitted them to the CHE. All
tenure-granting institutions afe i entation of post-tenure review. Another
measure of facufty quality zs th




Qualily of Faculty - Compensation of Faculty by Sector, Figure 2.1

Average Salaries of Full-Time Teaching Faculty

1967-98 S 1995-09 === Sector Standard”
Two-Year Campuses of USC
$60,000 —
545,906°
$45.000 ’
’e
|
$30,000 +
315,000 |
so P

USC - Beaufort USG - Lancaster USC - Union

State Tech. and Comprehensive
Educ. System ~=4—Sactor Standard®
$60.000 -

543.000 -

$36,000

{

1

$15,000

80

Alken Cantral Carving Chesl-Marl

*Sector Standard is based on the most recent national data, adjustad for inflation



Quality of Faculty - Compensation of Faculty by Sector, Figure 2.1

Average Salaries of Full-Time Teaching Faculty

Four-Year Colieges CEET1997-%8 I 1998-95 —— Sector Standard’
and Universities

$60,000 —

*—

$50.000 1 34?.1?’ 545,380
& $42,004

$20.000 -

Citadel

Four-Year Celleges
and Universities, cont.

$80.000

$50.000 -
$40.000
$30.000
220.000

$10.000 -

SC State USC - Alkan Winthvop

*Sactor Standard is basad on tha mast recent national data, adjusted for inflation




Quality of Faculty - Availability of Faculty to Students Outside of the Classroom, Figure 2.2

performance Funding indicater Subpart - 2E1 - Percent of Faculty Rated "Satisfied” on Availability

The first part of this measure involves a survey question that is administered by each institution to obtain student impressions
of satisfaction with availabilty of course instructors. Each institution is measured on the percent of instructional faculty

who receive a mean rating of "Satisfied" or above. The survey is administered in the Fall semester.

Survay question: "Please indicate your satisfaction with the avallability of the instructor outside the ciassroom by choosing
one response from the scale below (In selecting your rating, consider the instructor's avallablifty vig established office hours,
sppointments, and other opportunities for face-to-face interaction as well as via telephone, e-mall, fax, and other means)",
The rating scale is Very Dissatisfied, Dissatisfied, Satisfied, Vary Satisfied.

Figure 2.2 - Source: Institutional Reports to CHE

Resesarch Universities - Fall 1998 Survey Administration
94% 85%

g B

3
&

% of laculty with "Satisfied” or above

Clamson ——,
//-\ \

Four-Year Colieges and Unﬂer:‘és

Fall 1998 Survey Administration ™. - P

100% -
-

E w.
[:+3

z

2 s
=

X &% -
z

=

3

z

a! mﬂ -

I3 =

Citadel Coastal Coll of Chas, Frangis Marion Lander SoGaly  USC-Aken  USC-Spat Winthrop
: Caroina

* Results may have been affactsd by procedural administraticn



Quality of Faculty - Compensation of Faculty by Sector, Figure 2.1

Average Salaries of Full-Time Teaching Faculty

] 1997-98 M 1558-99 == Sactor Standard*
State Tech. and Comprehensive
Educ. System, cont.
$60,000 +
544911
$45.000 - & * * ->— ¢

315000 ~

Midlands

State Tech and Comprehensive “\
Educ. System, cont, / ‘] }

560.000 —
543 C - & H1911
$35.171
53327
$30.000 - $28.387  $28,005
$15.000 —
50 -

oL TriCrry

*Sector Standard is based on the most recant national data, adjusted for inflation




Quality of Faculty - Availability of Faculty to Students Outside of the Classroom, Figure 2.2

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart - 2E1 - Percent of Faculty Rated "Satistied" on Avallability

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC
Fall 1998 Survey Administration

100% 0%

%%

100%-|

1%

0% 1
B0%
70% -
80% -
50%

4% -

30%

% faeulty wilth "Satislied" or above

20% <

!

10% -
0% —— .
USC - Beaufort USC - Lancaster

USC - Unlon



Quality of Faculty - Availability of Faculty to Students Outside of the Classroom, Figure 2.2

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart - 2E1 - Percent of Faculty Rated "Satisfied" on Availability

% faculty wilh *Satisfiad or above

% laculty with “Satisfled” ar abave

State Tech. and Comprehensive Educ. System
Fall 1988 Survey Administration

100% oo o7%

54%

Alken Central Chast-Marlb

Midlands
Carolina
State Tech. and Comprehensive Educ. Sygtef, ¢
Fail 1998 Survey Administration / \?
s Y &

Dmigorg-Cat Pisamont Soarartury TCL THCay Trigart wmsbrg York




Quality of Faculty - Availabliity of Faculty to Students Outside of the Classroom. Figure 2.3

Performance Funding indicator Subpart 2E2 - Percent Students "Satisfied” with Advisor Availability

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC
Spring 1998 Survey Administration

100% -

] 8% 2%
0% -
80% -
70% |

B80% -

*% of sludents repariing "Satished” or above

20% -

10% -]

m‘rﬂ :

USC - Beaulort USE - Union



Quality of Faculty - Avallability of Faculty to Students Outside of the Classroom, Figure 2.3

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 2E2 - Percent Students "Satisfied" with Advisor Availability
This subpart looks at student impressions of satisfaction with availability of academic advisors. Each institution is measured
on the percent of students who report a mean rating of *Satisfied” or above. The survey is administered in the Spring.

Survey question: “Please Indicate your satisfaction with the availability of your academic advisor by choosing one response
from the scale below. (in selecting your rating, consider the advisor's avaliability via office hours, appointments, and other
opportunities for face-to-face interaction as weil as via telephons, e-mall and other means. The rating scale is Very Dissatfistied,
Dissatistied, Satisfied, Vary Satisfied.

Figure 2.3 - Source: Institutionai Reports to the CHE

Research Universities
Spring 1998 Survey Administration

100% -
0% 1 81%

& of sludants repering “Satisfisd” or above
2

Clamsaon
Four-Year Colleges and Universijiés ;
Spring 1998 Survey Adminis y/'\}
<. /
100% - \\\.. ////%
€0% - y ) 839, % %

° #1%

B4%

% of sludants reperting “Salislied” or above
5
53

Citadel Coastai Coll of Chas, Francis Marion Lander *5C Stats USC- Alken  USC-Spart. Winthrop
: Carclina

* Resuits may have been atfscted by procedural administration




Section Ill - Instructional Quality




Quality of Faculty - Availability of Faculty to Students Outside of the Classroom, Figure 2.3

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 2E2 - Percent Students "Satisfied" with Advisor Avallability

% of shrdents reporting *Satisfied’ or above

< ol students reporting "Satishied’ or above

0% - €A %% /

State Tech. and Comprehensive Educ. Systam
Spring 1998 Survey Administration

100%

I
80%

83%

80% -
70%
£0% -

5% -

Central Carolina  Chest-Marl

State Tech, and Comprehensive EducTSystem, ccr\'}.‘
Spring 1998 Survey Administrh N
J

£

2%
4 85%

i _

TCL Tr-Gnty

0% -
80% -
0% -
% -
0% ,,._, -
Omgarg-Cal

Piedmont

Spananburg

%

78%

Trident

95%
BE%

Wmsbrg York




Section {li ~ Instructional Quality

USC-Spartanburg, and Winthrop. Those institutions who have recently been given initial accreditation
include: the College of Charleston (initial programs only), Francis Marion, Lander, and USC-Aiken.

Figures 3.7-3.10 indicate each instiiution’s performance in producing teacher education graduates who
successfully pass the required exams and those who can fill critical shortages — both for speciiic subject
areas and for minority teachers. Results for the last two years of available data shows increases in
meeting subject area needs but decreases in the percentage of teacher education graduates wha are
African American,




Section lll - Instructional Quality

The Commission on Higher Education (CHE) collects data refated to instructional quality. One indicator
tracks average class size for lower division (freshman-sophomore) and upper division (junior-senior)
courses and average studentfacutty ratios. These are displayed in this section in Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3
together with the standards for each sector. The concem with these measures is to ensure that average
class sizes, especially for freshman-sophomore levet courses, are small encugh to allow for discussion and
individual attention, yet large enough to be efficient and to have a sufficient critical mass of students.

Table 3.1 indicates the number and percent of course sections taught by full-time faculty, part-time facuity
and graduate assistants. Another indicator, 3B-Number of Credit Hours Taught by Faculty (Figure 3.4), i
the average student credit hours taught by teaching faculty. This indicator measures the productivity of

faculty.

Indicator 3C-Ratio of Fuli-Time Faculty as Compared to Other Full-Timg es (Fjgure 3.5) addresses

Data on national accreditation of specific academic degree p also provided. Figure 3.6 and

are eligible for accreditation by a

f Education. Some accrediting

e institutions, while others (e.g.,
i or unit. The process of

specialized agcrediting organization recognized oy
bodies (e.g., education and public health} accredy sch
business and engineering) accredit individual progrargs
accreditation involves an external revféw based on n@ opdl standards typically pertaining to the curriculum,
faculty, students, resources an veril;g'n\pistratio the program; therefore, attainment of such
icati
jeat

accreditation is often considgréd.an ind overa ram quality. However, lack of program
| oxof oMdlity. For example, some institutional
pursue ditation for an accreditable program because the

accreditation is not necessarilk amnd
cost to do 5o may S . The Table 3.3 presents two successive years of data in order to

administrators intentio hoose HO

significant numbern
there have been significant increageq, especially in the teaching minority sector, in the number and percent

Each institution that has a er education program is measured on its attainment of initia! accreditation
or candidacy for accreditation by the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE).
Performance funding indicator 3€-Institutional Emphasis on Quality Teacher Education and Reform
encompasses this accreditation as the first subpart of the measure (subpart 3E1-Program Quality, NCATE
Accreditation) and includes attainment of initial accreditation or candidacy for accreditation and maintaining
such accreditation once achieved.

As of June 30, 1999, alt public teacher education programs in South Carolina were in the process of
accreditation by NCATE. Those who have been fully-accredited include: Clemson (accredited, but on
probabtion), USC-Columbia, The Citade! (accredited, but on probation), Coastal Carolina, SC State,




Instructional Quallty - Class Size, Figure 3.1

Performance Funding Indlcator Subpart 3A1a - Lower Division Class Size, cont.

B Fall 1937 EFalt 1098
Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC
40 -
- Range for 1998-99
% Sector Standard: 18-21
2
£ 8
E S
£ 8
&
g
z
USC-Beaufort . uSC-Lancastsr | 5C-Union
Brall 1967 12.1 5 180 { 175 3. L 184
W Fali 1958 18.3 | 18.1 17 ' o 18.7

Range for 1997-98 Sector Standard: 16-18

State Tech. and Comprehensgive
Educ. System

a0 -

AneBCw by OF shadpnts (e Css

Aiken Contral Caroina  +  Chest-Mark. Denmark | Flolar. | Greenvile
DiFak 1997 19.3 j 172 : 154 | 244 | 194 ! 213
W Falf 1998 19.0 _ 16.6 | 18.2 | 17.5 | 20.5 : 214

Range for 1897-98 Sector Standard: 16-18




Instructiona! Quality - Class Size, Figure 3.1

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 3A1a - Lower Division Class Size

Lower Division is defined as courses offered for credit towards the first and second year of an undergraduate degree
an associates' degree program, or a technical or vocational degree below the baccalaureate. Average class size is
by dividing FTE student enroilment from all courses/sections at respective levels by the number of courses/sections &

levels. Distance education classes are excluded as well as ali medical faculty and FTE medical students for research
Figure 3.1 - Source: CHEMIS Data

E Fail 1997 M Fall 1998
Resaarch Universities

Range for 1598-99
Sactor Standand: 30-33

g L
-
2 % I
- i
= 25 4
| !
=1 Hl
T ®
2 !
£ 15+
= H
éa 10 4
o] 1
< 5
i
o 4
Clemson
O Fali 1897 M4
W Fall 1998 .9

Range 1997-88 Sector Standard: 30-32

Four-Year Colleges and Universities

a0 -
=
a 30 -
w H
[=
< 25 -
= 20 - |
E | 4
E 15 -
o
=
:;; 10‘:

5.

0 : i : - | - |

i I 1 ; . _ A ‘
Chads! | Caroina ! Colt of Chas. ‘qus Manon:  Landar 5C State | USC-Aiken | Sparantury | Winthrop
| i

3 Fajt 1598 232 294 ‘ 284 0 p7 L 775 268 248 | %8 | 281
Wrateg7 248 | 298 | 207 1 20 . 280 %3 | 28 - Wy | e

Range for 1997-93 Sector Standard: 25-27




Instructional Quality - Class Size, Figure 3.2

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 3A1b - Upper Division Class Size

Upper division is defined as courses oftered for credit toward the third and fourth year of & four-year under-
graduate degree program, Average class size Is calculated by dividing FTE student enroliment from all courses/
sections at respective levels by the number of courses/sections at respective levels.

This subpart is not applicable for the Regional Campuses nor the Technical Ssctor.

Figure 3.2 - Source: CHEMIS Data

. . HFall 1997 M Fall 1998
Research Universities
- Range for 1998-99
Sector Standard: 25-27
£ % -
4
P
2
Z
g 19 1
( .
0 !
1 Fall 1897
M Fall 1898

E
%
N\

. \ Range & 899
= Sector Standard: 18-20
k™

]
§ -
¥
k]
¢
[
§ 10 -
’ | Coastal ' .F i
. : raneis | i - .
i : i | -Aj

Citage | Caroina | Coll of Chas. Maron Lander ! §C Slale I USC-Alkan | Sparanburg | Winithrop
OFsiee7 205 | 188 | 208 | 185 | 194 | 181 | w2 | w2z | 188
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instructional Quality - Class Size, Figure 3.1

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 3A1a - Lower Division Class Size, cont.

State Tech. and Comprehensive Brall 1997 W Fall 1598
Educ. System, cont.

