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Administrative Efficiency

Administrative and Academic Expenditures

For Performance Funding Indicator 5A – Percent of Administrative Costs as Compared to Academic Costs, institutions are assessed on the ratio of administrative costs to academic costs. Administrative costs are expenditures defined as those for institutional support and academic costs are expenditures defined as those for instruction, research, academic support and scholarships.  For research institutions restricted and unrestricted expenditures are considered, whereas, only unrestricted expenditures are considered for all other sectors.  Funds transfers are excluded for all institutions.  

This measure was changed for the 1999-2000 and subsequent performance funding years.  Prior to 1999-2000, administrative and academic expenditures were assessed separately, rather than as a ratio, when determining institutional performance.  A downward trend is expected in indicating improvement.  As noted in the charts displayed below, the Commission has identified ranges within which institutional scores are expected to fall in order to receive a rating of  “Achieves.” Scores below the range receive a rating of “Exceeds.”

Figure 5.1
Source:  IPEDS Annual Finance Surveys, FY 1998-FY 2000
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Administrative expenditures to academic expenditures are shown here for each research institution including restricted and unrestricted funds, but excluding fund transfers. The “Achieves” ranges for Research Institutions are: Clemson - 9% to 11%, USC-Columbia – 7% to 9%, and MUSC 11% to 12%.  For this measure, scores below the range fall within the “Exceeds” category. 

Administrative and Academic Expenditures (cont.)
Four-Year Colleges and Universities, FY 1998 – FY 2000

Administrative expenditures to academic expenditures are illustrated below for each teaching university for the last three years.  Unrestricted funds are shown, with restricted funds and fund transfers excluded.  The “Achieves” range for Teaching Institutions 18% to 25%, with scores below the range earning a rating of “Exceeds.”
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Administrative expenditures to academic expenditures are illustrated below for each two-year branch of USC for the last three years.  Unrestricted funds are shown, with restricted funds and fund transfers excluded.  The “Achieves” range for Teaching Institutions 20% to 30%, with scores below the range earning a rating of “Exceeds.”

Administrative and Academic Expenditures (cont.)

State Technical and Comprehensive Education System, FY 1998 – FY 2000

Administrative expenditures to academic expenditures are illustrated below for the last three years.  Unrestricted funds are shown, with restricted funds and fund transfers excluded.  The “Achieves” range for all but four of the Technical Colleges is 23 to 30%, with scores below the range earning a rating of “Exceeds.” The exceptions, Denmark Technical College, Northeastern Technical College, Technical College of the Lowcountry, and Williamsburg Technical College, the four smallest technical colleges, have an “Achieves” range of 25% to 34%.
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Use of Best Management Practices
Another measure of the critical success factor “Administrative Efficiency” addressed in performance funding is the extent to which institutions demonstrate the use of best management practices as defined by the Commission on Higher Education (CHE).  Performance Funding Indicator 5B-Use of Best Management Practices was identified by the General Assembly and defined as a measure by the CHE in cooperation with institutions.     

In fulfillment of requirements 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 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.   Institutions report activities on a two-year cycle and last reported information during the 2000-2001 performance year (Year 5).  All 33 public institutions in the state reported utilizing each of the 13 best practices. The CHE maintains a record of institutional reports from the institutions on how they are implementing the best management practices below.

Management Practices Identified for Performance Indicator 5B

1. Integration of Planning and Budgeting: The institution has employed a multi-year strategic planning process that links the planning process with the annual budget review.

 2. Internal Audit: The institution has utilized an active internal audit process that includes: (a) programmatic reviews along with fiscal reviews;  (b) consistent follow-up on audit findings; and (c) reporting of the internal audit function to the institutional head or to the governing board. (NOTE: The smaller institution that cannot afford a separate internal audit staff should demonstrate internal reviews in place that serve the same function as an internal auditor.)

 3. Collaboration and Partnerships: The institution has demonstrated financially beneficial collaborative efforts with other public entities in performance of business functions including, but not limited to, financial management, energy production and management, printing and publications, mail service, procurement, warehousing, public safety, food service, space utilization, and parking.

4. Outsourcing and Privatization: The institution has examined opportunities for contracting out various business functions, has performed cost analyses, and has implemented, where economically feasible, cost saving contracts.

 5. Process Analysis: The institution has made a critical examination of its business processes in an effort to increase productivity, reduce waste and duplication, and improve the quality of services provided to its internal customers.

6. Use of Automation and Technology: The institution has developed a long range plan for improved use of technology to enhance student learning and business processes and has taken deliberate efforts to implement this technology within budget constraints.

Use of Best Management Practices (cont.)

 7. Energy and Other Resource Conservation and Management: The institution has approved and implemented a plan to conserve energy and other resources and has demonstrated positive results from the plan.

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

 9. Alternate Revenue Sources: The institution has made substantial efforts to identify and secure alternate revenue sources (excluding categorical grants for specific functions) to supplement funds available from state appropriations and student fees.

