Attachment 3 
P&A Committee

June 5, 2003

Agenda Item 3:  Consideration of Performance Funding Ratings and Appeals for 2002-03 (Year 7) to impact Fiscal Year 2003-04 Allocations
Staff’s recommendations for ratings for 2002-03, impacting FY 2003-04 are attached in the “report card” format and include staff’s recommendations for appealed cases.  This year, there are two appealed cases.  Both appeals involve indicator 3D scores with one appeal from USC Spartanburg and the other from Denmark Technical College.  A footnote and the letter “A” displayed next to the score denote each appealed case in the reports of the two institutions.  A detailed analysis of each appeal and staff’s recommendation for consideration of the Committee are provided as part of this document.
At its June 5th meeting, the Planning and Assessment Committee will consider the ratings and appeals for 2002-03 to impact FY 2003-04 allocations.  As has been the case in the past, the Committee will consider separately staff’s recommendations for those indicators that have been appealed and those indicators for which scores have not been questioned or appealed by institutions. 

In considering appeals, the committee will consider the written appeals of the two institutions by first asking that staff summarize the issue and then asking that the institution present its position.  Prior to consideration, staff will respond to the institution’s presentation.  After hearing these perspectives, the committee will decide the issue by vote whether or not they agree with the staff recommendation and the committee chair will announce the outcome.  This process has been used for the past several years.  

After the institutions’ concerns have been considered in this fashion and the committee has considered staff’s ratings recommendations, the committee’s performance funding rating recommendations will be completed for the 2002-03 performance year.  The committee’s recommendations will be considered by the Commission on Higher Education at its June 5, 2003, meeting.  
Accessing Staff’s Rating Recommendations
Hard copies of the recommended ratings are enclosed for each institution.  These reports are also accessible on the Commission’s website (www.che.sc.gov) by selecting “Committee Meetings” under “Planning, Assessment, and Performance Funding,” and then selecting “June 5, 2003.”  The reports are accessible directly through the link http://www.che400.state.sc.us/web/Perform/ReportCards/Yr7RCs/Ratings-P&ACHE060503.htm.  The files have been posted in pdf format.   

Each institution report is 4 pages in length with a format similar to that used last year.  
· Page 1 is a summary display of the institution’s overall performance and contains data or “quick facts” about the institution generally.
· Pages 2-4 provide an indicator-by-indicator report of performance and scores.  Indicators are listed by “Critical Success Factor.”  Only indicators yielding numeric data and scores are displayed in detail, and the information displayed includes: the indicator reference number and title, the timeframe for the current year data, three years of historical data, current year performance data, the standard applied to derive the score, information regarding the improvement factor, and the staff recommended score for each subpart measure and for each indicator.  Applicable notes regarding scored indicators and other indicators that are not scored numerically are provided for each “Critical Success Factor.”  On the last page of the detailed report, a summary of the institution’s overall performance is provided.
Ratings Recommendations:  A Review of the Process and Summary

As was the case last year, institutions are scored on no more than 14 indicators.  The indicators that are scored were used for the first time in scoring last year’s (2001-02) performance.  They represent those indicators of the 37 that have been used in the past that were viewed as best reflective of sector missions.  A collaborative process between CHE and the institutions was instrumental in identifying the 14 indicators that now contribute to institutional scores.   Indicators in effect vary across and within sectors and definitions for a particular indicator may also vary.  Differences are noted in the ratings reports.  A few examples include:  indicators (6AB, 7A, 9A) defined specifically for MUSC as a free-standing graduate health sciences institution; an indicator (4A/B) defined differently for each sector and in consultation with each sector focusing on collaboration and cooperation; an indicator (7A) defined differently for two- and four-year institutions, and an indicator (1D/E) specific to each institution that is defined by the institution focusing on institutional and/or state-wide goals.      
Data Collection and the Process for Developing Scoring Recommendations
During fall 2002 and early spring, data for indicators is gathered from CHEMIS information or reports from institutions.  Timeframes of performance data for indicators typically represent the most recent fall data for academic indicators (Fall 2002 for this year) or the most recent-ended Fiscal Year for financial indicators (2001-02 for this year).   All performance data by indicator and institution that were used in determining this year’s results are accessible at http://www.che400.state.sc.us/web/Perform/Data/PFYear7Data(02-03).htm 
Once the data are collected, performance on each indicator is determined by comparing the data to a standard that was approved and set in terms of a range for “Achieves.”   Institutions receive 2 points for being at or within the designated “Achieves” range, 1 for being out of range in the undesired direction and 3 for being out of the range in the desired direction.  Additionally, for some indicators, institutions scoring 1 or 2 points may be eligible for an additional 0.5 points if their performance is better than their past performance by a specified percentage of that performance.  An institution’s overall performance is determined as the average of the scores on each indicator.