40

3 - Range for 199398
Sactor Standard: 16-21

Avarage number sturlents per class
3

Hatry-Georgs. |

Ol Fall 1897 17.9
|
M fall 1998 17.0 ;

State Tech, and Comprehensive

Educ. System, cont. -
a0 -~
30 -
2(3 -
10 -
o % R
TCL Tri-Gounty
D Fait 1997 18.1 16.3
W Fall 1998 182 20.9

Hange for 1997-98 Sector Standard: 16-18




Instructional Quality - Student/Teacher Ratios, Figure 3.3

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 3A2 - Ratio of Full-Time Equivalent Students to Full-Time Equivalent Faculty
(after PF Year 1998-99 - Subpart 3A3)

Fail 1987 W Fail 1688

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC

Ranga for 1498-59
20 Sector Standard: 16-18

13}0
15-’#— '
14 -

* e

FTE studenis bo FTE teaching faculty
=

USC-Beautort
DIFall 1987 12.1
B Falf 1998 14.4

Range for 1997-88 Sactor Standard:

State Tech. and Comprehensive
Educ. System

FTE shudenis to FTE teaching facufty

B ahad

| i Groenville | Homy-George. |  Midiands

BFai1ger 171 wa | owe | mr ] ma 172 76 | 110
|
I

WFall 196 15.4 57 1 187 w2 | 87 | w1 | 86 | 170

flange for 188768 Sactor Standard: 17-18



Instructional Quality - Student/Teacher Ratios, Figure 3.3

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 3A2 - Ratio of Full-Time Equivalent Students to Full-Time Equivalent Faculty

(after PF Year 1998-99 - Subpart 3A3)
Included in this measure are faculty who taught at least 3 credit hours in the Fali semester and FTE students as caiculated

from the credit hours generated by the enroliment in the courses. Medical and dentistry courses and students are excluded.

Figure 3.3 - Source: CHEMIS Data
E3Fall 1997 i Fail 1938
Research Universities

Range for 1998-39
20 - Seclor Standard: 14-16
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Four-Year Colleges and uwg/,'

F1E students lo F TE keaching lacully
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instructional Quality - Courses Taught By Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty and Graduste Assistants, Table 3.1

institutions in the research, teaching and two
division sections of corses. The thres research institutions and the College of Charleston are the only ones

-year campus sectors continue to use full-ime faculty to teach over fitty percent of their lower
1hat use graduate assistants

to instruct at the lower division level. The two-year campuses and technical colleges continug to rely heavily on their part-ime faculty to

teach jower divisicn sections.

Table 3.1 - Source: institutional Reports to CHE

LOWER DIVISION SECTIONS TAUGHT BY

Faculty Qrad. Assts,
TOTAL LOWER
INSTITUTIONS :;;"m DIVISION 'Tf"‘i" % ParTime % " %
SECTIONS
Ressarch Universities
Ciemsan 1808 1487 08 Teze 61 nzs| 28 ieew
18497 1.437 1,087 75.6% 108 7.5%| 242 18.8%
MUSC 1968 NA NA  NA  NA Al wa NA
187 NA NA  NA NA NA
USG Golumbia 1988 1,351 1,080  800% & 120%
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Citadei

Coastal Carolina
College of Charleston
Francis Mation
Lander

5C Stata
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instructional Quality - Student/Teacher Ratlos, Figure 3.3

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 3A2 - Ratio of Full-Time Equivalent Students to Fuil-Time Equivalent Faculty
(after PF Year 1998-99 - Subpart 3A3)
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State Tech. and Comprehensive
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instructional Quality - Number of Student Credit Hours Taught by Faculty, Figure 3.4

Full-time teaching tacuity includes all full-time, unclassified faculty at institutions, who teach & least three credit hours, measured
in the Fall semester, combined with all part-time faculty converted to FTE's based on course credit hours taught. This measure
shows the student credit hours for all identified faculty members calculated by the number of course credit hours x stugent
enrollment. Facutty who team teach courses have their student credit hour productions determined in relation to their percentage of
instructional responsibility. The average is calculated as the sum total of credit hours produced divided by the total facuity used in
producing the credit hours. Data presented here exclude medicine and dentistry, but during the next measurement cycle, they wil
be included.

Figure 3.4 - Source: CHEMIS Data

Research Universities and Four-Year Cofleges and Universities - Fall 1998

1
P

*Clamson

*USC-Columbia :
MUSC

Citadel

Coastal Car,

Coli of Chas.

1 — Y I -

Francis Manon

- \ N

ZAERNNSN

Averaga number student eradit hours taught

Landar

SC State 255
NN
'; ™~
YUSC-Alkan 217
i
0 50 104 150 200 250 300 350

* Comected data folawing tha misasa of instifutional ratings on May &, 1398, resutting from & reviaw of the methodokogy used n calouiating data for 38 for the USC system



Instructlonal Quality - Courses Taught By Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty and Graduate Assistants, Table 3.1

LOWER DIVISION SECTIONS TAUGHT BY

Faculty Qred. Assats,
TOTAL LOWER
INSTITUTIONS ::Iialﬁsrzn DIVISION ‘frf:; % #PatTime % § %
SECTIONS
Denmark 1998 234 i55  66.2% 79 33.8% o 0%
1997 188 142 76.3% 44 2B.7% 0 0%
Flarence Darlington 1998 836 83 111% & T.7% 0 0%
1987 680 454 66.8% 226 33.2% ] %
Gresmville 1998 1376 B42 81.2% 534 38.8% 0 %
1887 1,323 T2 58.1% 1 40.9% 4] %
Homy-Gaorgatown 1858 642 425  86.2% 217 33.8% D 0%
1997 551 33 80.8% 216 39.2%! 0 0%
Midiands 1598 1,604 851 50.8% 833 48.2% 0 %
1897 1,621 760 45.9% 861 53.1% 0 0%
Orangeburg-Caihoun 1998 406 a2 78.3% 84 20.8% 0 0%
1987 400 296  140% d 26.0% 0 0%
Piadmant 1998 921 85 9.2 147 16.0%. 0 s
1997 903 566 337 7% 0 D%
Spartanbug 1959 574 410 26.6% 0 0%
1997 504 a3n 25.2% 0 0%
TCL 1988 249 0 %
1997 258 Q 0
Tri-County 1898 594 ¢ %
1387 574 ¢ e
Trigent 1938 ; 4] 0%
1997 ; 0 0%,
Witliamsburg 1598 173 Y 0%
1997 178 ¢ %
York 1998 ( $12 0 0%
1997 __ 0 0%
1997 State Tech Gublotals




Instructional Quality - Ratio of Full-Time Faculty as Compared to Other Full-Time Employees, Figure 3.5

This measure represents the total number of all full-time faculty members as a percent of te total number of al! full-time
employees. Ful-time faculty are defined by [PEDS Fall Staff Survey, as those employees whose specific assignments
customarily are made for the purpese of conducting instruction, research, or public service as a principle activity, and who
hold academic-rank tities of professor, associate professor, assistant professor, instructor, lecturer, or the equivalent of any
of these academic ranks (inciuding deans, directors, and ather administrators who hold facutty rank, and whose principte
activity is Instructional). Table 3.2 presents the detail of numbers that comprise the ratio of fuil-time faculty to full-time empl
The sector standard is 29.6 for the Research Universities and Four-Year Colleges and Universities and 40.1 for the Two-
Year Campuses and State Technical Institutions. In the Technicat Institutions, faculty and staff who are paid from

restricted funds are excluded.
Figure 3.5 - Source: CHEMIS Data
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Instructional Quallty - Number of Student Credit Hours Taught by Faculty, Figure 3.4

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC and State Tech. and Comprehensive Educ. System - Fall 1958
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Instructional Quality - Ratio of Full-Time Faculty as Compared to Other Full-Time Employees, Figure 3.5

Performance =& Sector Standard (40.1)

Two-Year Campuses of USC - Fall 1998
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inetructional Quallty - Ratio of Full-Time Faculty as Compared to Other

Full-Time Employees, Table 3.2

The numbers below are fullime faculty and employees at each institution that make up the ratio, as expressed as a
parcentage of full-time facuty to al full-time employees. *In the Technical Sector, facutty and staff who are paid from

restricted funds are excluded
Table 3.2 - Source: GHEMIS Data
FALL 1998 F&&MBER
: <TIME
INSTITUTION FACULTY"
Research Universities
Clamson 1,032
USC - Columbia 1,460

WSC grs

Four-Year Colleges & Universities
Cltadal
Coastal Caroiina 185
Coliege of Charleston 430
Francis Marion 161
Landes
8C State
USC - Alksn
USC-Spartanburg
Winthrop

Two-Year Campuses of U.5.C.
USC - Beaufor
USC - Lancaster
JST - Salkehatchie
UsC - Gumeer
USE - Unign

State Technical and Com

Awen 52
Cantra Carohng 69
Cheserfied-Maribers 25
Senmark i
Fiorence-0arngien 98
Greenviie 243
Horfy-Gaorgemwn 98
Midiands 208
Orangeburg-Cahoun 75
Piedmont 81
Spartanburg 98
Tech: College of the Low Country 36
Tri-County 80
Trioant 225

Williamsburg "

NUMBER
FULL-TIME
EMPLOYEES® % FACULTY
3,937 262%
4494 32.5%

118 44 1%
148 48.6%

66 - 37.9%

72 43.1%
187 52.4%
583 43.%%
27 47.3%
486 ' 42.2%
156 4B.1%
23 42.7%
191 51.3%

4 3B8.3%
208 43.3%
487 48.2%

42 28.2%



Instructional Quality - Ratio of Full-Time Faculty as Compared to Other Full-Time Employees, Figure 3.5

Performance e Spctor Standard (40.1)
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Instructional Quality - Accreditation of Degree-Granting Programs, Table 3.3

This data containg the status of programs as of June 30, 1999, with updates regarding programs that had become
accredited as of Spring 1939. By Spring 1999 the following changes had occured: Lander had one additienal program
attain accreditation; Spartanburg Tech had one additional program become siigible for accreditation and one that attained

accreditation; and the Technica! College of the Lowcountry had two additional programs attain accreditation.

1997-1998 1998-1989
Programs Number of Number of
institution Elighlefor  Progmms % Accredited ':o"r‘i’::'“;di‘%‘:n" Programs % Accredhied
Accraditation  Accredited Accredited

Rossarch Univarsities
Clamson 12 1 2% 2%
MUSC 14 14 100% 100%
USC Columbia 22 21 95% 100%

Four-Year Colieges and Universities
Citadal 4 3 75% 75%
Coastal Caroiina 5 1 20% 40%
Call. Of Charieston 7 4 5% 57%
Francis Marion 6 3 50% 50%
Lander 7 2 2% 3%
8C State 12 7 58% 82%
USC-Aiken 4 2 50% 100%
USC-Spartanburg 6 2 50%
Winthrop 12 12 100%

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC
USC-Beatart NA NA NA
USC-Lancaster 1 1 100%
USC-Salkehatchie N NA N&
USC-Sumter A NA NA
USC-Umon NA NA

State Technical and ComprefiEnaieriid
Ajken A 1 I3%
Centra. Caroiing 3 50%
Denmark (\ ¢ 0%
Flarerce Dar!ing‘lcn\ 13 100%
Graanvitie ; 16 84%
Herry-Gaorgetown: 5 8 5 83%
Midianas 14 14 100% 22 2 95%
Orangepurg-Caihoun 7 88% 1 10 9%
Fiegmont ] € 75% 7 88%
Spartanburg ] 7 78% 11 g 82%
TCL 4 1 25% 4 100%
Tri-County 8 & 75% 8 ] 75%
Tridant 15 12 80% 15 13 87%
Wiliamsburg 2 2 100% 2 2 100%

6 86% B 7 B8%

York 7




Instructional Quality - Accreditation of Degree-Granting Programs, Figure 3.6

The data below is reflected in detail in the following table {3.3). This information is data reported annually to the
CHE by the institutions, 2s part of Act 359. The information below displays two years of information. This
information is non-applicable to the Two-Year Campuses of USC except for USC-Lancaster, which shares a
nursing program with York Tech,

Figure 3.6 - Source: Institutional Reporis to CHE

Research Universities, Four-Year Coliegas 1987-98 M 1998-99
and Universities, and USC-Lancaster
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40%

20% 1
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accreditabla}
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Instructionat Quality - Student Performance on Teacher Education Examinations, Figure 3.8

Percentage of Students Passing the Praxis Ii: Subject Assessment/Specialty Area Tests

The following data represent the percentage of students passing the Subject Assessment/Specialty Area Tests of
the Praxis Series {formetly known as the Naticnal Teachers Exam) - Performance Funding Measure 3E20. The
data include all test takers for the period of April 1 through March 31 of the corresponding years. This measure is
only applicable to those institutions with teacher education programs.

Figure 3.8 - Source: Institutional Reports to CHE
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instructional Quality - Student Performance on Teacher Education Examinations, Figure 3.7

Percentage of Students Passing the Praxis 1 : Core Battery Professionat Knowledge

The following data represent the percentage of students passing the Core Battery Professional Knowiedge
Assessment of the Praxis Series (formerly the National Teachers Exam) - Performarice Funding Measure 3E2a.
The data include all test takers for the period of April 1 through March 31 of the corresponding yesrs. This
measure is only applicable to those institutions with teacher education programs.

Figure 3.7 - Source: Institutionat Reports to CHE
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instructional Quality - Teacher Education Graduates, Figure 3.10

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 3E3b - Percent Minority Graduates from Teacher Education
Minority is defined as only African-American graduates for the data set shown belfow. This measure is anly

applicable to those institutions with teacher education programs.

Figure 3.9 - Source: Institutional Reports to CHE

Research Unlversitias and 1986-97
Four-Year Colieges and Universities = 1997-88

Total 1997-38 SC Education Graduates: 1,878
Percent Minority Gracustes: 17%

1997-98 natitutioncal nformation Bakow
Clemson 287 Graduates {5%)
usc ;
~Columbie 224 Gradugtes (14%)
I
Chtace! 158 Graduates {12%)

117 Graduaies (9%)

“Coll of Chas.

