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State Financial Indicators 
     Performance indicators in higher education have three primary functions: first, they should be tied to student learning; second, they should provide management information that guides the system towards improvements; and third, they should provide benchmarks against which to compare system performance over time. The most basic role of universities and colleges is the education of students. The information gained from analyzing performance data will tell the system and its constituents which goals it is meeting and how well it is meeting them. Knowing both the strengths and weaknesses of institutional performance will assist faculty and administrators in strengthening the teaching/learning enterprise. Not only is the system well-served by this process, so is the State. The attached document contains information concerning the indicators used across the 50 states to assess the financial health of the institution through the lens of accountability.   Although we are more concerned with the indicators they related to cost containment by public colleges and universities across the nation, most indicators that are used in higher education are more related to finance in general. A list of the current indicators that are being used in higher education across the 50 states are provided on pages 2-49. 

Alabama

Indicators and Measures: 

     The state of Alabama does not have any state-wide indicators related to accountability in higher education.  The state legislature charged each board of trustees at each institution with the authority to create indicators and report them in accordance with the State Higher Education Plan.  Institutions report on their progress for the past five years (i.e., five year trends). As a result, Alabama does not have an assessment system in the state, only a reporting system and each board of trustees in each institution in Alabama determine the indicators and reporting in accordance with the state plan.  The first board of trustees’ report is due in May 2005.  

Accountability Model:   
Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

Alabama Accountability Report 2003.

http://www.ache.state.al.us/

Alaska

Indicators and Measures: 

· The number and percentage of total credit hours and courses offered by distance delivery.  

· The cost per credit hour delivered by distance delivery. 

· The number of graduate students whose education is funded by research grants.

· The number and percentage of recent Alaska high school graduates who attend the University of Alaska. 

· The amount of research grants in arctic biology, climate change, resource development, fisheries and ocean science, logistics, geosciences, and atmospheric sciences.

· The occurrences of applied research benefiting the state's economy.

Accountability Model:   
Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(November 1, 2003).  University of Alaska: Performance Measures FY 2005.  Prepared by Statewide Budget & Institutional Research.

Arizona

Indicators and Measures: 

(New Indicators)

System Measures

· Gift aid provided to resident undergraduate Pell recipients in Fall 2003 with a calculated cost of attendance not met by expected family contribution, grants, scholarships and waivers (by race/ethnicity).

· Average amount of debt for resident full-time undergraduate students with subsidized loans (by race/ethnicity).  

· Total “unmet need” of all resident full-time undergraduate students with cost of attendance not met by expected family contribution, grants, scholarships and waivers, subsidized loans and federal work-study (by race/ethnicity).

Arizona State University Unique Measures

Fiscal year gift, grant, and contract revenues.

University of Arizona Unique Measures

Grant and contract expenditures.
(Old Indicators)

Improving the utilization of resources 

· Privatization of university functions 
· Participation of faculty in instructional activities: 

· Proportion of state operating budget used for educational activities

· Efficient use of resources for primary institutional functions

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting. 

Sources of Information:

Arizona University System 2000 Report Card.

(2003). “Arizona University System FY 2003 Financial Ratio Analysis”.  Arizona Board of Regents.  

(June 24-25, 2004).  “Regents Accountability Measures (RAM): Agenda Item #13.”  Arizona Board of Regents about indicators.

Arkansas
Indicators and Measures: 

Affordability:

· (State)
Measuring Up grade

· (State) Total $ in state scholarships (administered by ADHE) by type and amount

· (State) Number of undergraduate students with state scholarships

· (Institution) Tuition/fees compared to SREB/national

· (Institution) Total $ in institutional undergraduate scholarships by type as % of state E&G (public or private source; designate as awarded for academics, athletics, performance)

· (Institution) Number of undergraduate students with institutional scholarships 

· (Institution) Number and % of Pell recipients (does not include high school students or non-degree seekers)

· (Institution) Number and % of federal student loan recipients**

Workforce Development and Customized Training:

· (State) R&D expenditures per capita (included in Milken Index)

· (State) Total $ in Federal R&D science and engineering grants and contracts 

· (State)
Rank on Milken Foundation New Economy Index

· (State) Number of patents issued per 1,000 workers (commercial application of created knowledge included in Milken Index) 

· (State) % of population over age 25 with an undergraduate or graduate degree

· (Institution) Total $ in Federal R&D science and engineering grants and contracts 

· (Institution) Total $ in Federal non-research grants and contracts 

· (4-Year) Number of declared science and engineering undergraduate and graduate students

· (Institution) Number of non-credit training programs delivered to business and industry

· (Institution) Number of enrollees in customized training

· (Institution) Number of non-credit training hours delivered**

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

  (January 2003).  Higher Education in Arkansas. Arkansas Department of Higher Education.

(June 2004). Report on College Financial Assistance Programs.  Arkansas Department of Higher Education.

California (California State University System)
Indicators and Measures: 

Fiscal Context:
A. State General Fund Appropriations by Major Budget Area, 

(Definition:  State General Fund appropriations by major budget categories and proportions appropriated to non-statutorily mandated categories over the past eleven years. Measure describes the proportion of General Fund revenues appropriated to each major budget category and illustrates the changes in the relatively priority of those categories that are not specified in statute.  This measure relates to measure concerning system-wide student fee revenues which describes the changing relation between public subsidy and user subsidy for public post-secondary education.)

B. System-wide Student Fee Revenues for Public Postsecondary Education

(Definition:  Student fee revenues in public post-secondary education.  The measure documents the change in the level of user support from California students.)

C. Undergraduate System-wide Fees and Nonresident Tuition in Public Postsecondary

Institutions

(Definition:  Undergraduate resident fees and nonresident tuition as established by the systems of postsecondary education.  The measure is used to show changes in one of the major components of the costs to students to attend public postsecondary institutions in California—system-wide fees and tuition.)

D1. Number of Cal Grant Applications, Eligibles, and Awards

(Definition:  The California Student Aid Commission annually computes the number of valid complete applications for Cal Grants, the number of eligible applications and number of authorized awards.  The measure shows change in  the demand and eligibility for State funded assistance in comparison to the availability of one type of such assistance, Cal Grants.)

