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1. We reviewed a number of resources (see below) and the Draft ICAS Principles for Identifying and Using Accountability Measures document.

2. We recommend adding additional context to the principles statement, perhaps in the form of a preamble.  Some issues discussed for inclusion in the statement include:

· No problem in being held accountable, but done with care and realization that higher education outcomes are determined by multiple factors. 

· Metrics need to be tested before they become policy drivers.  

· Measure effectiveness, not only efficiency.  

· Faculty concerned about potential unintended consequences:  lowering standards, restricting admission

· Encouraging race to the bottom degree quality

· Driving down funding per student inversely related to quality of services and opportunities?

· Term to use:  Performance measures versus accountability metrics?

· Efficiency vs effectiveness

· Role in budgeting/funding; Encouraging quality over quantity

· What is the goal/optimal level, e.g., graduation rate? 

· Who is the audience for this document?

3. Comments on DRAFT principles included below.

4. We recommend ICAS consider inviting government relations staff to discuss current status in budget planning, legislation such as SB 195 (Liu) at our next meeting. 

Resources

Academic Senate of the California Community Colleges. (1998). Performance based funding: A faculty critique and action agenda.  Includes seven resolutions and an extensive report by ASCCC Educational Policies Committee.

California Community Colleges (2013).  Student Success Scorecard.  Performance measurement system established by CCC Board of Governors that tracks student success at community colleges.

Intersegmental Committee of the Academic Senates. (December, 2011).  Educational Standards and Accountability.  

National Conference of State Legislatures.  Postsecondary education. Website provides documents on higher education accountability prepared for the California State Legislature in December 2012 and design tips for states interested in performance based funding dated February 2013.

National Governors Association.  (n.d.).  Complete to Compete.  Website provides a series of reports and briefing papers spanning a number of years on higher education accountability systems.
Comments on DRAFT principles from June meeting
1. The development of an effective accountability system for California higher education requires close consultation with and collaboration among the three segments, government, and other stakeholders. 

2. New performance measures should build on the extensive accountability measures and processes already in place at the segments to minimize cost. 

3. Performance measures should be tailored to reflect the individual missions of each higher education segment, the distinct roles of their faculties, and the different student populations they serve.

4. Performance measures should measure what the respective segments value, not value what can be measured. In other words, they must be rooted in the goals of each segment, appropriate for the student bodies they serve. [seems redundant to #3]
5. Performance measures should account for reduced class availability and faculty hiring that are the result of six years of state budget cuts and the need for robust full time faculty to achieve higher targets. [is this too specific in referencing “six years…” to be a principle?] 
6. Performance measures that tie a narrow set of outcomes to punitive budget actions may create unintended incentives for campuses to take actions that improve their metrics at the expense of reduced quality or reduced access for under-represented or less-prepared students needing more assistance to be successful. Principle or preamble?  
7. Performance measures should be consistent with national reporting standards to ensure that achievement and progress can be compared with national benchmarks through established methodologies. Comment:  See resources from NGA and NCSL.
8. Performance measures should take into consideration long-term trends and track improvements the segments have made over time. Set realistic goals (do they REALLY want a 100% graduation rate and 100% pass rate?)
9. Performance measures should account for students whose educational progress differs from “standard” patterns for sound academic, financial or logistical reasons and who need flexibility to achieve their goals. 

10. Performance measures should recognize that the California higher education segments educate a larger number and proportion of low-income, first-generation, part-time, in-state and other student populations than public universities in other states. 

11. Performance measures should account for external factors that influence the segments’ ability to achieve certain outcomes, such as the preparation of entering students.  Also funding provided by state?  To what extent do we control the majors selected by students?
12. Performance measures should be independent of each other. (Graduation and retention rates are highly related.)  

