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Performance-Based Funding:
Retention, Completion, and Time to Degree

Guidelines

Background
On September 7, 2007, the Board directed that $7.5 million, drawn from the funding provided for enrollment growth ($4.0 million) and regional campuses ($3.5 million), be used toward improvement of student retention, completion, and time to degree.  The enrollment growth portion will be distributed among all campuses; the regional funding will be divided among EOU, OIT, OSU–CC, SOU, and WOU.  During 2007-08, the foundation will be laid for this performance-based funding, with funding allocations in future biennia to reflect achievement of stated campus targets.

Guiding Principles

· Every OUS institution should demonstrate gains in student retention in the near term.

· Targets will be developed in the context of each institution’s mission and student characteristics.

· The process for target-setting, performance evaluation, and funding distribution will be equitable across institutions, developed in consultation with the Provosts’ and Administrative Councils.

· Longer-term measures – graduation rate and time to degree – will not be tied to funding during the 2009-2011 funding cycle. 

· Performance funding for each biennium will be awarded in the fall of odd-numbered years based on performance data from the preceding fall (e.g., 2009-2011 funding will be disbursed fall 2009 based on fall 2008 retention rates for the fall 2007 cohort; if graduation rates were included, they would represent the graduating class of 2007-08 or the 2002 entering cohort).  

Institution-Specific Measures

· The inclusion and timeframe for institution-specific measures is dependent on collective agreement among the institutions; each campus must participate and the same timeframe for target achievement (initial biennium for performance evaluation and funding dispersal) must be observed.

· The Provosts’ Council will be asked to reach agreement regarding the inclusion of institution-specific measures and whether target achievement for these measures will form a part of the 2009-2011 funding distribution. 

· Institution-specific measures should be developed to meet the following criteria:

· Be related to the goal of improving student progress

· Be clear and measurable

· Include historical data (unless addressing a formerly-unmeasured activity)

· Institution-specific measures will be reviewed and approved by the Chancellor’s Office.

Target-Setting

· Near-term targets should seek, at the least, to return to the highest level of performance in the past five years.  If this is unattainable by fall 2008, ending targets for fall 2010 should meet this goal.

· Each campus should establish long-term benchmarks for each measure reflective of the institution’s strategic plans and initiatives, student population, and performance of peer or comparison institutions.  The proposed benchmark year is 2018, ten years following the initial set of targets.
· Annual targets should demonstrate the achievements necessary to reach 2018 benchmarks.

· Targets for later years should be more ambitious and tied to expected retention gains in the earlier years.

· Targets should take into account factors that may have a negative impact on retention, completion, and student progress, such as outreach and access initiatives aimed at first-generation students, enhanced academic program features (such as study abroad) that would add time to degree completion, and institutional capacity.  Each institution should provide a written description of these mitigating influences.

· Targets may assume that the level of funding dedicated to performance on these student progress measures will be equal to, or higher than, the $7.5 million allocated for 2007-2009.
Table 1: Performance Measures and Data Definitions

	Timeframe
	Measure
	Data Definition

	Short-term
	1. Freshmen retained to the second year (%)
	First-time full-time freshmen entering fall term and returning to any OUS institution the following fall 

	
	2. Transfers retained to the second year (%)
	Students transferring from any college or university with junior standing (90-134 credits), enrolled full-time fall term and returning to any OUS institution the following fall

	Long-term
	3. Freshmen completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years (%)
	First-time freshmen entering full-time fall term and completing a bachelor’s degree at any OUS institution within six years

	
	4. Transfers completing a bachelor’s degree within 4 years (%)
	Students transferring from any college or university with junior standing (90-134 credits), enrolled full-time fall term and completing a bachelor’s degree at any OUS institution within four years

	
	5. Time to bachelor’s degree – entering as freshmen (years)
	Average years to completion of a bachelor’s degree for the cohort of first-time full-time freshmen reported in the six-year graduation rate

	
	6. Time to bachelor’s degree – entering as transfer students (years)
	Average years to completion of a bachelor’s degree for the cohort of full-time transfer students reported in the four-year graduation rate

	
	7. Institution-specific measure (if implemented)
	To meet the following criteria:

· Related to the goal of improving student progress

· Clear and measurable

· Historical data provided (unless reflective of a new campus initiative)

· Approved by the Chancellor’s Office


Table 2a: Distribution Model for 2009-2011 and 2011-2013

	Timeframe & Mission
	Student Population

	Timeframe & Mission Weighting
	Measures 

(Student Population)
	Education Source Weighting
	Institution

	Short-term

100%

(80% with institution-specific measure)
	· Freshman retention rate (FTF)