D2. Number of Undergraduates with Cal Grant Awards by System

(Definition:  The actual number of new and renewal Cal Grants awarded by postsecondary system reported by California Student Aid Commission.  The measure shows changes in the number of new and renewal Cal Grants awarded in each system over a specified time period.)

D3. Cal Grant “A” Maximum Award by System and as a Proportion of Average Tuition

and Fees

(Definition:  The Maximum Cal Grant A award authorized for each four-year system in actual dollars and as a percent of average fees/tuition.  The measure shows the maximum amount a student could receive in Cal Grant aid and what portion of student fees/tuition the grant would offset.)

E1. Total Financial Assistance for Undergraduates in Public Colleges and Universities

(Definition:  Number of undergraduate financial aid recipients and total aid dollars from all sources as reported by the California Community Colleges, the California State University, and the University of California.  The measure describes changes in the numbers of undergraduates receiving student financial aid and the total amount of aid awarded at the three public systems.)  (Six public Systems now??)

E2. Total Institutional Grant Aid for Undergraduates in Public Colleges and Universities

(Definition:  Number of undergraduates receiving state institutional grant aid, including fee waivers and total grant aid dollars as reported by the California Community Colleges, the California State University, and the University of California.  The measure describes changes in the number of undergraduates receiving institutional grant aid at the three public systems and the total amount of the aid awarded.)

E3a. Financial Support for Undergraduates from Loans

(Definition:  Number of Undergraduate loan recipients and total  loan dollars as reported by the California Community Colleges, the California State University, and the University of California.  The measure describes changes in the numbers and amounts of loan indebtedness undergraduates are incurring at the public systems.)  

E3b. Financial Support from Loans per Undergraduates

(Definition:  Average loan amount per recipients and recipients as a percent of undergraduate enrollments as reported by the systems.  This measure describes changes in average loan burden and loan indebtedness of undergraduates at the public systems.)

F. Average Annual Living Expenses for Full-Time Undergraduates at California

Institutions

(Definition:  Average living and educational expenses except tuition and fees for full-time undergraduates by living arrangement by system from SEARS administered in 2001-02 .  )

G1. Median Family Income of Dependent Undergraduates at California Institutions,

1991-92, 1994-95, 1997-98 and 2000-01

G2. Average Student Earnings of Undergraduates by Dependency Status at California

Institutions

H. Average Revenues for Instructionally Related Activities per Full-Time-Equivalent

Student

University Advancement:

· Annual Voluntary Support Report with indicators for funds raised via alumni, corporate, and foundation support

· Annual Special Revenues Report with indicators for funds raised via scholarships, bequests and revocable trusts, pledges, contacts, grants, property transfers, and endowment income

· A goal to raise in private funds a sum equal to or greater than 10 percent of the university net general fund allocation

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting & Performance Budgeting.
Sources of Information:

(October 8, 2003).  An Update on State Financing for California’s Public Colleges and Universities and Its Initial Implications on Student Enrollment.  California Postsecondary Education Commission. 

(2001). Performance Indicators of California Higher Education.  California Postsecondary Education Commission. 

Colorado

Indicators and Measures: 

State-wide Indicators:  

(Performance-funding Measure)

· Institutional Support Expenditures (percentage of E&G expenditures):

(Institutional support (administrative) expenditures per SFTE and as a percent of the

general operating budget).

· Academic Research Supported by State Funds or Tuition Includes Component Impacting Teaching and Learning:  (Academic research supported by state funds or tuition will include a component meant to impact teaching and learning.) {Indicators Selected by the Institution.}  

Institution Specific Indicators:

· (UCB) Academic Opportunities. State appropriations per in-state undergraduate student FTE.  (Measure: State appropriations per in-state FTE. Rate for all student proxies for an undergraduate-only rate.  Benchmark: AAU public average.)

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding & Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(2002).  “Higher Education Master Plan 2001-2002”.  Colorado Commission on Higher Education.  

(December 2003). “Quality Indicator System Report”.  Colorado Commission on Higher Education.  

Connecticut

Indicators and Measures: 

State-level indicators:  

· State Ranking of Tuition and Fees: The national ranking of each constituent unit based on the average in-state undergraduate tuition and mandatory fees for public colleges. This indicator permits a national comparison of the affordability of public higher education.

· Unmet Financial Aid Need: The change in the value of unmet grant needs as measured under federal needs analyses for public colleges minus available student financial aid grants from all sources. Grant need is a proxy measure of overall demand for student financial aid.

· Educational Costs Per FTE Student:  Trends in educational cost per FTE student both in Connecticut and compared with the United States average.  (Educational costs are defined as total appropriation plus net tuition divided by annualized FTE enrollment.)

· Average Faculty Salaries:  The average faculty salaries (all ranks) compared to national averages and peer institutions.

Institution-Specific Indicators:
University of Connecticut:  

· Research Performance:  Total Research Awards (Storrs, Health Center and Total)
· Grants, Awards, & Clinical Income:  Total Grants, Awards, and Clinical Income Revenues (and as a Percent of Total Revenue) Revenues generated by grants, awards, and clinical income form a significant funding source for operations. Storrs+ percentages were derived by dividing federal, state, local, and private grants and contracts by total revenues. The Health Center calculations were done similarly, but also included clinical income.

· Operating Expenditures from State Support:  Total state appropriations including general fund fringe benefits, but excluding capital equipment funds, as a percent of E&G and total operating support. (Storrs+ and the Health Center)

· Real Price to Students:  Tuition and mandatory fees for a full-time, in-state undergraduate student as a percent of median household income for the state. (Storrs+)  (Price of attendance for in-state students relative to Connecticut median household income.)
· Student Aid:   Percent of financial aid from State support.

