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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.  Prior to last year, this document was entitled “Minding Our P’s and Q’s: Indications of Productivity and Quality in South Carolina Public Colleges and Universities.”  The South Carolina Commission on Higher Education (CHE) substantially revised this publication with the January 2000 report in an effort to provide a source guide integrating data reported by the state’s public colleges and universities in fulfillment of legislative requirements.

The CHE integrated institutional effectiveness data reporting with performance data measured pursuant to Section 59-103-30 and Section 59-103-45 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended, to determine institutional funding levels.  Data related to the funding process reflect the 2000-2001 performance year, which resulted in ratings given to institutions in Spring 2001 for the purpose of determining the allocation of FY 2001-02 state appropriations.  Historical performance data are displayed if available.  Detailed information related to the performance funding process in South Carolina is available on the CHE’s website at http://www.che400.state.sc.us.

Throughout this publication, data are displayed on the 33 public institutions of higher education within groupings of institutions or sectors that have common missions as identified in Act 359 of 1996.  However, due to the uniqueness in mission of each individual institution, the reader is cautioned against drawing conclusions and making comparisons solely based on the figures and tables found in this report.  

The CHE approved the format of this document at its meeting on January 10, for submission to the South Carolina General Assembly before January 15, 2002, as required by statute.
What will you find in this report?

Eleven sections highlight various aspects of higher education.  Notations in the “Table of Contents” clearly identify components of this publication that are part of reporting requirements of Section 59-101-350, or what has become commonly referred to as “Act 255” data.   Where appropriate, comments in the text explain how these required data elements are utilized as part of annual performance funding measurements.

Sections 1 - 9 reflect the nine “critical success factors” identified by the General Assembly for South Carolina’s public colleges and universities (Section 59-103-30).  Data from both institutional effectiveness and performance funding reporting are combined in these sections.  Often the data is presented by type of institution or sector, as identified in the legislation.  The four sectors of institutions as defined in legislation are:  

Research Universities,

Four-Year Colleges and Universities, 

Two-Year Institutions-Branches of the University of South Carolina, and 

State Technical and Comprehensive Education System.  

The CHE maintains historical data on institutions and when appropriate, three years of data are presented for comparison. 

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

Section 11 contains each institution’s performance ratings as approved by the CHE on June 7, 2001.  These ratings affected the allocation of state appropriations for the 2001-2002 fiscal year. 

Institutional Effectiveness Reporting

Pursuant to Section 59-101-350 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended, the CHE is required to report specific higher education data “in a readable format so as to easily compare with peer institutions in South Carolina.” This report must be submitted to the Governor and the General Assembly prior to January 15th of each year.  In the past, these reports have appeared in one section of this publication.  As stated earlier, however, this information is now included throughout the publication and integrated with performance funding measures when applicable.  

During the 2001 session, the legislature added one new reporting requirement for four-year institutions, and a requirement was amended for both the two-year and four-year institutions. The information regarding institutional effectiveness that is required by Section 59-101-350 is found below, with the new sections underlined:  

Four-Year Institutions

· The number and percentage of accredited programs and the number and percentage of programs eligible for accreditation; 

· The number and percentage of undergraduate and graduate students who completed their degree program; 

· The percent of lower division instructional courses taught by full-time faculty, part-time faculty, and graduate assistants; 

· The percent and number of students enrolled in remedial courses and the number of students exiting remedial courses and successfully completing entry-level curriculum courses; 

· The percent of graduate and upper division undergraduate students participating in sponsored research programs; 

· Placement data on graduates; 

· The percent change in the enrollment 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 students who have transferred to two-year, post-secondary institutions; 

· Student scores on professional examinations 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; 

· Assessment information for the institution’s Title II of the Federal Higher Education Act of 1998 report that collects and analyzes data on applicant qualifications and the performance of the candidates and graduates; 
· Appropriate information relating to each institution's role and mission to include policies and procedures to ensure that academic programs support the economic development needs in the State by providing a technologically skilled workforce; 

· 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. 

Two-Year Institutions

· The number and percentage of accredited programs and the number and percentage of programs eligible 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; 

· The percent change in the enrollment 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 to include policies and procedures to ensure that academic programs support the economic development needs in the State by providing a technologically skilled workforce; 

· 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. 

