
Washington State Performance Agreement Committee 
September 8, 2008 
2‐5pm, SHR2 
 
Committee Members Present:  Chris Alejano (Governor’s office), Ann Daley (HECB), Sen. Jerome Delvin, 
Brian Jeffries (OSPI), Rep. Fred Jarrett, Wolf Opitz (OFM) 
 
Acting Chair Ann Daley called the meeting to order. 
 
NCHEMS: Productivity Relative to Resources 
Dennis Jones, president of the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS), 
and Patrick Kelly, NCHEMS senior researcher, presented on “Productivity Relative to Resources” (see 
PowerPoint presentation, Appendix C).   
 
Kelly said that there is no very good model for assessing performance relative to funding; NCHEMS 
picked three or four of the more common methods used.  He also said that it is particularly difficult to 
gather comparative data for mission‐specific performance.  Distinguishing characteristics of institutions 
and peer institutions (i.e. selectivity, minorities served, Pell recipients) can affect performance metrics. 
 
Kelly pointed out that the data included does not incorporate measures of quality such as student 
experiences, learning outcomes, etc. 
 
Daley stated that, because institutions had not had time to review and respond to NCHEMS’ data prior 
to the meeting, they were welcome to share their thoughts at the meeting or at a later date. 
 
Kelly then presented information specific to each of the four‐year public institutions in Washington.  For 
each institution, a summary of index scores was presented on a grid of high‐to‐low funding compared to 
high‐to‐low performance.  Peer institutions were also shown on the grid for comparison.  Kelly explained 
that the least desirable location would be the bottom right‐hand quadrant (high funding and low 
performance).  Each institution was also compared to peer institutions on several specific measures, 
shown on a left/right scale from lowest to highest.   (NOTE: For all institutions, additional data can be 
found in the “background slides” at the end of the presentation in Appendix C.) 

 
University of Washington 

• UW is doing well with less funding. 

• Fairly high performance in baccalaureate degree production – partly due to Washington’s 
reliance on transfer, which results in more upper‐division students than in most states.   

• UW has lowest faculty/student ratio (includes research and instructional faculty) compared to 
peer institutions.   

• More students per program than other states.  Some states have a lot of very small, 
unproductive programs.  Smaller number of students per program is not desirable. 
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Washington State University 

• Very high number of baccalaureate degrees awarded per 100 FTE undergraduates. 

• Not doing as well on proportion of PhDs awarded and on research expenditures relative to 
faculty.   

• Low number of students per academic program both in undergraduate and graduate programs.  
(Jones noted that this is explicitly mentioned in WSU’s performance agreement.) 

• Colorado institutions are outliers for both UW and WSU data – in recent years they cut funding 
precipitously.   

 
Central Washington University 

• Indices all fairly high – lowest is six‐year graduation rate.   

• Lower ACT scores than peers, lower number out‐of‐state freshmen, fairly average on others. 
 
Eastern Washington University 

• Middle of the grid.   

• Strength is first‐year retention rate.   

• Lower ACT scores, high student/faculty ratio. 
 
The Evergreen State College 

• Highest performance, but also highest funding.   

• No information available on first‐year retention.  (Kelly stated this data was not found in IPEDS.) 

• Not doing as well on six‐year graduation rate.   

• High student/faculty ratio, higher percentage of out‐of‐state freshmen.   

• Programmatic measure not useful given Evergreen’s unique program. 
 
Western Washington University 

• One of the better performers on baccalaureate degree production.   

• Approaching 100 on every index – doing well with its resources.   

• Higher student/faculty ratio.   
 
Kelly summarized the findings by saying that nearly all institutions are located outside the bottom right 
quadrant, indicating that the state is not doing poorly overall.  He also stated that this particular 
assessment can be used as a diagnostic tool, but is less useful as a primary number on the dashboard.   
 
Jones highlighted the impact of the selection of “peer” institutions, noting that the limitation of this 
study was only using institutions from the Global Challenge States, of which there are only eight.  For 
example, he said, UW would normally be compared to other large flagship public institutions like the 
University of Michigan, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, etc.  He said it might be useful for the 
sake of context to compare to a more national sample of institutions and see if the findings are the 
same. 
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Daley expressed that expanding analysis to other peer groups should be an item of further discussion.  
She also asked how this analysis informs the driving purpose of the performance agreement process, 
which is intended to initiate positive conversation between institutions and the state in regard to 
expectations, given assumptions about resources and outcomes. 
 
Jones expressed that it informs the process in two main ways.  Firstly, in several cases the opportunities 
for improvement that came out of the data were identified by the institutions as priorities in their draft 
agreements.  Secondly, it reinforces that performance agreements are not only about funding.  The data 
show that some institutions are getting higher outcomes for the same level of investment.  Presuming 
the legitimacy of the peer groups, that would indicate that some institutions are closer to peak 
performance with the resources they have than others.  It’s an opportunity to identify what different 
institutions are doing differently, where each of them succeeds, because there are differences between 
and among the institutions. 
 