· (Storrs+ and Health Center) (Portion of student financial aid  provided by the state) (financial aid)  Tuition support for student aid more than doubled between FY 97 and FY 03, from $13.6 to $28.2 million. Tuition aid includes tuition waivers, tuition grants, scholarships and fellowships, and student employment (e.g., need-based aid, merit-based aid, graduate assistantships).
· Real Cost Per Student:  The ratio of total education and general expenditures including fringe benefits but excluding scholarships to full-time equivalent (FTE) students. (Storrs+)
Connecticut State University: 

· Operating Expenditures from State Support:  The total state appropriations, including general fund fringe benefits and state support for student financial aid as a percent of total education and general expenditures, excluding capital equipment purchased with bond funds.

· Real Price to Students:  This indicator shows tuition and required fees not including student health insurance as a percent of state median household income.
· Student Financial Aid from State Support:  This indicator shows the ratio of state support for financial aid to total aid awarded.

· Real Cost Per Student:  The ratio of total education and general expenditures, including fringe benefits, to full-time equivalent (FTE) students.

· Operating Expenditures for Instruction, Academic Support & Student Services:  This indicator shows the ratio of operating expenses for instruction, academic support (including Libraries) and student services to all education and general expenditures.

Community-Technical College System: 

· Operating Expenditures from State Support: Total state appropriations including general fund fringe benefits, state support for student financial aid as a percent of total educational and general expenditures excluding depreciation.

· Real Price to Students:  Tuition and mandatory fees for a full-time, instate undergraduate student as a percent of median household income for the state.

· Real Cost Per Student:  The ratio of total operating expenditures, including fringe benefits but excluding student financial aid and depreciation, to full-time equivalent (FTE) students, compared to peer institutions.

Charter Oak State College: 

· Operating Expenditures from State Support:   The total state appropriations including general fund fringe benefits, state support for student financial aid as a percent of total education and general expenditures excluding capital equipment purchased with bond funds.

· Real Cost Per Student:  Programmatic costs per student served (students on July 1 plus new enrollees during the fiscal year) and cost per enrolled student served (average number of enrolled students during fiscal year). General fund fringe benefits and capital equipment funds were included in total educational and general expenditures.   (Are operations cost-effective with efficient use of resources?)
· Cost Savings:  Cost Savings of Collective implementation of Distance Learning Delivery Systems.

Accountability Model:   

Performance funding, performance budgeting, and performance reporting.
Sources of Information:

 (February 1, 2004). “Higher Education Counts: Accountability Measures for the New Millennium”.  Board of Governors for Higher Education.
 (2003). “Connecticut Public Higher Education: 2003 System Trends”.  Board of Governors for Higher Education.

Delaware

Background Information

     Delaware does not have an accountability system for higher education. The Delaware Higher Education Commission is only an advisory group with no authority over the institutions. There are only three public universities in the state and all are basically independent and only report to their respective Board of Directors. 

Indicators and Measures: 

None.
Accountability Model:   

None.

Sources of Information:

Delaware Higher Education Commission.
Florida

Indicators and Measures: 

Performance Reporting:

(Florida - State University System)

System-wide Measures:
· SUS total sponsored research and development expenditures per state-funded research expenditures

· University endowments and annual giving

· Administration and Support Program: (Percent of Division of Colleges and Universities Administration and Support Costs and Positions compared to total State University System costs and positions (newly adopted in 2002-03))
· Performance Area: Research Program 

· Externally generated research and training grant funds (federal, state, local, business, and industry) per state-funded faculty member. 

· Average number of articles in Institute for Scientific Information Publication

· Count per ranked faculty member.
· University Performance-Based Incentives:

· Internal allocation procedures (varies by institution)
· Institutional Finance, including state appropriations

· Sponsored Research Contracts and Grants, including summary of sponsored research, service and training activities; indirect cost recovery; expenditures by discipline; federal awards

Performance Funding:

· Increase access to and production of bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral, and professional degrees

· Proportion of test takers who pass required licensure/ certification exams within a timeframe appropriate to the discipline

· “Academic Learning Compacts” for every graduate from the SUS, certifying that they possess core content knowledge, communication skills, and critical thinking skills

· Number and percent of students from underserved populations who enroll in and complete a baccalaureate degree program

· Graduation rates for first-time-In-college students and community college transfers

· Meet statewide professional and workforce needs in teacher preparation, the health professions, economic development, emerging technologies, and high-wage/high-demand jobs

· Building world-class, academic research capacity and nationally recognized programs  

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding, Performance Budgeting, & Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(2003).  “State University System Accountability Report”.  Florida Department of Education.

(December 2002).  “State University System Accountability Report”.  Florida Department of Education.

Georgia

Indicators and Measures: 

Research:
· Number of business spin-offs or technology transfer initiatives

· Dollar value of research funding from Georgia businesses

· Unrestricted State Appropriations Plus Tuition Revenues Per FTE Student

· Total Institutional Support Expenditure as a Percentage of Total E&G Expenditures 

· Total Unrestricted Instruction and Instruction-Related Expenditures per FTE Students

· Sponsored Research Expenditures per Full-Time Faculty Member

· Annual Income from Patents; Number of Patents per Full-Time Faculty

Accountability Model:  

Performance Budgeting & Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(September 2000). “University System of Georgia Benchmarking and Management Review Study Project Scope Report”.  Pappas Consulting Group Inc.

Hawaii

Indicators and Measures: 

Funding:

· General Funds and Tuition and Fees (the relationship between state General

· Fund support and UH enrollments?)

· How has UH fared relative to the rest of the state in its share of General Fund support?

· How do UH tuitions compare with like institutions elsewhere?

· Amount of Financial Support for Research and Training Funds
Stewardship & Management:

· What is the level of investment for maintaining the UH physical plant?

· How do UH faculty salaries compare with counterparts elsewhere?

· What is the UH instructional workload and how does it compare with counterparts elsewhere?

Private Giving: 

· What are the trends in private giving through the UH Foundation?

· What is the status of the UH endowment?

Affordability:

· Tuition (Students’ share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced 2-year colleges).