South Carolina’s Performance Funding System for Higher Education

Act 359 of 1996, commonly referred to as the “Performance Funding Legislation,” dramatically changed the responsibilities of the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education (CHE) concerning how public institutions of higher education are funded.  The legislation required that the CHE allocate state appropriations to South Carolina’s public institutions of higher education based on their performance in nine areas or “critical success factors.”  The General Assembly identified several performance indicators that could be used, if applicable to a particular type of institution, in assessing institutions’ 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 responsibility of developing and implementing a system for basing funding on institutional performance and for defining how each of the specified indicators would be measured.  The General Assembly provided for a 3-year phase-in period for implementing a system to provide 100% of available state funding on institutional performance.

In compliance with its legislative mandate, the CHE, in cooperation with South Carolina’s higher education institutions and other stakeholders in the state’s public higher education system, developed a system for determining institutions’ funding based on performance across the nine critical success factors using the 37 performance indicators as applicable.  For the last two (1999-00, 2000-01) and current (2001-02) fiscal years, the CHE has determined institutions’ appropriations based on their performance.  During the preceding fiscal years, in fulfillment of phase-in provisions of Act 359, the CHE based only a portion of institutions’ appropriations on institutional performance on select indicators.  Fourteen of the 37 indicators were used in determining a portion of institutions’ funds for FY 1997-98, and 22 of the 37 were used for FY 1998-99.

The system for determining funding has two major components:  1) a determination of financial needs for the institution and 2) a process for rating the institution based on performance across the indicators.

The first component, the determination of need (Mission Resource Requirement), identifies the total amount of money an institution should receive based on nationally and regionally comparable costs for institutions of similar mission, size and complexity of programs and by the prior year’s level of appropriation.

The second component, the performance rating, is determined by assessing whether or not the institution meets, exceeds, or falls short of standards for each indicator. In Year 5 changes were approved in setting standards so that  standards, in almost all cases, are set for each sector for a three-year period using national or regional data.  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. Higher scoring institutions with receive a proportionally greater share of available state funding.

The CHE is in its fifth year of implementation and is continually working to refine and improve the performance measurement of South Carolina’s public higher education institutions. As might be expected, in the five 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. Although the basic system has been constant, details related to scoring and measurement of indicators have varied each year, making comparisons across each year of performance ratings difficult.
In Section 11 of this report, the reader will find for each institution the ratings used in determining the allocation of the 2001-2002 state appropriations and information related to scoring institutional performance.   

The CHE publishes a Performance Funding Workbook that outlines, in detail, all of the performance indicators, how they have been defined, and to whom they apply.  The workbook is provided as a guide to be used by institutions.  It is also useful to others interested in the performance funding system in South Carolina as it details the measurement and rating system in its entirety.  The workbook is printed and distributed annually, incorporating any changes adopted by the Commission.  For performance funding data presented here, the workbook dated September 2000 (3rd Edition) applied and is available on the Commission’s website at http://www.che400.state.sc.us/web/PF%20in%20SC.htm. Institutions are currently following guidance in the supplement to the third edition of the workbook dated September 2001, which is based on changes approved by the CHE in February, 2001, and is also available on-line at the hyperlink above. 
Development of Standards

For Performance Year 5 (2000-01 to impact FY 2001-02 state allocations) the CHE approved sector specific common standards that the CHE staff together with institutional representatives developed. A range of acceptable performance was determined for each indicator. Institutions performing within the range earn a rating of “Achieves,” equal to a numerical score of “2.” Performance that is above the range earns a rating of “Exceeds,” equal to a numerical score of “3,” and performance below the range earns a rating of “Does Not Achieve,” equal to a numerical score of “1.” (Two indicators, 5D and 7F, reverse the direction.) The standards allow for a broad range of performance to achieve the standard and a demanding level of performance to exceed the standard.  An institution’s performance on an indicator in the range of “Does Not Achieve” or “Achieves” could receive an additional 0.5 performance point if its performance showed significant improvement over its past average performance, as approved by the CHE.  The percentage improvement standard varies by indicator, reflecting the type of data being measured.  In most cases, an institution must show either a 3% or 5% improvement of the average performance over the past three years.  