258 Graduates (§%)

Francts Marion

137 Graduatas (96%)

295 (raduates {17%}

0% 0% s 0% 0% 70% 80% 0% 100%
(% Minority graduates from teachar education programs)
* Cormected data 2y of July 1999



Instructional Quality - Teacher Education Graduates, Flgure 3.9

Performance Funding Indicator Subpart 3E32 - Percent of Graduates in Critical Shortage Areas
Critical Shortage Areas for the period reported include: Special Education, Speech Clinicians, Library Science,
Science, Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics, Industrial Technology, Home Econemics, Art, Music (Choral), and
Business Education. This measure only applicable to those insttutions with teacher educafion programs.

Figure 3.9 - Source: Institutional Reports to CHE

Resesarch Universities and B1996-97
Four-Year Colleges and Universities

I 1997-98

Tatal 1997-98 SC Education Graduates: 1,879
Percent In Critical Shortage Arsas: 29%
1997-98 natitutiornl ¥viornation Below

287 Gradustes (30%)

224 Graduates (32%)

“Colt of Chas. (eas
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137 Graduates (45%}

295 Graduates (23%)

T

0% 0% 2% A% 40% 0% 0% Wk BO% 80% 100%

(% Gratuates in criical shortage areas)
* Corrected data as of July 1999




Institutional Cooperation and Collaboration

As part of the performance funding process each institution is evaluated on its actions in cooperation within
the institutional community itself, the civic area and its surrounding institutions and businesses.

indicator 4A - Sharing and Use of Technology, Programs, Equipment, Suppiles, and Source Matter
Experts within the Institution and with Other Institutions, and with the Business Community

Each institution is requested to demonstrate affective cooperation and collaboration in each of three
categories: Personnel/Source matter experts; Equipment, technology and supplies; and Programs which
demonstrate the institutions’ commitment to share within the institutions, with other institutions or with the
business community.

The Commission on Higher Education {CHE) has staff collected and reviewed dogdments that the colieges
and universities have submitted as part of requirements outiined for indicajef 4. A file of examples
reported are maintained at CHE. Institutions reported a variety of exampleseen plifying the sharing and
use of technology, programs, equipment and personnel across insti Defwe

« Partnership between research and technical sifstion courses, ahd computer
camps for agricultural/rural areas
e State House
» Development of easier transition p to & technical institution to a
research university Y
« Enhancement of science instruction 2 the K-

involvement and community-Qutreach

» Provision for career pkenpi 10‘Yommu' embers
» Sharing technol equip}n/entwithl usinesses
¢ s
NN :
Indicator 4B - Cooperation and\CoHa yrationyitihPrivate Industry
~

Ei‘em&" trate effective cooperation and callaboration in each of three
ex equipment, technology and supplies; and programs which

CHE staff also collects ewéd documents submitted for Indicator 48 as part of performance
requirements during the 138-92’performance year. Again, a wide varigty of examples demonstrating SC
public institutions’ cooperatiolf and collaboration with the business community were found, some of which
include:

» Provision to the community in assistance finishing GED requirements

o Telecommunications connection of faculty, researchers, graduate students and business
personnel statewide for conferencing and discussion

« Donation of space, equipment and personnel in leadership training for community leaders
Training and development of workers to ensure productivity and efficiency

« Maintenance of non-emergency ambulance program to assist local hospital while also
benefiting students in heaith-reiated curricuta



Section IV - Institutional Cooperation and Collaboration




Administrative Efficiency - Percentage of Administrative Costs as Compared
to Academic Costs, Figure 5.1

Administrative costs are defined as expenditures for institutional support and Academic Costs are defined as
expenditures for instruction, research, academic support and scholarships. The figures can be found in Section 1,
"Expenditure of Funds to Achieve Institutional Mission." This table provides data from where the percents below
were calculated. Funds transfers are excluded for aff institutions. During the 1898-89 performance year,
institutions were measured on Administrative Costs as a percent of total "Education and General (E&G)
Expenditures and on Academic costs as a percent of total E&G Expenditures. In subsequent years, institutions
will be measured on the ratio of administrative expenditures to academic expenditures, expressed as a
percentage. The data over the years is comparafively stabie, thus one year is shown.

Figure 5.1 - Source: IPEDS Annuat Survey
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Section V - Administrative Efficiency




Administrative Efficiency - Percentage of Administrative Costs as Compared
to Academic Costs, Figure 5.1

£ % Admin. Costs of Total EAG W % Academic Costs of Total E&G
*—e Admin, Standard r—b Academic Standard

State Technical and Comprehensive Education System, cont.
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Administrative Efficiency - Percentage of Administrative Costs as Compared
to Academic Costs, Figure 5.1

B % Admin. Costs of Total EAG W2, Academic Costs of Total E&G
€—§  Admin Standard >—=p mic Standard

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC
1997-98 - Includes Unrestricted Funds Only
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Administrative Efficiency - Use of Best Management Practices

Management Practices, cont.

11.) External Review Findings: The institution has minimized or avoided all non-compliance Fndings related fo its business practices in
external reviews ang audits including, but not fimited to, NCAA, accreditation, federat financial aid reviews, and direct federal audits.

12} Lonq Range Capita! Plan: The institution has approved  iong range {minimum three to fiva years) capital improvement plan for
major capital requirements for its campus and has, subject to fund evailability, begun implementation of the plan,

12.) Risk Management: The institution has an active risk menagement program In place fo minimize its losses.




Administrative Efficiency - Use of Best Management Practices

Another measure of the critical success factor, Administrative Efficiency, addressed in performance funding
is the extent to which institutions demonsirate the use of best management practices as defined by the
Commission on Higher Education (CHE). The indicator, 5B-Use of best management practices, was
identified by the General Assembly for use in evaluating institutions’ administrative efficiency.

In fulfiliment of requirement for this indicator, institutions report on the application of 13 identified
management practices, as detailed below, and are measured according to the percentage of those that are
employed. The management practices included should serve as a guide to institutions in assessing their
management strategies that are employed to ensure that they are operating efficiently and effectively in
regard to management procedures. During the 1398-99 performance year, 31 of the 33 public institutions in
the state reported utilizing each of the 13 best practices. Two institutions, Aiken Technical College and
Central Carolina, reporied the use of all but two of the identified best practices,

The CHE maintains a record of institutional reports from the institutions ¢ Rey are implementing the

best management practices below.

Management Practices identified for 'lnr:eln‘ 5B

1.) Integration of Planning and Budgsting: The institution hgg employed a multidyga®s{rategic planning process that links the planning
process with the annual budget review.

‘k ]

2.} Intemal Audil: The institution has utilized an active intert m
reviews; (b} consistent follow-up on audtt findings; and [cr;\l%iarling H
gaveming board. {NOTE: The smaller instituiaa that cannot a M
in place that serve the same function as Tntgrpél;'éi.{ditor,) \\

31 Collaboration and Partnershipe! /Tl:stitutidn )11as demonsya
enties in perfommance of businegs furictions inciuding; imi
prntng and publications, mail serW:g, 'm:_»cu_rprﬁe’n : . puMc safety, food senvice, space utilization, and parking.

t includid M) programmatic reviews along with fiscal
i udif function to the institutional head or to the

4.) Cutsourcing and
perormed cost anauses AMrhas i myhere economically feasible, cost saving contracts.

Mical examination of its business processes in an effort to increase productivity,
ot services provided 1o its intemal customers. -

b institution has developed a long range plan for improved use of technology 1o enhance
ahd has taken deliberate efforts to implement this technology within budget constraints.

pEenvali jement: The institution has approved and implemented a plan to conserve
ds demonstrated positive results from the plan,

8.1 Preventive and Deferred Maintenance: The institufion has developed and implemented, subject 10 budget constraints, a regular
program of preventive maintenance to preserve its physical assets and had developed a plan to address deferred (overdue)
maintenance neads for its campus.

9.) Alternate Revenue Sources: The institution has made substantial efforts to identify and secure aliemate revenue sources
{excluding categorical grants for specific functions) ta suppiement funds available from state appropriations and student fess.

10.) External Annual Financial Audit Findings: The institution has minimized or evoided all management iettar and single audit findings
in the annual audit performed or supervisad by the State Auditor, especially viciations of state law, material weaknessas, and single
audit findings™ and questionad costs.”







Administrative Efficiency - Amount of General Overhead Costs, Tabie 5.1

As part of the performance funding pracess, each institution is measured on the general overhead cost per full-tme equivalent
(FTE) student. The Commission on Higher Education (CHE) has operationalized performance funding indicater 5D as the |
college or university's institutional support expenditures per FTE student. Institutional support expenditures are those L
reported on the IPEDS annual finance survey and students included are FTE for the Fall semester (of the FY of interest, as
reported to CHE). The following table displays each institution’s performance.

The Besearch Sector includes Restriced and Unrestricted funds in their Institutiona! Support Cests and excludes fund
transfers. All three other sectors, however, include unrestricted funds only and sxclude fund transfers.

Table 5.1 - Source: IPEDS Annual Survey
SECTOR

i STANDARD
Fall 1957 FY 1997-38 General Dowrwarg

FY '97-'98 Institutional  Fall 1997 FTE CONTINUING ED. Overhead Costs per Trend is

Institution Support Costs STUDENTS STUDENTS FTE student Expected

Research Unlversities

Clemson 520,290,580 15,087 WA $1.45
USC - Columbia £26,347 T4B 20.835 $1.265
MUSC $15,512 BBS 2266

Sector Subtatals . | $62151214. - 52631
Four-Yasr Colleges and Universities
Citadel $4 767,748
Coastal Caroiing University $4,222,026
College of Charieston $8,413.470
Francis Masdon £3.857.213
lander £3.197.278
5C State $5.390,038
USEC - Aiken $2,101,658
USC -Sparanburg £2,774 882
Winthroo 35,471,886

Sactor Sutotis EOUUEL T sea2mssdt $2,742

. . gy
/ )

Two-Year Insttutions-Branches of USG / —)
USC - Beautort ' / 5371
USC - Lancaster <, \ )568
USEC - Salkenaichie \\ . 356,701
LSC - Surmter 8,566 BSS WA £1.028
YSC - Urwon 8,645 197

Sector Subtctais & . s - $369
State Tech. and Comprehanshyg Educ. System
Amen Tecn N $1.487 030 1438 245 5863
Centrl Carolina Tech $1.266,613 1,433 1452 $439
Chegwarfieid-Marboro Tech $880,581 604 13 £1,185
Geanmark Tech §745,149 784 25 $821
Florence-Darbngton Tech $2,488,584 2173 407 5965
Gresnvilia Tach $4, 927 448 5,565 782 §778
Hormy-Geargetown Tech £2.268.432 2.248 c:] 786
Midiands Tech 54,188,380 5,863 sa7 )
Crangeourg-Cainoun Tech $1,706 831 1,318 330 $999
Friedmant Tach $2,019.360 2,041 418 3821
Soananburg Teech $1,990,307
Tach Collega of the Low Country $1,182.884
Tri-County Tach £2.274,541
Tridem Tech $5.230,418
Williamsburg Tech 5817 439
York County o 32,541,521
" Sactor Subtotals - .. ;1 ADCIRNTRIE - 111! S sags




Section VI — Entrance Requirements

The Commission on Higher Education (CHE) collects data on institutions’ entrance requirements,
preparation of entering freshmen, and developmental course offerings. Portions of this data are used in
performance funding evaluations for Critical Success Factor 8, Entrance Requirements; 6A - SAT and ACT
Scores of Entering Freshmen; 68 — High School Standing, Grade Point Averages {(GPA), and Activities; 6C
- Postsecondary, Non-academic Achievement of Student Body; and 6D - Priority on Enroliing In-state

Students.

Data on SAT and ACT scores (Figure 6.1) and high school rank and GPA’s (Figure 6.2) indicate a general
increase in admission standards for research universities and four-year cofleges and universities, and two-
year institutions-branches of USC.

Th resesichiniversiies do e TPIRTT a0 A e R SHaus TeRucad O Hicninaied

developmental coirse

Entering freshmen Students are n-staté stude
significant percentages of out-of-state students.

qreater nmbér. of graduate students from

o =t )



Section VI - Entrance Requirements




Entrance Requirements - SAT and ACT Scores of Student Body, Figure 6.1

Percent of First-Time Freshmen Who Exceed or Meet Commission-Approved Target Scores 1,000 (SAT) or

£ Fall 1997 B Fall 1998

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC
100% -

targal score

Percant meetfexcasd

£3Fall 1997
WFall 1998




Complete Alumni Survey from each Institution

(pending final submissions from institutions to G




Entrance Requirements - SAT and ACT Scores of Student Bedy, Figure 6.1

Percent of Flrst-Time Freshmen Who Meet or Exceed Commission-Approved Target Scores 1,000 {SAT) or
Math and verbal scores for SAT and composite ACT scores for all first-time entering freshmen test takers
inciuding provisional students are considered. The percent change is shown over one yeat. This measure

is not applicabls for MUSC or the State Technical and Comprehensive Education System.

Figure 6.1 - Source: CHEMIS Pata

Falf 1997 I Fall 1998
Research Universities
$00% - 45%
Change
) 5.1%
80% Change
3 .
Eg 8% 1
g:
= B
g = 40% -
:f H
20% -

o —

Clemnson ! : iz
mFall 1987 85.0% (}\ .

Wral 1998 5.2% \\\> 72.25\>

Percenl mestioxceed jargel score

USG-AKen | USC-Spart.

Chadal Coll of Chas

Coastal i
i ‘ Landar [ SC Siate

Carofina ‘
B Fall 1997 E7.9% | 51.8% 872% | 3% 42.0% 1 18.6% 1.% 35.0% £7.8%

mraees  T04% | Sl | BA% | %A% | @3% | 16w | 4% | 2% | 60%
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Entrance Requirements - High School Standing, Grade Point Averages,
and Activities of the Student Body, Figure 6.2

Percent of First-Time Entering Freshmen who: 1)have a HS rank in the top 30% of senior year class, or
2) have a converted GPA of 3.0 or higher upon completion of thelr senior year

o, First-lime freshmen who meet critoria

EFall 1957 WFal 1968
Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC
100% -
B0
60% - 24.8% 1% 20.4%
-5.1%
Changs
40% -
20% -
USC - Beawlort USC - Union
BIFall 1997 42,1% 42.2%
WFal 1558 40.9% 50.8%




1998-99 Institutional Performance Ratings

The institutional performance ratings from 1998-99, are displayed on the following pages for each of
South Carolina’s public institutions of higher education. These ratings impacted each institution’s FY
1998-2000 state funding.