· Financial Aid (The share of first-time freshmen receiving aid in Academic Year)

Accountability Model:   

Performance Budgeting & Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(2000 Update). “Benchmarks/Performance Indicators Report”.  University of Hawaii. 

University of Hawaii’s Performance Indicators.  

(2002).  “University of Hawaii Institutional Effectiveness Report”.  System Academic Affairs Council and the Office of the Vice President for Planning and Policy University of Hawaii.
Idaho

Indicators and Measures: 

State-wide: 

Externally Funded Research. Report the annual dollar amount expended on externally funded research and other external grants and contracts.  

Institution Specific: 

University of Idaho:
· Total annual expenditures for fellowships and scholarships per student FTE relative to our peer institutions. (Using Net Scholarship and Fellowship from IPEDS Finance Survey.  Student FTE = FT Students + PT Students/3 from IPEDS Enrollment Survey.)

· Total annual amount of gifts and private support revenue per student FTE relative to our peer institutions.  (From IPEDS Finance Survey: Local/Private Operating Grants & Contract + Local Non-operating Grants + Gifts)

· Financial health of the institution as measured by a composite financial ratio.  The composite ratio is a weighted average of the viability ratio, primary reserve ratio and net income ratio. (Note: Not used anymore.)

· Instructional expenditures per student FTE relative to our peer institutions.   (Use Instructional - Current Year Total from IPEDS Finance Survey)

· Diversity index of institutional revenue as reflected by the percent of revenue from appropriated, contracted, generated, and private sources relative to the diversity index of our peer institutions.  (Diversity index of institutional revenue as reflected by the percent of total operating and non-operating revenue from generated, appropriated, grants & contracts, tuition & fees and gifts relative to the diversity index of our peer institutions.)

· External grant and contract expenditures per faculty FTE relative to our peer institutions.   (Faculty FTE from IPEDS Fall Staff (FT Faculty + PT faculty/3))

· Number of student credit hour delivered at off-campus locations and through outreach efforts from the Moscow campus relative to off-campus credits of our peer institutions.

College of Southern Idaho:    

· The percentage of the budget available for instructional technology and faculty development.

Idaho State University:

Research

· Improve federal funding for research through targeting special center/institute development.  Report annual federal grant and contract awards in dollars and project titles generated by research.

· Contribute to improvement of economic development in eastern Idaho through new company start-ups and additional industry/university partnerships.  Report names of new companies which have started up in eastern Idaho with relationships to ISU’s research and development community.  Report names and numbers of industry/university partnerships.

· Develop new partnerships and educational programs for the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory.  Report names and numbers of new partnerships initiated with the INEEL.  Report titles of new educational programs with INEEL and numbers of students enrolled.

· Enhance Idaho State University’s lead role in the health professions by increasing clinical and basic research capabilities in the medical and associated fields.  Report major equipment purchases, number of new facilities, names and numbers of new research partnerships, and collaborations in the health profession fields.

Management Costs

· Document ISU’s efficient administrative structure and commitment to maximizing resources available to its educational mission.  The report will include a breakdown of expenditures by activity and expense class (instruction, research, public service, library, student services, physical plant, institutional support, academic support, and athletics).

Lewis-Clark State College:

· Overall expenditure structure (current funds only) from top ten AGB indicators.

· Percent of living Alumni who have given at any time during the past five years.

· Three-year rolling average of funds and property received.

Accountability Model:   Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

“University of Idaho Performance Measures: Unique Indicators”.  (September 4, 2003).

“University of Idaho: Unique Performance Measures”.   (August 31, 2004).

Illinois

Indicators and Measures: 

1. Affordability: 

· Tuition and mandatory fees for a full-time, in-state undergraduate student as a percent of Illinois median family income.

· Tuition and mandatory fees for a full-time, in-state undergraduate student as a percent of the MAP maximum award.

· Ratio of annual percent increase in tuition and mandatory fees to the annual percent increase in Illinois median family income.

· Average loan burden of undergraduate students upon graduation.

2. Productivity and Accountability:

· One-year retention rates for first-time, full-time students

· Four- and six-year graduation rates for first-time, full-time students

· Cost Study dollars per student credit hour by level and discipline.

3.   (2001) Efficiency/Cost Effectiveness:  

· Instruction/Academic Support:  percent of total expenditures

· Instructional cost per credit hour:  all levels

(2001) Efficiency/Cost Effectiveness:  

· All funds expenditures: operations  and grants (all public universities) 

· Instruction cost per credit hour: public universities average, (UG lower division) 

· Instruction cost per credit hour:  public universities average, (grad level I)

· Instruction cost per credit hour: public universities average, (grad level III)

· Instruction cost per credit hour:  public universities average, (grad level II)

Accountability Model:   Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

Performance Indicator Advisory Committee (February 4, 2003).  “Establishing Performance Indicators to Assess Progress Toward Meeting the Goals of the Illinois Commitment.”   Illinois Board of Higher Education.
Committee on Affordability (August 12, 2003).  “Final Report and Recommendations of the Committee on Affordability.”  Illinois Board of Higher Education.
Illinois Designated Account Purchase Program  (April 20, 2004).  “Symposium on Financing Higher Education: Putting Illinois in the National Context.”  The Illinois Student Assistance Commission and Illinois State University Center for the Study of Education Policy.

(December 2004).  “Assessing Progress Toward The Goals of the Illinois Commitment: 2004 Statewide Performance Report Volume II.”  State of Illinois Board of Education.

Indiana

Indicators and Measures: 

Affordability:

· Tuition and fees for full-time ooseir   HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHoosier undergraduates

· Need-based student aid as a percentage of institutional aid to undergraduates.

· Five-year percentage change SSACI Awards to students attending public institutions.

·  Average student loan debt of residential baccalaureate graduates who borrowed.

· All students (resident and non-resident share of educational expenditures) 

· Resident only student share of educational expenditures.

· **(State-level Performance Indicator) the gap between combined parent contribution and grants/scholarships and the total cost of attendance for the poorest students.

Benefits/Economic Development:   

· Percentage of graduates remaining in Indiana one year after graduation.