This year represents the third year in which common standards for institutions within sectors based on national, state or peer data, as available, have been in effect.  The standards used in the present year were either adopted two years ago or were amended since that time through fall 2002.  In setting standards, data were reviewed and a rationale or methodology was determined for establishing a range.  As a result, the standards used for a particular indicator vary across and within sectors.  For example, in the research sector, peer data for a particular institution in the sector, when available, are used in considering standards for each individual research institution.  Therefore, although a similar methodology may have been used to determine standards for an indicator (e.g., being within a certain percentage of a salary average for indicator 2D), each research institution may have different standards on the same indicator because of differences in peer data considered for each.  In other sectors, peer data, when available, are aggregated and considered in establishing ranges for the sector institutions as a whole.

On April 11, 2003, staff distributed its preliminary recommendations to the state’s public colleges and universities for their review.  As indicated, these recommendations were developed by comparing performance against the pre-determined standards.  Institutions were asked to respond in writing, with adequate supporting documentation, by April 25, if they wished to appeal a score for special consideration and be heard at the Planning and Assessment Committee meeting.  This year one institution, USC Spartanburg, submitted written concerns regarding its score on indicator 3D.  Staff additionally requested another institution to provide information as to its situation on this same indicator since the institution had recently expressed to staff a similar situation.  In comparison, last year there were 7 institutions that submitted written concerns with each appealing one indicator.   The appeals and staff recommendations are presented on pages 4-8 of this document.
Following the release of preliminary recommendations, staff also responds to issues raised either internally or externally from institutions as scores and data are reviewed.  This year, the review resulted in data corrections across 15 institutions, 6 indicators and 17 data points.  Of these revisions, 6 data changes resulted in increased indicator scores and only 3 of these 6 led to an increased overall score.  
Summary of Overall Scores for 2002-03 

The attached recommendations, which include staff’s recommendations for appealed indicators, reflect an average score for all institutions of 87% (2.60 of 3).  Across the 33 institutions, 3 scored “Substantially Exceeds” (2 research, 1 teaching); 16 scored “Exceeds” (1 research, 2 teaching, 1 regional and 12 technical); and 14 “Achieves” (7 teaching, 3 regional, and 4 technical).  In comparison with last year, the average score for all institutions was 84% (2.51 of 3) with 1 performing in the “Substantially Exceeds” range (1 research); 14 scoring in the “Exceeds” category (2 research, 2 teaching, 2 regional, and 8 technical); and 18 scoring in the “Achieves” category (7 teaching, 3 regional, and 8 technical).  The scale for each overall performance range is presented on the first page of each institution’s report.
On the following pages are staff’s recommendations for the appealed cases for consideration of the Committee.

Staff Recommendation:  After consideration of the appealed cases, staff recommends that the Planning and Assessment Committee approve the ratings in the attached materials including, if any, amendments resulting from Committee consideration of appealed cases, for consideration of the full Commission.

Appealed Cases
Performance Year 2002-03 Scoring Appeals for Consideration of the Planning & Assessment Committee Consideration  

The following two institutions request special consideration of the Committee.  USC Spartanburg submitted its request in writing as instructed by the deadline.  In considering USC Spartanburg’s case, staff requested Denmark Technical College, which had previously expressed to staff a similar situation as that of USC Spartanburg, to submit details related to its situation.  

Staff’s recommendations for scoring appeals are summarized below.  Following the table, staff presents its analysis and recommendations for each case. 

	Institutions Indicating Concern:
	Concerns Raised Regarding:
	Staff Recommendation

	USC Spartanburg
	Indicator 3D
	Staff recommends that the Committee make an exception and approve a score of 3 for the 2002-03 rating on indicator 3D with the qualification that should the computer science program not receive accreditation as expected, the 2002-03 rating for this indicator will revert to a 2 and the overall score  will be recalculated.
It is noted that the change in score from a 2 to 3 here results in a change to the overall score from an “Achieves” to an “Exceeds.”

	Denmark Technical College
	Indicator 3D
	Staff recommends that the Committee make an exception and approve a score of 3 for the 2002-03 rating on indicator 3D with the qualification that should the cosmetology program not receive accreditation as expected, the 2002-03 rating for this indicator will revert to a 2 and the overall score  will be recalculated.
It is noted that the change in score from a 2 to 3 here does not result in a category change in the overall score. 