Each page that follows displays the following information by institution:

1) The name of the indicator being evaluated,
2) The approved institutional benchmark (standard) for gach institution;
3} The sector benchmark, i applicable, for all institutions in the sector;
4) The institution’s actual performance on each indicator;

5) The institution's score on each indicator, shown textually and nu
6) The institution's overall performance.

rically; and

The reader is cautioned against drawing comparisons between ins
performance scores presented on the following pages due to tk€ Dature of the ance funding
system employed in South Carolina. it should be kept in mird ni
definitions as well as differences in the applicabifity of ipdicz
comparisons difficult. Also, as the reader will note, theteys'a grgat ges
and within sectors as a significant portion of the institution¥godrpe result from a measurement of annual
institutional progress. Thus, the institution is ly in compe with itself and not with other

institutions under South Carolina’s performance-hundh 45
follow for each institution, institutions performing ‘i
considered as performing similarly for purposesy

‘ \
Additionally, it is noted that @&;Iw meas\r
to a phafgey
lody,
fa

) performance category may be
ear appropriations.

for all campuses of the University of South
ology used to calculate this year's performance
B Cdiculating past years' performance data upon which
institutional bench ere estattished. Dutmgthe Spring 1998 rating process for the 1998-89
performance vy etiyersity Mo erest of time, chose not to challenge the affected ratings, but to
b aeb updR an.appropriate methodology for use in subsequent performance

r
Carolina system may be lgW gie
data as compared 10 the n?e{rl 0




Entrance Requirements - High School Standing, Grade Point Averages,
and Activities of the Student Body, Figure 6.2
Percent of First-Time Entering Freshmen who: 1)have a HS rank in the top 30% of senior year class, or -
2) have a converted GPA of 3.0 or higher upon completion of their senior year L
The percent change over ane year is shown. This measure is not applicabie for MUSC or the State Technical
and Comprehensive Education System.

Source; CHEMIS Data

© Fall 1997 W Fall 1998

Research Universities

100% -‘ 2 6%
| Change
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P
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Excerpts from the
Annual Report on Admissions Standards for First-Time
Entering Freshmen

{pending final revisions by CHE Staff)




Campus-Based Assessment

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC

USC-Beaufort kudzu.ipr.sc.edwbeau1999.htm
USC-Lancaster kudzu.ipr.sc.edulanc1989.htm
USC-Salkehatchie ' kudzu.ipr.sc.eduw/salk1999.htm
USC-Sumter kudzu.ipr.sc.edu/sumt1999.htm
USC-Union kudzu.ipr.sc.edu/unin1999.him
State Technical and Comprehensive Education System

Aiken www.aik.tec.sc.us/ATC-CHE.htm
Central Carolina www.sum.tec.sc.us/ie1999.him
Chesterfield-Mariboro web.infoave. netf-cmtcf 82, htm
Denmark

Florence-Darfington

Greenville

Midlands

Orangeburg-Calhoun

Piedmont

Spartanburg

Technicai College of the Lowcountry

Tri-County

Trident

Williamsburg

York / —_ '\www.yé
Summary Reports and < \
Pre-Approved Reporting C /w state.sc.us




Entranice Requirements - Sources of First-Time Degrees tor Graduate Students, Table 6.2

The following table summarizes the data on sources of undergraduate degrees for first-time, degree-seeking graduates at the state’s public
institutions. At the research universities, more than half {57.8%) of those students enrolted eamed their undergraduate degrees from
institutions in other states, while only 24.8% of the students eared their degrees from South Carofina institutions, Graduates of non-U.S.
institutions comprised only 14.1% (a slight increase from last year at 12%} of first-time degree seekers at the graduate level, This pattem
shifts at the comprehensive teaching universities whera the majority of those enrolied earned thelr degrees from South Caroling Institutions
(62.8%), followed by graduates of other U.S. Institutions (32.7%).

Table 6.2 - Source; CHEMIS Data

UNDERGRADUATE DEGREES RECEIVED FROM

institution Enroliment
Research Universities

Clemson 782
UEG Columbia 1153
MUSC 276
SO

Four-Year Colleges & Universities
Citade! 225
Coastal Carolina 2
Coll, Of Charlesten 108
Francis Marion 3
Lander

SC State 13
USS-Auker 7

USC-Spananturg

Winmes

Reporting
Ingtitution
# %
200 29,3
4 0.4%
1 0.4%

Other 5C
Institutions

Other U.S.
Institutions

#

256

801

%

RT%

1%

Non-U.8.
Institutlons

1 0.5%
0 0.0%
0 0.0%
0 0.0%
0 0.0%

Unimown
¥ %
B8 7.2%
0 0.0%

0 0.0%
0 0.0%
¢ 0%
12 33.3%
& 34.68%
o 0.0%
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Section VIl - Graduates’ Achievements

The Commission on Higher Education (CHE) evaluates graduates’ achievements based on graduation
rates (Performance indicator 7A), placement of graduates, scores on licensure and professional
examinations (Performance Indicators 24, 2B, and 7D}, and the average number of credit hours students
take to complete their degree programs (Performance Indicator 7F). Institutions also submit the results of
alumni surveys administered every two years. Alumn who graduate three years previously are surveyed.

Graduation rates are generally higher for residential, rather than commuter campuses. They are also
higher for institutions with higher admissions standards.

Graduation rates for two-year institutions are substantialiy lower on average than for four-year institutions.
Students at these institutions are more likely to stop out of schoot for periods of time, especially when the
economy is good and jobs are available. In South Caroiina over the last threg , graduation rates have
increased significantly at the regional campuses at the University of South




Campus-Based Assessment

The institutions' summary reports reveal an active on-going process of assessment at the institutions
encouraged by legisiative requirements, the Commission on Higher Education (CHE), the requirements
for the Southem Association of Colleges and Schools regional accreditation and also by some specialized
accrediting bodies.

Section 59-104-660 (B) of the South Caralina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended, requires that as par of
gach public post-secondary institution's annual report to the CHE on institutional achievement, each
institution must report on progress in developing assessment programs and on related information on
student achievement, During 1997-98, the CHE streamlined reporting requirements in order to eliminate
unnecessary duplication in reporting and to ensure reporting of data as consistent with requirements Act
359 of 1896.

a predetermined and
Qing process.

Many of the components listed below are not reported annually, but ba
approved schedule submitied by each institution. Their assessmen }

The summary reports for the 1998-89 year have been submi ' ¢ available through
each institution’s website at the addresses that follow this
CHE’s website. The reports include the following com

General Education
The goals of general education, which is ane of the mos
be defined narrowly in terms of basic sk]l smely bro include understanding and integrating
knowledge spanning the full range of théhu;n it ' ocial sciences combined with
attitudes and behaviors which enable the graduat fiettively in today's complex society. In
their assessment plans institutieas were as vide TheirUsfinitions of gensral education, to indicate
the methodologies fow they seledteddo assess the effectiveness of their general education, to
list major findings or yrangs from ¢ ejr initial askedements describe and actions they have taken or plan to

take to improve thefr geheral education sogra a result of the assessment process. While efforts to
assess this compoﬁbm ary Both-fi thex comg! and their success, many institutions have already

cbtained findi at Sither refnforce wha are curently doing in their programs or enable them to
make & (rmmbe.gha'fqei*or rovements.
\? \

\
MafsrsSqr Concentratians, -
rhvide students with specialized knowledge and skills. Because of the vast
_igstitutions generally report on ail of them over a four-year cycle. In their
imaiors, institutions are asked to list the majors on which they are reporting, to
describe the vatious methods that are being used to assess sach major and to hignlight the findings and
how they are beinddsed for improvement. Examples of assessment methods being used by South
Carolina's public institutions include both commercial and jocally-developed tests; portfoiios; intermal and
extemal peer reviews; capstone courses; resuits of licensing and certification examinations; exit
interviews; focus groups; student, graduate and employer surveys; classroom research; and matrix
analysts of curriculum content. Many reports describe significant changes that are being made in
curmicuium and teaching effectiveness as a result of the assessment of majors.

It components of curriculum to assess, may

[

Academic Advising
Acadsmic Advising provides studsnts with an understanding of their rights and responsibilities for
completion of their degrees, programs and/or career preparation.
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Campus-Based Assessment

Achievement of Students Transferring from Two to Four Year tnstitutions

Two-year public institutions report on this component every other year, when data on the academic
performance of their dormer students are transferred from the four-ysar institutions back 1o the two-year
institutions for examination and analysis. This component will be reported upon in the next report,

Procedures far Student Devetopment
Determining student growth and development throughout the college or university experience requires the
application of multiple assessment procedure. Al institutions were asked to assess their student services
(e.g. financial aid, orientation, counseling, residence halls, and extracumcular activities) although some
have chosen to cycle thoge assessments over severai reporting years. Reports in this typically include
descriptions of the services that have been evaluated, major findings, and any changes of improvements
that have besn made as a result of the assessments. In addition, most instifytions are conducting pilot
studies on the institutions’ effect on their students’ attitudes and behaviors/patticularly as those attitudes
affect academic and career success. While difficult to design, such sipdiegrespond to institutional mission
statements that indicate intent to instill such values as civic responsailiky, Ylsrance, culturat sensitivity,
and ethical behavior.

Library Resources and Services
Access to and usage of appropriate library materials js4 grifical pagt of the jeamind\yrieess. In their
summary reports, institutions indicate the results afasgg -
College and university fibrarians in South Carofina geqetally kave-one an outstanding job with these
evaluations.

Please see the information below to abtain st
each institution. YA

Summary Reports on Institutiongl-Websites N
/’\j\,

Research Universities - e
L /s

Clemson SN he'l:

USC-Columbia ST kudeNgrRe edwicola1899.htm

MUSC /—\\ . '-\\ www.edserv.musc.edu/musc_ie_report_99
' e\

<
Four-Year Cileges and Universities
Citadel Ny

Coliege of Charlesto
Coastal Carolina

www.citadel.edu/planningandassessment/inst_eff39/contents.htmi
i cofc.edu/pianassess/fierptds.him
coastal.edu/services/effect/isreport39.htmi

Francis Marion alpha1.fmarion.edu/~instresearch/che.htm
Lander University www lander.eduw/ierpta9.html

SC State ir.scsu.edwie-MAIN htm

USC-Aiken assess.Usca.sc.edwira/assessmentieReport.him
USC-Spartanburg www.uscs.edu/~improv/efactbook/ie.ntm

Winthrop www.winthrop.edu/acad_aff/|E



Graduates' Achievement - Performance Funding Graduation Rate, Table 7.2

This performance funding measurs {7A1a) looks at Graduation Rates of ali sactors South Carclina pubfic institutions except
MUSC. The rates below are calcuiated as the percent of first-time, full-ime yndergraduate frashman receiving degrees
within 150% of normal program time. Generally, 150% of normai program time is 3 years for & 2-year degree and 6 years
for a 4-year degree. The rates differ from those displayed in Tabls 7.1. Table 7.1 shows rates for only those seeking a

baccalaureate degree.

Table 7.2 - Source: CHEMIS Data

First-ime, Full-ime treshmen entering In 1992

# Compieting In % Completing in
1991 - First-ime, Fulltime 150% of Pragram 150% of Program
Entering Freshman # Entering Time Tima
Graduating In 150% of
Program Time
Research Universitles
Clamson 69.56% 2,484 72.4%
USC Coiumbia 56.2% 2,460 §5.7%
MUSC na na na
Four-Year Colleges and Universities
The Citadel 731% T68%
Coastal Camlina 30.3%
Coliege of Charteston 51.9%
Francss Manion 33.8%
Landsr $1.5%
SC State 45.4%
USC - Aiken 30.68%
USC-Spartanburg 35.8%
Wirthrop £3.2%
First-time, Full-time freshmen entering in 1885
%
7 # Completing % Completing In
degrea in 150% ot 150% of Program
Program Time ¢ Entering Time
Two-Year Institutions-Bran
of USC N,
UST Beautort 13.0% 74 g 12.2%
USC Lancaster 28.0% 174 59 33.9%
USC Salkehatchie 21.0% 142 29 T 20.4%
USC Surnter 19.0°% 157 29 18.5%
USC Union 23.0% 41 8 22.0%
State Technical and
Comprehensive Educatton
System
Alken 7.8% 308 32 10.5%
Central Caroling 12.0% 274 29 10.6%
Chestarfisld-Mariboro 15.4% 127 10 7.9%
Danmark 25.0% 241 63 26.1%
Florence-Oariington 19.2% 425 64 15.1%
Greanvilie 11.2% 792 101 12.8%
Homy-Gaorgatown 17.5% 450 7 17.1%




Research Funding - Amount of Public and Private Sector Grants, Figure 8.2

Beginning with 1998-2000, institutions will be measured as to current fiscal year grants expenditures divided by the
average of grant expenditures from the prior three years. In preceding years, institutions were measured on the
most recent grant expenditures as compared to a weighted average for the prior three years expenditures. Data
for research expenditures used for purpeses of this measure are reported by institutions in fufilment of federal
reporting requirements of the IPEDs Finance Survey. *Grants® for purposes of this measure are defined as the
total dollars received from public and private sector grants expended in the State fiscal year for research, inciuding
tederal and state research expenditures.

