Attachment 2c

P&A Committee

May 22, 2001

Performance Year 2000-01 Rating Challenges and Staff Assessment By Institution Requests for Planning and Assessment Committee Consideration 

Summary of Appeals Received and Staff Recommendations for the 2000-01 Performance Year to affect FY 2001-02 Allocation:  Preliminary staff recommendations were released to institutions on April 12, 2001.  Institutions reviewed the information and communicated to staff data concerns or corrections they desired to have staff review or consider and data corrections were made as appropriate.  Institutions wishing to appeal a special case for consideration to the Committee submitted written appeals by April 25, 2001.  The following includes staff analysis and recommendations related to written appeals received from institutions requesting special consideration of the Committee.  Appeals were received from 4 institutions; 1 from the research sector, 1 from the regional campuses sector, and 2 from the technical colleges sector.  The table below outlines by institution the concerns raised and staff’s recommendation.  Detailed staff analysis and recommendation by institution by each indicator appealed follows the summary table.

	Institutions Indicating Concern:
	Concerns Raised Regarding:
	Staff Recommendation

	
	
	

	MUSC
	Indicator 2A

Indicator 2A2b

Indicator 8C4


	No change

Score change from 1 to 3

No change

	USC Sumter
	Indicator 8C4


	Score change from 1 to 2



	Central Carolina Technical College
	Indicator 8B


	Score change from 1 to 2 



	Spartanburg Technical College
	Indicator 1A

Indicator 8B


	No change

No change

	4 institutions total
	7 issues addressed across 4 indicators
	Staff Recommends “No Change” for 4 of the 7 cases







The Medical University of South Carolina (MUSC)
Indicator 2A, Academic and Other Credentials of Professors and Instructors

Institutional Score: 

Overall Score of 2.25

Institution Requests: 

A review of the overall scoring calculation

Staff Recommendation:
No Change, calculation is correct
 


Indicator Details:

  Yr 5 Performance Level:  
2A1 = 3; 2A2a = 2; and 2A2b = 1 

Overall = 3 +((2+1)/2)/2 = 2.25)


  Standard for “Achieves:”
N/A

  Level required to earn

  “With Improvement:”

N/A

Institution Requests:  MUSC indicates that the overall score is not an average and suggests that their overall score is 2 not 2.25

Staff Recommendation:  None.  Staff has reviewed the computation and note that for indicator 2A the overall score is not a straight average of the applicable subparts, but rather is an average of the part one score and the average of the part 2 scores as indicated above.  This information is presented in the workbook and in scoring instructions provided to institutions April 12.

Indicator 2A2b, Academic and Other Credentials of Professors and Instructors: Percent of Full-Time Faculty with Terminal Degrees Teaching Undergraduate Classes.

Institutional Score: 

1.00
(Overall = 3 +((2+1)/2)/2 = 2.25)

Institution Requests: 
Review standard and relevant data in relation to MUSC’s situation as an academic health science center.   The institution does not request a change in scoring.


Staff Recommendation:
Award score of 3 not 1 resulting in recommended overall score for 2A being revised from 2.25 to 2.75.

Indicator Details:

  Yr 5 Performance Level:  
71%

  Historical Performance:
Yr 4 = 69%; Yr 3 = 72%

  Standard for “Achieves:”
80% to 84%

  Level required to earn

  “With Improvement:”

>= 73%

(MUSC 8C4 continued)

Institution Requests:  MUSC wishes to comment on MUSC’s performance and the standard for this indicator relative to MUSC’s unique circumstance as an academic health science center and the current indicator definition.  A change in score is not requested.  The institution suggests that the standard applied is not appropriate for MUSC given the limited number of faculty (31 of 1,136) considered and the type faculty represented in those considered as a result of the indicator definition.  MUSC explains that 17 of the 31 considered are in the nursing field for which MUSC presents data suggesting that the standard may be high given the availability of doctorally prepared nurses and the fact that over half of the 31 faculty considered are nurses.  MUSC indicates that 8 of the 17 nursing faculty have terminal degrees, whereas, the remaining 14, all in the College of Health Professions, have terminal degrees.  Further, MUSC suggests that had its faculty been better represented MUSC’s percentage would have been 90% or higher.