· Transfer retention rate (transfer)
	100% transfer / 0% FTF
	Cascades*

	
	· 
	50% transfer / 50% FTF
	EOU, PSU

	
	· 
	33% transfer / 67% FTF
	OIT, SOU, WOU

	
	· 
	25% transfer / 75% FTF
	OSU, UO

	

	20%

(if implemented)
	Institution-specific measure (subject to provosts’ agreement)


Table 2b: Distribution Model for 2013-2015 and Beyond

	Timeframe & Mission
	Student Population

	Timeframe & Mission Weighting
	Measures 

(Student Population)
	Education Source Weighting
	Institution

	Short-term

50%
(with inst-specific)
	· Freshman retention rate (FTF)

· Transfer retention rate (transfer)
	100% transfer / 0% FTF
	Cascades*

	
	· 
	50% transfer / 50% FTF
	EOU, PSU

	
	· 
	33% transfer / 67% FTF
	OIT, SOU, WOU

	
	· 
	25% transfer / 75% FTF
	OSU, UO

	Long-term

30%
(with institution-specific measure)
	· 6-yr graduation rate (FTF)

· Freshman time to degree (FTF)

· Transfer student 4-yr graduation rate (transfer)

· Transfer student time to degree (transfer)
	100% transfer / 0% FTF
	Cascades*

	
	· 
	50% transfer / 50% FTF
	EOU, PSU

	
	
	33% transfer / 67% FTF
	OIT, SOU, WOU

	
	
	25% transfer / 75% FTF
	OSU, UO

	

	20%
	Institution-specific measure (subject to provosts’ agreement)


* Separate performance measures for OUS-Cascades have not been reported in the past and will need to be developed.

Table 3: Upcoming Activities

	Schedule
	Activities

	By November 30, 2007
	Provosts’ Council agreement on campus-specific measures.

Campuses submit to Chancellor their proposed student retention and progress initiatives.

	By January 8, 2008
	Campuses submit to Chancellor their institution-specific measure (if adopted by Provosts’ Council).

	By January 15, 2008
	Chancellor’s Office provides performance reporting templates to campuses for April report to the Board.

	By February 22, 2008
	Campus performance reports returned to Chancellor’s Office with (in addition to standard reporting):

· 2018 benchmarks for retention, completion, and time to degree measures

· Targets to 2018

	By March 14, 2008
	Chancellor’s Office reviews and consults with campuses on proposed targets.

	By March 21, 2008
	Final reports submitted for April Board docket.

	April 4, 2008
	Campuses report to the Board on performance, targets, and student retention/progress initiatives.

	By August 1, 2008
	2009-2011 system-level targets developed for measures reported to the State, using campus benchmarks and interim goals.

	Winter-Spring 2009
	Legislative Session

	February 2009
	Campus performance reports submitted to Chancellor’s Office

	September 2009
	Chancellor’s Office completes assessment of 2007-08 performance, targets, and proposed 2009-2011 funding allocation.

	February 2010
	Campus performance reports submitted to Chancellor’s Office with opportunity for target revision (e.g., tied to new/revised peer lists, predicted graduation rates based on student characteristics, etc.)


Table 4:  Performance-Funding Cohort Matrix

	Funding Distribution
	Freshman Retention Rate
	Transfer Student Retention Rate
	FTF 6-Year Graduation Rate
	Transfer 4-Year Graduation Rate
	Freshman Time to Degree
	Transfer Student Time to Degree
	*Institution-Specific Measure

	
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data

	Fall 2009
	F 2007
	F 2008
	F 2007
	F 2008
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	TBD
	TBD

	Fall 2011
	F 2009
	F 2010
	F 2009
	F 2010
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	TBD
	TBD

	Fall 2013
	F 2011
	F 2012
	F 2011
	F 2012
	F 2006
	S 2012
	F 2008
	S 2012
	F 2006
	S 2012
	F 2008
	S 2012
	TBD
	TBD

	Fall 2015
	F 2013
	F 2014
	F 2013
	F 2014
	F 2008
	S 2014
	F 2010
	S 2014
	F 2008
	S 2014
	F 2010
	S 2014
	TBD
	TBD

	Fall 2017
	F 2015
	F 2016
	F 2015
	F 2016
	F 2010
	S 2016
	F 2012
	S 2016
	F 2010
	S 2016
	F 2012
	S 2016
	TBD
	TBD


* Institution-specific measures to be developed upon agreement of the Provosts’ Council and subject to review by the Chancellor’s Office.
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