Figure 9.2 - Source: IPEDS Annual Survey

EIFY 1997-88 W FY 1998-89

Research Universities and Four-Year Coileges and Universities
Only applicabie to those institutions with
$1 million or mare in annual resaarch

$70,000,000 4

560,000,600 1

$50.000.000 -

340,000,000 -

530,000,000 -

£20.000.000 w(

$10,000,000 <

50 - 2
Clemson i USC-Coumba MUSC ColofChas. | SC State

OFvieo7-68  SH0881LE78 | S36040364 . S38441841 LI | §2816245
WFY 1998-99 33,488,142 i $42,468 626 : $39,731,802 : 2,011,048 ; §2 0eg 227




Graduates' Achlevements - Graduation Rats for Four, Five, and Six Years, Table 7.1

Graduation rates reflect the ability of institutions to attract, select, and retain students gualified to succeed in the institution's curriculum. Although
graduation rates may reflect the quality of the institution and its students, ather factors such as the number of students whe move betweean full-time
and pari-time status, withdraw for personal or financial reasons, or transfer to other insfitutions alsa influence graduation rates. The information
below is now being taken from 2 nationally-recognized standard federal form, the intagrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
Graduation Rate Survey and inciude only bachelor or equivalent degree-seeking students. The data presented below is comparabile with previous
yaars with the slight differences in the cohon as noted below.

Table 7.1 - Source: IPEDS 1998 Graduation Rate Survey

GRADUATION RATES
PUBLIC SENIOR INSTITUTIONS
Number and Percent of Bachalor Degree-Saeking, First-Time, Full-Time Freshman Entering in Fal 1982
and Graduating with a Bachelor's Degree within Four Years or Less, Five Years oress, gnd Sjpe pars or Lass
% Graduating
Fall 1992 Number Parcent Numbsar Number Within 6 Yrs,
FulkTime | Graduating Graduating Graduating Graduating or Within 150%

Institution: Cohort* Within 4 Yrs. | Within 4 Yra, Within § Yrs. e in 6 Yra. of Normal Tlme

Fﬂesearch Universities
Clemson 2,484 910 36.63% i) T2.42%
USC-Columbia 2460 843 26.14% 238 55.65%

|Four-Year Colleges

and Universities .
Citadel 626 s @% 32 T4.52% 404 76.81%
Coastal Caroling 591 71 fR0%% 51 25 .55% 178 90.29%
Collags of Charteston 1,29 435 327, > BE1% 672 51.85%
Francis Marion 875 BT~ 12.5%% 147 16.80% 256 33.85%
Lander 402 //se--\ N 1642 148 %.07% 187 41.54%
SC State 01| . P B9f ) I t27c% 258 36.52% kil 45.36%
USC-Aiken 208§ . 2 //’ g 73% 8 20.19% o8 32.8%%
USC-Spantanburg ar2 \Q\ JBE | - 4, 114 30.85% 131 35.22%

. T 7
Wirth ) 49 44% 428 53,189
intrrop /ADL,_H N 2{ e 336 5 18%
e ] ~
TOTAL / 10,806 \\‘\ 2‘.%& 27.48% 5,200 48 12% 5,859 54.22%
NN
by N -
AN
DEFINITIONS.
*Adjustad 'or aliowabie axclusions, in or Equivalent Degree Seeking Students

(Bacnmizr or Equvaient Degrae Seeking Congrt ang<Compiaters of Bachelors or Equivalent Degraas)
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Graduates' Achievements - Southern Regional Education Board Graduation Rate, Table 7.3

Student Progression Rates - 1992 Cohort of Full-Time, First-Time Bachelor's Seeking Undergraduates®

Table 7.3 - Source: SREB State Data Exchange, September 1999

Percentage Completing a Bachslor's at
Instituticn of inifital Enroliment within
150% of Normal Time

Percentage Stil

Enrolled at Institution
of Initial Enroliment

All Public Four-Year Colleges and Universities

Percentage Transferring Out within
150% of Normal Time Meeting
Federal Documentation Standards

SREB States

Alabama
Arkansas
Florida

Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana

Maryland
Mississippi
North Carolina

Cklahoma
South Carclina
Tennessee

Texas
Virginia
West Virginia

Blank space indicates data not available; the system for tracking transfers is still in development

431

43.9
e
56.3

39.2
378
27.8

83
5.4
5.8
6.0

57

16.7
17.2
10.2
252

4.1

18.4
15.4
15.4
209
13.1

32.4
16.1

*Membars of the initial cohon whe became deceased, totally and permanently disabied, left school to serve in the armed forces or the
federal toreign aid service such as the Peace Carps, or who left schoot to serve on an official church mission are subtracted from the

conort before percentages are calculated. Members of the initial cohort who completed oniy an award beiow the baccalaureate level,
those who completed a bachelor’s but not within 150 percent of normal time and those who did not eam any certificate or degree and
are not still enrolled are not counted in the columans shown.



Research Funding - Student involvement in Research, Table 8.1

Upper-Division, Undergraduate Students

Undergraduate students are also invoived in research efforts at public institutions, Those represented below are upper-division (junior
and senior level) students. Afthough the percents are much lower, they can make significant contributions to on-gaing research at
these institutions. The College of Charleston has led all the institufions over the past two years with its upper-division undergraduates
being involved in research (Falt 1998-7.6%; Fall 1997-8.8%}. USC-Columbia and The Citadel have followed second and third each
year. Two columns have been added to show the change in enroliment and the percent change in stdent involvemsnt over the past
year.

Number Number

% . % Change in
. Fall Students Recelving Change in
Institution Semester Enrolled  Stipends for "I:'“;f:;‘:: Enroliment ,ml’::::::
{CGHEMIS Data) Resaarch
Reswarch Universities
Clemson 1998 6,436 4%
1997 8,296
MUSC 1998 502 =100%
1897 588
USC Columbia 1888 7,176 -16%
19897 7,048
Four-Year Colleges & Universities
Citadal -18 59%
Coastal Carmiina 230 -44%,
Coll. ot Charieston 7.6% 209 -14%
8.8%
Francis Manon 0.0% g 0%
0.0%
Langer 998\ 0.0% 46 0%
0.0%
SC Stame 5.2% 229 62%
3.2%
USC-Aken 0.9% 29 ~49%
1.8%
USC-Spartanburg 1998 1.500 2 1.3% 15 -356%
1997 1,485 3 2.0%
Winthrop 1998 1,938 0 0.0% 24 0%
1997 1,911 0 0.0%




Graduates' Achievement - Performance Funding Graduation Rate, Table 7.2

Miciands

State Technical and
Comprehensive Education
System, cont.

Orangsburg-Calhoun
Piedmont
Spartanburg

TCL

Tri-County

Tridert

Willzmsburg

York

* Cotractad ater May 6, 1999

- Adjusted for aliowable exciusions, includes enly Bachaier or Equivalent Degras-Sesking Stude
{s6e SAEB Tabia 7.3 for "allowabls')

74% | 1,188 100 8.4%
First-time, FulHiime freshmen entering in 1998

# Campleting % Completing in

1954 - First-ime, Fufi4ime degree In 150% of 180% ot Program:

Entering Freshmen Program Time # Entering Time
Graduating in 150% of
Pragram Time

29.5% 340 88 19.4%

24.6% 342 79 23.1%

24.6% 400 79 19.8%

18.2% 95 g 9.5%

41.0% 441 81 13.8%

1M1.0% 625 12.8%

7.0% 62 B1%

16.5% 434 15.1%




Research Funding - Financial Support for Teacher Educatlon, Figure 9.1

Beginning with 1988-2000 Performance Indicator 9A is a measure of the amount of grants and awards expended
to support teacher praparation or training, including applied research, professional develoment and training grants,
as compared to the average from the prior three years. In preceding years institutions performance was measured
as the amount of expenditures for the most recent FY compared o a weighted average of expenditures in the three
previous years. Figure 9.1 shows the actual doitar amounts expended during FY 1996-97 and 1997-88 &3 reported
by the institutions. This measure is not applicable to MUSC, the Two-Year Institutions-Branches of USC, or the
State Technical and Comprehensive Education System.

Figure 9.1 - Source: Institutional Reports to CHE

EIFY 1996-97 WFY 1997-88
Research Sector
$2,500,000 -
$2,000.000 |
$1,500,000 1
§1,000,000 <
i
$500,000 -
80 — - . W i nr
Clemson g SC-Columbia
OIFY 1995-37 5915842 Y 20,885

M FY 1937.98 82,058,537 \ \\/ "g1,501,081
T \
Feour-Year Colleges and Un_iuay/ie{ }" \}

-

$2,500.000 - (\\ / -

£2.000,000 - - \
§1.500000 - N\ -

$1,000000 - ™,

$800,00¢ -

5 ' . :
Chagel | Coastal !Colo‘lChas.! FRnes 4 der |

et ! - . |
Marion SCState | USC-Alken | USC Sparl.i Wwinthrop

§37.920 | $78ssSed o SE7EI04  §G39472
366703 | $1.010.755 | 5518328 | $590410

OFY 199697 $19.128 ‘ $616431 | SUTZ2EE . 3109852 867774
Wy 1ge7-08 522536 | SA22553 | 756811 STIS018 883247




Graduates’ Achievements - Southern Regional Education Board Graduation Rate, Table 7.3

Student Progression Rates - 1992 Cohort of Full-Time, First-Time Bachelor's Seeking Undergraduates*

Public Two-Year
Percentage Completing a Degree or
Certificate Less Than a Bacheior's of Percantage Still Percentage Transferring Out within
Equivalent Degree at Institution of Inifial Enrolied at Institution 150% of Normal Time Meeting
Enrollment within 150% of Normal Time of Initial Enroiiment Federal Documentation Standards
SREB States 16.7 14.7 13.0
Alabama 18.5
Arkansas 209 135
Florida 213 1.0
Georgia 13.6 226
Kentucky 10.0 20,8
Louisiana ' 14.8
Maryiand 12.2 10.2
Mississippi
North Carolina
Oklahoma 23.8
South Carolina
Tennessee 171
Texas 17.8
Virginia 13.6
West Virginia

Blank space indicates data not available; the system for tracking transfers is still in development

*Members of the initial cohort who became deceased, totally and permanently disabled, left school to serve in the armed forces or the
federat foreign =id service such as the Peacs Carps, or who left schoo! to serve on an official church missicn are subtracted from the

cehon before parcentages ars calcufated. Members of the initial conor whe completed only an award below the baccalaursats lavel,
those who compieted a bachelor's but not within 160 percent of normal time and those who did not eam any certificate or degree and
are not still enrclled are not counted in the columns shown.




Section IX — Research Funding

Research data includes student involvement in research, grants and awards expended in support of
teacher training, and public and private sector research grants expended.

Tables 9.1 and 9.2, “Student Involvement in Research,” summarize the number and percent of upper-
division, degree-seeking undergraduate and graduate students funded through grants who participate in
sponsored research. The data reveal increased participation by graduate students at the research
universities.

With regard to financial support for teacher training, Figure 9.1, “Financial Support for Teacher Training,”
shows a substantial increase in expenditures at the applicable research universities compared to
expenditures the previous year.

s,” expenditures of dollars
rease in the research

Likewise, as indicated by Figure 9.2, “Amount of Public and Private Sector,
from public and private sector research grants has increased overall, le
sector.




Graduates’ Achievements - Placement Data on Graduates, Table 7.4

The foliowing table summarizes placement data on graduates from public, senior institutions. Thess ingtitutions of higher leaming are required to
report placement data on graduates and most institutions include this data as part of their alumni follow-up survey. The responses refiacted here
are derived from graduates of three years prior to the reporting year (.. 1995-96 graduates). The responses are taken directty from the alumni
survey at each institution. The standard survey contains five questions, all of which are provided below. The institutions were asked to report on
the number of responses received on each question, but only the percentages of the total responses are shown below. Since programs at the
two-year campuses of USC are intended primarity to prepare students for continuing their baccalaureate studies, placement data have not been
collected for those institutions. The data shown here should provide an overview of what graduates from South Carolina's public, senior
institutions are doing upon their commencement.

Table 7.2 - Sourca: Institutional Raports fo CHE

19558-99 Academic Year Survay Adminisiration
Cinmson MUSC usc-c = Coantal CofCh  Fran.Mar.  Landw 5C Strin USC-A se-8 Winthrop

Number Surveyed 2294 350 1o 1214 249 1259 498 85 798 48t 548 552
% Rsaponss Rata 2 -] k' 25 k 28 21 2416 E3) i 202 2
Besed Totat

Pl on Sampie o1 Tow Tog Samciz Total Sampe Toml Tolal Tetat Totd Total Total Toal

Time to obtain first full-time job after graduation
% of Total Saprasonisd Clamach MUSC usct Citadal Coastal

USC-A USC-s Winthrop

"D ol seek A tme b . ; & v
Single category that hest describes student's current status

% of Total Aspresamted Clemaon
AT

Aelationship batween the student's co ajor and current tull-time job

X of Tole Reoresen Clamson MUSC uscL Cliadei

Comstal . Lander $C St USC-A usc-g Winthrop

Location of student's first job after gradustion
% of Total Represantss Clamacn MUSC uscC Chadsl Coaxtal ol Ch Fran. Mar. Landasr 5C St USC-A Us0.g Winthrop




Research Funding - Student invoivement in Ressarch, Table 9.1

The following tables summarize the number and percent of degree-seeking upper-dvision undergraduate and graduate students who
have recaived funding through grart monies and thus have participated in sponsored research activites. 1t should ba noted that the
many studants who participate in non-sponsared tesearch, and in extamally funded projects which ara not classified as research, are
not reflected in the data presentad below.

Table 9.1 - Source: CHEMIS Data

Graduate Students

As expected, involvement by graduate studants is more common and involves a greater percent of that population at each insttiution
than undergraduate students. Tha research universities lead with Ciemson reporting 21.8% of their graduate students belng involved
in research and USC Columbia (8.5%) and MUSC {5.7%} following second and third. SC State has made a dramatic move since last
year to 31.3% and the College of Charleston maintains a comparabls number to its place last year. The other institutions in the
taaching sector have less than 1% invoived. Two columns have been added to show the change in enroliment and the percent
change in studant invoivement over the past year.

