The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s):

#7, Research and Development and #26, College Completion

UNIVERSITY SYSTEM, OREGON

The mission of all higher education in Oregon is to: 1) Enable students to extend prior educational experiences in order to reach their full potential as participating and contributing citizens by helping them develop scientific, professional and technological expertise, together with heightened intellectual, cultural and humane sensitivities and a sense of purpose. 2) Create, collect, evaluate, store and pass on the body of knowledge necessary to educate future generations. 3) Provide appropriate instructional, research and public service programs to enrich the cultural life of Oregon and to support and maintain a healthy state economy.

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	29 – Revenues per FTE student as a percent of average revenues per FTE student at peer universities (100% = peer average revenues per FTE student)  

Requesting Developmental Status
	Target
	
	
	100.0%
	90.0%
	72.0%
	72.0%
	72.0%
	
	

	
	Data
	New
	87.9%
	87.9%
	77.7%
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source: OUS Office of the Budget; OUS Institutional Research Services
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Goal 4 Cost Effectiveness

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

The Oregon University System strives for effective and efficient stewardship of public resources.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

Proposed in 2003, this measure was intended to monitor the cost-effective use of resources throughout the system.  As a revenue metric, however, it fails to address the distribution and use of this income, and, as such, does not reflect the goal of cost effectiveness.  OUS is requesting permission to retain the goal, but develop an alternative metric for performance assessment.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

While the measure does not address the stated goal, we can comment on the measure itself.  Performance data for this measure indicate that Oregon’s total revenues per FTE student have declined in relation to peer universities in other states as a result of a significant drop in state revenues compared to enrollment.  Any progress toward the targets would come at the expense of affordable access as tuition revenues are used to close the gap.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

This measure has a comparative component built into the metric.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

OUS is managing enrollment to fiscal capacity.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

As OUS undertakes a comprehensive review of its accountability and performance management efforts, the goal of cost effectiveness will be evaluated and alternative measures proposed.
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UNIVERSITY SYSTEM, OREGON

Excerpt from FY 2003-04 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR04.shtml
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