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The Postsecondary Education Planning Commission, initially created by executive order in 1980, given statutory
authority in 1981 (SS 240.145 and 240.147, Florida Statutes), and reauthorized by the 1991 Legislature, serves as a
citizen board to coordinate the efforts of postsecondary institutions and provide independent policy analyses and
recommendations to the State Board of Education and the Legislature. The Commission is composed of 11 members
of the general public and one full-time student registered at a postsecondary education institution in Florida. Members
are appointed by the Governor with the approval of three members of the State Board of Education and subject to
confirmation by the Senate.

The major responsibility of the Commission is preparing and updating every five years a master plan for postsecondary
education. The enabling legislation provides that the Plan "shall include consideration of the promotion of quality,
fundamental educational goals, programmatic access, needs for remedial education, regional and state economic
development, international education programs, demographic patterns, student demand for programs, needs of
particular subgroups of the population, implementation of innovative educational techniques and technology, and the
requirements of the labor market. The capacity of existing programs, in both public and independent institutions, to
respond to identified needs shall be evaluated and a plan shall be developed to respond efficiently to unmet needs."

Other responsibilities include recommending to the State Board of Education program contracts with independent
institutions; advising the State Board regarding the need for and location of new programs, branch campuses and
centers of public postsecondary education institutions; periodically reviewing the accountability processes and reports
of the public and independent postsecondary sectors; reviewing public postsecondary education budget requests for
compliance with the State Master Plan; and periodically conducting special studies, analyses, and evaluations related
to specific postsecondary education issues and programs.

Further information about the Commission, its publications, meetings and other activities may be obtained from the
Commission office, 224 Collins Building, Department of Education, Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-0400; telephone
(904) 488-7894; FAX (904) 922-5388.
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Postsecondary Accountability Review

In 1994, the Florida Legislature revised the Commission’s statutory authority
with regard to accountability, directing the Commission to:

Periodically review the design and implementation of the ac-
countability processes and reports of the State University Sys-
tem, State Community College System, and public and inde-
pendent postsecondary institutions. At least every five years,
evaluate the extent to which each plan is contributing to the
achievement of state goals for postsecondary education and
report to the State Board of Education, the President of the
Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives with
recommendations on any changes needed in the accountabil-
ity process or plans. (Section 240.147, Florida Statutes)

Additionally, proviso language accompanying Specific Appropriation 188 of
the 1996 General Appropriations Act directed the Commission to continue its
accountability review, assessing the degree to which institutional and system
goals relate to state priorities.

In Challenges, Realities, Strategies: The Master Plan for Florida
Postsecondary Education for the 21st Century (1993), the Commission en-
dorsed targeting a few priorities as a strategy for dealing with the fiscal reali-
ties that constrain accountability expectations. After a review of all current
postsecondary master plans in Florida and the strategic plans of the Depart-
ment of Education and the Office of the Governor, the Commission identified
three themes which cut across postsecondary sectors: quality of undergradu-
ate education, productivity, and access/diversity. These priority areas pro-
vide the focus for the Commission’s review.

The Commission’s review process follows a two-tier approach. Annual re-
views over four years focus on the design and implementation of the account-
ability processes and reports of both public systems. Annual review ques-
tions examine the relationship between accountability and continual improve-
ment in a sample of state universities and community colleges diverse in size,
mission, and location. A secondary purpose of the annual review is to report
current public and independent sector performance on key indicators related
to the statewide accountability priorities. A fifth-year summative review to
be conducted in 1999 will assess system-wide progress with regard to the
state priority areas.

Since initiation of the accountability procedures in 1991, increased attention
has been given to performance funding. Increasing pressure for access to
postsecondary education coupled with growing demands on available state
resources will continue to invite public examination of how these funds are
allocated and spent. Performance-based program budgeting (PBPB) repre-
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sents a natural evolution from the Legislative demands for accountability.
While PBPB can serve as a useful approach in providing a context for the
overall budget, linking every dollar provided to a specific output or outcome
would be a burdensome effort with questionable benefits. Incentive funding
can play a complementary role by focusing a limited amount of state funds
based upon the achievement of results identified as high priorities.

In addition to clarifying and strengthening the interrelationships among per-
formance-based program budgeting, incentive funding, and accountability,
the following recommendations address how these concepts can contribute to
improved overall planning.

Recommendations:

1. The Commission supports performance-based program
budgeting and incentives as complementary concepts:

a. Performance-based program budgeting should con-
tinue to be followed by the State Board of Commu-
nity Colleges and the Board of Regents in the devel-
opment of the budgets for their respective systems.
This approach should be based on a standard set of mea-
sures with necessary variation due to differences in the
missions of the two sectors. The focus should be on sys-
tem goals and measures, not individual institutions.

b. Performance incentive funding should be maintained
as a tool for rewarding desired institutional behavior
related to established priorities. It should serve as
the basis for allocating a limited share (between two-
five percent in new money) of overall funding to indi-
vidual institutions.

2. To the extent that existing accountability measures are re-
flected in either performance-based program budgeting or
incentive funding procedures or are used for some other
institutional purpose, they should continue to be required
on a statewide basis. All other accountability measures should
be compiled and reported at the discretion of the system of-
fices and their respective institutions.

3. The impact of the 1995 Legislature’s expanding alterna-
tives to the College Level Academic Skills Test (CLAST)
exam should be assessed this year, and a profile and the
subsequent performance of students who are no longer tak-
ing the test should be developed by the Department of Edu-
cation. This information should serve as the basis for deter-
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mining the continued usefulness of the CLAST as a statewide
measure of accountability and performance.

4. While some flexibility and fine tuning is necessary, the
measures selected for budgeting and funding purposes
should be maintained for a reasonable period (at least five
years) to provide a consistent baseline and accurate indi-
cation of progress.

S. The Commission should limit its future accountability re-
view activities to the compilation and publication of an
annual postsecondary education performance profile. This
would be based on measures selected from the data maintained
by the individual systems - community colleges, state univer-
sities, independent colleges and universities - as well as a lim-
ited number of nationally comparable (e.g., consistent with the
conventions of the Joint Commission on Accountability Re-
porting) indicators on funding, student charges, financial aid.
The profile would be designed to serve as a compact barom-
eter of the status of postsecondary education in Florida.

The 1995 Legislature directed that the Master Plan for Florida Postsecondary
Education serve as the basis for development of the sector strategic plans
(Chapter 95-243, Laws of Florida). The Commission believes that perfor-
mance-based program budgeting and incentive funding can reinforce this plan-
ning process.

Recommendation:

6. The Master Plan should be developed in cooperation with the sec-
tor boards, be based on common data and broad public input and
outline statewide issues and conditions confronting postsecondary
education. The sector strategic plans should address these statewide
issues through the development of goals and strategies and measur-
able objectives appropriate for their particular missions. The result-
ing sector strategic plans should serve as the “agency strategic plan”
required by the Governor’s Office. These documents should serve as
the basis for annual budget preparation and the performance measures
identified should serve as the basis for annual progress reports which
should also satisfy the need for accountability reporting.

At present, all public postsecondary institutions are subject to a periodic re-
view of individual programs which is coordinated at the state level. For a
number of years the community college system has maintained a three level
review process. The Level 1 review consists of analysis of selected indicators
of performance which, if pre-specified flags are triggered, may be followed
by a more thorough on-site Level 2 or 3 review. The university system does

Consistency and
Continuity of
Measures

Annual
Performance
Profile

Coordination of
Planning,
Accountability and
Performance
Funding



iv

Postsecondary Education Planning Commission

Program Reviews
and

Performance
Funding

Independent
Sector

not have a similar process in place. The Commission annually coordinates a
conference involving all sectors involved in program review; with the next
conference scheduled for Spring 1997. This will present an excellent oppor-
tunity to consider modifications which will provide a stronger link between
performance funding and program reviews and at the same time improve the
efficiency of the process.

Recommendation:

7. The Commission, in cooperation with the sectors, should examine
current program review requirements and procedures and deter-
mine the feasibility and desirability of using the performance bud-
geting/funding measures at the program level to identify both high
and low performing programs and conducting reviews on an ex-
ception basis as needed rather than every five years or other speci-
fied period.

Based on its review of the independent sector accountability processes and
reports which is contained in Appendix E, the Commission offers the follow-
ing recommendations to the Independent Colleges and Universities of Florida
(ICUF) and its member institutions as they proceed with development of their
1997 Accountability Report:

Recommendations:

8. ICUF should alert institutional accountability data providers to
begin developing data collection mechanisms that will allow them
to respond to the Limited Access Competitive Grant Program ac-
countability measures that were set forth by the Commission in its
1995 Postsecondary Accountability Review, Appendix E.

9. ICUF should work with the Department of Business and Profes-
sional Regulation (DBPR) to develop a mechanism for reporting
licensure examination pass rates. While licensure exam pass rates
were one of the originally-recommended accountability measures, dif-
ficulty in coordinating with DBPR has precluded both ICUF Account-
ability Reports to date from including this information.

10.  Now that the indicators have been established, ICUF should work
with its institutions on the annual compilation of a sector-wide
ICUF Accountability Report. This responsibility should fit well with
the recently initiated ICUF Research Program.

11.  ICUF should plan to convene the institutional accountability data
providers at a time sufficient to permit submission of the ICUF
sector-wide report by March 31, the target date set in Account-
ability Review: Progress Report (1994).
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12.

13.

ICUF should assign institutional responsibility on a rotating basis
for scheduling and hosting the annual meeting of ICUF account-
ability data providers in a manner timely for the submission of
institutional reports and compilation of the ICUF sector-wide re-
port.

ICUF should take on the responsibility of updating the ICUF Ac-
countability Reporting Guidelines manual, incorporating the dis-
cussion at the annual data providers’ meeting as well as the en-
tries made by data providers in the “Comments” section of the
prior year’s manual.
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Section 240.147, Florida Statutes, directs the Postsecondary Education Plan- INTRODUCTION
ning Commission to:

periodically review the design and implementation of the ac- LEGISLATIVE
countability processes and reports of the State University Sys- CHARGE

tem, State Community College System, and public and inde-
pendent postsecondary institutions. At least every five years,
evaluate the extent to which each plan is contributing to the
achievement of state goals for postsecondary education and
report to the State Board of Education, the President of the
Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives with
recommendations on any changes needed in the accountability
process or plans.

Additionally, proviso language accompanying Specific Appropriation 188 of
the 1996 General Appropriations Act directs the Postsecondary Education
Planning Commission to:

continue its review and evaluation of the accountability plans
and reports in public and independent postsecondary educa-
tion. This review should assess the degree to which institu-
tional and system goals relate to state priorities. A report shall
be submitted to the Legislature and State Board of Education
by November 1, 1996.

The 1991 Legislature passed accountability legislation for the Community BACKGROUND
College System and the State University System with the intent of improving

quality and efficiency while providing the systems with management flexibil-

ity. Commission reports addressing accountability have included:

* Qutcomes Assessment in Postsecondary Education (1992) found that
Florida had no established goals to determine if postsecondary education
was fulfilling its mission. The report also confirmed that on-going, sys-
tematic, and comprehensive assessment for the purpose of continual im-
provement in institutional effectiveness had not been a priority for all col-
leges and universities.