The scoring standards are based, where possible, on peer data.  When peer data is not available, standards have been based on the best available data, including national and state data. If directly comparable data were unavailable at the time standards were developed, estimated data based on sources that may not be directly comparable were considered. When applicable, figures and tables in this document state the standard necessary for an institution to receive a score of “Achieves.” 

Strategic Plan for Higher Education in South Carolina

In the spring of 2001, the Commission initiated the process of revising the South Carolina’s strategic plan for public higher education. Through a series of meetings of the Planning Advisory Council, and with input from all areas of higher education, the Council of Presidents and the Commission, a plan was developed and refined. The plan was approved by the Commission on January 10, 2002. The text of the approved plan follows.

Vision

South Carolina’s system of public and private higher education will address the needs of the state by  

· Creating a well-educated citizenry,

· Raising the standard of living of South Carolinians,

· Improving the quality of life,

· Meeting changing work force needs,  

· Creating economic development opportunities, 

· Positioning the state to be competitive in a global economy, and

· Fashioning a new generation of public sector and private sector leaders.

Introduction

During the last decade, the state has made significant strides in improving the quality of and access to higher education. The technical colleges have earned a well-deserved reputation for the excellence of their technical and occupational programs and for their responsiveness to the needs of business.  They have also positioned themselves to serve as an entry point into higher education for increasing numbers of students. The state's technical colleges and two-year regional campuses have provided greater access to a wide array of university programs at sites across the state. The four-year institutions have developed new programs and strengthened their academic offerings.  The state’s research universities have expanded their graduate and high technology offerings, increased their admission criteria, and garnered greater external support for research and technology. 

Yet the growth in state support for higher education has been at best modest, straining public college and university resources. All of South Carolina’s higher education institutions, both public and private, have struggled to achieve greater efficiencies and have shifted increasing percentages of their spending to support academic programs.  As a result, they operate on lean administrative budgets that are well below national averages for per-student expenditures.  

Even so, colleges and universities have had to raise tuition and fees, causing students and their parents to pay a higher price for higher education.  Tuition charges for the state’s public colleges and universities are consistently among the highest in the sixteen-state southeast region. 

Help has come from the state in the form of dramatic increases in scholarship assistance for those students who qualify.  Those who do not qualify, however, face a widening gap between costs and their ability to pay.  The prospect of tuition assistance for students enrolled at two-year institutions can provide an avenue into higher education for many of these students but poses problems for the two-year institutions in meeting potential enrollment increases. Tuition covers only 25% of the operational cost per student. With projected enrollment increases of up to 20%, long-term funding for the two-year campuses must take the gap between tuition and costs into account.

Adding to the enrollment pressure is a projected increase in the number of high school graduates and an increase in the percentage of these graduates who will be prepared for college.  More traditional and non-traditional students will expect to matriculate in the state’s colleges and universities. This projected enrollment growth also increases the pressure for additional capital projects to accommodate the greater number of students. 

Faced with greater demand for services and fewer state resources, the state’s colleges and universities are finding it difficult to compete with the best institutions in other states.  South Carolina’s best college teachers are tempted to leave the state for higher paying positions in more supportive environments.  The best researchers are attracted to research universities in other states that provide better equipment and facilities and greater opportunities to collaborate on cutting-edge projects.  

Clearly, in South Carolina more state resources are needed for higher education.  At the same time, state budget projections point to several years of belt-tightening, with possible reductions in allocations for state colleges and universities.  Even after this period of budget adjustments, the state will face continued competing demands for limited resources.  Social services, early childhood education, K-12 education, health care, prisons, roads, and other needs will crowd the legislative agenda.  As a result, in South Carolina the prospects for adequate state funding for colleges and universities are not good.

In this environment of constricted resources and increasing demands, higher education in South Carolina finds itself at a crossroads.  If the state is to compete nationally and globally, it must have a well-educated citizenry capable of working productively and sustaining and enjoying a higher quality of life.  Yet, South Carolina is a small state and a comparatively poor one.  If it is to provide high quality higher education opportunities, it has significant challenges to overcome.  