· Sponsored grants and contracts and sponsored research grants and contracts ($$ in thousands).

Resource Utilization:

· Faculty salary compensation ($$ in thousands)

· Faculty compensation comparison ($$ in thousands)

· Faculty salary peer comparison- regional campuses ($$ in thousands)

· Faculty compensation peer comparison- regional campuses ($$ in thousands)

· Appropriations per full-time equivalent resident student (in constant dollars)

· Expenditures per full-time equivalent student (in constant dollars)

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(October 2003).  Selected Higher Education Performance Indicators: Comparison of Indiana University Southeast to Other Public Institutions.  Indiana Commission for Higher Education.  

(January 30, 2002).  “Indiana Postsecondary Education Financing Study: 1999-00, How Students Pay”.  Indiana Commission for Higher Education

Iowa

(Iowa State University)

Indicators and Measures: 

Iowa State University: 

· Total annual external sponsored funding.

· External sponsored funding per FTE faculty.

· New patent applications filed.

· Number of new technologies licensed/optioned annually.

· Number of licenses and options executed.

· Distance and continuing education: credit course registration.

· Private gift income.

· Alumni giving rate.

· Average faculty salary by rank.

Iowa Board of Regents: (Expenditures, Financing, & Funding)

· State appropriations requested.

· Percentage of resources reallocated annually.

· Number of annual contributors and dollar value of contributions.

· Capital improvement funds requested and appropriated.

· Deferred maintenance backlog and expenditures.

· Tuition and fees.

· Financial aid received by resident undergraduates.

· Unit cost per student.

Iowa State University (Memorandum):
· Percent of tenured and tenure-eligible faculty who are principal or a principal investigators for projects receiving external sponsored funding.

· Total annual external sponsored funding.

· External sponsored funding per FTE faculty

· New patent applications filed. (NEW)

· Number of new technologies licensed/optioned annually.

· Number of licenses and options executed (NEW)

· Number of extension clients served.

· Distance and continued education: credit course registration

· Distance and continuing education: non-credit course registration.

· Private gift income.

· Alumni giving rate. (NEW)

· Average faculty salary by rank.

Board of Regents Annual Report on Performance Indicators:

· Expenditures, Financing, and Funding

· State appropriations requested (#31)

· Percentage of resources reallocated annually (#37)

· Number of annual contributions and dollar value of contributions (#33)

· Capital improvement funds requested and appropriated (#35)

· Deferred maintenance backlog and expenditures (#36)

· Tuition and fees (#32)

· Financial aid received by resident undergraduates (#39)

· Unit cost per student (#43)

· Faculty Profile and Productivity

· Faculty resignations, retirements, new hires (#12a, #12b, #12c)

· Number of intellectual property disclosures (#22)

· Sponsored funding per year in dollars (#18)

· Faculty as principal or co-principal investigators (#20)

· Faculty with scholarly work published (#17)

· Sponsored funding per faculty member (#21)

· New technologies licensed (#23)

· Constituents relations (ISU, replacement for #34).

Accountability Model:  
 Performance Budgeting and Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(2003)  “Iowa Annual Report on Performance Indicators”.  Iowa Board of Regents.

(April 8, 2002).  Memorandum: Approval of Revisions of Performance Indicators for Iowa State University. 

(January 6, 2003).  “Memorandum: Final Approval of Iowa’s Strategic Plan Progress Report”. 

Kansas

Indicators and Measures: 

Access:  

student costs, financial aid availability, etc.,

compared to the community's ability to pay (such as average wages in the

designated service area). Class locations and times and distance mediated courses

could also be reported in this indicator.

Graduate and Research Programs:
Proposals Submitted to External Funding

Agencies (All Disciplines)

a. Number of Proposals

b. Dollar Value Expressed in Millions

Total Research Expenditures in Science and

Engineering:

a. Millions of Dollars

b. National Ranking Among all Universities

c. National Ranking Among Public Universities

National Ranking on Federally-Financed Research:

a. National Ranking Among all Universities

b. National Ranking Among Public Universities

Institutional Support:

a. Institutional Support expenditures as percent of total Educational and General expenditures

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding, Performance Budgeting, & Performance Reporting .
Sources of Information:

(2002). “Kansas Postsecondary Core Indicators of Effectiveness: For Kansas Community Colleges, Technical Colleges, and Area Technical Schools ”.  Kansas Board of Regents (Institutional Research).   

(2002).   Performance Indicators University of Kansas –Lawrence.  

(http://www.ku.edu/~oirp/Oirp%20website/perf%20indicators%20in%20budget_082802.pdf)

Kentucky

Indicators and Measures: 

Statewide Indicators:

· State Appropriations
· Tuition and Fees
Question 5: Are Kentucky's communities and economy benefiting?*





· Total research and public service expenditures - three-year average




· Extramural research and development expenditures




Federal research and development expenditures

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(2003). “2002-03 Accountability Report”.  Kentucky Council on Post-Secondary Education.

(December 2002).  “The Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education’s 2002 Status Report on Postsecondary Education Reform To the Governor and the General Assembly”. Status Report on Postsecondary Education Reform.
Louisiana

Indicators and Measures:

 (Louisiana State University Performance Indicators)

Graduate Education:

• Number of graduate assistants
• Average graduate assistant stipend

Research & Scholarship:

• Number of degree programs (by level)
• Total annual expenditures from externally funded projects

• Total research expenditures
• Total federal research expenditures
• Total number of patents and copyrights issued
Funding:
• Appropriations provided by the state (including state appropriations per full-time equivalent student)

• Tuition and required attendance fees (average per full-time student, total, and percentage of unrestricted revenues)

• Value of endowment assets
Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding, Performance-based Budgeting, Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(2001). “Trends and Statistics in Louisiana Public Postsecondary Education: The 2001 Accountability Report”.  Board of Regents, State of Louisiana.

(2002-2003). “Overview: Recent Events”.  Louisiana State University.