» Accountability in Florida's Postsecondary Education System (1993) as-
serted dual purposes for accountability: (1) to foster improvement at the
institutional level and (2) to provide information to state-level policymakers.
The Commission identified the following priority areas for accountability
based on a review of Commission, State University System, and Commu-
nity College System master plans: quality of undergraduate education,
access/diversity, and productivity.



Postsecondary Education Planning Commission

REVIEW
PROCESS

« Accountability Review: Progress Report (1994) outlined a framework for
the Commission's accountability review process consisting of a cycle of
four annual reviews supplemented by a fifth-year review that tracks state-
wide trends in responding to the accountability priority areas. The report
advocated the use of incentive funding to promote the achievement of
specified objectives relating to state priorities. The report also established
accountability measures for independent institutions whose students are
eligible to receive the Florida Resident Assistance Grant.

e Postsecondary Accountability Review (1995) recommended aligning ac-
countability measures with measures required by performance-based pro-
gram budgeting and incentive funding programs. Toward that end, the
report recommended that accountability statutes require reporting on a
certain set of issues rather than specifying a set of measures. The report
also recommended incorporating site visits into the Commission's review
methodology.

In the Progress Report (1994), the Commission outlined a two-tier approach
for its accountability review activities. Annual reviews over four years focus
on the design and implementation of the accountability processes and reports
of both public systems. System and institutional accountability plans and
reports are the primary resource documents. Annual review questions exam-
ine the relationship between accountability and continual improvement in
public institution effectiveness. A secondary purpose of the annual review is
to report current public and independent sector performance on key indicators
related to the statewide accountability priorities — quality of undergraduate
education, productivity, and access/diversity. A fifth-year summative review
to be conducted in 1999 will assess system-wide progress with regard to the
state priority areas.

Each annual review is based on a sample of state universities and community
colleges diverse in size, mission, and location (Appendix A). The sampling
process will allow the accountability plans and reports of all public institu-
tions to be reviewed over a four-year period. This document reports results of
the second of the Commission’s annual reviews. Representatives of the Board
of Regents and the State Board of Community Colleges assisted in placing
their institutions in the review schedule. Institutions selected for review of
update accountability reports were the University of North Florida (UNF),
University of South Florida (UCF), and Florida International University (FIU),
Florida State University (FSU), the University of Central Florida (UCF), and
the following community colleges: St. Johns River (SJRCC), Tallahassee
(TCC), Manatee (MCC), Pensacola (PJC), Daytona Beach (DBCC), Miami-
Dade (MDCC), and Jacksonville (FCCJ).
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The following issues and questions provided an organizing framework for the
current review:

1.

Dual Purposes of Accountability - Site visit interviews with faculty, deans
and department heads, administrators, and presidents at selected commu-
nity colleges and state universities were conducted to determine the extent
to which accountability data are being used at the campus level to im-
prove institutional effectiveness. Recommendations were sought as to
how the accountability process can be made more useful at the campus
level.

Integration of Planning and Accountability Initiatives - Accountability
for a postsecondary system emanates from its mission and from the goals
set forth in its strategic plan. In addition to strategic plans developed on a
five-year cycle, the State University System and the Community College
System are subject to Section 186.022, Florida Statutes, which requires
state agencies to submit annual Agency Strategic Plans to the Governor's
Office in support of the Statewide Comprehensive Plan. This statute also
requires that each state agency submit an annual performance report to
evaluate the attainment of objectives contained in the agency strategic
plan. Can current planning processes be integrated in a manner that satis-
fies both system and state planning needs while informing system goals
for accountability and performance-based program budgeting? Can an
accountability report developed pursuant to the goals contained in any of
these plans satisfy all performance reporting requirements?

Accountability and Performance-Based Program Budgeting - With the
advent of performance-based program budgeting (PBPB), what is the role
and significance of the accountability reports required in statute of the
State University System and Community College System? How can the

State integrate reporting requirements for accountability and performance
funding?

This study was assigned to the Finance/Administration Committee composed
of Sally Gillespie, Chair, Rick Alterman, James Kirk, Earl Olden and Mark
Wheeler. Activities included:

Analyses of relevant accountability documents—accountability plans and
reports, and documents relating to performance-based program budgeting
and incentive funding—from institutions and sector boards.

Interviews with legislative, gubernatorial, and sector board staff. Partici-
pation in legislative meetings concerning PBPB and incentive funding.

One-day site visits to two universities and to three of the seven commu-
nity colleges in the annual review cycle—University of North Florida,
University of South Florida, Florida Community College at Jacksonville,
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ACCOUNTABILITY
SITE VISITS
AND FINDINGS

Daytona Beach Community College, and Pensacola Junior College (see
Site Visit Questions, Appendix B; due to site team scheduling conflicts a
site visit to Florida International University was not conducted).

« Participation in a January 1996 meeting of the independent college insti-
tutional researchers in Tampa to refine measures and standardize report-
ing methodologies.

« Discussion of the study at four public meetings which allowed for input
from both state level and institutional representatives of the community
college and state university systems and the Independent Colleges and
Universities of Florida.

Complete descriptions of the site visit results as well as the other institutional
reviews are contained in Appendix C. Overall findings identified during the
visits were:

1. The state-level accountability measures represent only a portion of the
entire institutional effectiveness process at community colleges and state
universities across the State. The accountability data, however, do reflect
activities that are central to Community College System and State Univer-
sity System missions.

2. Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) accreditation drives
much of the institutional effort to assess its institutional effectiveness. Fac-
ulty, in particular, seem to be much more attuned to SACS accreditation
than to the State’s accountability process. Most faculty and staff do not
distinguish the state-level accountability indicators from their college’s
other institutional effectiveness indicators, but the site visit team did not
necessarily see this as negative.

3. Some faculty expressed the view that accountability is something that is
being done to them rather than something that could help the institution
improve the teaching and learning process.

4. The level of institution-wide participation in goal-setting and goal revi-
sion varied greatly. Student participation in institutional effectiveness as-
sessment was evident at only one institution visited. While all institutions
agreed that student participation is desirable, all had difficulty in garner-
ing student participation.

5. The campus personnel interviewed felt it was too early to isolate strate-
gies that are effective or ineffective in contributing to the achievement of
institutional accountability and effectiveness goals.
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6. Institutional administrators believe they are being held accountable for
things over which they have little or no control (e.g., graduation rates and
job placements), a concern which takes on heightened importance with
the advent of incentive funding.

7. Personnel pointed out that there were no consequences attached to the
accountability measures. They believed that the move to performance
incentives would have more positive results.

8. The overwhelming consensus was in favor of the State’s arriving at a stable
set of measures that are tracked over time and streamlining of the various
accountability-related processes that are currently ongoing (accountabil-
ity reporting, performance-based program budgeting, incentive funding).
However, the institutional personnel interviewed were also in favor of
continuing to refine the indicators being developed for performance fund-
ing in order to arrive at a set of measures that more fully reflects the sys-
tem mission (e.g., adult basic education indicators for the Community
College System, research and public service indicators for the State Uni-
versity System).

One of the perceived weaknesses of the accountability process in statute is
that it is not linked directly to funding. Beginning in 1995-96, this situation
began to change with an appropriation to the State University System tying
incentive dollars to selected performance indicators. There are presently two
major policy initiatives in Florida related to funding performance: Perfor-
mance-Based Program Budgeting and Incentive Funding.

Performance-Based Program Budgeting

The 1994 Government Performance and Accountability Act requires all state
agencies and public education entities to submit budgets based on outcomes
achieved in key agency programs. The community colleges became subject
to this requirement in 1996-97 while the budget currently being developed by
the SUS for 1997-98 will be affected by this requirement. The law defines an
outcome as “an indicator of the actual impact or public benefit of a program”
while an “output” is an “actual service or product delivered by a state agency”,
Section 216.011(1), F.S.

Incentive Funding

While the community colleges came under PBPB beginning with the 1996-97
budget year, the 1996 Legislature ultimately implemented this requirement in
the form of $12 million in incentive funds for AA & AS program completers.
Under the plan in proviso language of the 1996 General Appropriations Act, a
community college earns extra points for the following completers: students
who required remediation, economically disadvantaged students, students with

PERFORMANCE
FUNDING
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APPROACHES TO
PERFORMANCE
FUNDING

IN OTHER STATES

disabilities, ENS or ESL students, students who passed a state job licensure
exam, and students who obtained employment in their field of study. Two
million of the $12 million is to be distributed among the colleges based upon
each college's pro rata share of the number of AA completers who graduate
with fewer than 72 total attempted hours. (Appendix D-2)

The 1996 Legislature continued funding of the SUS Instructional Performance
Incentive Program (established in 1995), which recognizes the extent to which
each university has met certain teaching and degree productivity targets. A
portion of the funds appropriated in 1996 are to be used to establish a Public
Service Performance Incentive Fund to encourage faculty involvement in public
service activities that meet critical state needs. (Appendix D-3) A summary of
all accountability and performance measures currently in use in the public
section is contained in Appendix D-4.

« Based on a 1995 survey of states by Caruthers and Layzell, 18 states have
implemented or are planning to implement some type of performance fund-
ing program.

» There are lessons to be learned from other states that have implemented
performance funding. In March 1996, the Senate Higher Education Com-
mittee convened a meeting of higher education representatives from South-
ern Regional Education Board (SREB) states to discuss the experiences
those states have had with performance funding. It is interesting to note
that with the exception of Florida and South Carolina, these states all use
incentive funding which represents a relatively small share of overall fund-
ing (two-five percent) rather than the broader performance-based program
budgeting called for by Florida’s 1994 Government Performance and Ac-
countability Act.

o Ken Ashworth, in Performance-Based Funding in Higher Education:
The Texas Case Study (Nov/Dec 1994 Change), argues against the far-
reaching approach that attempts to find an ideal formula into which all of
the data can be fed and out of which will come a perfect formularized
distribution of resources. Among the arguments cited:

— There is no uniform agreement on the numerical weights that would
have to be included in such a formula, and data are not available within
reason or within tolerable costs to support such a formula system.

— Such an approach could result in massive redistribution of funds every
year. (Without predictability of income from year to year, there can
be no institutional planning.)
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While the short-term effect of this narrower incentive approach would be small,
the long-term effect would be significant if colleges were allowed to build
performance dollars received into their core budget for the next year.

Central tenets that are common across the SREB states are:

1. Restrict the dollars awarded on performance basis to a small percentage
(e.g., five percent) of the total dollars appropriated. Performance funds
could be restricted to new money only, or colleges could earn back a small
proportion of existing funding on a performance basis.

2. Choose performance indicators based on statewide goals for higher edu-
cation. (Inthese current plans, PEPC and the sectors have identified three
common accountability priorities as quality of undergraduate education,
productivity, and access/diversity.)