Daley asked for clarification of how this data is to shape future behavior; it seems to function as baseline 
data.  Jones agreed that some are worthy of putting in performance metrics that are updated annually.  
He also emphasized the benefit of addressing the metrics at a statewide level, acknowledging that some 
institutions are better than others at carrying different portions of the load.  In addressing goals of the 
Statewide Master Plan, it can be helpful to utilize the strengths of the different institutions.   
 
In response to a question from Rep. Fred Jarrett, Jones acknowledged that limiting the data to Global 
Challenge States makes for somewhat less alignment in peer institutions’ product mix.  As a result, the 
data do not have the same fidelity in regard to the “price” of each product.  Instead, NCHEMS looked at 
the institutional level for bundles of similar costs. 
 
Rep. Deb Wallace, who is not a member of the committee but is the chair of the House Higher Education 
Committee, expressed support for the effects that performance agreements could have on policy‐
making, but also asked how agreements can encourage best practices without resulting in micro‐
management by the Legislature.  Jones responded that the agreements serve to answer investment‐
level questions.  Looking at all the pieces (enrollments, degrees granted, etc.), do they add up to what 
Washington needs out of its higher education system?  If not, where in the enterprise do you invest?   
 
Brian Jeffries asked how and why measures of ACT scores, Pell grant recipients, etc. were identified as 
institutional characteristics and what their relationship is to overall performance measures.  Kelly 
responded that such student‐level characteristics can impact higher‐level performance measures such 
as graduation rates.  For example, Pell eligibility is an indication of low income and, while we would like 
to say that such characteristics can be uniformly overcome, they do explain some of the difference in 
graduation rates.  Additionally, as Washington becomes more and more diverse, the system might look 
to institutions that are serving minorities in order to identify best practices. 
 
At this time, individual institutions began presenting their draft agreements and responding to questions 
from the committee. 
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The Evergreen State College 
Don Bantz, provost 
Brittany Newhouse, student 
Sara Ryan, chief steward of united faculty 
 
All three TESC representatives stressed the importance of funding the core budget.  Bantz identified 
TESC’s proposal as particularly mission‐driven.  Newhouse expressed that TESC’s demographic is 
typically lower‐middle income—above the cut‐off for significant financial aid, but without access to 
other additional funding—making tuition increases particularly cumbersome.  Ryan and Bantz both 
spoke of TESC’s successes, and of the need for core funding in order to build on strengths. 
 
Jarrett inquired about TESC’s targets, as all appeared to be flat over the six years of the agreement, 
without anticipated improvement.  Bantz said that, because TESC already does well in many of these 
areas, it is unrealistic to expect improvement, especially without additional funding.  With core funding, 
the targets in the agreement demonstrate the performance that the state can continue to expect.  
Specifically in regard to carbon emissions, further research is needed before realistic targets can be 
determined.  Ryan also clarified that targets relating to specific degrees look like they decline, but are 
actually a redistribution among undergraduate (no programs, but distinguished by BA, BS, or BAS) and 
graduate programs.  
 
Wolfgang Opitz asked why, if results were not expected to change, there was a substantial increase 
requested in state funds.  Bantz explained that this was largely reflective of salary increases for faculty, 
as current faculty funding is not sustainable.  Opitz asked what would result from maintaining current 
funding levels.  Bantz responded that it would mean a major discussion on campus in regard to 
establishing an alternative model of pedagogy – possibly a move to more traditional, large lecture hall 
environments.    
 
Daley expressed that such issues are very complex.  Institutions have had more time to think about the 
specific elements of their agreements as compared to committee members.  Many of these important 
conversations will continue throughout the process. 
 
Eastern Washington University 
Theresa Martin, director of institutional research 
John Mason, provost and vice president for academic affairs 
 
Mason said that EWU’s working group organized its performance targets in keeping with the long‐range 
plans of the Strategic Master plan, which they feel are compatible with their own vision for EWU’s 
future: access, opportunity, and excellence.  He spoke to the institution’s growth, particularly in Spokane 
and in professional programs such as health sciences.  The institution is also enrolling about 20 percent 
of students from underrepresented groups, and 36 percent of new tenure‐track faculty are from 
underrepresented groups. 
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Mason expressed that one important thing missing from EWU’s proposal, as well as from NCHEMS data, 
is the notion of value‐added in performance agreements.  EWU currently has the largest proportion of 
remedial students in the state, yet is expected to perform equally with others in terms of graduation 
rates, time to degree, etc.  EWU wants to measure how well they do with what they have – not just 
financial support from the state, but also levels of preparation of students, i.e. time to degree 
specifically after having completed remedial courses. 
 
Martin described a working group of faculty, staff, and students who developed benchmarks.  The group 
started with the Strategic Master Plan and EWU’s institutional strategic plan, and also referred to other 
documents such as EWU’s budget request and the capacity study in order to promote a consistent 
internal effort in achieving goals.  
 