Number Number

- <ttaion Fal Students Recsiving Changein  © C“:&%:L:
it Semester Enrolled  Stipendsfor Enrollment | et
{CHEMIS Data) Ressarch
Research Universities
Clemson 1998 %
1997
MUSC 1988 0%
1957
LISC Coiumbra 1998 12%
1997
Four-Year Colleges & Universities
Citaget 1(2;// -50%
-
Coasial Caroina TQS}\.\ o 0%
to9n,_
- N
Coll. of Chanesto -16%
1
Frarcs Manon \\ 1998 291 0 0.0% -21 0%
N, 1997, 32 0 0.0%
Landet 1 50 v} 0.0% 4 0%
87 58 0 0.0%
SC State 1848 254 82 31.3% -85 1104%
1997 379 10 28%
USC-Aikan 1998 41 0 0.0% =4 0%
1997 45 ] 0.0%
USC-Sparanburg 1998 8 ] 0.0% -2 0%
1997 10 ] 0.0%
Winthrop 1948 607 ] 0.0% -54 0%

1887 861 0 0.0%




Graduates' Achievements - Alumni Surveys, Table 7.5

The foliowing tables highlight questions pulled from the alumni survey. All public colleges and universities in the state are
required to administer this survey and repart the results every iwo years. The data is gathered from alumni who graduated
three years prior {0 the current reporting year {i.e. alumni graduating in 1995-96). Institutions are listed by sector and the retum
rate from the survey is provided. The survey contains four common questions with several subparts to three of the questions.

The questions highlighted in the tables are subparts, pulled from Question One on the survey: “Students’ levet of satistaction
with:" The number of responses is prasented in addition to the percent of those who answered in one of the six choices, The
complete survey from each institution may be found at the end of this report in the Appendix.

Table 7.3 - Source: Institutional Reports to CHE
Questlon: Students' lavel of Satisfaction with:

. Retum Wajor Program of Study
. Number of
Institution Rate of % Vary % % Somewhat % Somewhat . . . % Vary
Respanses . . : % Dissatisfiad
SuVeY |y question| Stisfed  Satsfied  Satsfied DW Dissatisfled
Research Universitias
i R o o - '\5. : .'ﬂrw

L USC 9%%

Carslina
':"-_‘.\_'.5 )

Francis Mariqn 2.10%

r .20,20%

i SRNE b

_ sauior o\ AR
USC Lancastar
| . USC Salkshatotie
USC Sumter

N T L R

P B S s 5

" Midands Tech
L b R a0
S . - et ot

Pisdmont Tach
Y SparantaTg,echs

b i Daraed =

m-é’:‘&‘& .

* Other cohort of graduates surveyad
* No data reported for this quastion




User-Friendliness of the Institution - Percent Change in Minority Enroliment, Fali 1994 to Fail 1588, Tabie 8.2

Hsadoount Enzoilment, Fall 1994

Headcoumt Enrotiment, Fell 1958

Percent Change, Fall 1334 to Fall 1964

INSTITUTION Afr-Amer.
Ressarch Universities
Clamson 1,302
USC-Columbia 3,864
MuUsCc 154
Faur-Year Colisges and Universitles
Citadel 509
Coastal Carolina aw
Coll, of Chartesion 808
Francis Manon 836
Lander 515
SC State 4,388
USC-Aiken vk ]
USC-Sparanburg 456

Regional Campuses of USC
USC-Baautort
USC-Lancaster
USC-3alkehatchia
USC-Sumter
USC-Union

M g

ar inst GEYS

Technical Colleges
Ajksn
Central Carclina 770
Chesterfield-Mariborg 335
Danmark
Florence-Darington
Greanvilie
Hamy-Gaometown
Midlands
Orangeburg-Cakoun
Fiedmont
Spartanburmg
TCL
Tri-County
Tricant
Williamsburg
York

AT I

1,33
2,048
179

162
167

436
B4
57
kil

102
18

Tetal

Afr-Amer.

1163
4,075
45

494

1,127

4424
809

Other*

1,401
2382
217

151
196

28
10

Z @

18]
847

Total

16,685
26,250
2,353

4,018
4,556
11,582
3,947

2356
.12
1,188
3472

% Change Afr-
Amaer,

-10.7%
2.0%
58.1%

21.5%
18 1%

20.4%
27.5%
0%
51.8%
29.2%
47.1%

6.9%
2.8%
18.4%
441%
H.T%

3.0%
12.3%
35.5%

% Change % Change

Other* Total
5.1% 24%
18.3% -5.6%
a.2% 4.3%
13.0% -9.6%
22.2% 0.3%
42.2% 7%
35.7% 1.3%
70.2% £.4%
187.1% 22%
46.6% 2.0%
&6.1% 2.4%

BR.0%

-18.8% 8.2%
42.%% 41.5%
62.5% 14.9%
64.5% 10.1%
45.2% 25.%%
18.4% 45%
21.2% 9.3%
100.0% 12.1%
168.0% 17.8%
-14.4% 14.8%
7.5% 15.2%
11.8% -5.4%
0.0% 6.9%

“Includes Non-Residents Aliens and persons of American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islandar, or Hispanic racialfethinic designations

“*Exciudes medical and dental residents and intems







Section IX - Research Funding
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Graduates' Achievements - Alumni Surveys, Table 7.5

Question: Studants' leve! of Satlstaction with:

Genetal Education Pregram of Study
Retum N o
Institution Rate of Hes""'po‘benrses % Vary % %Somewhal % Somewhat . ... . %very
SuveY [y evestion Safisfed  Satisfed  Satisfied  Dissatisfied Dissatisfiad
Resaarch Universities
A o . %W . oy % T D . : ;
39% NA NA NA NA
i oY 3 T o 34 e
Coastal Caroina 50% 88 28 53 i6 0 1 1
Francis Maﬁon 11 18 “_0
10, )
t,
UsC
USC Lancasler 23% 25 32 64 4 ¢ 0 0
USC Sumter
T UsCHrion”

System
_ A Tach: -
-Cer,tral Caroina

e

De .r“ar‘n .e:h

L aﬁcs ec'

2a0mont Tech

' Spartanburg Tech
n. Cali gl ine metry

State Tech. and Comprehensive Educ.

* Other cohort of graduates surveyed
** No data reported tor this question



Section Vil - User-Friendliness of the Institution

The user-friendliness of institutions is evaluated based on their transfer policies and its accessibifity. With
regards to transfer, Table 8.1, “First-Time Undergraduate Transters,” summarizes transter data for first-
time, full-time undergraduate students from and to different types of institutions in the state.

Accountability is measured by several elements including enroliment of minority students. Table 8.2
“Enroliment by Race” shows that between 1994 and 1998, the total number of students has increased
slightly at & 3.1% change. The number of African-American students and other Minority students has made
a much more significant change over the last four years, increasing 13.2% (African-American) and 27 8%
(Other Minority) while the number of White students has decreased {-1.2%).




Graduates' Achievements - Alumni Surveys, Table 7.5

Question: Studants' level of Satistaction with:

Insfitution

Instruction in the Major

Retum
YRate of % Very % % Somewhat % Somewhat o r. o oiefed 1@ VErY
Survey Satisfied  Satisied  Satisfied  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Rasaarch Universliies
b P A

USC Lancaster

EESC S

USC Suter

State Tech. And Comprahansive
Educ. Systern

* Other cohort of graduates surveyed
™ No data reported for this question




User-Friendliness of the Institution - First-Time, Full-Tims Undergraduate Transfers, Table 8.1

The following table summarizes transter data for first-time, full-time undergraduate students over the past two years and shows
that students continue to transfer among all sectors (public and private) and ail levels {two- and four-year} of Institutions.
Locking at the Fall 1998 data, the largest number of transfer students in the state are those who transfar from out-of-state
institutions and come to South Caraling institutions (3,375). Fifty five percent (55%) of these students (1,853) transfer to
senior, putlic institutions and 36% (1,214) transfer to the state’s technical colleges. The second fargest fransfer group {2,220)
starts at the technical coliegas with 57% (1,267) going on to senior, public institutions, 27% {607} gaing to another technical
college, and 12%goingto a senior private institution. The percent change over che year is a1s0 Shown.

Table 8.1 - Source: CHEMIS Data

Enroliment Fall 1998 - 64,734
Enrollment Fall 1997 - 84,734

NUMBER TRANSFERRING TO
AN
Senior Public  2-Yr Regional Technical Senlor Privas -Y? Private
TRANSFERRING FROM Year institutions  Institutions  Colleges  Institupidng € Institutions
Enrolimant-

Public Senior Instifutions  Fall 1898 568
Fall 1897

2-Yr Ragional Campuses  Fall 1999
Fall 1997

Technical Colleges Fall 1898
Faif 19¢

o o

Private Senior Institutions  Fall 1
Fall 1987

e T,
. 31

Private 2-Yr Colle?\s Fall 1998
Fall 1997

Qut of State

Fail 1998
Fall 1967

Bl

Foreign

(panding final revisions by CHE staff)




Graduates’ Achievements - Alumni Surveys, Tabie 7.5

Question: Students' level of Satisfaction with:

Overall Academic Experience
Retum f
Institution Rate of ;':s“j.':‘n’sgs %Very % % Somewhat %Somewhal . oo %Very
j i tisfied issati
Survey 10 Qusstion Safisfiec  Satisfied  Satisfled  Dissatisfie Dissatisfiad
Research Unmrsiuas

Central Carolina
L v sk s cvr—

.+ hestarieid Marthorey?

Denmark Tech

GrBEI"lVIIIe T ec"t

M:dlanos Tech

* Other cohort of graduates surveyed
* No dala reported for this guastion



Graduates' Achievements - Percentage of Students Passing Professional Examinations, Table 7.9

Indicator 7D, Resutts of Professional Exams, measures the overal] percentage of students at an Instittion taking cerfification examinations
Who pass the examinations. The data are taken from the individual tests as reported by each instifion and displayed in Tabfe 7.6.
Institutions are evaluated for performance funding against individual institutional standards that are proposed by institutions and approved
by the CHE. Becausa of the wide variety in the number of students, programs and examinations across institutions, the readsr i
cauticned against making direct comparisons of the overall percentage passing across institutions.

Table 7.9 - Source: CHE Divislon of Planning, Assessment, and Performange Funding and Institutional reports

Percent Passing
Examinations taken from
April 1 to Mareh 31 Parcent Changs
Cvar 3 years
Institution 199697 1997-99 1998-98 13::::;;” 11:79.:::’ (1995-96 to
1996-97)
Resaarch Univarsities
Clemsan 88.8% 1.5%
USC Columbia 91.7% 0.5%
MUSC 93.2% 0.8%
Four-Year Colleges and Universities
Citadel 89.5% £.7%
Coastal Carolina 83.7% 0.3%
Colt. of Charleston N7% L.4%
Francis Marion B4.8% 0.7%
Lander 83.6% -25%
SC State 89.7% 1.6%
USC Aiken 94.1% 0.2%
USC Sparanburg 88.8% 0.4%
Winthrop 91.8% 1.1%
Twe-Year [nstitutions-Branches of USC TN
USC Beautor / AN N/A
USC Lancaster” i / m; ) 0.0%
USC Salkehatcnia T AUA N/A
USC Sumter NN S /A
UST Union N/,
State Technical and Comp
Aer Tech 100.0% 76.9% 0.0% -23.1% -11.6%
Centra Zamima Tech 98.0% 89.8% 0.4% 8.4% -4.4%
Chesiereg-Masoom Tech . 83.3% 100.0% 10.3% 20.0% 4.9%
Denmark Tecn BE.4% 90.5% 77.4% 4.7% -14.5% 4.8%
Florence-Darington Tech 96.4% 97 5% 91.5% 1.1% 6.2% -2.5%
Greenvitie Tech 87.5% 87.58% 79.9% 0.5% 8.1% -4.3%
Hemy-Georgetown Tech 92.7% 92.5% 89.2% 0.2% -3.6% 1.%%
Migianas Tesr 91.6% 52.0% 95.9% 0.4% 4.2% 2.3%
Orangsturg-Calkaur Tech 82.9% 89.7% 92.6% 3.4% 3.2% 0.1%
Piedmont Tech 82.2% 92.5% 85.0% 0.3% 27% 1.5%
Soeranturg Tech 80.4% 88.5% 85.9% -4.3% 0.7% 2.5%
Tegn Colt, of LowCountry 98.3% 84.7% 68.3% -3.7% 8% D.1%
Tn-County Tecn 91.3% 82.6% 89.9% 1.4% 2.3% 0.7%
Tndant Tech 91.6% 88.7% 90.0% -3.2% 1.5% 0.9%
Willlamsaurg Tech 100.0% 100.0% 38.5% 0% 61.1% -30.8%
York Tacn 97.0% 96.9% 98.7% £.4% 0.2% 0.3%

* Joint nursing program with York Technical Collage




Graduates’ Achievements » Alumni Sutveys, Table 7.5

Question: Students’ level of Satistaction with:

Instructian im General Educaticn

Retum
Institution Rate of % Very % %Somewhal % Somewhal , . oo.c.. % Very
Survey Gatisfied  Satisfied  Satisfied  Dissatisfied Dissatisfie

Resaarch Unlvarstiss
P T P L Yo S

Four-Year Colleges and Universitles

Coastal Carolina

Francis Marion

C Stals

:'usc_Lancasrer
{SC Saehalehie

L SCSumer
USGlion

State Tech. and Comprahansiva Educ.
System
Ce.:.tral Caronna

) ; e

Denr-.a'x Tem

R sl O P

Greefmlle e*'

MIG‘-E""S Tec" \
Piaomert T .e"'w

Sparwhxg‘fam

* Cther cohort of graduates surveyed
** No data reportad for this question




Section VIl = User-Friendliness of the Institution




Graduates’ Achisvements - Student Performance on Professional Examinations, Table 7.6
Tables 7.6 and 7.7 summarize various protessional examinations and graduates’ performances on each. These examinations, mostly mullipie choice
format, are designed to measure minimum knowledge necessary to practice in the designated profession. institutions are required to report data on
firstime test takers (with the exception of the PRAXIS Series, which included ali test takers) for the set time period and the Commission on Higher
Education (CHE) abtains comparable data {when availzhie) of national and state pass rates for those xams. The April 1, 1998, to March 31, 1999,
timeline corresponds to current reporting requirements for performance funding. Al percentages presented are rounded to the nearest whaie percent.