Staff Recommendation:  Staff recognizes that this indicator does not fully relate to MUSC’s primary mission focus to provide graduate education as the measure considers only those faculty teaching undergraduate courses.   Staff notes that in the upcoming year that changes to this indicator should alleviate such concerns as full-time faculty regardless of the level of courses taught will be considered.  Thus, the indicator and standard will be better applied to MUSC’s data.  Staff notes that the data presented by MUSC in its appeal indicates that in 2000-01, 51% of faculty in participating member schools of the American Association of Colleges of Nursing are doctorally prepared.  MUSC’s 1998-99 catalogue indicates that of 52 nursing faculty, 29 (56%) are doctorally prepared.  Additionally, in following-up with institutional representatives, staff finds that MUSC reports that data on CHEMIS indicate percentages higher than the 84%  that serves as the upper boundary for a score of 2 when considering its faculty.  MUSC reported to staff that its performance is 94.7% (496 of 524) when considering all full-time faculty with primary responsibility of instruction independent of courses taught.  Based on its review of data and discussions with institutional representatives, staff finds that the Committee may wish to consider and awarding a score of 3 rather than 1 in recognition of this situation and because data supports that MUSC’s percentages considering faculty teaching undergraduate and graduate courses is greater than the 80% to 84% required for a score of 2.  

Indicator 8C4

Institutional Score: 

1.00  [Overall 8C score,  (1.5 +3+3+1)/4 = 2.13]

Institution Requests: 
Review of the standard relative to MUSC’s situation as an academic health science center.  The institution does not request a change in score.

Staff Recommendation:
No Change

Indicator Details:

  Yr 5 Performance Level:  
4.3%

  Historical Performance:
Yr 4 = 6.4%; Yr 3 = 4.7%

  Standard for “Achieves:”
10.0% to 13.0%

  Level required to earn

  “With Improvement:”

>=5.8%

Institution Requests:  The institution suggests that the standard of 10% to 13% may not be an attainable goal given limited numbers of minorities in the health professions and the attractiveness of a career in academia for those who hold the degrees.   MUSC suggests that the 

(MUSC 8C4 continued)
percentages of minorities holding first profession degrees is much less than the 10% and in addition many of these do not hold certificates enabling them to practice their profession which further reduces the availability of minority faculty.  The institution does not request a score change but instead wished the Committee to hear its concern related to the hiring of minority faculty.

Staff Recommendation:  Although staff acknowledges the difficulty in recruiting and hiring minority faculty particularly in science and health care areas, staff does not find that it can recommend a score change in this case.  Staff notes that the standard set was based on being at or within plus or minus 10% of the average US minority population with master’s and higher degrees as indicated by 1990 Census data for those 25 years old and older.  Additionally, institutions earning a score of 1 or 2 may earn an additional 0.5 provided improvement over past performance is shown.  The reference point chosen for the standard provided a conservative estimate given other data reviewed.  Additionally, the standard is intended to remain constant for at least the next 3 years.  The average used as the reference in establishing the 10% to 13% range is 11.9%.  In setting the standard, numerous sources of data were considered.  Data reviewed indicated that the percent of minorities holding graduate degrees has been increasing and that the percent of minority faculty in institutions was similar but higher than the data chosen for use as the reference.  Staff has reviewed additional information in light of the institutions concerns and finds that while it may be difficult to achieve the standard staff does not find this situation unique to MUSC.  Staff notes that data from the National Science Foundations annual study on “Earned Doctorates” showed that in 1998, 30,914 doctorates were awarded to US citizens and those with permanent VISAS, 19% of which went to minorities.  Of those awarded, approximately 33% (10,109 were in science or science related fields) and of these 19% were to minorities.  Data from the US Department of Health and Human Services, Bureau of Health Professions indicates that in 1994-95, 17% (21,674 of 128,426) of graduates in medicine, dentistry, pharmacy, public health and nursing were minorities.  While this data indicates limited numbers, the data suggests expected percentages are not unreasonable.  Staff understands the issue and will continue to work to identify data relevant to this issue and make recommendations as necessary to ensure an appropriate standard.