3. Institutional use of these funds should be unrestricted.

4. The approach chosen must reward an institution for its own improvement,
while not penalizing a high-performing institution for maintaining that
level of performance.

5. Maintain simplicity in the program's elements and base it on available
data.

6. Allow flexibility in measuring different kinds of institutions differently
based on such factors as mission, size, and student demographics.

7. Do not attempt to tie incentives to every possible measure.

Although the State University System submitted Performance-Based Program
Budgeting measures to the Office of the Governor in May 1996, these have
not yet been approved. In fact, the Governor’s office has authorized the SUS
to temporarily delay submission of these measures until November pending
the outcome of discussions regarding the measures among the Govenor’s Of-
fice and the legislative committees. Consequently, the Board of Regents pro-
posed budget for 1997-98 does not reflect these measures at this time. The
community colleges, although already subject to the requirements of the 1994
Government Performance and Accountability Act, have instead received in-
centive funding from the Legislature. The Community College System’s pro-
posed budget for 1997-98 reflects this latter approach by folding last year’s
$12 million into the base and requesting an additional $27 million in new
incentive dollars.

7
CURRENT
STATUS OF
PERFORMANCE
FUNDING
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ISSUES AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Questions regarding the potential impact of PBPB abound:

« If funding is tied to institutionally-set goals, will these be artificially low
to assure success?

« Isapoor performing institution to lose money? If so, does this punish the
students?

« Is the entire base budget of an institution at risk each year? If so, what
does this do to stability and long range planning?

Proponents argue that the intent of PBPB is to frame the agency budget re-
quest in terms of measurable outcomes which justify the dollars the State is
investing (return on investment). The issue of performance funding was dis-
cussed at a joint meeting of the Commission, the Board of Regents and the
State Board of Community Colleges in June 1996. According to Dr. Bob
Bradley, Director of Planning and Budgeting in the Governor’s Office, per-
formance measures have been integrated into the budgeting process since 1970,
although the budget has not been allocated on the basis of performance. The
key question that continues to be debated in the Legislature and in the sectors
is how closely the allocation of funds be tied to performance.

This question can be approached from two perspectives — one emphasizes
accountability to make “results” the basis of the funds that are received. An-
other places more attention on management concerns and views performance
measures as part of the budget justification process. It is the appropriate bal-
ance between these two perspectives in the budgeting system that is at issue in
the current discussions among the Governor’s Office, the House of Represen-
tatives, and the Senate.

Increasing pressure for access to postsecondary education coupled with grow-
ing demands on available state resources will continue to invite public exami-
nation of how these funds are allocated and spent. Performance-based pro-
gram budgeting represents a natural evolution from the Legislative demands
for accountability. While PBPB can serve as a useful approach in providing a
context for the overall budget, linking every dollar provided to a specific out-
put or outcome would be a burdensome effort with questionable benefits.

Incentive funding can play a complementary role by focusing a limited amount
of state funds based upon the achievement of results identified as high priori-
ties.

In addition to clarifying and strengthening the interrelationships among per-
formance-based program budgeting, incentive funding, and accountability,
the following recommendations address how these concepts can contribute to
improved overall planning.
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Recommendations:

1. The Commission supports performance-based program

budgeting and incentives as complementary concepts:

a. Performance-based program budgeting should con-
tinue to be followed by the State Board of Commu-
nity Colleges and the Board of Regents in the devel-
opment of the budgets for their respective systems.
This approach should be based on a standard set of mea-
sures with necessary variation due to differences in the
missions of the two sectors. The focus should be on
system goals and measures, not individual institutions.

b. Performance incentive funding should be main-
tained as a tool for rewarding desired institutional
behavior related to established priorities. It should
serve as the basis for allocating a limited share (be-
tween two-five percent in new money) of overall fund-
ing to individual institutions.

To the extent that existing accountability measures are re-
flected in either performance-based program budgeting or
incentive funding procedures or are used for some other
institutional purpose, they should continue to be required
on a statewide basis. All other accountability measures should
be compiled and reported at the discretion of the system of-
fices and their respective institutions.

The impact of the 1995 Legislature’s expanding alterna-
tives to the College Level Academic Skills Test (CLAST)
exam should be assessed this year, and a profile and the
subsequent performance of students who are no longer tak-
ing the test should be developed by the Department of Edu-
cation. This information should serve as the basis for deter-
mining the continued usefulness of the CLAST as a statewide
measure of accountability and performance.

While some flexibility and fine tuning is necessary, the mea-
sures selected for budgeting and funding purposes should
be maintained for a reasonable period (at least five years)
to provide a consistent baseline and accurate indication of
progress.

The Commission should limit its future accountability re-
view activities to the compilation and publication of an an-
nual postsecondary education performance profile. This

Performance-
Based
Program
Budgeting

Incentive
Funding

Statewide
Measures

CLAST

Consistency and
Continuity of
Measures

Annual
Performance
Profile
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Coordination of
Planning,
Accountability and
Performance
Funding

Program Reviews and
Performance
Funding

would be based on measures selected from the data maintained
by the individual systems - community colleges, state univer-
sities, independent colleges and universities - as well as a lim-
ited number of nationally comparable (e.g., consistent with the
conventions of the Joint Commission on Accountability Re-
porting) indicators on funding, student charges, financial aid.
The profile would be designed to serve as a compact barom-
eter of the status of postsecondary education in Florida.

The 1995 Legislature directed that the Master Plan for Florida Postsecondary
Education serve as the basis for development of the sector strategic plans
(Chapter 95-243, Laws of Florida). The Commission believes that perfor-
mance-based program budgeting and incentive funding can reinforce this plan-
ning process.

Recommendation:

6. The Master Plan should be developed in cooperation with the sec-
tor boards, be based on common data and broad public input and
outline statewide issues and conditions confronting postsecondary
education. The sector strategic plans should address these statewide
issues through the development of goals and strategies and measur-
able objectives appropriate for their particular missions. The resulting
sector strategic plans should serve as the “agency strategic plan” re-
quired by the Governor’s Office. These documents should serve as
the basis for annual budget preparation and the performance measures
identified should serve as the basis for annual progress reports which
should also satisfy the need for accountability reporting.

At present, all public postsecondary institutions are subject to a periodic re-
view of individual programs which is coordinated at the state level. For a
number of years the community college system has maintained a three level
review process. The Level 1 review consists of analysis of selected indicators
of performance which, if pre-specified flags are triggered, may be followed
by a more thorough on-site Level 2 or 3 review. The university system does
not have a similar process in place. The Commission annually coordinates a
conference involving all sectors involved in program review, with the next
conference scheduled for Spring 1997. This will present an excellent oppor-
tunity to consider modifications which will provide a stronger link between
performance funding and program reviews and at the same time improve the
efficiency of the process.

Recommendation:
7. The Commission, in cooperation with the sectors, should examine

current program review requirements and procedures and deter-
mine the feasibility and desirability of using the performance bud-
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geting/funding measures at the program level to identify both high
and low performing programs and conducting reviews on an ex-
ception basis as needed rather than every five years or other speci-
fied period.

Based on its review of the independent sector accountability processes and
reports which is contained in Appendix E, the Commission offers the follow-
ing recommendations to the Independent Colleges and Universities of Florida
(ICUF) and its member institutions as they proceed with development of their
1997 Accountability Report:

Recommendations:

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

ICUF should alert institutional accountability data providers to
begin developing data collection mechanisms that will allow them
to respond to the Limited Access Competitive Grant Program ac-
countability measures that were set forth by the Commission in its
1995 Postsecondary Accountability Review, Appendix E.

ICUF should work with the Department of Business and Profes-
sional Regulation (DBPR) to develop a mechanism for reporting
licensure examination pass rates. While licensure exam pass rates
were one of the originally-recommended accountability measures, dif-
ficulty in coordinating with DBPR has precluded both ICUF Account-
ability Reports to date from including this information.

Now that the indicators have been established, ICUF should work
with its institutions on the annual compilation of a sector-wide
ICUF Accountability Report. This responsibility should fit well with
the recently initiated ICUF Research Program.

ICUF should plan to convene the institutional accountability data
providers at a time sufficient to permit submission of the ICUF
sector-wide report by March 31, the target date set in Account-
ability Review: Progress Report (1994).

ICUF should assign institutional responsibility on a rotating basis
for scheduling and hosting the annual meeting of ICUF account-
ability data providers in a manner timely for the submission of
institutional reports and compilation of the ICUF sector-wide re-
port.

ICUF should take on the responsibility of updating the ICUF Ac-
countability Reporting Guidelines manual, incorporating the dis-
cussion at the annual data providers’ meeting as well as the en-
tries made by data providers in the “Comments” section of the
prior year’s manual.

Independent
Sector



12

Postsecondary Education Planning Commission

In reviewing any inter-institutional data it must be remembered that different
colleges and universities have different missions and this will affect the num-
ber reported. As such, it is important that data reported here are not taken out
of context.

Universities that have a research mission along with their teaching mission
will exhibit a lower teaching load for their faculty, as faculty will be involved
in both funded and non-funded research. Universities grant the faculty mem-
bers time release in order to undertake this research. Further, universities
with graduate programs will exhibit lower teaching loads for undergraduate
courses due to the faculty’s involvement in graduate level education.

The category of “Instructor/Lecturer” needs to be understood as well. Faculty
who are Visiting Professors from other universities as well as those with the
title of Distinguished Lecturer or Emeritus Professor would be included in
this category. It should be noted that these individuals are oftentimes among
the most distinguished in their field, with national and international reputa-
tions, but given the methodology of the report, would not be included as As-
sistant, Associate, or Full Professors.

The Commission will continue to work with the public and independent sec-
tors in refining their respective indicators and measures of performance and
accountability and in using this information to improve the overall quality of
Florida postsecondary education.