Maine

Indicators and Measures: 

State Performance Budget Measures:

· Increase Financial Aid to Students

· Increase Annual Gifts/Donations

· Increase Research & Development Operating Expenditures

Accountability Model:   

Performance Budgeting & Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(July 1, 2003).  “State Of Maine Program Standards and Performance Indicators: For Adult Education and Family Literacy Act Programs”.  

“State Performance Budgeting Measures”. University of Main System.

Maryland

Indicators and Measures: 

Statewide

· Grant/Contract Awards ($M)

· Number of grants/contracts per fulltime faculty

· Total research expenditures ($M)

· Clinical Trial Funding ($M)

University of Maryland Baltimore County
Effectiveness Use of Public Funding:
· Percentage of expenditures on instruction

· Percentage of expenditures on instruction and selected academic support
Institution Specific Indicators: Targeted Indicators for Community Colleges
Baltimore City Community College:

· Percent of Expenditures in Instruction 

Accountability Model:   

Performance Budgeting & Performance Reporting

Sources of Information:

  (November 2003).   “2003 Performance Accountability Report Maryland Public Colleges and Universities:  Volume 1”.  Maryland Higher Education Commission.

  (November 2003).   “2003 Performance Accountability Report Maryland Public Colleges and Universities:  Volume 2”.  Maryland Higher Education Commission.

Massachusetts

Indicators and Measures: 

System Level Context Indicators

• State support as percent of total revenues

• State support as percent of total formula funding determined institutional need

State & Community Colleges (Institutionally-Applied Indicators):  

Accessibility/Affordability

· Annual headcount and FTE

· Fall headcount and FTE

· Percent enrollment of minorities vs. % minorities in region

· Student charges vs. state/regional income levels

· Revenue from change in student charges

· Percent eligible students received aid

Fundraising

· Total private funds received

· Total $ in endowment

Cost-Effective use of Resources

· Percent spent on capital adaptation and renewal

· Percent institutional support costs

· Cost per FTE by expenditure categories

· Independent financial audit

· Primary Reserve Ratio

· Return on net assets

· Net operating revenues

· Viability ratio

University of Massachusetts:

Academic Quality

· Research Expenditures (total and per faculty) 
· Federal Research Support 
· Rank in total R&D (NSF) 
Access & Affordability 

· Tuition & fees as % of statewide family income 
· Tuition & Fees as % of feeder community income 
· Tuition & Fees with Learning Contract 
Financial Health 

· Endowment and endowment per student 
· Annual growth in endowment 
· Private Funds Raised Annually 
· Operating Margin 
· Financial Cushion 
· Debt Service to Operations 
· Age of Facilities Ratio

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting. 

Sources of Information:

(2003). “Accountability Report: State and Community Colleges.”  Massachusetts Board of Higher Education.”   

(April 2004). “2004 Report on Annual Indicators: University Performance System.” University of Massachusetts.  
Missouri

Indicators and Measures: 

Resource/Affordability

· State Funding

· Tuition and Fees

· Student Financial Assistance 

· Students from Low-Income Families

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding, Performance Budgeting, & Performance Reporting

Sources of Information:

(March 2002).  “Striving for Excellence: A Report on Missouri System of Higher Education.”  Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Education.

Montana

Indicators and Measures: 

Montana's accountability measures:

Access and Affordability

· Affordability compared with other states

· State support per capita and as a percent of personal income

Delivery of Efficient, Coordinated Services

· Transferability among institutions

· Percent of expenditures in instruction, administration, athletics, etc.

Quality Measures for Montana University System

1) --expenditures per FTE student

--student/faculty ratio

--number of courses and SCH per FTE faculty member

2) --tuition as a percentage of median family income

--percentage of students who receive financial aid/scholarships, and

   average amount

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(2002).  “Montana Accountability Measures.”   Montana Board of Regents. http://www.montana.edu/wwwbor/Accountability_58thlegislature.pdf
Nevada

Indicators and Measures: 

Financial Aid:

· (Core Indicator)  Percent of first-time, full-time, degree-seeking students who received any financial aid during the full academic year.

· (Sub Indicator) Total financial aid awarded per student full-time equivalent enrollment (FTE).

· (Sub Indicator) Need-based financial aid awarded as a percent of total awards.

Distance Education:

· (Core Indicator)  Headcount and FTE of students receiving instruction via distance education.

· (Sub-Indicator) Completion rate of students enrolling in distance education courses.

Participation Rates:

· (Core Indicator)  Enrollment in UCCSN institutions per 100 Nevada residents.

· (Sub-Indicator)  Percent change in UCCSN headcount compared to percent change in Nevada Population.

· (Sub-Indicator)  Percent change in UCCSN headcount by institutional type compared to percent change in Nevada population.

Sponsored Projects:
· (Core Indicator) Grants & Contracts: Percentage of total institutional revenue generated by grants and contacts.

· (Sub-Indicator) Total dollars awarded for sponsored projects.

Efficiency:

(Core Indicator) Utilization of instructional space by UCCSN institution

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting

Sources of Information:

(March 2004).  “Performance Indicator Report 2003-04: UCCSN Master Plan Accountability Report.” University & Community College System of Nevada (UCCSN), Office of Academic & Student Affairs.  

New Jersey

Indicators and Measures: 

Costs-Affordability & Access

· Average full-time Undergraduate Tuition & Fees, NJ Colleges and Universities

· Average Tuition and Fees, NJ Compared to National Data

· Programs and Initiatives to Enhance Access
Student Financial Assistance

· State Grant Aid for Low-Income Students as a Percent of  Federal Pell Grant Aid

· Percent of Family Income Needed to Pay for College, by Type of Institution

· Net Percent of Income Needed to Pay for College Expenses (Minus Financial Aid) at NJ Colleges and Universities
Resources

· Shares of Operating Aid, Community Colleges

· Shares of Operating Aid, Senior Public Institutions

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(January 23, 2004). “New Jersey Colleges and Universities: 7th Annual System-wide Accountability Report.”  The New Jersey Commission on Higher Education.

(July 2002). “Higher Education in New Jersey: 6th Annual System-wide Accountability Report.” The New Jersey Commission on Higher Education.

