Performance Report Subcommittee Meeting 5_21_2001

· Please note that the next meeting is: Monday June 25, 2001

· Please note that proposed action items are noted in bold and underline.

· Consultation participants were reminded to r.s.v.p. to meetings to ensure adequate seats and lunches.

Budget Update

We started the meeting with Rich Petrick giving an update on the budget negotiations. He discussed the current cut for FY 2001 ($19M). The cut for FYs 2002 and 2003 recommended by the senate to move $s from Access Challenge to the State Share of Instruction is being opposed by OBR, it redistributes funds from the 2 year to the 4 year sector. The legislature decided to cut Access because it has had substantial increases in recent years. Term limits probably exacerbate this problem.

Campus representatives wondered if the Performance Report of 2000 has had a negative effect in our budget negotiations. Rich said no. 

The Senate has also proposed a subcommittee to study the State Share of Instruction formula. 

The Chancellor's message that higher education feeds the state's economy is getting through to the legislature.

Introduction

Rob Sheehan reviewed the handouts. He presented a general picture that in Ohio, compared to the nation, tuition is high, financial aid is low, and we need to adequately and accurately describe the cost of education (the campus cost experience) in the next performance report. A campus representative volunteered that NACUBO is sponsoring a standard cost collection. It is The Cost of College Project and Greg Fusco is the contact. 

Report of other meetings

Rob met with the regional deans. They valued the reports and suggested that we calculate faculty load at campus level.

Rob also met with the university provosts. The Provosts are concerned that we should not be “over-reaching” in the performance report.

We have not yet met with independent campuses but the AICUO is in process of scheduling such a meeting. However, we do note that some of the drafts currently being reviewed include independent campus data.

The OACC Performance committee suggested we consider student acquisition of 30 semester hours as a valuable outcome to include along with associate degree graduation rates. We are in process of seeking such data to determine their value. (See below for much discussion of this.) 

Graduation Rates Report

Action Item: We will request IPEDS data for both Associate and Baccalaureate degrees early next week and encourage use of the CT capability.

OACC asked for a performance report on students who complete 30 semester credit hours. Action Item: We have developed a method to collect data on this cohort by modifying the Cohort Tracking facility for this purpose. We debated if the 30-hour achievement represents ½ of an Associate degree. We should describe it as persistence rather than completion. One participant suggested that the 30-hour cohort may be of value to the access campuses in the 4-year sector, but there did not appear to be strong support for this suggestion at the consultation. It was pointed out that many 2-year schools do not focus on degrees, making progress toward academic achievement should be noted. We wondered if GPA should be a factor and suggested considering predicted graduation rates. Also, apply the at risk test to the 30 credit hour cohort.

Report on Certification and Licensure

We are interacting with various agencies about getting independently verified licensure and certification results for Ohio’s college students and graduates. We have many contacts from the 2-year sector, thanks to input from the campus representatives. We need some more input on 4-year licensure, e.g. C.P.A. Teacher certification tests are being developed. DOE will produce a report on this for Ohio’s teachers.

Employment Outcomes

There was concern with the 2000 report that we understated “lifetime salaries”, as well as the difference between salaries for associate graduates and Bac. Graduates by focusing on salaries 2 quarters following graduation. Action Item: For 2001, we will measure salary 2 – 3 years after graduation. It was also suggested that the salary differences are more by field of study than level of degree. We intend to obtain salary data for Choice recipients following receipt of Choice funding with rank of Senior for cohorts matching the public school sector. 
We discussed the new ODJFS query that will be able to return unit-record employment data to campuses for their own graduates and enrolled students. Action Item: This query capability is expected to be made available within one week.

We discussed the special effort for Cleveland State to obtain salary information for their graduates who pre-date HEI. Other schools were invited to submit similar lists.

For 2001 we are considering a roll up of Subject Code to Subject Field and Discipline Area rather than using the “Common Subject”, and we reviewed a version of the 2000 report with this aggregation. Action Item: There was a suggestion that Allied Health is a better Subject Field name than Other Medicine. Additionally, we have (since the meeting) decided to combine the Subject Fields OPTOMETRY (OD)

and Optometry into a single Subject Field Optometry. Finally we have decided to change Subject Code 510805, PHARMACY TECHNICIAN/ASSISTANT, to the Pharmacy Subject Field, from Other Medicine, or Allied Health.

Action Item: We will compute the estimated median annual income and compare this to the average to determine the most appropriate statistic. Further, we will exclude graduates who return to school full time (12 or more hours) in addition to having an assumed full time job. We could also exclude students with an assumed full time job before they graduate, in order to come closer to starting salaries. We observed that some salaries in medicine might be low due to proprietorship or residency. Some salaries may not be starting salaries, for students who were working when they graduated. 

We discussed a report of salaries for graduates who were OIG eligible, i.e. at risk. This is a handout that is not in the Performance Reports. 

In our data exchange with OBJFS, the scope of employment is expected to expand beyond Ohio within the next 6-12 months.

Peak Facilities Utilization
We handed out a report showing peak utilization and discussed it. Action Item: We will report only peak utilization and not averages. We will also draft the number of hours that facilities are used and share this for the consultation at the next meeting.