Postsecondary Accountability Review

APPENDIX A

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW SCHEDULE



Postsecondary Accountability Review

STATE UNIVERSITIES
ACCOUNTABILITY REVIEW SCHEDULE

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

FSU USF UF FAMU

(I, Large, Res I) (IV, Large, Res IT) (I1, Large, Res I) (I, Mid, MA )

UCF FIU FAU FGCU Summative

(I11, Mid, Doc II) (V, Large, Doc II) (V, Mid, Doc III) (IV, Small, BA) Review
UNF UWF
(I, Mid, MA T) (1, Small, MA I)

Key: Institution Name

(Region, Size, Carnegie Classification)
Region Codes:  I=Panhandle, II=Northeast, IlI=Central & East Coast, IV=West Coast,

V=South

Size Codes: Small (under 10,000 total headcount), Mid (10,001-25,000), Large (over 25,000)

COMMUNITY COLLEGES
ACCOUNTABILITY REVIEW SCHEDULE

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
Lake City St. Johns River Chipola North Florida
(11, Small, Voc) (II, Small) (I, Small, Voc) (I, Small, Voc)
South Florida Tallahassee Florida Keys Lake-Sumter
(IV, Small, Voc) (1, 5-10) (V, Small) (111, Small)
Gulf Coast Manatee Central Florida Edison
(1, 5-10, Voc) (IV, 5-10) (11, 5-10, Voc) (IV, 5-10)
Polk Pensacola Seminole Okaloosa-Walton Summative
(11L, 5-10) (1, 10-20, Voc) (111, 5-10, Voc) (1, 5-10) Review
Indian River Daytona Beach Pasco-Hernando Santa Fe
(1L, 10-20, Voc) (111, 10-20) (IV, 5-10, Voc) (11, 10-20, Voc)
St. Petersburg Miami-Dade Brevard Palm Beach
(IV, Large) (V, Large, Voc) (111, 10-20, Voc) (V, 10-20, Voc)
Broward Fla. CC at J'ville Hillsborough Valencia
(V, Large, Voc) (11, Large, Voc) (IV, Large) (111, Large, Voc)

Key:

Institution Name

(Region, Size, Offers Vocational Education)

Region Codes:

[=Panhandle, II=Northeast, [II=Central & East Coast, [V=West Coast,

V=South

Size Codes: Small (under 5,000 total headcount), 5-10 (5,001-10,000), 10-20 (10,001-20,000)

Large (over 20,000)

SOURCE: Postsecondary Accountability Review (1995), PEPC.
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SITE VISIT SAMPLE QUESTIONS

President

1. What is your role, or to what extent are you involved, in the accountability process on
campus?

2. With the advent of other accountability-related initiatives like the Performance Incentive

Program (SUS) and Performance-Based Program Budgeting, what is the role and
significance of the accountability report required in statute?

3. To what extent is accountability perceived on campus as integral to institutional
assessment and improvement, rather than as being an “add-on” data compilation and
reporting exercise? (In what ways do you provide leadership to ensure that this

happens?)

4. Have state-level entities with funding and policy-making authority to influence
accountability provided adequate policy guidance and fiscal support for accountability
expectations?

5. Comment on the measures that are in place. In your opinion, what measures should be

added or deleted in order to arrive at a set of indicators to most appropriately address the
States’ priorities for accountability (quality of undergraduate education, access/diversity,

productivity)?

Director of Institutional Research, Planning, or Accountability Data Provider

1. Describe the planning and assessment processes at your institution and where the state-
level accountability process fits. What campus constituencies are involved?

2. (How) are accountability data used at your institution to improve institutional
performance, (specifically with regard to instruction and student learning?)

3. Are there aspects of data collection for accountability that can be simplified or improved?
4. Who on campus receives copies of reports out of your office containing institutional

assessment or accountability data? How are these reports used by various aspects of the
campus community?

5. How are goals for institutional improvement set with regard to the accountability
measures?
6. By what mechanisms are accountability data fed back into subsequent planning? How is

institutional progress documented? How is progress communicated?
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Faculty Members of Institutional Planning/Effectiveness Group

1. What is the average faculty member’s level of awareness of the state-level accountability
process? Does it have any impact on your teaching, advising, research or service?

2. In your opinion, can accountability data inform instruction in such a way that student
learning is improved? Has it done so at this institution?
Has other institutional assessment data helped you improve your teaching in any way?
Can you give an example?

3. (How) does your department use data provided as part of the institutional assessment
and/or state-level accountability process?

4. Can you attribute change in performance on any of the measures to some strategy (or
combination of strategies) your department/division has undertaken?

5. What is the best way to measure faculty productivity?

Students

1. What is your role, or to what extent are you involved, in the accountability process on

campus? (i.e., do you have a role in goal-setting, in monitoring improvement, in deciding
where institutional funds should be placed based on gaps pointed out by assessment
data?)

Do you believe students’ level of involvement should be revised?
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SITE VISIT FINDINGS
COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Daytona Beach Communi ollege (DB

June 12, 1996

The college has a highly structured, active, and participatory planning process centered around a
Five-Year Strategic Plan and an Annual Plan. The Annual Plan is updated at mid-year and end-
of-year assessment meetings, at which the president, vice presidents, and mid-level managers
compile all the college’s activities which have contributed to the achievement of the goals and
objectives in the Plan. The site visit team observed the end-of-year assessment meeting and met
with the president, selected faculty, and management information systems and institutional
research staff.

There is a high level of integration of the accountability measures into the college’s planning
process. The president’s enthusiasm for planning and assessment permeates the institution, and
the campus administrators seem to have bought into the idea of assessment for continual
improvement in institutional effectiveness. Faculty seemed less clear about the institution’s
accountability and effectiveness goals and strategies, leading to the impression that to some
extent, planning is being done from the top down rather than the bottom up.

The college reported that some of the older data contained in its management information system
were unreliable, which has rendered meaningless the data from the state accountability measures
that involve cohort tracking. As of Fall 1994, the college’s data was of acceptable quality.
However, since cohorts are tracked for four years for the AA and AS retention and success
measures, the college will not receive the benefits of the Division of Community Colleges
tracking system until 1998. Information systems personnel mentioned that the data requirements
for performance-based program budgeting could be better planned for if they are routed through
the Community College System’s Management Information System Advisory Task Force
(MISATFOR).

Flori ommuni ollege at Jacksonville (FCC
June 18, 1996

FCCJ is a multi-faceted, multi-campus institution that is serving a large number of students in a
great many ways. FCC]J is state leader in the provision of adult basic education and in utilizing
technology to enhance access to postsecondary education. The productivity of the institution’s
vocational programs is evidenced by its favorable performance with regard to performance-based
incentive funding targeted to such programs.

FCCJ’s primary focus in terms of accountability seems to have been driven by SACS
accreditation. The extent to which accountability measures are incorporated into institutional
effectiveness efforts by FCCJ does not appear particularly intentional. Beginning in 1989, the
institution, with input from its Board of Trustees, developed 25 indicators of effectiveness. In
1991, FCCJ’s current planning model, Pathway 2000, was implemented. When the State’s
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accountability initiative was introduced, any goals and measures not already included in FCCJ’s
planning processes were folded in. FCCJ personnel seemed to find it difficult to identify which
goals/measures are the State’s and which are the institution’s.

As a multi-campus institution, FCCJ ensures that the needs and contributions of each campus are
reflected in planning, goal-setting, and the evaluation of results by having each campus
represented by its campus president on the college-wide planning council. However, there is not
indication that the faculty, staff, or students at large are intimately involved in identifying
strategies for improvement based on accountability results.

It was reported that the district Board of Trustees tends to focus more on administrative issues
and has had little involvement in the accountability process. The site visit team felt that the
Board should provide more leadership in the setting of institutional targets for performance
indicators, rather than just rubber stamping the institution’s accountability plan and goals.

Interviewees at FCCJ indicated that a uniform set of measures for the State’s accountability
program, performance-based program budgeting, and incentive funding would reduce duplication
of effort.

Pensacola Junior College (P

July 9, 1996

The site visit team found PJC’s integration of accountability with the institution’s ongoing
assessment of its effectiveness to be exemplary. In most cases, PJC had already been collecting
data on the accountability measures before the State adopted them. With the advent of
accountability legislation in 1991, PJC simply needed to begin collecting or reporting the data in
a slightly different manner.

PJC has embraced the State’s accountability measures and has fully incorporated them into the
college’s planning and evaluation process. The site visit team heard testimony about the extent
to which accountability information is used across the campus in various ways--e.g., in
recruiting, in designing college preparatory programs, and in program evaluation. Additionally,
PJC has successfully involved students and the district Board of Trustees in goal-setting and in
identifying strategies for improvement. The Board of Trustees is actively involved in setting
institutional performance targets on each of the accountability indicators and is updated annually
on the institution’s performance in relation to the institution's accountability goals.

STATE UNIVERSITIES

niversity of North Florida F
June 19, 1996

UNF’s focus in terms of accountability is clearly SACS accreditation. The State’s accountability
initiative is tolerated but is not considered a priority. As noted by one the deans, UNF’s internal
focus is on quality rather than the State’s measures, which he considered to be primarily
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efficiency measures. President Herbert argued that the state universities are too diverse to be
compared using a single, generic set of accountability measures. In his opinion, SACS
institutional effectiveness guidelines are relevant for all institutions and, therefore, should be at
the core of any accountability process.

While UNF’s institution-wide focus on institutional effectiveness appears to be fairly recent and
driven primarily by upcoming SACS reaccreditation, it is apparent that individual departments
and colleges have undertaken planning and assessment activities, with a focus on providing a
quality education for their students. The professional schools have long used pass rates on
licensure exams as a quality indicator. Such planning and assessment, however, has been diffuse
and uneven. Also, the extent to which staff and students have been involved in these efforts is
not clear. The relatively new Vice President for Planning and Effectiveness, who is attempting
to raise institutional awareness about the need for and benefit of planning and assessment, reports
that the process of overcoming institutional inertia and resistance has been slow. The institution
could benefit from greater cooperation by administrators in sharing assessment tools with
colleagues and in participating in a coordinated planning approach that incorporates the State’s
accountability mandate.

University of South Florida F
August 21, 1996

USF is a comprehensive metropolitan research institution with a large number of non-traditional
and part-time students. The accountability legislation was credited with contributing to
consciousness raising on campus. It was also criticized for not providing consequences for non-
performance and for encouraging inappropriate institutional comparisons. The current initiatives
related to performance funding were supported by all faculty and administrators interviewed.
The response to these later initiatives have reflected broad campus participation USF priority and
improved communications links. A member of the faculty serves as a special assistant to the
President and serves as an important communication link. In developing strategic plans for
improving teaching productivity the Provost and Deans worked directly with Departmental
Chair, Directors, and faculty. The Office of Institutional Research and Planning plays a
supportive role in measuring progress toward institutional goals, it has also prepared concise
documents which clearly describe university resource and expenditure patterns and strategic
priorities.

The Center for the Enhancement of Teaching at USF actually predated the accountability
legislation by one year. However, this legislation and subsequent policies focused on improved
performance have clearly heightened interest and participation in the center, which assists in both
the assessment and improvement of teaching. A portion of the university’s incentive funding
allotment has been used for equipment, courseware and other aids for participating faculty.

The site team and some interviewees questioned whether the established performance goals are
an accurate reflection of the institution’s aspirations.

Institutional representatives suggested the need to avoid micro management at the state level but
did support the use of several broad measures of performance which take into account individual
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institutional missions and characteristics. While there was general agreement that the Teaching
Incentive Program(TIP) has had a direct impact on teaching performance some concern was also
expressed about possible unintended consequences in the TIP in terms of perceived salary
inequities which have occurred as a result of the TIP awards.

Findings Across All Five Site Visits

1.

The state-level accountability measures represent only a portion of the entire institutional
effectiveness process at community colleges and state universities across the State. The
accountability data, however, do reflect activities that are central to Community College
System and State University System mission.

Southern Associations of Colleges and Schools (SACS) accreditation drives much of the
institutional effort to assess its institutional effectiveness. Faculty, in particular, seem to
be much more attuned to SACS accreditation than to the State’s accountability process.
Most faculty and staff do not distinguish the state-level accountability indicators from
their college’s other institutional effectiveness indicators, but the site visit team did not
necessarily see this as negative.