New Mexico

Indicators and Measures: 

Accessible and Affordable University Education:

· Tuition/required fee rates; comparative data on regional  peers and per capita income

· Financial aid awarded and unmet student financial need 

· Enrollment by race/ethnicity; comparative data on 

· HS graduates, ACT takers

· Transfer students from NM 2-yr colleges, including branches 

Effective and Efficient Use of Resources

· Primary mission (instruction, research, public service) as percent of Educational and General expenditures; comparative data on peers

· Institutional support (administrative costs) as percent of Educational and General expenditures; comparative data on peers 

· Flagging of all low enrollment/low degree programs cooperation with Commission on Higher Education (CHE)

· Space utilization 

Accountability Model:   

Performance Budgeting & Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(November 2003).  “Performance Effectiveness Report: New Mexico Universities.”  Council of University Presidents.

New York

Indicators and Measures: 

(New York – SUNY)
Funding Context:

· Revenue by source

· Tuition rate trends

· State appropriation trends

· State appropriations per students

· NYS Public Higher Education Sector as a percentage of the state budget

· E&G expenditures per students

· Benchmark condition

Competitiveness in Graduate Education and Research:
· Research – dollar value of sponsored programs, number of faculty grants/dollar volume per FT faculty, number of disclosures and patents

State Needs:

· Workforce Development - graduates in specific programs, percentage of medical residencies in primary care, percentage of NYS graduates from SUNY in selected fields, non-credit registrations by field

· Sponsored research – dollar volume of sponsored programs, peer comparisons of economic development, number of licenses, sponsored programs per FTE

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding.
Sources of Information:

http://www.highered.nysed.gov/
North Carolina

Indicators and Measures: 

No financial indicators.
Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(April 18, 2002). “Performance Measures and Standards.”  North Carolina Community College System.

North Dakota

Indicators and Measures: 

Funding and Rewards

· Status of NDUS Long-Term Finance Plan 

· State General Fund Appropriation Compared to Peer Institutions 

· Allocation and Use of Incentive Funding 

· General Fund Appropriation Levels and Trends 

· Per Capita General Fund Appropriations for Higher Education 

· NDUS Cost Per Student 

· Administrative, Instructional and Other Costs Per FTE Student 

· Percentage of NDUS Funding Used for Core Services 

· Percentage of NDUS Funding for Support Services and Student Aid

· Percentage of NDUS Funding Used for Administration and Physical Plant 

· Operating and Contributed Income Ratio 

· Expendable Net Assets Compared to Long-Term Debt 

· Outstanding Maintenance Compared to Expendable Net Assets 

· Financing of New Construction and Major Renovation Projects

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(December 2003).  “Creating a University for the 21st Century: 3rd Annual Accountability Measures Report.” North Dakota University System.

Ohio

Indicators and Measures: 

Financial Issues in Higher Education:

· Instructional and General Expenditures and State Support per Full-Time Equivalent Student

· In-State, Undergraduate Weighted Tuition and Fees

· Day and Evening Peak Facilities Utilization Rates

Financial Aid:

· Percent of First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Undergraduate Students Receiving Financial Aid and Average Award Amounts

· Public Four-Year Sector

· Public Two-Year Sector

· Private Four-Year Sector

Outcome Performance Indicators:

· Research Expenditures for Ohio Public and Private Universities, FY 1986-FY 2001

· Cost of Instruction and State Support Per Full-Time Equivalent Student, FY 2002

· Annualized Full-Time, In-State, Undergraduate Tuition and Fees Charged to Entering Students, FY 2002-2004

· Award of Financial Aid – Ohio Compared to the National Average, FY 2001-2002

· Award of Financial Aid at Ohio Public and Private Institutions.

(Ohio - Two-Year Colleges and Regional Campuses):
That student fees charged by any institution are as low as possible, especially if the institution is being supported by a local levy.

· Rate of market penetration for technical education

· Rate of market penetration for general studies and pre-baccalaureate

· Annualized tuition and fees

· Number of applications for financial aid

· Average amount of financial aid awarded to recipients

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding & Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(January 30, 2004).  “The Performance Report for Ohio Colleges and Universities, 2003.”  Ohio Board of Regents.

(January 30, 2004).  “The Performance Report for Ohio Colleges and Universities, 2003, Institutional Outcome Measures.”  Ohio Board of Regents.

Oklahoma

Indicators and Measures: 

· Average faculty salary

· Average resident undergraduate tuition and fees

· Change in spending on need-based and non-need-based grant aid

· Growth in state funding for higher education

· Growth in university research funding

Accountability Model:   

Performance Budgeting, Performance Funding, & Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(2000). “A Focus on Higher Education in Oklahoma.” The Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education.

Oregon

Indicators and Measures: 

· Percent of undergraduates receiving Pell grant awards

Percent of average tuition and fees and total cost of attendance covered by grants for students who qualify for need based aid (OOG, Pell, and institutional)

·  Cost of attendance for a resident undergraduate (tuition & fees, room & board, other expenses) as a percent of Oregon median family income
· Percent of need met by financial aid for resident undergraduate students completing a FAFSA form 
· Pell grant recipients    
· Total gifts from philanthropic sources – foundation net assets ($ in millions)

· Other financial aid or scholarship recipients
· Total sponsored research & development dollars supported by external fund sources ($ in millions)

· Sponsored research dollars per faculty at research/doctoral universities ($ in thousands)

· Number of inventions disclosed per year

· Number of U.S. patent applications per year

· Number of U.S. patents granted per year 

· License income per $100M research per year 

· Number of start-up/spin-off companies per year 

· External funds generated per state dollar invested in Statewide Public Services

· Revenues per FTE student as a percent of average revenues per FTE student at peer universities (100% = peer average revenues per FTE)

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding & Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

“Performance Measure Data Summary.”   Oregon University System.

“OUS Performance Measurement.”  Oregon University System.