Multi Year Data
We discussed the use of data for multiple years for the diversity report as well as the report of faculty characteristics of the teachers of first year students. If there is not significant change from year to year, we need not show multi years in a primary report but can have links to tables with multi-year data. We noted the decrease in older students from year to year. It was suggested that we show plots of the changes. In the context of students and parents using the report, the longitudinal dimension is not needed. Longitudinal data helps with new legislators. In the report of the Rank of instructors teaching first year students, we may want to combine some of the Ranks. We noted a significant shift between the Ranks of Lecturer and Other between AU 1998 and AU 1999. We discussed combining these into a single category after we identify if a data anomaly has occurred.

Spreadsheets

Action Item: We need to move printed versions of the reports back to the spreadsheets we show on the WWW. We noted that 0% infers 0 when it may represent a small, non-zero, number. Show sector averages imbedded in the detail. 

Purpose of the report

A campus representative suggested we need a list of items or topics for the reports. Then we can decide the reports we need and compare them to the list.

Rob suggested that for the 2001 report we have added some topics not in the 2000 report, i.e. financial aid, and faculty activities. In addition we want to keep the focus on the first year experience and employment outcomes. The Governor has requested focus on distance education and technology. We may try to defer this based on a statewide consultation. Action Item: Since the consultation we have decided to respond positively to the Governor’s interest in this area and include in the Performance Report data reflecting the distance education that is being coordinated through OLN.

Prior to the next meeting we will distribute a list of topics that represent the focus of the 2001 reports.

Faculty Activities
The Governor has asked for a performance report on this. The faculty load report is in response to a request from a campus. Faculty activity data in the HEI unit record data do not reflect faculty activity beyond teaching courses. It was recommended that for the performance report we use data from the faculty surveys. The purpose of these surveys was a means of replacing unit record data about faculty activities other than teaching courses. Action Item: We will not include HEI derived faculty load estimates in the next Performance Report.
Graduation Rate
We discussed the issue of transfer out; do we add them to the numerator (of graduation rate) or just take them out of the base (denominator)? A combined transfer out plus graduation is an outcome. We will explore options here when we have these data from campuses.

Diversity

A suggestion was to add baseline data about population in the service area of 2-year schools. Then we noted that this doesn’t reflect the population of students available to the 2-year school. Action Item: We will attempt to include relevant census data at the time the written report is drafted.

Characteristics of the instructors of first year students
We wondered about whom is reported as the instructor for certain classes in the ST file. We also wondered if we have sufficient data for a diversity report for faculty.

Mobility

We discussed a data anomaly with Choice students. Since Choice is for full time students only, a student who is full time at one independent institution and part time at another, will not appear as mobile or concurrent, thus understating mobility. We noted an error in the column heading of a printed report.

We discussed the difference between transfer and just taking courses at another institution. It was suggested that the non-transfer variety should not be called mobility. It was suggested that we require two or more terms elsewhere in order to be considered mobile, or exclude summer enrollments. We will take these suggestions under advisement. 

We noted the anomaly of Rio Grande being both a public 2-year and independent 4-year.

GPA vs Mobility

It was suggested that we identify the statistical significance in the differences in GPAs of the cohorts shown in this report. We discussed the importance of the report to the 2-year sector. There is a perception that students can't successfully move from 2 to 4 year schools. It was suggested that we take out the branches. It was pointed out that these GPAs are a measure of the student in that only the successful students attempt the transfer. We discussed orienting the report to the sending school and including transfers from 4 to 2. If we try to report detail at the institution level for both from and to, we will have many “small n” cases. It was suggested that we report some of the difficulties students have in transferring from 2 to 4, e.g. no program available. We will take these suggestions under advisement.

Persistence of FTFTDSFR

It was suggested that the data representing the number of freshmen Choice students compared to freshmen Choice students who have previous enrollments is incorrect; too many freshmen Choice students who have previous enrollments. We will invesitigate this suggestion.

Degrees Awarded

Action Item: We should take the transfer module out of the table with associate degrees. In light of statewide inconsistency in electronic recording of TM certificates, we agreed to exclude the TM from the report. We wondered why there were so many more TMs at 4-year schools than 2 year. We discussed including technical certificates.

Remediation

There is confusion about the history of the definition of remedial. Also, institutions differ in their policy regarding remediation; some advise, some insist. We discussed the need to get remediation statistics from HEI consistent with the old FE report. We discussed a need for a remediation report both for recent high school graduates and for older students. Action Item: We will prepare a report for campuses to summarize the available data and ask for data corrections before proceeding with the next Performance Report. Note: That report has been drafted and will be circulated to campuses with a few days.

ACT Report

Change the column name from % on ACT to % with ACT. We need to distribute the definition of urban school districts as well as the other categories. We should include the private category in the printed report. Action Item: We noted problems associated with showing the average ACT score (vs. percentage of students in middle half range) and agreed to not present average ACT scores in the Performance Report. 

FAFSA

We wondered why there are so many low-income students in the 2-year sector who do not apply for aid through FAFSA. It was suggested that the students are put off by the prospect of a loan; loans are for cars, not for higher education. Don’t give the government any information. Some students won’t even call 911. Many 2-year sector students are late enrollees. There may be a timing issue. 

Class Size

Action Item: We accepted the recommendation to defer this report until 2002, in order to use the CS data for AU 2001.

Non Credit Work Force Training

This report focuses on individuals being served, employers being served and satisfaction of both.

We are investigating data on return on investment from the perspective of the employer.

Campus representatives reported that 4 year schools have considerable activities similar to Work Force Training, only named, and funded, differently, e.g. continuing education, management training etc.

Research
We were advised to include this topic in the 2001 report.

Next meeting Monday 6/25/2001.
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