Some faculty expressed the view that accountability is something that is being done to
them rather than something that could help the institution improve the teaching and
learning process.

The level of institution-wide participation in goal-setting and goal revision varied greatly.
Student participation in institutional effectiveness assessment was evident at only one
institution visited. While all institutions agreed that student participation is desirable, all
had difficulty in garnering student participation.

The campus personnel interviewed felt it was too early to isolate strategies that are
effective or ineffective in contributing to the achievement of institutional accountability
and effectiveness goals.

Institutional administrators believe they are being held accountable for things over which
they have little or no control (e.g., graduation rates and job placements), a concern which
takes on heightened importance with the advent of incentive funding.

Personnel pointed out that there were no consequences attached to the accountability
measures. They believed that the move to performance incentives would have more
positive results.

The overwhelming consensus was in favor of the State’s arriving at a stable set of
measures that are tracked over time, and streamlining of the various accountability-
related processes that are currently ongoing (accountability reporting, performance-based
program budgeting, incentive funding). However, the institutional personnel interviewed
were also in favor of continuing to refine the indicators being developed for performance
funding in order to arrive at a set of measures that more fully reflects the system mission
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(e.g., adult basic education indicators for the Community College System, research and
public service indicators for the State University System).

Review of Institutional Accountability Plans:
Community Colleges Not Selected for Site Visit

1. Are the community college’s accountability goals articulated within the context of the
systemwide planning goals and the statutory mission for the community college system?

Miami-Dade Community College provided a detailed summary describing how its specific
institutional goals are related to the statewide master plan for community colleges. For example,
in addressing the statewide master plan goal (number 7) to renew Florida’s commitment to
continuing college fiscal stability, Miami-Dade Community College plans to develop and
implement a five-year plan to increase, to no less than $25 million annually, the revenue in
support of the operating budget from sources other than state appropriations and student fees.
Miami-Dade has also demonstrated great efforts to increase the participation of minorities and
women in all aspects of college business affairs (related to statewide master plan goal number 4).

St. Johns River Community College and Manatee Community College both provided a thorough
list of institution-specific accountability measures and performance goals. For St. Johns River
Community college, specific institutional performance goals were related to all statewide master
plan goals except 3, 4, and 5. Manatee Community College related its institution-specific goals
only to statewide master plan goals 1, 2, 3, and 5.

Tallahassee Community College related its institution-specific goals to the goals in the master
plan for Community Colleges. The report explained that, due to the college’s heavy emphasis on
Advanced and Professional courses, the tie between the institution-specific goals and statewide
master plan goals is not particularly strong for Master Plan goal number 4: Establish
partnerships for economic development. However, the college is currently expanding its services
in the area of workforce development and has developed institutional goals for this area for 1996-
97.

2. Who participates in goal setting?

Each of the community colleges reported that faculty, administration, and students participate in
goal setting.

St. Johns River Community College provided a detailed explanation of who is involved in goal
setting.

1) Instructional planning issues are addressed by the Curriculum and Instruction Committee
(consisting of the Vice President for Academic Affairs, Deans of Business and Technology
Education, General Education and Adult Education, Director of Library Services, and faculty
representatives).
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2) Student performance planning issues are addressed by the Student Achievement Committee
(consisting of Vice President for Student Affairs, Vice President for Academic Affairs,
instructional deans, and representatives from faculty and student affairs).

3) Student affairs and student services planning issues are addressed by the Student
Development Committee (consisting of Vice President for Student Affairs, Dean of Student
Services, Dean of Student Development and Articulation, and counselors and faculty).

Miami-Dade Community College reports that planning and decision making take place in four
major domains: Administrative Services, Academic Affairs, Student Services, and Financial
Planning.

Manatee Community College has divided planning and evaluation into eight organizational
units: Academic Affairs, Business Services, Information Resources, Institutional Advancement,
Human Resources, Open Campus, Community Relations, and Student Services. All have
developed objectives upon which departments generate action plans.

Tallahassee Community College’s accountability goals are developed within the context of the
institution’s Planning and Evaluation Program (PEP). The outcome measures prescribed by the
State are supplemental to measures which are used to evaluate institutional effectiveness. A
broad cross section of faculty, staff, and students participate annually in the formulation and
refinement of PEP. Therefore, goals are set and annually reviewed by the appropriate unit,
standing committees, and the president. These are ultimately reviewed and approved by the
Board of Trustees.

3) Are the strategies identified to achieve institutional accountability goals - appropriate?
specific? realistic?

All community college accountability plans appeared to have established appropriate, specific,
and realistic strategies designed to address the state accountability goals. Details are provided in
each institution’s accountability plan about specific activities and strategies. It is in the activities
that implement these strategies that the broadest cross-section of campus personnel--from the
President, to faculty, to staff, to advisory groups external to the campus--become involved in the
work of helping the institution meet its goals for institutional effectiveness and accountability.
Miami-Dade Community College gave a particularly detailed explanation of each institutional
goal, related objectives, intended outcomes, and indicators of excellence to assess whether the
goals have been met.
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Postsecondary Education Planning Commission (240.147, Florida Statutes)

240.147 Powers and duties of the commission.— -

The commission shall:

(1) Serve as a citizen board to coordinate the efforts
of postsecondary institutions in this state and provide
independent policy analyses and recommendations to
the State Board of Education and the Legislature.

(2) Prepare and submit to the State Board of Educa-
tion a master plan for postsecondary education. The
plan shall include consideration of the promotion of qual-
ity, fundamental educational goals, programmatic
access, needs for remedial education, regional and
state economic development, international education
programs, demographic patterns, student demand for
programs, needs of particular subgroups of the popula-
tion, implementation of innovative educational tech-
niques and technology, and the requirements of the
labor market. The capacity of existing programs, in both
public and independent institutions, to respond to iden-
tified needs shall be evaluated, and a plan shall be
developed to respond efficiently to unmet needs. The
master plan shall serve as the basis for the development
of strategic plans by the Board of Regents, the State
Board of Community Colleges, and the Independent
Colleges and Universities of Florida. Development of the
sector strategic plans shall be initiated following com-
pletion of the master plan to ensure coordination in
addressing identified needs and strategies throughout
postsecondary education.

(8) Recommend guidelines for the development of
institutional roles, review plans of the postsecondary
boards and institutions, and relay these plans to the
State Board of Education and the Legislature.

(4) Recommend to the State Board of Education
contracts with independent institutions to conduct pro-
grams consistent with the state master plan for postsec-
ondary education. In making recommendations, the
commission shall consider the annual report submitted
by the Board of Regents pursuant to 's. 240.209(3)(r).
Each program shall be reviewed, with the cooperation
of the institution, every 5 years.

(5) Recommend to the State Board of Education
rules concerning the planning and coordination of post-
secondary educational programs. These rules shall pro-
vide for the sector boards to assure that:

(a) Program reviews are conducted statewide.

(b) Every major program in public postsecondary
education is reviewed every 5 years.

(c) Budget requests refiect program review results.

(d) Program decisions lead to the distinctive roles
established for public universities and community col-
leges.

(6) Advise the State Board of Education regarding
the need for and location of new programs, institutions,
campuses, and instructional centers of public postsec-
ondary education.

(7) Recommend to the State Board of Education for
adoption criteria for the establishment of new commu-
nity colleges and state universities, which criteria shall
address:

(a) Proximity to existing institutions and assessment
of the impact on existing institutions.

(b) Potential program duplication.

(c) Regional demographic characteristics.

(d) The efficient use of resources.

(8) Recommend to the State Board of Education and
the Legislature the establishment of additional branch
campuses of public postsecondary educational institu-
tions. No branch campus may be established without a
review by the commission and formal authorization by
the Legislature. Any community college branch campus
established to provide only exploratory, occupational
proficiency, job-preparatory, and supplemental voca-
tional and technical instruction must be reviewed and
recommended again by the commission and receive
specific authorization by the Legislature before expand-
ing its instructional offerings to the college paralle! pro-
gram area.

(9) Review the establishment of those instructional
centers which require approval by the Board of Regents
or the State Board of Community Colleges.

(10) Review public postsecondary education budget
requests for compliance with the state master plan
before submission to the State Board of Education.

(11) Assist the State Board of Education in the con-
duct of its postsecondary educational responsibilities in
such capacities as the state board deems appropriate.

(12) Update the state master plan for postsecondary
education every 5 years.

(13) Conduct studies and planning activities related
to the overall improvement and effectiveness of post-
secondary education in this state.

(14) Review implementation of the state master plan
and annually report to the State Board of Education and
the Legislature the progress towards implementation.

(15) In consultation with the Independent Colleges
and Universities of Florida, recommend to the Legisla-
ture accountability measures and an accountability
process for independent institutions that participate in
the Florida resident access grant program. The process
shall make use of existing information submitted to the
federal and state governments. The process shall pro-
vide for an assessment of the benefits and cost-
effectiveness of the Florida resident access grant pro-
gram in providing state residents with access to 4-year
college programs and with the successful completion of
a baccalaureate degree. The commission shall provide
oversight of this accountability process.

(16) Periodically review the design and implementa-
tion of the accountability processes and reports of the
State University System, State Community College Sys-
tem, and public and independent postsecondary institu-
tions. At least every 5 years, evaluate the extent to
which each plan is contributing to the achievement of
state goals for postsecondary education and report to
the State Board of Education, the President of the Sen-
ate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives
with recommendations on any changes needed in the

accountability process or pians.

History.—ss 4,6, ch 81-162; ss. 1,4, ch. 8246, 5. 2, ch. 83-265; 5. 8, ch. 83-325.
s 6.ch. 84-94; s 27 ch 89-381.s. 84, ch 90-201;s. 27, ch. 91-5:85. 1,2 3. ¢ch
91-8; s 4, ch. 91-55; 8 5, ch. 91-429; 5. 21, ch. 94-230; s. 11, ch. 95-243; 5. 22,
ch. 95-392.

Note.—Redesignated as s 240.209(3)Xs) by s 4, ch 94-322.
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State University System (240.214, Florida Statutes)

240.214 State University System accountability
process.—It is the intent of the Legislature that an
accountability process be implemented which provides
for the systematic, ongoing evaluation of quality and
effectiveness in the State University System. It is further
the intent of the Legislature that this accountability proc-
ess monitor performance at the system level in each of
the major areas of instruction, research, and public ser-
vice, while recognizing the differing missions of each of
the state universities. The accountability process shall
provide for the adoption of systemwide performance
standards and performance goals for each standard
identified through a collaborative effort involving the
State University System, the Legislature, and the Gover-
nor's Office. The accountability process shall result in an
annual accountability report to the Legislature.