Adversity can lead to positive outcomes.  South Carolina can meet its challenges in higher education, but to do so it must marshal its resources and launch a concerted and collaborative effort to focus those resources strategically.

Policy makers need to establish priorities and work to have them funded.  Institutions need to “work smart” to make up for what they lack in resources.  The state must make smart choices for the future of its citizens.

In this environment, the following strategic plan sets forth the strategic directions for higher education in South Carolina.

Environmental Factors

As South Carolina moves resolutely through the first decade of the twenty-first century, it must be prepared to negotiate the following demographic and environmental realities that will affect higher education:

· South Carolina’s population increased by 15.1% for 1990-2000, compared to the national percentage change of 13.2%, which will cause increased demands for access to higher education;

· The college-going rate for South Carolina high school graduates has increased from 51.9% in 1989 to 61.8% in 1999, adding to the increased population of college-bound students;

· Minorities represent only 26% of the population attending college in South Carolina, compared to 33% of the total population of the state, and receive less than 15% of the state scholarship dollars, underscoring disparities in college attendance rates and scholarship support;

· The state lottery is projected to cover the cost of tuition at the state’s two-year colleges, providing opportunities for students but also straining campus resources;

· State funding for higher education has declined from 16.5% of the state’s budget in 1990 to 15.3% in 2000, and shortfalls in revenue projections and competing demands for state resources make it likely this figure will decline further;

· Workforce shortages are increasing in such fields as information technology, manufacturing technology, nursing, and teaching, suggesting the need to target educational resources to meet workforce demands;

· While the state population will continue to increase, growth will be uneven, leaving predominantly rural areas of the state without the benefit of economic development and exacerbating the gap between local tax revenues and local needs for services; and,

· Despite economic gains, South Carolina (82.5%) ranks last among its neighboring states of North Carolina (91.1%), Virginia (104.4%), Georgia (95.8%), and Florida (97.3%) in percentage of national average per capita income. 

These and other demographic and environmental factors make it clear that South Carolina must act promptly and strategically to strengthen key aspects of its higher education system.

Strategic Goals

To meet the challenges to higher education in South Carolina, the state’s public and private colleges and universities and the Commission on Higher Education need to join forces to advance a common agenda.  The needs of the state will not be met by fragmented or redundant efforts.  

The following three strategic initiatives—to increase access to higher education, to develop a nationally competitive research agenda, and to create collaborative partnerships—provide common ground upon which the state’s colleges and universities can address the state’s needs.

1. Expand Educational Opportunities for South Carolina Citizens
As South Carolina takes steps to increase the number high school graduates who are prepared for college, the higher education community needs to develop strategies to accommodate an increased number of students.  Particular emphasis should be placed on meeting the needs of traditionally under-served populations including first generation college students, minorities, students from low-income families, and adult learners. Students who have not traditionally thought of attending college should be encouraged to do so.  All qualified students should feel empowered to enroll in college, to upgrade their skills and increase their knowledge, to progress from two-year colleges to four-year colleges and universities if they have the ability and desire, and to access continuing educational opportunities throughout their lives. The following goals are identified to provide increased educational opportunities for South Carolina’s citizens:

A. Expand services and promote innovative approaches to reach traditionally underserved populations, including adult learners and minority students;

B. Promote development of distance education courses and programs and virtual library resources to reach students who may not be able to access traditional educational programs;

C. Increase need-based grants and other scholarship resources to provide increased opportunities for lower income students; and

D. Improve articulation of two-year and four-year programs to facilitate transfer of students and increase access to baccalaureate programs.

2. Invest in Research for Economic Development and a Better Quality of Life
A cornerstone of economic development is high-level, globally competitive research.  Investments in cutting edge research in engineering, health sciences, physical sciences, information systems, environmental sciences, and similar fields yield dividends many times over.  Top quality research activity attracts top caliber faculty, who in turn attract funded support from federal agencies such as the National Institutes of Health and the National Science Foundation as well as private research support from industries ranging from pharmaceuticals to software and e-business firms to state-of-the-art manufacturing.  New and expanding industries locate in states where research is taking place, creating jobs and stimulating higher educational levels in the population.  Much as the Research Triangle has stimulated economic development in North Carolina, so too can research investment in South Carolina spur greater economic growth and benefit the people of the state.  Such development takes conscious planning and strategic implementation and should be reflected in the state’s strategic plan for higher education.