Pennsylvania

Indicators and Measures: 

· Degrees Awarded and Degree to Enrollment Ratio

· Second Year Persistence Rate

· Accredited Programs

· Four and Six-year Graduation Rates

· Faculty Productivity

· Distance Education

· PRAXIS Teacher Certification Passing Rates 

· Internship Enrollments

· New Pennsylvania Community College Transfers or Associate Degrees Awarded

· Diversity of Entering Class

· Enrollment Diversity

· Employee Diversity

· Programs with Few Graduates

· Personnel Ratio

· Private Support (Private giving and endowment)

· Instructional Costs

· Instructional Faculty Terminal Degrees

Performance Funding Indicators

· Second Year Persistence Rates 

· Four- and Six-Year Graduation Rates

· Degrees Awarded/Enrollment Ratio 

· Employee Diversity 

· Faculty with Terminal Degrees

· Faculty Productivity 

· Personnel Ratio 

· Instructional Costs

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding and Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

Armstrong, Thomas O., Lou Bohl-Fabian, Peter Garland, and Khalil Yazdi (2004).  “The Integration of Performance Evaluation and Planning: Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education’s System Accountability Report 2003-2004.”  Office of the Chancellor, Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education.

“PASSHE Measures Performance and Rewards Success.”

http://www.passhe.edu/content/?/performance

Rhode Island

Indicators and Measures: 

· Percent change in tuition and mandatory fees from previous year.

· Percent change in in-state tuition and mandatory fees from previous year

Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

“Technical Appendix to the RI State Budget.”  The Rhode Island Office of Higher Education (RIOHE).
http://www.budget.state.ri.us/tech05.pdf
South Carolina

Indicators and Measures: 

Mission Focus:

· Expenditure of funds to achieve institutional mission

Administrative Efficiency:

· Ratio of administrative costs as compared to academic costs**

· Use of best management practices

· Elimination of unjustified duplication of waste in administrative and academic programs

· Amount of overhead costs per FTE student

Research Funding:

· Financial support for reform in teacher education

· Amount of public and private sector grants

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding & Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(June 2001). “A Review of the Higher Education Performance Funding Process.” South Carolina Legislative Audit Council.

(December 2002).  “SC Performance Funding Indicators in Brief.” SC Commission on Higher Education.

South Dakota

Indicators and Measures: 

State-wide:

· External Funds 

· Amount of increase in gifts through endowments

· Amount of increase in grants and contracts

· Amount of increase in funds for scholarships

Funds
Institution Specific:

· Amount of external funds raised through donations and grants.

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding & Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(2004). “South Dakota Board of Regents Accountability Report.”  South Dakota Board of Regents.

Tennessee

Indicators and Measures: 

Access through affordability

· Number and percentage of undergraduates receiving financial aid at public technology centers, two-year schools, four-year schools, and private schools (THEC Status of Higher Education Report)

· Distribution of financial aid dollars to various levels of public institutions and private colleges (THEC Status of Higher Education Report)

· Percent of Students receiving financial aid (TBR Report Card)

· Tuition and fees (TBR Report Card)

Efficient Utilization of Resources

· State appropriations for higher education(THEC Status of Higher Education Report)

· Expenditures on research and on public service from restricted accounts at public and private schools (THEC Status of Higher Education Report)

· Expenditures by category (TBR Report Card)

· State and institutional planning priorities (THEC Performance Funding NEW measure) (measure evaluates the progress of an institution toward mission-distinctive goals and the state’s strategic master plan goals)
· Persistence to graduation rates for both public and private schools (THEC Status of Higher Education Report)

· Retention/graduation (THEC Performance Funding)

· Number of degrees/credentials granted (TBR Report Card)

· Graduation rates (TBR Report Card)

Utilization of outside funding to state schools

· Private Giving (TBR Report Card)

Accountability Model:   

Performance Funding & Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(February 2001)  “Measuring Performance in Higher Education.”  Office of Research Comptroller of the Treasury.
http://www.state.tn.us/thec/2004web/division_pages/ppr_pages/Research/pprresearchpapers.htm

Utah

Indicators and Measures: 

Efficiency & Finance

· Total Educational Funding per FTE

· Higher Education Tax Funds per $1,000 of Personal Income
· Tuition as Percent of Total Instructional Costs
· Resident Undergraduate Tuition and Fee Comparisons
· State Reliance on Net Tuition as a Public Higher Education Revenue Source
· State Need-based Student Financial Aid
· Percent of Family Income Needed to Pay for College
· Average Loan Amount Students Borrow Each Year
· Faculty Compensation Compared to Peer Institutions
· Economic Impact of Higher Education - Degrees in Engineering and Related Technology and Computer and Information Sciences
· Research Grants and Contracts

Accountability Model:   

Performance Budgeting & Performance Reporting   

Sources of Information:

 (September 2004).  “Measuring Up 2004: Measuring Utah Higher Education 2004.” Office of the Commissioner of Higher Education.

Washington

Indicators and Measures: 

     Performance funding was a short-lived experiment in Washington state, lasting for two years during 1997-99. That system was authorized by the state legislature with support from both parties and the governor. The 1999 legislature removed the connection between accountability and funding, replacing it with a performance reporting system.  There are no financial indicators used in the state of Washington.
Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting. 
Sources of Information:

(July 2003).  “Guidelines for Higher Education Accountability Plans.”  Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board.

(November 2000). “Performance Accountability: 1999-2000 Academic Year Review and Recommendations for 2001-03.”  Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board.

(December 1998). “Performance Funding and Accountability: Progress Report and Recommendations for the Future.”  Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board.

Wisconsin

Indicators and Measures: 

University of Wisconsin System:

· Research funding at doctoral institutions

· State/university funding for instruction-related activities

· Facilities maintenance

Accountability Model:   

Performance Budgeting & Performance Reporting.
Sources of Information:

(2004). “Achieving Excellence: Accountability Report 2003-04.” University of Wisconsin System.

Wyoming

Indicators and Measures: 

No financial indicators.  
Accountability Model:   

Performance Reporting.

Sources of Information:

(2002). “2001-2002 Performance Report: Core Indicators of Effectiveness.” Wyoming Community College System.