(1) The annual accountability report shall include
goals and measurable objectives related to the
systemwide strategic plan pursuant to s. 240.209. The
plan must include, at a minimum, objectives related to
the following measures:

(a) Total student credit hours;

(b) Total number of contact hours of instruction pro-
duced by faculty, by institution, rank, and course level,

(c) Pass rates on professional licensure examina-
tions, by institution;

(d) Institutional quality as assessed by followup,
such as analyses of employment information on former
students, national rankings, and surveys of alumni, par-
ents, clients, and employers;

(e) Length of time and number of academic credits
required to complete an academic degree, by institution
and by degree;

(f) Enroliment, progression, retention, and gradua-
tion rates by race and gender;

(g) Student course demand;

(h) An analysis of administrative and support func-
tions;

(i) Every 3 years, beginning 1995-1996, an analysis
of the cumulative debt of students; and

(i) An evaluation of the production of classroom
contact hours at each university in comparison to a stan-
dard of 12 contact hours per term or 32 contact hours
per year for each full-time instructional position and the
level of funding provided for instruction.

(2) By December 31 of each year, the Board of
Regents shall submit the annual accountability report
providing information on the implementation of perform-
ance standards, actions taken to improve university
achievement of performance goals, the achievement of
performance goals during the prior year, and initiatives
to be undertaken during the next year. The accountabil-
ity reports shall be designed in consultation with the
Governor's Office, the Office of the Auditor General, and
the Legislature.

(3) The Board of Regents shall recommend in the
annual accountability report any appropriate modifica-

tions to this section.
History.—s. 5, ch. 91-55; 5. 23, ch. 94-230; s 14, ch. 95-243;s. 25, ch. 95-392
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Community College System (240.324, Florida Statutes)

240.324 Community college accountability proc-
ess.—

(1) Itis the intent of the Legislature that a manage-

. ment and accountability process be implemented which
provides for the systematic, ongoing improvement and
assessment of the improvement of the quality and effi-
ciency of the State Community College System. Accord-
ingly, the State Board of Community Colleges and the
community college boards of trustees shall develop and
implement a plan to improve and evaluate the instruc-
tional and administrative efficiency and effectiveness of
the State Community College System. This plan must
address the following issues:

(a) Graduation rates of A.A. and A.S. degree-
seeking students compared to first-time enrolled stu-
dents seeking the associate degree.

(b) Minority student enroliment and retention rates.

(c) Student performance, including student per-
formance in college-level academic skills, mean grade
point averages for community college A A. transfer stu-
dents, and community college student performance on
state licensure examinations.

(d) Job placement rates of community college voca-
tional students.

(e) Student progression by admission status and
program.

(f) Vocational accountability standards identified in
s. 239.229.

(g) Other measures as identified by the Postsecond-
ary Education Planning Commission and approved by
the State Board of Community Colleges.

(2) By January 1, 1992, the State Board of Commu-
nity Colleges shall submit to the Governor, the President
of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives a plan for addressing these issues. The plan
must provide a specific timetable that identifies specific
issues to be addressed each year and must provide for
full implementation by December 31, 1994. Beginning
December 31, 1992, the State Board of Community Col-
leges shall submit an annual interim report providing the
results of initiatives taken during the prior year and the
initiatives and related objective performance measures
proposed for the next year. The initial plan and each
interim plan shall be designed in consultation with staff
of the Governor and the Legislature.

(3) Beginning January 1, 1993, the State Board of
Community Colleges shall address within the annual
evaluation of the performance of the executive director,
and the boards of trustees shall address within the
annual evaluation of the presidents, the achievement of
the performance goals established in the community

college accountability plan.
History.—s. 12, ch. 91-55; 5. 53, ch. 92-136. s 7 ch 95-411
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Performance-Based Program Budgeting

216.0166 Submission by state agencies of per-
formance-based budget requests, programs, and per-
formance measures.—

(1) Prior to October 15 of the fiscal year in which a
state agency is required to submit a performance-
based program budget request pursuant to s. 216.0172,
such state agency shall identify and submit to the Exec-
utive Office of the Governor a list of proposed state
agency programs. Such identification shall be con-
ducted after discussion with legislative appropriations
. and appropriate substantive committees and shall be
approved by the Executive Office of the Governor. State
agencies selected by the Governor pursuant to s.
216.0172(1) shall submit such lists prior to May 15, 1994.
The Executive Office of the Governor, after discussion
with legislative appropriations and appropriate substan-
tive committees, shall review the list, may make any
changes, and shall approve or disapprove a list within
30 days of receipt, to be used in the preparation and
submission of the state agency's final legislative budget
request pursuant to s. 216.023(5). The Executive Office
of the Governor shall provide the approved program list
to the Legislature.

(2) The following documentation shall accompany
the list of proposed programs submitted by the state
agency:

(a) The constitutional or statutory direction and
authority for each program.

(b) Identification of the customers, clients, and users
of each program.

(c) The purpose of each program or the benefit
derived by the customers, clients, and users of the pro-
gram.

(d) Direct and indirect costs of each program.

(e) Information on fees collected and the adequacy
of those fees in funding each program for which the fees
are collected.

(f) An assessment of whether each program is con-
ducive to performance-based program budgeting.

(@) An assessment of the time needed to develop
meaningful performance measures for each program.

-(3) The Executive Office of the Governor, after dis-
cussion with legislative appropriations committees,
appropriate substantive committees, and the Legisla-
tive Auditing Committee, shall jointly develop instruc-
tions for the development of performance measures for
each program on the list approved pursuant to this sec-
tion and shall submit such instructions to the state agen-
cies prior to December 1 of the fiscal year preceding the
year in which a state agency is required to submit a per-
formance-based program budget request pursuant to
s. 216.0172.

(4) Prior to June 1, each state agency is required to
submit to the Executive Office of the Governor perform-
ance measures for each program on the approved list
required pursuant to subsection (1). State agencies
shall also identify the outputs produced by each
approved program, the outcomes resulting from each

approved program, and baseline data associated with
each performance measure. Performance measures
shall be reviewed, after discussion with legislative
appropriations and appropriate substantive committees
and the Office of Program Policy Analysis and Govern-
ment Accountability, revised as necessary, and
approved or disapproved by the Executive Office of the
Governor within 30 days of receipt. For those state
agencies selected by the Governor pursuant to s.
216.0172(1), performance measures, outputs, out-
comes, and baseline data shall be submitted prior to
July 1, 1994.

(5) Notwithstanding the programs, performance
measures, and standards requested in each state agen-
cy’'s final legislative budget request or the Governor's
budqet recommendations. the Leaislature shall have
final approval of all programs, performance measures,
and standards through the General Appropriations Act
or legislation implementing the General Appropriations
Act.

(6) Each state agency shall submit documentation
to the Executive Office of the Governor regarding the
validity, reliability, and appropriateness of each perform-
ance measure. In addition, each state agency shall indi-
cate how the performance measure relates to its strate-
gic plan and how it is used in management
decisionmaking and other agency processes.

(7) Annually, no later than 45 days after the General
Appropriations Act becomes law, state agencies may
submit to the Executive Office of the Governor any
adjustments to their performance standards based on
the amounts appropriated for each program by the Leg-
islature. When such adjustment is made, all perform-
ance standards, including any adjustments made, shall
be submitted to and reviewed and revised as necessary
by the Executive Office of the Governor, and, upon
approval, submitted to the Legislature pursuant to the
review and approval process provided in s. 216.177. The
Executive Office of the Governor shall maintain the offi-
cial record of adjustments to the performance standards
as part of the agency’s approved operating budget.

(8) A state agency operating under a performance-
based program budget pursuant to s. 216.0172 shall not
have the authority to amend or establish programs or
performance measures. However, a state agency may
propose a revision to the list of approved programs or
performance measures used in its legislative budget
request. Such revision is subject to review and approval
by the Executive Office of the Governor and the Legisla-
ture and shall be submitted to the Executive Office of
the Governor prior to April 15 of the year in which the
state agency intends to incorporate these changes into
its legislative budget request. The Executive Office of
the Governor shall have 30 days to act on the proposed
revisions. Revised performance measures, standards,
and baseline data shall be submitted along with the pre-

liminary legislative budget request.
Mistory.—s. 4, ch. 94-249.
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Performance-Based Program Budgeting (Continued)

216.0172 Schedule for submission of perform-
ance-based program budgets.—in order to implement
the provisions of chapter 34-249, Laws of Florida, state
agencies shall submit performance-based program
budgets for programs approved pursuant 10 . 216.0166
to the Executive Office of the Governor and the Legisla-
ture based on the following schedule:

(1) By September 1, 1984, for the 1995-1996 fiscal
year, two state agencies selected by the Governor, sub-
ject to the review and approval process pursuant to s.
216.177.

(2) By September 1, 1995, for the 1996-1997 fiscal
year:

(a) Department of Education (Community Colleges).

(b) Department of Health and Rehabilitative Ser-
vices (Alcohol, Drug Abuse, Mental Health).

(c) Department of Labor and Employment Security.

(d) Department of Law Enforcement.

(e) Department of Management Services.

(f) Division of Retirement.

(3) By September 1, 1996, for the 1997-1998 fiscal
year, by the following:

(a) Agency for Health Care Administration.

(b) Department of Education (State University Sys-
tem). .

(c) Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission.

(d) Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehi-
cles.

(e) Department of Revenue.

() Department of State.

(g) Department ot Transportation.

(4) By September 1, 1997, for the 1998-1999 fiscal
year, by the following:

(a) Department of Banking and Finance.

(b) Department ot Corrections. ’

(c) Department of Education (Public Schools).

(d) Department of Environmental Protection.

(e) Executive Office of the Governor.

(f) Department of Health and Rehabilitative Ser-
vices.

(g) Department of Legal Affairs.

(5) By September 1, 1998, for the 1999-2000 fiscal
year, by the following:

(a) Department of Agriculture and Consumer Ser-
vices.

(b) Department of Commerce.

(c) Department of Elderly Affairs.

(d) Department of the Lottery.

(e) Department of Military Affairs.

(6) By September 1, 1999, for the 2000-2001 fiscal
year, by the following:

(a) Division of Administrative Hearings.

(b) Department of Business and Professional Regu-
lation.

(c) Parole and Probation Commission.

(d) Public Service Commission.

(7) By September 1, 2000, for the 2001-2002 fiscal
year, by the following:

(a) Department of Citrus.

(b) Department of Community Affairs.

(c) Department of Insurance.

(d) Department of Veterans' Affairs.

(8) The schedule set forth in subsections (2) through
(7) may be amended by the Legislative Auditing Com-
mittee, the General Appropriations Act, or upon the rec-
ommendation of the Governor, which recommendation
is subject to the review and approval process provided

in s. 216.177.
History.—s. 7, ch. 94-249; s. 5. ch. 95-327.
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Community College System Performance Funding (Chapter 96-424, Laws of Florida)

COMMUNITY COLLEGES, DIVISION OF

172A AID TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
PERFORMANCE BASED INCENTIVES
FROM GENERAL REVENUE FUND . . . . . . . . 12,000,000

Funds in Specific Appropriation 172A shall be
distributed by the State Board of Community Colleges
as follows:

A. The sum of $5,000,000 shall be distributed among
the colleges based upon each college's pro-rata
share of the total absolute number of Associate of
Arts and Associate of Science Degree completers and
one half of the total number of certificate
completers for the 1995-96 academic year.