It also takes a commitment to invest the state’s resources in ways that will benefit the state exponentially in years to come.  The following strategic goals are identified to strengthen the state’s investment in higher education research for economic development and a better quality of life:

A. Create a state incentive system to encourage institutions to recruit nationally recognized faculty who can develop and/or strengthen graduate research programs.  

B. Designate focus areas for research and graduate program excellence and provide funding incentives for them to attain national and international standing.

C. Support and develop research directed at the economic, social and educational infrastructure of the state drawing from shared data sources and collaborative efforts with other state agencies and private entities.

D. Create programs to strengthen the quality of teaching and learning as the foundation for the state’s future scholars and researchers.

3. Increase Cooperation and Collaboration for Efficiency and Quality

At one time higher education might have taken place in an “ivory tower” divorced from other institutions and other concerns.  That clearly is no longer the case.  In an age of rapidly increasing needs for a more highly educated citizenry, and in an age, too, when there are strong competing demands for the state’s resources and real limits on available state funding, it is incumbent on higher education to seek and to expand cooperative relationships. Greater cooperation and coordination between preK-12 education and higher education can lead to shared use of resources, more closely meshed educational planning, better trained teachers and administrators, more closely linked academic programs, better prepared students entering colleges, and the development of effective data bases to track student progress and assess the effectiveness of education in meeting the state’s needs.  Likewise, enhanced collaboration with business and industry can insure that economic development needs are met, that educational programs remain on the cutting edge of technological advances, and that education is grounded in real world experiences for students and faculty.  Finally, increased cooperation among colleges, universities, state agencies, and non-profit entities can result in demonstrable efficiencies and increased quality.  The following strategic goals provide an agenda of increased collaborative activity for higher education in South Carolina:

A. Develop collaborative programs with the business community, state agencies, and non-profit corporations to enhance economic development and the quality of life.

B. Increase both the use of and the technology for sharing data and systems among higher education institutions and with other state agencies and the private sector.

C. Form partnerships with school districts and state agencies to enhance the preparation and continuing training of teachers, the quality of education in the state’s public schools, the preparation for school of the state’s children, and the support available to students while they are in K-12 schools.

D. Collaborate with local communities and state and local governments to improve the training of health and social service professionals and the delivery of public health and welfare programs.

Implementation

No plan is effective without an implementation strategy.  The Strategic Plan for Higher Education in South Carolina provides a broad outline of strategic goals, but does not attempt to define specific objectives and timelines for achieving them.  Given the rapidly changing nature of the environment, implementation of those goals should not follow such a rigid pattern, but instead should be organic and flexible in order to account for environmental changes, to recognize false steps, and to allow for corrections.  What is needed is a process that provides for mechanisms to be established to ensure effective implementation. 

The proposed process calls for establishing a representative Strategic Planning Implementation Task Force that will report to the Commission on Higher Education and represent and coordinate with the state’s public and private colleges and universities and other interested partners.  The task force would establish strategic objectives, priorities, and timelines for achieving the strategic goals set forth in the plan and would monitor progress toward achieving the strategic goals.   

The Commission on Higher Education will appoint members who will serve on the task force.  They would include representatives of the Commission on Higher Education, the State Board for Technical and Comprehensive Education, the different sectors of public higher education, private higher education, the business community, the State Department of Education, state agencies, and other interested parties.  In order to provide continuity in the planning process, it is suggested that the task force include some representatives who served on the Strategic Planning Advisory Council.

A task force will be appointed by the Commission and will meet at least twice each year.  The initial meeting, to be held early in 2002, would focus on priorities and strategic goals, with subsequent meetings devoted to establishing time lines, assigning responsibilities, monitoring progress, and refining objectives and strategies.  The task force would report to the Commission on Higher Education at least annually and would coordinate with and seek input from appropriate entities such as the Business Advisory Council to ensure coordination.