USC Sumter

Indicator 8C4, Accessibility to the Institution of All Citizens of the State: Percent of heacount teaching faculty  who are  minority

Institutional Score: 

1.0   [ Overall 8C score (1.5+2.0+1.0)/3=1.50 ]


Institution Requests: 
Reconsideration of performance relative to unique circumstances surrounding its faculty members.  The institution finds that in considering the circumstance presented its performance level should be viewed as 10.4% or 10.3% which indicates a score 2 not 1.

Staff Recommendation:
Revise score from 1 to 2 to take into account the situation detailed.  

Indicator Details:

  Yr 5 Performance Level:  
9.2%

  Historical Performance:
Yr 4 = 13.3%; Yr 3 = 10.5%

  Standard for “Achieves:”
10% to 13%

  Level required to earn

  “With Improvement:”

>=12.3%

Institution Requests:  The institution argues that its performance level for this indicator is higher than the calculated 9.2% (7 of 76) level for year 5 when taking into account unique circumstances of one of its minority and one of its non-minority faculty members.  The institution finds that its performance should be 10.26%, 8 of 78.  The institution originally hired and continues to employ the members in question, but the courses these individuals taught in the fall were reclassified to another institution, even though they continued advising and other responsibilities as full-time faculty at USC Sumter.  The minority faculty member in question is a tenured full-time faculty member at USC Sumter compensated entirely by USC Sumter and honored for outstanding teaching at USC Sumter.  The institution therefore asks for these unique circumstances to be taken into consideration and a score of 2, rather than 1, be awarded. 

Staff Recommendation:  Staff has reviewed details presented by the institution and recommends that an exception be made in this case and a score of 2 not 1 awarded.  Staff notes that for this indicator, faculty considered are those that teach a credit course in the fall semester.  For the USC system, faculty members are counted based on the ownership of the course and not the location in which the course is taught.  Staff finds that this definition is appropriate and supports the methodology used in calculating this indicator for the USC system, which was developed in consultation with USC representatives.  In this particular case, however, staff finds the argument presented by the institution compelling and recommends it should be taken into consideration.  The individuals in question are full-time faculty at USC Sumter.  In addition to teaching the courses now classified as USC Spartanburg courses, they are heavily involved in the advisement of USC Sumter students and in other traditional instructional, service and scholarship roles of USC Sumter faculty and are employed only at USC Sumter.   Staff finds that in this case allowing a unique exception should be granted changing the score from 1 to 2.  


Central Carolina Technical College

Indicator 8B, User-friendliness of Institution: Continuing Education Programs for Graduates and Others

Institutional Score: 

1.00


Institution Requests: 
Reconsideration of historical data used in setting the standard – 

resulting in an adjusted standard of 18,200 to 22,200 for “Achieves” and a score of 2 for Year 5 performance. 

Staff Recommendation:
Allow adjustment for historical data that indicates a revised standard.  Change score from 1 to 2 as a result.

Indicator Details:

   Yr 5 Performance Level:  
20, 500

  Historical Performance:
Yr 4 = 17,600; Yr 3 = 46,000; Yr 2 = 66,000; Yr 1 = 19,000 and 

1 yr prior to Yr 1  = 19,700

   Standard for “Achieves:”
25,400 – 31,100 (based on being within 90% to 110% of the average of data from Yr 3, Yr 1, and 1 Yr  prior)

  Level required to earn

 “With Improvement:”
N/A

Institution Requests:  
Reconsideration of historical data for Year 3 by adjusting the data account for a unique circumstance relative to the institution and its CEU data in years 3 and 2.  The institution points out that its historical data in years 2 and 3 were unusually high due to a contract cancellation with a business that went bankrupt.  The institution requests backing out of its historical data the CEU’s attributable to this business and that its standard based on the revised trend data be recalculated.  The suggested adjustment to the standard would result in a score of 2 not 1 for current year performance.