B. The sum of $5,000,000 shall be distributed among
the colleges based upon each college's pro-rata
share of the number of completers counted in A above
who: required remediation based on the College
Placement Test results (one point for each subject
area requiring remediation); each completer who
qualified as economically disadvantaged under

federal qualifications; was reported as disabled in
a federal classification of disabled; tested into
ENS or ESL; has passed a state job licensure exam;
and/or has been placed in a Jjob as identified
through using the state FETPIP data. Students may
be counted in more than one category.

C. The sum of $2,000,000 is to be distributed among
the colleges based upon each college's pro-rata
share of the number of Associate of Arts completers
who graduated with fewer than 72 total attempted
hours. In calculating hours attempted, the
following courses would be included:

1. any course which a student enrolls in at a
Florida public college or university and which is
nct a remedial level course, would count as
attempted credit hours:

2. Any credit hours accepted by the college as
transfer credit toward a degree from a Florida
private college or university or an out-of-state
college or university would be counted as an
attempted credit;

3. Any  Advanced Placement, dual enrollment,
International Baccalaureate, CLEP, departmental
credit, or life experience credit which is counted
toward the AA degree;

4. All credit hours over 12 hours of “English for
Non-Speakers (ENS)" or any ENS hours counted toward
the degree.
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State University System Performance Funding (Chapter 96-424, Laws of Florida)

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL ACTIVITIES

The funds in Specific Appropriations 190, 191, 192,
and 193 include $34,938,334 for fee waivers,

189 LUMP SUM .
INSTRUCTIONAL PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE FUND
FROM GENERAL REVENUE FUND . . . . . . . . 10,055,052

From the funds in Specific Appropriation 189, the
Board of Regents shall allocate to each university
its proportionate share of $5 million provided for a
new performance incentive program. Pursuant to
criteria developed and adopted by the Board of
Regents, each university shall budget and expend
these funds in 1996-1997 to implement its plan for
increased performance efficiency. By January 1,
1997, the Board of Regents shall report to the
Legislature the performance incentive plan for each
university and the amounts budgeted for each
component of the plan. No later than September 1,
1997, the Board of Regents shall determine the
performance efficiencies realized as a result of the
1996-1997 performance plans. The Board of Regents
shall adjust the 1997-1998 instruction and research
budget of any institution that did not realize its
performance plan. This reduction must be based on
the 1996-1997 performance-plan budget and the
proportion of the plan not achieved. Any funds
reduced from the instruction and research budget
shall be transferred to the Challenge Grant Matching
Trust Fund.

From the funds in Specific Appropriation 189, $3.0
million shall be used to continue the Instructional
Performance Incentive Fund established by the 1995
Legislature. The funds shall be used to recognize
the extent to which each university has met or
exceeded the teaching-and degree-productivity
targets established for the 1995-1996 year for the
following measures:

a. Course sections per faculty person-year

b. Course sections per faculty headcount

c. Class size

d. Student credit-hour productivity per faculty
person-year

e. Baccalaureate degrees per faculty person-year

The Board of Regents shall reserve a proportionate
share of the $3.0 million for allocation to each
university. Each university shall earn up to the
full amount of its share by documenting the extent
to which it has achieved the 1995-1996 targets. By
November 1, 1996, the Board of Regents shall report
to the Legislature on the allocation of these funds.
Any funds remaining unearned by any university must
be transferrad to the Challenge Grant Matching Trust
Fund and used to match major gifts for scholarships.
In determining the extent to which targets have been
achieved for each measure, a point system shall be
used. On each measure, a university may earn, for
each target achieved, one point, plus or minus 0.1
of a point for each percentage point by which the
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State University System Performance Funding (Chapter 96-424, Laws of Florida),
Continued

SPECIFIC
APPROPRIATION

target is exceeded or not fully met. The points
earned for each measure shall be summed. A
university earning a total of 5 or more points shall
receive the full amount of its reserved incentive
funding. If a university earns less than 5 points,
it shall be allocated a portion of its reserved
amount equal to the percentage of the 5 points that
it actually earned.

From the funds in Specific Appropriation 189,
$2,055,052 shall be used to establish a Public
Service Performance Incentive Fund to encourage
faculty involvement 1in public service activities
that meet critical state needs. On July 1, 1996,
each university shall receive its proportionate
share of these incentive funds. By October 1, 1996,
each university shall report to the Board of Regents
how these funds were allocated. The reports shall
include the following:

a. Specific activities or projects established
as university public service prioricies.

b. A description of procedures used to allocate
funds to specific faculty activities
and projects.

c. A description of the process to be used to
monitor and evaluate these activities by
September 1, 1997.
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D-9

Performance Indicators by Sector and Accountability Process

Accountability

Performance-Based
Program Budgeting

Incentive Funding

Employment rate of SUS grads employed in Florida.

SUS

Median annual earnings of SUS grads employed in Florida.

SUS

Number and percent of Florida employers satisfied with SUS grads.

SUS

Number and percent of former SUS grads satisfied with academic
preparation for economic, educational, and quality of life conditions.

SUS

Number and percent of grads passing licensure and certification exams.

SUS

Number and percent of SUS grads who go on to graduate school.

SUS

Economic impact of SUS institutions on surrounding communities and the
state.

SUS

Dollars infused into economy due to multiplier effect of SUS research
(Dept of Commerce data).

SUS

Ratio of externally funded research expenditures to total state-funded
faculty.

SUS

SUS

Number of scholarly publications by IFAS faculty and staff (IFAS).

SUS

Economic impact of IFAS research on surrounding communities and the
state (IFAS).

SUS

Dollars infused into the economy due to the multiplier effect of IFAS
research (IFAS).

SUS

Citations of scholarly works.

SUS

Measure of public satisfaction with public services provided.

SUS

Percent of extension customers applying information which improves
economic, environmental, or social well-being (IFAS).

SuUS

Percent of extension customers reporting extension programs helped meet
aneed or solved a problem (IFAS).

SuUS

Percent of extension customers who became certified (e.g., pesticide
applicator training, day care providers) (IFAS).

SUS

Average class section size.

SUS

SUS

Student credit hour productivity per ranked faculty personyear.

SUS

SUS

Course sections per ranked faculty personyear.

SUS

SUS

Planned enrollment compared to actual enrollment.

SUS

Qualified FTIC applicants admitted.

SUS

Florida community college AA applicants to SUS compared to those
admitted.

SUS

Limited access program applicants.

SUS

Undergraduate retention and graduation rates.

SUS

Percentage of students granted degrees in programs of 120 credit hours.

SUS

Average number of credit hours taken beyond degree.

SUS

Number of undergraduate degrees granted per state funded ranked faculty
personyear.

SUS

Number of undergraduate degrees granted in the various disciplines.

SUS

Public service activities of the state universities.

SUS

Average state funds expended for service by state universities.

SUS

Institutional support from sources other than lottery and general revenue.

SUS

Course sections per faculty headcount.

SUS

Baccalaureate degrees per faculty personyear.

SUS

AA, AS, and certificate completers.

DCC

DCC

Completers who are economically disadvantaged, disabled, ENS or ESL,
passed a state job licensure exam, or were placed in field.

DCC

DCC

AA grads who completed with fewer than 72 total attempted SCH.

DCC

DCC

AA, AS, and certificate program retention and success rates.

DCC

GPA performance of AA grads in the SUS.

DCC

State licensure pass rate.

DCC

DCC

Job placement of vocational grads.

DCC

DCC

College Prep success -- reading, writing, and math.

DCC

CLASS pass rates.

DCC
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APPENDIX E

ANALYSIS OF INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS'
ACCOUNTABILITY REPORTS

SUMMARY OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES OF FLORIDA
INDICATOR 12 SUMMARY: CONSTITUTENTS'
ASSESSMENT OF QUALITY

SUMMARY OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES OF FLORIDA
INDICATOR 5: STATE FUNDING FOR ACADEMIC
PROGRAM CONTRACTS
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Postsecondary Accountability Review

SELECTED FLORIDA INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
AVERAGE CREDIT HOURS TO GRADUATE, FALL 1991 COHORT

TABLE 5

Credit Hrours to Graduate No. of
Students
Per Catalog Actual* Graduating
Barry University 120 131.9 67
Bethune-Cookman College 130 133.8 87
Clearwater Christian College 128 134.1 22
Eckerd College 126 132.1 171
Embry-Riddle University 126 136.0 22
Flagler College 120 121.0 133
Florida Memorial College 124 131.4 62
Florida Southern College 124 129.8 142
Florida Institute of Technology**
Jacksonville University 128.4 135.9 119
Lynn University 124.9 125.1 58
Nova Southeastern University 123.2 122.6 27
Palm Beach Atlantic College 128 133.0 43
Ringling School of Art & Design 124 124.0 69
Rollins College 117 125.0 229
Saint Leo College 122 127.7 44
St. Thomas University 123.5 130.1 39
Stetson University 126.3 132.1 204
University of Miami 120.4 127.8 710
University of Tampa 124 128.5 90
Warner Southern College 128 128.0 5
Webber College 122 122.2 31
Statewide Average 124.6 129.0 2374

Notes: * Entries represent weighted averages over 21 majors, weighted by the number of students
graduating in each major. Data are only reported for graduates with information available

by major.
** Data not reported.

Summary: - Average graduation requirements at the reporting institutions ranged from 117 credit hours at
Rollins College to 130 credit hours at Bethune-Cookman.
- At 18 of the 21 reporting institutions students on average took more credit hours than were
necessary to graduate according to their catalogs.
-However, on average they only took 4.4 extra hours.
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Postsecondary Education Planning Commission

TABLE 8

SELECTED FLORIDA INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
TRANSFER STUDENT ACCESS TO UPPER DIVISION, FALL 1995 COHORT

No. immediately % immediately
AA Transfers admitted to degree admitted to degree
Admitted* program of choice program of choice
Barry University 119 112 94%
Bethune-Cookman College N/A
Clearwater Christian College N/A
Eckerd College 21 21 100%
Embry-Riddle University N/A
Flagler College 8 8 100%
Florida Memorial College 32 32 100%
Florida Southern College 52 52 100%
Florida Institute of Technology 24 24 100%
Jacksonville University N/A
Lynn University 6 6 100%
Nova Southeastern University 94 94 100%
Palm Beach Atlantic College 100%
Ringling School of Art & Design 8 8 100%
Rollins College 70 70 100%
Saint Leo College 29 29 100%
St. Thomas University 32 32 100%
Stetson University**
University of Miami 59 59 100%
University of Tampa 24 24 100%
‘Warner Southern College 29 29 100%
Webber College 3 3 100%
Total 610 603 99%

Notes: * Includes only AA transfers from Florida community colleges with whom the institution has
an articulation agreement.
** Data not reported.

