INTRODUCTION

The Council of University Presidentsis pleased to present to the Commission on Higher Education, the Governor, the
Legidature and the citizens of New Mexicoitsfirst annual Performance Effectiveness Report. Thisreport resultsfrom
ayear-long process to design a Performance Effectiveness Plan for New Mexico’'s six universities. Our long-range
objectiveisto report on how well our universities are meeting statewide performance expectations. We anticipate that
focusing university and public attention on the quality indicators contained in the plan will promote the improvement
of higher education in New Mexico and the achievement of our performance goals. We also envision our effortsasa
component of an overall statewide processfor reporting on the performance effectiveness of New Mexico’ sinstitutions
of higher education. Anoverall statewide process shouldincludeour joint performancereporting on measurescommon
to all six universities, a more extensive mission-specific reporting from each individual university, and performance
effectiveness reporting by New Mexico's public two-year colleges.

This 1998 report addresses the performance of our universities on a limited number of the identified performance
expectations, sinceit is confined to those measures for which appropriate data already existed at the institutional level.
The Council of University Presidents Performance Effectiveness Plan is till under development. The 1999
Performance Effectiveness Report will contain a significantly wider range of performance measures as the design for
new measures is completed and additional data are collected.

BACKGROUND AND PROCESS

In the spring of 1998, the Council of University Presidents pledged its commitment to amajor accountability initiative,
the development of an accountability or performance effectiveness plan for New Mexico’ s universities. The Council,
consisting of the presidents of the six public universitiesin New Mexico, appointed atask force of representativesfrom
the six universities to design and oversee implementation of this accountability initiative. At each stage of the
development process the task force has reported back to the Council of University Presidents for suggestions and
approval. The Council has approved both the Performance Effectiveness Plan and the first annual Performance
Effectiveness Report included in this document.

Thedevelopment of our Performance Effectiveness Plan began with areview of accountability plansin other statesand
university systems, their experienceswith theimplementation of these plansand their assessments of the feasibility and
usefulness of the wide range of performance measures considered or selected. It isclear that performance reporting in
higher education is both afocus of attention across the nation and a still-evolving process. Many accountability plans
implemented in other states have already fallen by the wayside, often because they were too cumbersome or provided
information which was detailed but not meaningful in addressing core higher education purposes or significant policy
issues. Asaresult, effortsexpended on accountahility activitiesoften did not contribute to the ultimate goal --improving
higher education. Our planning for accountability has benefitted from the experiences, both good and bad, of others.

In devel oping our Performance Effectiveness Plan we havetried toreflect core purposesand valuesfor higher education
aswell as statewide concerns regarding higher education in New Mexico. We have identified quality indicators that
address both performance areas common to all six universities and additional performance areas selected by each
university to recognize its unique institutional mission, clientele and institutional priorities in meeting the needs of its
students and region. In doing so, our focus has been, first, on our instructional missions and then on other components
of our universities missions.

After identifying a common set of indicators of university quality and effectiveness, we considered the selection of
appropriate performance measures. As the result of our review of accountability system successes and failures
elsewhere, each proposed performance measure was reviewed on the basis of such criteria as whether the measure was
clearly definable, measurable, obtainable, meaningful, easily understood and useful. Whether data were available for
a proposed performance measure was not a criterion for inclusion but did determine whether the measure could be



reported in the 1998 report or would be delayed until available in 1999 or 2000. Over time some of the performance
measuresincluded in the plan may change as performance expectations are met in some areas and adjustmentsare made
to reflect other state needs and issues.

Thisdocument presentsa Performance Effectiveness Plan and reporting system which can benefit the state, our students
and our universities. We believethis process of accounting for our universities performance and achievement of goals
can make a difference in improving higher education and its ability to respond to New Mexico's educational needs.

THE PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS PLAN OF
NEW MEXICO’S UNIVERSITIES

Quality Indicators. The Council of University Presidents has identified aset of commonly agreed-upon indicators of
university quality and effectiveness. Theseindicatorscan be used to measurethe progressof New Mexico’ suniversities
in meeting statewide performance expectationsfor higher education. Focusing university and public attention on these
quality indicators will promote the improvement of higher education and the achievement of our performance goals.
These indicators of university quality and effectiveness include:
Accessible and affordable university education
Student progress and success in our universities
Academic quality and a quality learning environment
Effective and efficient use of resources
Discovery and sharing of knowledge, research and innovation throughout New Mexico
Quiality of research and creative activity
Serviceto New Mexicans
Economic impact

Performance Measures Common to All Six Universities. For each of the first four quality indicators listed above,
acommon set of performance measures has been selected to provide a means by which each of our universities can
demonstrate its performance level. Although we are using common performance measures, each ingtitution’s
performance level will reflect its unique institutional mission, students and other stakeholders, and the program and
service mix it has developed in response to state and regional needs. In future years each institution can also use these
measures in setting goals for performance improvement in areas of institutional priority and concern.