Staff Recommendation:  Staff finds that in the past allowance for this circumstance has been made in considering the benchmarks for this indicator and institution.  Consequently, staff recommends making a provision again for this situation in considering the institution’s performance relative to its standard.  Staff finds that the in Year 3, 23, 967 of 45,972 CEU’s were attributable to the business noted.  Taking this into consideration, an adjusted performance of 22,000 for year 3 results.  The standard for this indicator is calculated as being at or within 90% to 110% of the institution’s five-year average excluding the highest and lowest years.  Substituting 22,000 for 46,000 results in a revised standard of 18,200 to 22,200 for “Achieves” and a score of 2 for performance at 20,500.


Spartanburg Technical College

Indicator 1A, Mission Focus: Expenditure of funds to achieve institutional mission

(Institution selected Academic Support and Instruction Expenditures compared to E&G Expenditures)

Institutional Score: 
2.00


Institution Requests: 
Reconsideration of current year performance, and a revised score from 2 to 3 as a result.   

Staff Recommendation:
No Change. 

Indicator Details:

  Yr 5 Performance Level:  
61.8%

  Historical Performance:
Yr 4 = 64.5%; Yr 3 = 65.6%; Yr 2 = 66.2

  Standard for “Achieves:”
58% to 63%

  Level required to earn

 “With Improvement:”
>= 67.4%

Institution Requests:  The institution explains that unexpected expenditures resulting from accounting changes and requirements and institutional needs resulted in a higher than expected E&G expenditures and as a consequence a lower ratio of academic support and instruction expenditures to the total E&G.  The institution requests that a total of$325,916 in expenditures resulting from changes in classification of county monies from restricted to unrestricted ($180,000), an accounting adjustment from the prior year related to fringe benefits ($61,756) and information technology expenditures ($84,160) be backed out of its E&G.  The result would indicate a performance level of 63.2% and an adjusted score.

Staff Recommendation:  Staff acknowledges inconsistencies in categorizing expenditures across years.  However, it appears as though these variations are not necessarily unique to this institution and would be characteristic of almost any institution’s annual financial reporting.  Also, staff does not find a compelling reason to consider removing the information technology expenditures.  Staff notes that if only these expenditures were considered as a unique event resulting in more expenditures than anticipated being expended in categories other than those being focused on for this indicator that the recommended score for adjusted performance would remain a 2.   Staff recommends that no change in score be made.

Indicator 8B, User-friendliness of Institution: Continuing Education Programs for Graduates and Others

Institutional Score: 

2.00


Institution Requests: 
Change in score to 2.50 for efforts in improvement and 

anomalies in historical trend data.

Staff Recommendation:
No change

 (Spartanburg Technical College 8B continued)

Indicator Details:

  Yr 5 Performance Level:  
25,700

  Historical Performance:
Yr 4 = 23,200; Yr 3 = 25,600; Yr 2 = 20,100; Yr 1 = 21,800 and 

1 yr prior to Yr 1  = 19,500

  Standard for “Achieves:”
21,100 – 25,800 (based on being within 90% to 110% of the a



average of data from Yr 4, Yr 3, and Yr 1)

  Level required to earn

 “With Improvement:”
N/A

Institution Requests:  The institution requests that because the indicator does not have an improvement factor and the institution has shown steady progress over time, with the exception of the highest year in its trend that resulted from increased training for BMW,  the Committee should consider awarding the institution an additional 0.5 to its score.  

Staff Recommendation:  Staff recognizes the continued improved performance of the institution and notes that other institutions could argue similarly.  The standard is set relative to institutions own past performance taking into account volatility across years by averaging 3 of the past 5 year performance levels excluding the highest and lowest values.  Because the standard is set such that institutions must demonstrate improvement over past years providing for volatility, an additional improvement factor was not approved for this indicator.  Consequently, staff does not recommend a score change.
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