Summary: - Statewide all but seven of 610 AA transfer students were immediately admitted into the degree
program of their choice, and all seven of the exceptions were at Barry University.
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E-10 Postsecondary Education Planning Commission

TABLE 10

SELECTED FLORIDA INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
AVERAGE UNDERGRADUATE COURSE SECTION SIZES, FALL 1995

Total No. Total No. Mean
Seats Filled Sections Section Size

Barry University 12,438 703 17.6
Bethune-Cookman College 7,526 495 15

Clearwater Christian College 2,975 144 20.7
Eckerd College 5,454 298 18.3
Embry-Riddle University 16,890 690 24.5
Flagler College 6,403 303 21.1
Florida Memorial College 6,852 413 17

Florida Southern College 7,836 420 18.7
Florida Institute of Technology 5,683 270 21

Jacksonville University 8,987 609 14.8
Lynn University 5,103 247 20.1
Nova Southeastern University 11,253 662 16

Palm Beach Atlantic College 10,243 609 16.8
Ringling School of Art & Design 3,867 204 18.9
Rollins College 7,759 485 16

Saint Leo College 7,283 467 15.6
St. Thomas University 4,023 241 16.7
Stetson University 8,470 581 14.6
University of Miami 38,945 1,659 23.5
University of Tampa 7,426 424 17.5
Warner Southern College 2,529 170 14.9
Webber College 2,110 102 20.7
Total 190,055 10,196 18.6

Summary: - Average section size is quite small at all independent institutions, with a statewide
average of less than 20.
- Only seven institutions had an average section size over 20, and none were over 25.
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TABLE 12

SELECTED FLORIDA INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
ACADEMIC PROGRAMS SEEKING SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION
OR RE-ACCREDITATION IN 1994-95 AND OUTCOMES

Outcomes
Cond.
Institution Program(s) Approved | Approved | Pending Denied
Barry University Physical Ed. X
Bethune-Cookman College Continuing Ed. X
Clearwater Christian College None
Eckerd College None
Embry-Riddle University Aviation Bus. Adm. X
Aviation Maint. Mgmt. X
Mgmt. Technical Operations X
Flagler College None
Florida Memorial College None
Florida Southern College*
Florida Institute of Technology Aeronautics X
Psychology X
Engineerinﬁgj * X
Chemistry X
Science Ed. X
Jacksonville University [None
Lynn University Physical Therapy Asst. X
Nova Southeastern University Teacher Ed. X
Legal Assistnant X
Palm Beach Atlantic College (None
Ringling School of Art & Design Interior Design X
Rollins College None
Saint Leo College [None
St. Thomas University None
Stetson University Education X
Business X
Accounting X
University of Miami Chemistry X
Psychology X
Architecture X
Teacher Ed. X
University of Tampa Sports Management X
Elementary Ed. X
Warner Southern College None
Webber College [None
Total Programs 23 18 1 4 0

Notes: * Data not reported.
** Includes Chemical, Civil, Computer, Mechanical, Electrical, and Ocean Engineering.

Summary: -In 1994-95 10 institutions had programs that sought specialized accreditation or re-accreditation for a
total of 23 academic programs.
- Of all of these programs, none were denied. Nineteen programs were approved (one conditionally)
and four applications were still pending. '
- The most common programs seeking accreditation were some form of education program.
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INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES OF FLORIDA
ACCOUNTABILITY REPORT

Indicator 12 Summary: Constituents’ Assessments of Quality

1. Accreditation

All institutions in ICUF must be accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
(SACS). Five of the universities listed this as a measure of quality.

Some universities also had academic programs that sought accreditation or re-accreditation
during the 1994-95 academic year. Of the 20 programs in this category, 15 were approved, 1
was conditionally approved, and 4 were still pending as of the spring of 1996 (according to data
provided by Indicator 11). There were no programs which were denied accreditation.

II. Recognition in Publications

Three ICUF institutions that submitted accountability reports did not answer Indicator 12. Of the
seventeen colleges and universities that did, eight used recognition in U.S. News and World
Report’s “Outstanding Colleges in America” as a measure of quality. These institutions are
listed below.

Clearwater Christian College
Eckerd College

Flagler College

Lynn University

Ringling School of Art and Design
Rollins College

University of Miami

Webber College

Jacksonville University and Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University listed recognition in other
publications. Four universities listed specific academic programs that had been recognized in
various other publications.
III. Survey Results
Instructions in the ICUF Reporting Manual for responding to Indicator 12 read:

“Results of student, alumni, or employer surveys may also be summarized. For any

survey cited, please include a one paragraph description of who was surveyed, when the
survey was conducted, methodology, and response rate.”
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Only two institutions, Ringling School of Art and Design and St. Leo College, actually followed
these directions. Three other institutions mentioned surveys as a measure that they use for
accountability, but included either very few methodological details or none at all.

In general, institutions approached Indicator 12 very differently. Some other approaches
institutions took highlighted their large number of accredited academic programs, their service to
the community, or faculty and alumni accomplishments.



E-15

Postsecondary Accountability Review

OV¥4 8y} Joj a|qibi|a Jou ale sjuedionled joesjuo) :dJ0N,

880°L $

GGlL'gec'Ll $

826'GlL

juepn)g Jad

papliemy juy

pepiemy jJunowy |ejol

Sjuspms JO #

+G6-7661 JueID SS8IIY Juspisay epliod

e

155 oLaydSOUY/SULElN OUd

e
o

. ${ - $
y€8'C $ | 9¢2's6¢ $ DuisinN S
L1£9 $ | €00°8€E $ BuISINN Sg
206'Cl $ | 292°29¢ $ Seoualog [edipawolg ayd
Gy9'C $ | 08108 $ "bu3 buunjoejnue/ pul
G161 $ | G8L'98 $ Bunaeuibus [edlpawolg SN
LyL'9 $ [ zzz'v. $ Buleaulbu3 [ein}os)iyoly Iwel Jo Alisianiun
Z00'Y $ ] €601 $ KBojoyred yoaads
192'S $ | 80v'L6G $¢] oL} salpn}s [e1aqi]| "N ulsjseayinog EAON
GGe'e $ | 96¥'0L s 1z uoneonp3 ‘pyd Ageq/ws|3 ‘
TLL'E ¢ | 808'2S $ 142 Bununoooy|  8bsj0) uisyinog 14
926'6 $ | 80v'6L $ 8 uoljeodnp3 aduaRg
|m.mm.® $ | Lee’Lop $ 144 Buuesuibu3| Abojouyds] jo ‘Jsuj 14
999y $]91eL0lL $ 144 SISAN Ho4 ‘MSIN
18G°C $ | 09G°€61 $ 74 saloys IwelN ‘MSIN
Tl0'L $ | 2G6°061 $ JX4 PuisinN S9 Ajisianun Aueg
juepnys Jad papiemy sjuapn}s Jo # weiboid uonnysu|
papJemy juy Juy |ejo L

66-7661 ‘SLSOD SLOVILNOD WVHO0Ud JINIAVIV




Postsecondary Accountability Review

APPENDIX F

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
PERFORMANCE PROFILE
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PERFORMANCE PROFILE

This performance profile of the State University System (SUS), Community College System
(CCS), and independent sector is organized to reflect each sector’s current status and where
available, progress, in addressing the statewide priorities of quality of undergraduate education,
access/diversity, and productivity. The priority areas represent the common performance goals
or planning priorities contained in the State Comprehensive Plan, Postsecondary Education
Planning Commission’s Master Plan, and the SUS and CCS Strategic Plans.

Access/Diversity
Access - The most significant problem confronting the State University System for the period of
this Master Plan, and even more so during the following five year period, is the diminishing

capability of the System to provide Florida’s citizens adequate access to higher education.
State University System.

Diversity - To maximize use of our State’s human resources, postsecondary education must
respond to the diversity of our population. Institutions must provide greater opportunity for all
students to achieve to their fullest potential through changes in the curriculum as well as through
diversification of their faculty and students.

Postsecondary Education Planning Commission.

Possible indicators:

» SUS:
- Qualified FTIC applicants admitted (Accountability Objective 3a)
- 4 and 6 year retention and graduation rates for FTIC students (Accountability Objective 7)

- 2 and 3 year retention and graduation rates for community college AA transfers
(Accountability Objective 7)

« CCS:
- Access and Equity Measure (CCS Accountability Report, pp. 13-14)

- Fall Headcount Enrollment History and Minority Headcount Enrollment History, (Figs. A & B,
CCS Fact Book)

* ICUF:

- Four year retention and graduation rate; can disaggregate for minority students as well
(Accountability Measure #6)

Quality of Undergraduate Education

Improvement in the quality of undergraduate education remains the Board of Regents’ primary
goal.

Board of Regents.
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Strengthen the quality of programs and curricula among community colleges. Community
colleges should expand postsecondary vocational and workforce training programs, strengthen
the curricula and competencies in these programs to reflect up-to-date employment requirements,
establish Centers of Technology Innovation in partnership with public and private entities,
continue to improve the Associate of Arts programs, strengthen international and multicultural
components of the curricula, and expand the use of technology in instruction.

State Board of Community Colleges.

Possible indicators:

» SUS:
- Licensure exam pass rates (SUS Accountability Report)

* CCS:

- Licensure pass rates (CCS Accountability Report, p. 12)

- GPA performance of AA graduates who go on to the SUS (CCS Accountability Report, pp. 7-
8)

- Placement of AS completers in training-related occupation (CCS Accountability Report, p. 11)

- Measure of CLAST success for AA students with 60+ SCH (CCS Accountability Report, p. 6)

« ICUF:
- Undergraduate students' contact with senior faculty (ICUF Accountability Report)
- Average section size (ICUF Accountability Report)

Productivity

Educating more students with limited resources is an essential step in dealing with the dual issues
of quality and access. As claims upon state tax revenues outside the postsecondary budget
increase and as the number of students seeking higher education also increases, postsecondary
education needs to become productive in different ways than in the past. Postsecondary
Education Planning Commission.

Strengthen and provide leadership in institutional effectiveness, accountability, and local control.
Community colleges should support the use of effectiveness indicators developed by the Task
Force on Accountability, embrace the criteria for accreditation and emphasis on institutional
effectiveness as outlined by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, develop
institutional effectiveness plans and use the results to develop quality improvement at the college
level, and establish mechanisms to measure the achievement of Master Plan.

State Board of Community Colleges.

Possible indicators:

» SUS:

- increase in course sections per faculty person-year, 1992-93 to 1994-95 (SUS Accountability
Report)

- increase in baccalaureate degrees per faculty person-year, 1992-93 to 1994-95 (SUS
Accountability Report)
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* CCS:
- AA (and/or AS) retention rate (This is defined as the number of AA-degree seeking students in

cohort who had graduated or were still enrolled in good standing after four years (CCS
Accountability Report.)

- Number and percent of AA degree-seeking students completing AA degree within 72 SCH
(Performance Funding data)

* ICUF:

- Percent of ranked faculty teaching 12 or more credit hours per semester (ICUF Accountability
Report)



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