DETAILS FOR EACH APPEAL

USC Spartanburg
Indicator 3d, Accreditation of Degree-Granting Programs

Institutional Score: 

2

Institution Requests: 
Consideration of the allowance of the computer science program be counted as accredited due to progress made towards accreditation and the accreditation body’s vote being taken in July.  Such consideration would in effect change the score from 2 to 3 as this is the only accreditable program not yet accredited.


Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Committee make an exception and approve a score of 3 for the 2002-03 rating on indicator 3D with the qualification that should the computer science program not receive accreditation as expected, the 2002-03 rating for this indicator will revert to a 2 and the overall score will be recalculated.
It is noted that the change in score from a 2 to 3 here results in a change to the overall score from an “Achieves” to an “Exceeds.”

Indicator Details:

  Yr 7 Performance Level:  
3D: 4 of 5 programs accredited for 80.0%


  Standard for “Achieves:”
90% to 99% or all but one program not accredited

  Level required to earn

  “With Improvement:”

Not applicable for this indicator

Institution Requests:  USC Spartanburg requests that the Committee consider a score of 3 rather than 2 for performance on Indicator 3D.  The institution explains that it has all but one program accredited and that accreditation for the program not currently accredited, computer science, is expected in July.  The institution has provided staff with details in its appeal and in subsequent correspondence as to the steps toward accreditation that have been accomplished.  The institution correctly notes that a change in score on this indicator will change its overall performance score from “Achieves” to “Exceeds.”

Explanation and Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Committee make an exception in this case and approve a score of 3 for the 2002-03 rating on indicator 3D with the qualification that should the computer science program not receive accreditation as expected, the 2002-03 rating for this indicator will revert to a 2 and the overall score will be recalculated.  Staff has reviewed the materials submitted and finds that the institution has made significant progress toward accreditation for the computer science program.  The institution has had its visit from the accreditation team and has responded to follow-up from that visit.  The accrediting body, however, meets to vote on accreditation only once per year in July.  Staff has talked to the team chair to confirm the process for computer science accreditation and USC Spartanburg’s status.  Although the team chair could not comment as to whether or not accreditation would be awarded, he did confirm that USC Spartanburg will be considered for accreditation in July.  As a result, staff supports the institutions request for a change in score but with the added qualification that the institution report back on the outcome of the vote of the accrediting body.  Staff finds that should the program not receive accreditation as expected, the 2002-03 rating should revert to a 2 and the overall score changed from an “Exceeds” to an “Achieves.”  Staff congratulates the institution on its progress toward earning this accreditation.  

USC Spartanburg’s written appeal as submitted is presented on the following pages.  Staff notes that although not shown here, the institution later provided staff with additional data as requested upon staff’s review of the appeal.  
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Office of Planning & Institutional Research

To:

Julie Wahl, Program Manager



SC Commission on Higher Education

From:

Jonathan A. Trail, Director

Planning & Institutional Research

Date:

25 April 2003

RE:

Appeal of Year 7, 2002-03, Preliminary Ratings

Per the memorandum dated 11 April 2003 by Dr. Lovely Ulmer-Sottong, I am submitting this written appeal for the CHE staff’s and the Planning and Assessment Committee’s consideration to change a recommended score on Indicator 3D, Accreditation of Degree-Granting Programs, for USC Spartanburg based on the following explanation:

Indicator Requested for Consideration: 3D: Accreditation of Degree-Granting Programs

Specific Request of the Committee: The recommended score is 2, and the institution requests consideration for a 3. Please note that this scoring change would change the institution’s total score from an “Achieves” category to an “Exceeds.”

Brief Description of the Issue:  As of the submission of the Institutional Effectiveness reports last August to CHE, USC Spartanburg had secured program accreditation in all eligible programs with the exception of Computer Science. Since that time, USC Spartanburg has made a significant investment in the Computer Science program by applying for accreditation with the Computing Accreditation Commission (CAC) of the Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET). This process included: a comprehensive self-study in anticipation of the site visit during October 27-29, 2002, corrective actions implemented as the result of the visiting teams recommendations, an institutional response to CAC’s Preliminary Statement for Review and Comment detailing actions taken for compliance (submitted 25 April 2003), and, finally, a formal announcement of accreditation at the annual ABET conference to be held 23 July 2003.

By all indications, including exit comments of the visiting team with administrators and faculty as well as follow-up phone calls between the faculty accreditation chair and the CAC visiting team chair, the visiting team will submit a positive recommendation report for full accreditation to the ABET Accreditation Committee, and the University is assured formal approval for full accreditation in July.  Of more significance resulting from this process, is the benefit the current Computer Science students enjoyed of studying in a program meeting CAC standards. 