Table 7.6 lists data from each institution on individual exams taken between April + and March 31of the years fisted, for the past three years. To
develop the table, data reported by insfitutions were collapsed by year to provide annual summary information. Exarn data from the most recent three
year period is included (i.e., 1958-88, 1997-38, 1596-97). Data for exams reported in timeframes nol corresponding to the April to Mareh peniod {e.q.,
*Jan-Jun 196" of “ongoing during 1997", etc.) were inciuded as data reported from April to December of the year reported. To compare institutional
results with national and state pass rates, see Table 7.7.

Table 7.7 lists naticrial and South Carolina pass rates of graduates and/or prospective graduates on professional and certification examinations. Data
reported are generally derived from the same time frame as requested from the institutions, April 1 through March 31, and have been compiied from
agency reports to the CHE. The comesponding reporting agency {for the most recent year} is fisted in Table 7.8. For data that may have crossed over
the April to March reporting period or for a change in exam title, a tootnote is provided at the end of the tabie. Calendar year reports that do not
correspond to the April through March timeframe are Included in the April to December time period for the appropriate year {e.q. 1996 results were
included in 1996-97 data: Jan. to Jun. 1997 summary data ara inciuded in 1997-98 data). Some egencies do aintain national or state pass rates

and thus cannct report them to the Commissien on Higher Education; in this case,
respond to Comimigsion requests by print time of this repart. Each exam listed has been reported |

Table 7.6 - Source: Institutional Reports to CHE

*NA" is listed. Anemp

is left when an agancy does not
atgfnstitutions at least once in the past.

Exsms h 31 of year listed
1598-99 yd 1947-88 1596-57
Exam Title Instihution # * ' # $ % # ¥ [
Tested  Passing ssji( Tasied~, Passing - Passmg asted  Passing  Passing
ACC National Cedt. Exam, in Nursa \ /
Midwitery MUSC 6 & 1 5, 8 100°% 3 5 100%
(prenviolssly known *Cartiing Nurs Midwite") :
Accredited Rasard Technician (AHT) Frarente-Darbington 3 G0% 5 3 80%
Greemvile Tech 13 100%
Midiands Tach 7 88% 8 B 0%
Arcraft Mantenance - Airtrame Florence-Dafingron 1 100% 1 ] 100%
Grea /1:4'\ 7 78% 5 5 100%
¢
Areratt Mantenarce - Airtrame: (oraf} j ) /
(MGt LrokBN GowT: 1. 28 F8POrS| et
Aircratt Mamanancs - Ad k! 100%
[MaT DB DOWn W a5t reCis.
Arrcratt Mantanance - 3 3 100% 1 1 100% 7| 1 i 100%
5 83% 11 1 100% 4 4 100%
" 4 100%
Aurcratt Maimerance - Powemlant \ 3 100% 1 1 100% 1 1 100%
10 100% g g 100% 3 2 B7%
Aircrat Mairtenanca - Powerpiant (oral) Tridant Téch § 5 100%
[Met brosen dawn 1 past Teoorts)
Aurcratt Maintenancs - Powaplan! fwritien)
Trident Tech g 5 100%
[Not Drosen down i A3t e
Amarican Bd of Camdiovascutar Perfusion MUSG g 8 100% 10 8 0%
EXam (ot browand sown i past regors)
Part| (PESE) 8 § B3%
Part |l {TAPE} = & 100%
American Nurses Credentigling Centar Natlj  MUSC 10 g 20% 4 3 75% 1 1 100%
Exam-Adult Murse Practitionar




Graduates' Achievements - Professional Examinations and Reporting Agenciss, Table 7.8

Table 7.8 - Source: CHE Planning, Assessment and Performance Funding Divisior

EXAMINATION REFORTING AGENCY

ACC National Certification Exam, in Nurse Midwifary freviousty known "Certified Amarican College of Nursa Midwives Cartif. Counel, inc.
Nurss Midwife)

Accredited Record Technician {previously knawn *Medizal Records Tachnciogy) American Health Information Management Association
Adutt Nurse Practitioner AANP ’ Amenican Acadery of Nurse Practitioners

Aircraft Maintenance-Airframe Fadaral Aviation Administration

Aireraft Maintenanca-Genaral Federsl Aviation Administration

Aireraft Maintenance-Powerplant Fadaral Aviation Administration

American Bd. of Cardiovascular Perfusion Exam - Part (PBSE)

American Bd. of Cardiovascular Perfusion Exarm - Part I {CAPE)

American Nursas Cradentialing Center National Exam - Adult Nurse Practitioner
American Nurses Credentlaling Center National Exam - Family Nursa Practiioner

Barbering
Certification Exam. for Entry Level Respiratory Therapy Practitioners (CRTT)
Certifiad Dantal Assistant

Cenifled Medical Assistant Exam.

Certified Cccupational Therapist Assistant (COTA) r Certification in Occupational Tharapy

C{l;mcal Laboratory Scientist/Ganaralist, NCA tpr gwn m‘uuﬁ TM Nationat Cradentialing Agency for Laboratory Personnel

NCA™

:g:mal Laboratery Technician, NCA (pm@\m{wm%{m Tac stiona! Credentiaiing Agancy for Laboratory Persannel
AT

Cosmetnlogy Examination Schroeder Measurament Technologies

Council on Centifica American Association of Murse Anesthedists

Emerency Medical Tech?h: HEMT Basic National Registry of Emergency Madical Te‘crmicians

Emergency Meicai Techniciar} “HAEMT Intermpe National Registry of Emergency Medical Technicrans

Emergency Medical Tachnician - NREWT, Pa ‘ National Registry of Emergency Madical Techrictans

Famity Murse Practiioner AANP Amencan Academy of Nurse Practiionars

Medical Labaratary Technician ASCP Board of Pegistry, American Soclety ot Clinical Pathologists

Medical Technology, ASCP Board of Ragistry, American Society of Clinical Pathologists

National Board Dental Exam, Part | Amarican Denta) Association

National Beard De;';tal Exam. Part il Amarican Dantal Assoclation

National Board for Dental Hygiena Exam. American Dental Association

National Councit Licensyrs Exam - Practicai Nurse & Fegistered Nurse SC Board of Nursing




Graduates's Achievements - Credit Hours Eamed of Graduates, Figure 7.1

Performance Funding Indicator 7F measures institutions on the average total number of cradit hours eamed by
their graduates as compared to the average total number of credit hours required for program completion.
Graduates inciuded for consideration are those who entered the institution as first-time, full-time freshmen and
exlude students transferring into the institution. Total hours required inciude the program hours required to
graduate as defined in the institution's catalogue. Total hours eaned includs aft hours eamed upon award of the
dagree, excluding college credits eamed while in high school eaming muftiple degrees. All hours eamed since the
student enrolled are included. This data also inciudes students who are taking “extra® courses not required in
their program of study. MUSC, Two-Year Campuses of USC and the State Tech. and Comprehensive Educ.
Systam are not included in this measure.

Figure 7.1 - Source: CHEMIS Data
I Ratio of Credit Hours Eamed fo Credit Hours Reguired

Research Universities - 1997-98
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g ,

E % &
g

o=

ol

T 08% +

E

]

T OI06% +

=

& 103.5%
£ 04% + -
=

®

o

£ 102 T

-]

o

1eo%

USC-Cotumbia

110% or Balow

&
v

-»

106.4%

105.1%

04% =

Aabo-Credil Hrs EarnaedACcedil Hrs Renuired
2
=
' .

102% T+

100% - : : :
Gitacs! Coantai Coll ot Cras. FranciaMarion  Lander 5C State USC-Alken UsC- Wirthrop
Carcling Spartanburg




Graduates' Achievements - Professional Examinations and Reporting Agencles, Table 7.8

EXAMINATION
Nationai Physical Therapist Licsnsing Exam. {PT and PT Asst)

Neonatal Nurse Pragtiioner Exam
Morth American Pharmacist Uicensure Exam

Nuciear Madicine Technoiogy ARRT

Nuctear Medicine Technology Certfication Bd. Exam.
Nurse Aid Competency Evaiuation Program
Occupational Therapy, Registered (OTR)

Pharmacy State Law Exam

Physiclan Assistant National Cerlifying Exam. {PANCE)

PRAXIS Series b Core Battery Professional Knowiedge and Subject
Assessment/Spacialty Area Tests (previousty known "NTE-Professional Knowledge”)

Fadiation Therapy

Radiography Exam ARRT
Registry Exam. For Advariced Respiratory Therapy Practiticnars (RRT)
Regisiry Exam. For Advariced Respiratory Therapy Practiicners (RR

Simulatian

Regisiry

South Carolina Board of Law Examination /2‘\
S

e

Soec.alist m Cyvtatashnalogy

SRTA Aemonal Exam. for Dental Hygienists gy /’

State Board Deral Exam.- k of Dentsiry’)
State 3oarc Exam P D
Surgieai Tacnnoioqist MNal
U5 Machea: Leensing Exam, - S

US Meaicai Licensing £xam. - S1ep I}

Velennary Technician National Exam

3,
Registry Exam, For Advanced Respiratory Therapy Practitoners (RRT) \r}ﬂen

EPORTL ENCY
SC Board of Physical Tharapy Examiners

National Cartification Carporation for the Cbstetric, Gynecologiz, and
Neonatal Nursing Speciaities

National Association of Boards of Pharmacy (Nati Data), SC Board
of Pharmacy (State Data)

American Ragistry of Radiographic Technologists
Nuclear Medicine Technology Certification Board
5C Department of Health and Human Services

Nationat Board for Cartification in Occupational Tharapy

3C Board of Pharmacy

National Association tion af Physicians' Assistants

SC State Deparim¥fit of Educal

8¢ Supreme Count

Board of Registry, American Seciety of Clinical Pathologists
Southem Regional Testing Agency

Sauthem Regional Testing Agency

SC Dentistry Board

Liaison Council on Certification tor the Surgica Technoiogist
National Board of Medical Examiners

Nafional Board of Madical Examiners

Amarican Association of Veterinary State Boards



Graduates' Achievements - Student Performance on Professlonal Examinations, Table 7.8

Exams taicers twaen Apeil 1 and March 31 of year lisied

10858 195758 195697
Examination tnstitution # [ % ) [ % # [} B
Tastsd Passing  Passing | Testsd  Passing  Passing Tested  Passing  Passing
Medical Laboratory Technician, ASGP Flarence-Daringlon 16 a 6% 2! 1" 1% 10 10 100%
Greanvitie Tach & H 8% -} g 100% 10 g ¥
Widlands Tech g 5 3% 10 8 0% 14 14 100%
Crangeburg-Calhoun [ [} 00% ] b 100% 10 A7 100%
Spartanburg Tech
Tri-County Tach 12 & 7% 12 i1 92% i 10 %
Tadent Tach 7 & T1% 14 13 % 1 9 82%
Yok Tech 12 10 B3% 8 g 100% 12 16 B3%
Meadical Tachnologist, ASCP MUSC ] 9 100% 14 13 3% 18 18 100%
Maticnal Board Dental Exam. Pan | MUBC ) B8 B 51 47 2% 45 42 8%
Nationa! Board Dental Exam. Part Il MUSC 48 47 42 BO%
Nationgl Bd for Dental Hygiena Exam. Florence-Darfington 17 14 14 100%
Greanvile Tach 8 23 £1% 58 X} R 100%
Midiands Tach 18 19 100% 19 2 2 100%
Trdent Tech 16 15 100% ) 19 19 100%
York Tach
Natienal Council Licensure Exam. Alken Tech 17 17 100%
Practical Nurse Central Garlina > 13 3%
Chesterfield-Martboro 14 13 3%
Figrence-Parlington
Greenviia Tach
Hormy-Georgetawn 24 2t 85%
Midiands Tach . 125 103 B2%
Orangeburg-Calhoun 21 85% 26 25 %%
Piadmant Tach 29 100% 41 41 100%
Sparanbyrg Tach 27 A% 38 3 G2%
Toch Coll of Low Gy 21 85% il 20 100%
To-County { 21 100% 19 18 95%
Trden —W \ 43 2 %% a5 5% 18 16 89%
Mationai Council Licansure Exam. @ ,"i 88 84% 101 o 3% 105 L) B7%
Registered Nurse %E olmbiz / 1 73 0% BS 55% B& 78 91%
LN Ve 7 0 % B 75 93% % a 7%
£l 3% 45 40 8% 28 27 96%
B :| 100% 24 21 8a%
64 55 Bo% 70 85 83% 70 &7 6%
1M CAORAN DO I A > 84 H 85% =) 8 L8
41 b 85%
49 39 0%
3 M 8% 42 41 88% 47 47 100%
n &6 83% B89 87 6% 89 a7 %
110 a3 T5% 145 135 % 129 114 BE%
45 k73 g77, A0 &0 100% 41 40 8%
118 106 4% 130 114 88% 45 47 6%
4 # 8% 4 # 5% 44 13 88%
a7 3% % 44 40 §1% 27 24 9%
Tech Coll of Low Ctry 27 26 95% k1 34 ®n% 24 23 9%
Tri-County Tach 46 42 % 55 48 88% 40 38 9%
Tridant Tech a5 78 8% 73 7 9% 103 85 -0
York (1) 30 K 100% 32 2 100% 38 100%
Naticnal Physical Therapist Licensing MUSC 47 k) 83% x 26 8% 40 8%
Prvaical Tharaplm -
Naticnal Physical Therapigt Licensing
Exam. Giraernyiile Tach 48 a #9% kI 26 TO0% ® kL] 2%
Brysicai Tharapit Aasistant Midianda Tach L] [} 100%
Trident Tech 28 b T¥% 18 10 56% 25 23 02%




Graduates' Achievements - Natlona! and South Carolina Pass Rates on Professional Examinations, Table 7.7

Table 7.7 - Source: Insthutional Reports to CHE

Empty scaces indicata that no information was reported
NA indicates that pass rates are not avaiable from repovting agency