The performance measures on which al universitieswill report have been identified below as either “fast-track” or “to
be developed.” The fast-track measures are those which the six universities are reporting in this first December 1998
report. The measuresfor which datado not currently exist will require definition and data collection during the coming
year. Reporting on these measures will begin as soon as data are available, either in December 1999 or 2000.

l. Accessible and Affordable University Education

Fast-track

¢ Tuition/required fee rates; comparative data on regional peers and per capitaincome
¢ Financial aid awarded and unmet student financial need

¢ Enrollment by race/ethnicity; comparative data on HS graduates, ACT takers

To Be Developed



¢ Transfer students from NM 2-yr colleges, including branches—in cooperation with Commission on
Higher Education

1. Student Progress and Student Success

Fast-track
¢ Freshman persistence rates — fall to fall terms
¢ Graduation ratesat X years, together with those still enrolled (to include graduation ratesfor students

in certificate and associate degree programsif an integral part of the institutional mission)
To Be Developed

¢ Transfer student completers
¢ Placement rates of graduates — employment and continuation of education

1. Academic Quality and a Quality Learning Environment

Fast-track

¢ Faculty/staff profile — race/ethnicity, percent faculty with terminal degrees, comparative data on
faculty salaries

¢ Percent student credit hours taught by tenured/tenure-track faculty

¢ External accreditation

To Be Developed

¢ Faculty role/contributions

¢ Student satisfaction with undergraduate experience

¢ Alumni assessment of ingtitutional quality

¢ Employers' satisfaction with NM university graduates

V. Effective and Efficient Use of Resources

Fast-track

¢ Primary mission (instruction, research, public service) as percent of Educational and Generd
expenditures; comparative data on peers

¢ Institutional support (administrative costs) as percent of Educational and General expenditures,
comparative data on peers

To Be Developed

¢ Flagging of all low enrollment/low degree programs — in cooperation with Commission on Higher
Education
¢ Space utilization — in cooperation with Commission on Higher Education

Mission-Specific Institutional Reporting. For threeof theindicatorsof university quality and effectiveness, university
priorities and performance are dependent on the mission of each institution, the populationsit serves and the resulting
undergraduate and graduate programs and services it provides. Thus, for these indicators the performance measures
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will beuniqueto eachinstitution. The development of these mission-specific measures and related university reporting
on performance will begin with the December 1999 report. The mission-specific quality indicators are:

V.

VI.

VII.

Quality of Research and Creative Activity
Research collaborationinareassuch astheenvironment; natural resources; high-technology materials; teaching
excellence; cultural, performing and studio arts.

Service to New Mexicans
Mission-specific programs and specia projects in areas such as cooperative extension, distance education,
extractive industries, health care, K-16 partnerships and business devel opment.

Economic Impact
Universities’ economicimpact in areassuch asgraduates’ earning power, research grants and research support
to the public and private sectors.

In addition, each university will develop an ingtitutional “profile” on its mission, students and other stakeholders. An
abbreviated institutional profile has been prepared by each university for thisfirst performance report.

In future years universities also may develop additional mission-specific measures to demonstrate institutional
performance goals and priorities not adequately covered in the common reporting measures on indicators of access,
student success, quality and efficiency.

Implementation Schedule.

Overall Performance Effectiveness Plan
August, 1998 Complete design, process and implementation schedule

Reporting on Performance Measures Common to All Universities

A. Fast-track: data already available
September, 1998 Agree on definitions, sources and reporting formats
December, 1998 Report on performance measures if data available

B. Development of new performance measures
May, 1999 Design and initiate to-be-devel oped performance measures

December, 1999-2000 Begin reporting as data become available

December, 1999-2000 Identify individual institutional performance goals

1999 and beyond Report annually on performance measures and institutions
progressin achieving goals

Mission-specific Institutional Reporting
1999 and beyond Provide ingtitutional report annually on progress toward goals

based on ingtitutional mission, clientele, program/service mix
and priorities