10. External Annual Financial Audit Findings: The institution has minimized or avoided all management letters and single audit findings in the annual audit performed or supervised by the State Auditor, especially violations of state law, material weaknesses, and single audit “findings and questioned costs.”

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

12. Long Range Capital Plan: The institution has approved a long range (minimum three to five years) capital improvement plan for major capital requirements for its campus and has, subject to fund availability, begun implementation of the plan.

13. Risk Management: The institution has an active risk management program in place to minimize its losses.

Amount of General Overhead Costs

As part of the performance funding process, each institution is measured on the amount of general overhead costs per full-time equivalent (FTE) student, Performance Funding Indicator 5D - Amount of General Overhead Costs.  The CHE has operationalized this indicator as the institution’s institutional support expenditures per full-time equivalent (FTE) student based on expenditures reported on IPEDS Annual Finance Survey and enrollment as reported to the CHE for the fall semester corresponding to the fiscal year.  Institutional support expenditures are those reported on the IPEDS annual finance survey and students included are FTE for the Fall semester.  Expenditures for the Research Sector include restricted and unrestricted institutional support costs and exclude fund transfers.  Expenditures for the other sectors, however, include unrestricted funds only and exclude fund transfers.  The State Technical and Comprehensive Education System student count includes continuing education students.  Interested readers may also refer to the dollar amounts for FY 1999-2000 for all expenditure categories including institutional support for each institution that are displayed in Section 1, Table 1.1.  Table 5.1 (next page) displays each institution’s performance on indicator 5D.

Table 5.1
Amount of General Overhead Costs 
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RESEARCH SECTOR  (includes restricted and unrestricted expenditures and excludes fund transfers)

Clemson $17,918,184 15,685 $1,142

$1,253 - $1,551

USC Columbia $24,349,148 19,852 $1,227

$1,188 - $1,848

MUSC $25,758,473 2,347 $10,975

$6190 - 13,462

Sector Subtotal $68,025,805 37,884 $1,796

The Citadel $5,058,876 2,899 $1,745

$1,009 -$1,444

Coastal Carolina $4,460,375 3,991 $1,118

$1,009 -$1,444

College of Charleston $8,301,313 9,480 $876

$1,009 -$1,444

Francis Marion  $4,014,760 2,906 $1,382

$1,009 -$1,444

Lander  $2,684,166 2,242 $1,197

$1,009 -$1,444

SC State $6,775,712 4,156 $1,630

$1,009 -$1,444

USC Aiken $2,453,867 2,515 $976

$1,009 -$1,444

USC Spartanburg $3,204,906 2,947 $1,088

$1,009 -$1,444

Winthrop $5,558,628 4,680 $1,188

$1,009 -$1,444

Sector Subtotal $42,512,603 35,816 $1,187

REGIONAL CAMPUSES OF USC 

(includes unrestricted expenditures only and excludes fund transfers)

USC Beaufort $588,138 621 $947

$851 - $1,349

USC Lancaster $837,372 573 $1,461

$851 - $1,349

USC Salkehatchie $801,859 486 $1,650

$851 - $1,349

USC Sumter $907,422 777 $1,168

$851 - $1,349

USC Union $317,743 193 $1,646

$851 - $1,349

Sector Subtotal $3,452,534 2,650 $1,303

TECHNICAL COLLEGES 

(includes unrestricted expenditures only and excludes fund transfers)

Aiken $1,541,682 2,024 $840

$1,046 - $1,477

Central Carolina $1,208,793 1,893 $639

$1,046 - $1,477

Denmark $762,527 930 $820

$1,539 - $1,824

Florence-Darlington $2,951,121 3,458 $853

$1,046 - $1,477

Greenville $5,200,349 9,393 $554

$1,046 - $1,477

Horry-Georgetown $2,337,267 4,019 $582

$1,046 - $1,477

Midlands $5,262,142 7,481 $703

$1,046 - $1,477

Northeastern $912,222 979 $932

$1,539 - $1,824

Orangeburg-Calhoun $1,567,234 1,789 $876

$1,046 - $1,477

Piedmont $2,430,043 2,976 $817

$1,046 - $1,477

Spartanburg $2,577,985 2,803 $920

$1,046 - $1,477

Tech Coll. of the Low Country $1,539,148 992 $1,552

$1,539 - $1,824

Tri-County $1,835,303 3,304 $555

$1,046 - $1,477

Trident $5,214,990 6,766 $771

$1,046 - $1,477

Williamsburg $1,132,421 426 $2,658

$1,539 - $1,824

York $2,386,010 3,333 $716

$1,046 - $1,477

Sector Subtotal

$38,859,237 52,566 $739

TEACHING UNIVERSITIES & COLLEGES SECTOR 

(includes unrestricted expenditures only and excludes fund transfers) 

Source:  IPEDS Annual Finance Survey and Enrollment Data Reported to the CHE

 For Technical Colleges only, continuing education students are included in the FTE calculations.