Exam Titia 1893-49 195748 1986-97
¥) See axplanalory note below taive National sc National 8¢ National sC
AGC Nationai Centification Exam. tn Nurss Midwﬁsfy{pmauﬂy known “Canifisd Nursa 8% 85% 1% 100% B7% 1007
Midwifs")
Accredited Recard Technician (praviously known "Medica! Records Tachnology™) 50% NA 2% %%
Aircraft Maintenanca-Airtrama % 2% 0% % N% 7%
Alreratt Maintanance-General % 2% 1% 1% 1% 91%
Aircreft Maintenance-Poweplant 2% 7% 9% 84% % B8%
American Bd. of Cardiovascutar Parugion Exam - Part | {FBSE) &% B3%
Amefican Bd. of Cardiovascular Parfusion Exam - Part Il (CAPE) 76% 100%
Amarican Nurses Credentiafing Canter National Exam - Adult Nurse Practitioner B% NA
American Nurses Credentialing Centar National Exam - Family Nurse Practitioner 1% NA
Barbering 42% 6% 7% 28%
Certification Exam. for Entry Level Raspirztory Tharapy Practitioners {CATT) 86% NA §7% ¥ SNA 85% NA
Centified Dental Asslstant B6% 62% 83%” |/ 88% 1% 83%
Certifled Medical Assistant Exam. 88% 55% /S 74%
Certtfisd Occupational Therapist Assistant (COTA) 85% NA PaN 965%
Ciinical Laboratory ScientistGeneralist, NCA, (prevously known “Maical Techroiogy. NCA') a2% A % WA NA
Ciinical Laboratory Technician, NGA (prewously knoen “Medical Laboratory Technucian, NCAY | 79% NS | 100% [ WNA\ NA
Casmetclogy Exam. (1) a8 bolorw A%, 71% v N
Practical Portion 8% ) . Lv
Witen Portion v N S
Gouncil on Gertdication of Nurse Anesthatists Exam. @ %N\ NA Y % NA NA
Emergency Medical Technician - NREMT Basic I 81% % B5%
Emermency Medical Technictan - NREMT tntarmediate o 65% %4, 2% 85% 0% B4%
Ermargancy Medical Technician - NREMT Paramedic PN 5%, N, 7% 90% 76% 7%
Medical Laboratory 1echnicien ASGP 7 NA %
Medical Technorogy, ASCP N 81%
Nahonal Board Dental Exam. Part | N /’\%;} 0% NA A0%
Nationz! Beard ter Dental Hygene Exam, e i ‘&07 NA 95% NA 9% NA
Natonal Counci Licensure Exam - Praclicat Nurse. 77—\ \, 6€% 95% 88% %% 91% 98%
National Counci Licensuss Exam - Pagistered Nusge” " j 1 iy BA% 8% % 85% 0%
Natona: Physicai Therant Licensing Exam. (P .~ TSN AV % 8% B5%
Natena. Pysical Theraps: Licensing Exam, F'Thsst.}‘\ _, SN "‘*\ ™ g% 75% 5% B5%
Neonata: Nurse Practiionar Exam m s \)va% 100%
Norh Amencan Phammacist ufé /ﬁﬁ\ \ \\R 2% 0% o 50% 97% 91% 55%
Nuclear Medicne Tecrmoiigy APT 0% 100% 8% NA NA
[ Nuciear Mecicre Technotogy Sertifibetion Bd. Exam. \ \ e 100% BEY, 100% BB% 100%
Nurse Aic Competency Evaiuaton Roghag, (8 J |
Qecugabonal Tharapy. Regstered [OTR) \ / / 95% NA 95% 5%
| Pvscan Assistant Nauonal Centifying Exar, (PAMCE)”
| ORAX'S Senes |- Core Battery Professional Khqujpdge ivemusy inown NTE:
| Promas0ngl Xnowmadge”
Praxss Senes |1 Subject Assessment/Specialty Area Tasts (orevousy known *NTE-
Spacamty drea”)
Hadwgraphy Exam ARRT a0 % 8% 85% 91% $3%
Beqisty Exam. For Aavanced Raspiratory Therapy Practitioners (AAT) NA NA NA
Registry Exam. For Advanced Respiratory Therapy Practitioners {RRT) - Clinical 54% - NA 52% NA 87% NA
Simuiation
Registry Exam. For Advanced Reepiratory Tharapy Pracitionars (RET) - Written % N& % NA 78% NA
Regrst:
S:gum I-C&;arc:rl'ma Board of Law Examination NA 78% @) NA 75% NA B3%
Specialist in Cytotachnology 20% A 83% 0%
SRTA Ragonal Exam. far Dantal Hygienists 95% ) 95% m
State Board Dantal Exam -SATA Exam, ipreviouly known *SC Boar of Dentstry) 80% () T5% t3) NA 84% NA




Graduates' Achievements - Student Performance on Professional Examinations, Table 7.6

Exams taken betwean April 1 and March 31 of year listed

1698-99 199788 199697
Examination institution # # % ¥ 2 % # ¥ %
Tested Passmg  Passing | Tested Passing Passing | Tested Passing Passing
American Nuress Credentialing Center Natl] MUSC 15 H 8% = 2 100% 15 14 %%
Exam-Famity Nurse Practitionar
Barbering Denmark Tach 18 14 100% 13 13 1008 AA n 100%
Cartifization Exam. For Entry Level
Respiratory Therapy Practitionars (CRTT)
Florance-Cadington 12 12 100% 2 9 160% 24 24 100%
(previously known *Fisspirory Cara Technican,
CHTT) Grosovils Tech g 8 0%
Midiands Tech 23 21 1% 15 100%
Oranpeburg-Calhoun 8 § 63% 7 8%
Fiedmont Tech 13 13 100% 18 BA%
Spartanbomg Tech 12 L] 6% 10 100%
Trident Tach 9 8 BS% 1 100%
Carttfiad Dental Assistant Alren Tegh 4 1 26% § 100%
{previously frown as "Derral Assisting Natioral
Board") Flarence-Darlington 16 15 4% 7 BR%
Midlands Tech 13 13 100% 17 100%
Sparmnburg Tach 5 5 100% 10 100%
Th-County Tach 3 3 1 11 %
Trident Tech 1 { 4 100%
Cortified Medical Assistant Exam. Drangeburg-Calhoun i 7 2 100%
Tridenl Tach 23 17 7 10 9%
Certified Cetupational Therapy Assistant X
{COTA} Greenvila Tech 16 100%
Tndent Tach 24 95% 21 M 100%
Clinical L aporatory Scisntist, NCA MUSC
{previously known "Medical Techaaogy, NCA'
Clinical Laboratary Tachnician, NCA 1 100% - 2 100%
{previsly own “hhetical LLbom tory 5 100% 5 5 100%
Teentean, NEA™ 4 4 100%
Cosmetology Exam [ 75% 1" [} 3%
16 100% 14 14 100%
2 100%
4 0% 4 2 2 100%
Cosmetoiogy Exam, cont, | n
pas] rmoarts | ™,
Qverall N 9 1
Practical 9 4
State Law 8 6
Theory 8 3 3%
Coungli on Cantfization of Nurse MusC 14 14 100% 12 12 100% 15 15 100%
Anesthetists Exam,
Emergancy Medical Technician - NREMT
Basic Greenvile Tach 12 8 T5% 18 18 B4% 23 b/ 6%
Emergency Medical Technictan - NREMT Gresnvils Tach 19 12 83% 23 18 B5% 15 10 87%
Intamediate -
Emargancy Madleal Technician - NREMT Greanvile Tech 13 4 % 1 7 54% 12 3 25%

Paramedic




Graduates' Achievements - National and South Carolina Pass Rates on Professional Examinations, Table 7.7

Exam Titie 1598-99 1997-08 1996-97
] ,

(#) See explanatory ncte below asle National s National 5C Natonal |  SC
Stats Board Exam. For Dental Hygienist=-SC B4 of Dentistry NA 9% NA 7% NA 40,
Surgical Technologist National Cerlifying Evam 7% NA 8% NA
IS Medlcal Licansing Exam. - Siep | 5% NA B% NA 83%

LIS Madical Licensing Exam. - Step Il 95% NA 95% NA 93%
VYeterinary Technician National Exam (s 88% NA NA NA

Expianatory Notes

{1 1998-9% Natianal % lists Written & Practical portions, SMT does not score ‘Theory

{2} Contains data from 1998 that falis outside raporing paricd

{3} Rate cantains examineas trained |n programs othar thad in sC

{4} SRTA data represents reglonal data for AR, G, KXY, SC, TN and VA
{5) This exam recantty reguired by SC Smte Board

{6) This exam newiy-reported as of 1958-99




Graduates' Achievements - Student Performance on Professional Examinations, Table 7.6

Examstakar between Apel 1 and March 3 of earstsd____

1398-59 1897-88 1996-97
Examination {nstitution # ¥ % # 3 % ¥ # o
Testsd Passing  Passing | Tested Passing Passing | Tested Passing  Passing
Aegistered Record Administrator MUSC 15 5 100%
{previously krmwn & “Haalth inionmaton
Management)
MUBE no longer reporing this €cAm, pogam gt in
wdswrce
Registry Exam. for Advanced Respiratory
Therapy Fraciitioners {RRT) Midtands Tech 14 14 100%
{prviously krwn “Respiralovy Cars Advanced” - Pracmont Tech 7 5 1%
Brarkpn cywn i st reports, CEmcai 3 Wiiten)
Registry Exam. for Advancad Respiratery
Therapy Practitioners (RRT) - Written
Redgistry Greamille Tech 12 12 100% 25 8%
{praviousty known *Raespimury Care Advanced-
Witter’] Midtands Tach 12 80%
Sparanburg Tech 5 3 8% 7 8%
Regisiry Exam. For Advanced Respiratory
Therapy Practitionars {(ART) - Clinical
Simulaticn Greenvilie Tach ih 10 91% 27 87%
{previously known “Aasp y Cars A -
Midlands Tach 14 12 % 18 100%
Clirical Simutaton”) Spartanburg Tech 5 2 4 4%
Seuth Caralina Board of Law Examination USC-Columbia 230 201 2 205 B5% 233 213 91%
SRATA Regional Exam. for Dental Hygienists
Greanvite Tech 18 % %6 8%
Trdact Tach 13 0Y 12
York Tech 12 \ 100% >
Specalist in Cytotechnalogy MUSC \3 a3 100% 7 100% | 8 8 100%
State Board Demal Exam-SATA Exam 9% 3 a2 94% 38 » 84%
State Boant for Dental Hygiene - 53 Bd of 17 17 100 13 12 2%,
M ] 100% 29 28 7%
100% 23 20 7% 2 2 100%
10 g a0% i H 100%
Surgical Technokogst
Exam. § 100% 18 18 8% 1 19 18 85%
4 80% 4 4 100%
9 7 To%
10 100% 12 2 100% 12 12 100%
12 100% 2 2 100% 13 13 100%
US Madical Licensing Exam. - Step 1 70 95% &8 85 100% 7t & 97%
123 0% 197 177 0% 133 121 %
US Medical Licensing Exam. - Step |l &6 95% B8 3] 100% 66 83 85%
161 N% 148 138 1% 145 138 §3%
Yetennary Technizan National Examination
Tn-County Tach 1% 14 88% 11 1 100% 8 8 100%
Vaterinary Technicidn State Exam (Rules & |  Tr-County Tech 10 9 8% 10 3 80%
Faqulations)

{1} Joint nursing program with USC Lancastar




Gradustes' Achievements - Student Performance on Professional Examinations, Tabie 7.6

Exams taken between April 1 and March 31 of year listed

1998-59 1687-98 1996-87
Examination Insthution # # % # [ % # # %
Tasted Passing Passing Tested Passing Passing | Tasied  Passing  Passing
Neonatai Nursa Practitioner Exam. MUSC 12 12 100% | 1 1 100%
Morth American Phammacist Licensura
Exam. USC-Cotumbla 41 & 9% £t 2 5% 89 ] 4%
MusC 38 35 7% il 65 K% 3 0 %
Nucisar Medicine Technology Certification Midlands Tach k| 3 100% & § 100% 5 3 100%
Board Exam.
Nuciear Medicnie Technology, ARRT Midiands Tach 2 2 100% 8 B 100% § g 100%
Nurse Aid Competency Evaluation Program | Crangeburg-Calhoun
{NAGEF) 16 1% 100%
Occupetional Therapy, Registered (OTH) MusC 3 *» 100% 3 k< 1 g% a0 29 9%
Physician Assistant Nationai Certifying
Exam, MUSC 28 il 8% 24 w°% 22 il 5%
PRAXIS I Core Battery Professional
Knowledge Clemson 333 28% 300 b a7%
USG-Columbia 208 9% 3 310 95%
Citadel 40 9 55 98%
Coastal Carna o4 . %% ﬁ &1 %%
Col. of Chareston 155 b § 182 L3 59%
Francis Marion X 100% 7 u 92%,
Lander 5 97% 86 84 88%
5 State B0 100% B2 ] 95%
{USC-Aden §7% 106 103 %
USC-Bparanturg 100% e 27 100%
7% 104 104 100%
PRAXIS Series i), Subiect
Assessment'Speciatty Area Tests 84% 38 303 B3%
B35% 479 418 &%
0% b0l 187 8%
33% ¥ 88 51%
8% 300 2681 &%
BF% 134 1 83%
52% 115 167 0%
6% 126 105 8%
9% 127 115 91%
88% 56 47 Ba%
0% - 237 208 88%
\'\
Padiation Therapy ., MUSC 7 8 B6%
MUSC g onger raporng thay mam, ww!mu\
BEXTRCE
Radiography Exam., ARFRT LISC 8 7 8a%
MUSC no ionger mCortng Tus Exam, program fot n
nEnce Flarenca-Darlington 18 15 100% 13 13 100% 12 12 100%
Greenviila Tech 12 12 1008% 11 10 1% 11 1" 100%
Harmy-Georpetown 10 & 80% 7 3 43% 17 15 88%
Midlands Tech 8 8 100% 8 9 100% 12 12 100%
Qrangeburg-Calhoun 7 7 100% 10 10 100% 5 5 100%
Pigdmont Tach i 10 N% " 9 8% B & 100%
Spartanburg Tech ] ] 100% 12 12 100% 13 13 100%
Trident Tech 19 17 85% 2 18 R% -2} 18 5%
York Tech ? 7 100% 13 12 92% 13 13 100%