With this accreditation, USC Spartanburg has achieved accreditation in all eligible programs necessitating a change in score on Indicator 3D to a score of 3.     

Supporting Evidence: The institution has implemented the following changes, as well as others, as a result of the accreditation process. (Please note: a full copy of the Self-Study and the Preliminary Statement for Review and Comment is available upon request)  

· Changed the USCS Catalogue and requested CHE to rename the concentrations of Computer Information Systems and Applied Mathematics to a Bachelor of Arts in Computer Information Systems and a Bachelor of Science in Computational Mathematics to eliminate confusion associated with the accredited Computer Science program. 

· Developed and implemented a comprehensive assessment system in which the program has documented, measurable objectives including expected outcomes for graduates.

· Re-structured teaching loads to provide more opportunities for scholarly activities and research.

· Invested significant resources into salaries to bring about market equity.

· Changed the curriculum to include separate theory courses and significant analysis and design experiments as well as assuring at least 40 hours of study in computer science.

Finally the accreditation process can be summarize from the concluding comments of the CAC visiting team found in the Preliminary Statement for Review and Comment:

“The computer science program at University of South Carolina Spartanburg represents the university’s commitment to its mission of quality undergraduate teaching that meets the higher education needs of the metropolitan area. With a solid core of basic courses, a strong set of required advanced courses and a selection of appropriate upper-level electives delivered by a committed faculty, the program provides a good foundation for students who wish to become practicing software professionals.”

If you have any questions or comments concerning this consideration for a scoring change, please feel free to call my office at (864) 503-5377.

cc. 
Dr. John C. Stockwell,  Chancellor


Dr. Judith S. Prince, Interim Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs  

******************************************************************

Denmark Technical College
Indicator 3d, Accreditation of Degree-Granting Programs

Institutional Score: 

2

Institution Requests: 
In this case, after reviewing USC Spartanburg’s appeal, staff requested that the institution provide data on the accreditation status of its cosmetology program.  The institution had indicated a similar situation to staff previously.  Consideration of the allowance of the cosmetology program to be counted as accredited due to progress made towards accreditation and the accreditation body’s vote being taken June 2nd is requested.  Such consideration would in effect change the score from 2 to 3 as this is the only accreditable program not yet accredited.


Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Committee make an exception and approve a score of 3 for the 2002-03 rating on indicator 3D with the qualification that should the cosmetology program not receive accreditation as expected, the 2002-03 rating for this indicator will revert to a 2 and the overall score will be recalculated.
It is noted that the change in score from a 2 to 3 here does not result in a category change in the overall score. 


Indicator Details:

  Yr 7 Performance Level:  
3D: 2 of 3 programs accredited for 67%


  Standard for “Achieves:”
90% to 99% or all but one program not accredited

  Level required to earn

  “With Improvement:”

Not applicable for this indicator

Institution Requests:  Denmark wishes consideration for a change in score from 2 to 3 in recognition of progress made toward accreditation of its cosmetology program.
Explanation and Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends, like the USC Spartanburg case, that the request should be approved and the score changed from 2 to 3 with the added qualification that should the accrediting body not award accreditation as expected in June, then the score should revert to a 2 and the overall performance recalculated.  In this case, staff finds that the institution has made significant progress toward achieving accreditation.  The institution has completed its visit from the accrediting body and is awaiting their vote on June 2.  Staff finds that should the program not receive accreditation as expected, the 2002-03 rating should revert to a 2 and the overall score recalculated.  In this case, recalculation of the score does not result in a change in performance category.  Staff congratulates the institution on its progress toward earning this accreditation.  

At staff’s request, information was provided by Denmark Technical College by telephone and email.  
MEMORANDUM

TO:
Mrs. Julie Wahl, 


Division of Planning, Assessment &

                      Performance Funding

FROM:
Jacqueline M. Skubal, Ph.D., 


Executive Dean of Institutional Research and Planning

DATE:
May 12, 2003

RE:
Accreditation of Cosmetology Program

Denmark Technical College submitted its Cosmetology Self-Study to the National Accrediting Commission of Cosmetology Arts & Sciences (NACCAS) in August of 2002.  The NACCAS Visiting Team was on the campus on March 25, 2003.  The NACCAS Board will meet on June 2, 2003 to take action on Denmark Technical College’s Cosmetology Program.  The NACCAS Team Chair has told us informally the College’s program should be accredited.

Thank you for this opportunity to be considered for an adjusted score for Indicator 3D. If you have any other questions, we will be happy to answer them.

cc:  Dr. Joann R. G. Boyd-Scotland

        President 
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