Central Washington University 
Wayne Quirk, provost 
 
Quirk said CWU is uniquely positioned to provide higher education throughout the state, with a centrally 
located campus in Ellensburg, sites throughout the state, plus online opportunities and ITV.  CWU is 
well‐known for its teacher preparation, has strong relationships with P‐12 programs like Running Start 
and GEAR UP, and nearly 20 percent of the student body is underrepresented minorities. 
 
CWU’s performance agreement focuses on four particular areas: 

• Access: CWU is the fastest‐growing public institution in the state, and has made tremendous 
strides with freshmen graduation rates and transfer students. 

• Economic development: Grants and contracts have nearly tripled in the last seven years.  CWU 
recently opened a research foundation. 

• Quality: CWU aims to provide the highest quality of instruction and leadership by recruiting and 
retaining high‐quality faculty. 

• Stewardship: CWU has a record of efficiency with state resources.  Costs of instruction have 
been nearly flat for the last two decades, particularly when adjusted for inflation.  CWU is also 
working to reduce its carbon footprint. 

 
Quirk said CWU commits to providing access and degree completion, access to low‐income students, 
and programs in high‐demand and STEM fields.  The performance agreement process helps provide 
clarity about mutual priorities, needs, and responsibilities. 
 
Daley and Jarrett both commended CWU on the format for the presentation of their draft agreement – 
it is nicely laid out, with easily identifiable outcomes and connections to the Strategic Master Plan. 
 
Jarrett asked for clarification of CWU’s definition of high‐demand degrees.  He also noted many fields in 
the draft where the institution’s data was “to be determined.” 
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Quirk said that CWU will work with the HECB in negotiating the definition of high‐demand.  He noted 
that it goes beyond STEM to fields like bilingual education.  In regard to the missing target information, 
CWU is working on disaggregating that data, but in the meantime wanted to provide accurate baselines 
rather than give false numbers. 
 
University of Washington 
Randy Hodgins, director of state relations  
Doug Watt, executive vice provost 
 
Hodgins began by stating that the performance agreement process, in order to succeed, must be 
meaningful even if money is not available.  The process is about bringing together resources, 
expectations, and outcomes to see if they’re aligned, regardless of state investment.  UW hopes to 
determine whether it is going the right direction, in line with the Strategic Master Plan and legislative 
goals.   
 
UW divided its draft agreement into four sections: operating, based on SB 5806; enrollment, consistent 
with UW’s ten‐year plan (though only covering the next six years); performance metrics on contributions 
to the state’s economy, efficiency, and quality; and legislative asks that UW would like to negotiate. 
 
Daley asked for clarification of a piece in the enabling legislation section regarding authorization of 
tuition‐setting authority in certain circumstances.  Hodgins said this would be rather limited, giving the 
Board of Regents authority to adjust tuition levels only to cover the difference from one biennium to the 
next in cases where state funding does not keep up with per‐student funding goal trajectories. 
 
Western Washington University 
Sherry Burkey, vice president for external affairs 
 
Burkey explained that the due date for draft performance agreements intersected with major changes in 
leadership at WWU and that, therefore, the draft is a work in progress.  WWU thinks the performance 
agreement process will broaden discussion of factors influencing performance. 
 
WWU’s agreement is based on the Strategic Master Plan and on WWU’s strategic plan, and is informed 
by goals laid out by the Legislature, the Prosperity Partnership, citizens and others.  The agreement has 
three goals: promoting effective stewardship of resources; increasing affordable access and degree 
production; and responding to the state’s economic and workforce needs. 
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Washington State University 
Larry Ganders, president’s office  
Jane Sherman, vice provost 
 
As noted in NCHEMS presentation, WSU did well at identifying both strengths and opportunities for 
improvement in its proposal.  For example, WSU is actively engaged in eliminating up to 20 percent of 
programs and courses, thereby increasing the number of students per program.  
 
Ganders and Sherman stressed the importance of maintenance level funding to WSU’s ability to meet its 
goals and improve performance.  WSU’s current budget focuses largely on essential capital projects. 
 
Performance Agreements in Other States 
At Daley’s request, HECB director of government, college & university relations Chris Thompson 
presented on higher education performance agreements and similar systems that have been established 
in other states (see PowerPoint presentation, Appendix A).   
 
Four states have established such agreements – California, Colorado, Kansas, and Virginia.  Thompson 
and Jones agreed that Virginia’s experience has been the best documented.  In Virginia, the 
performance agreement process was initiated by three of the larger institutions, largely in order to 
create stability in tuition funding.  The State of Virginia thought they would get a clearer sense from the 
agreements that institutions were addressing statewide goals.  Eventually, though, Virginia’s process 
became very complicated and difficult to implement. 
 
Similarly, in Kansas statewide goals are developed by the Board of Regents.  Kansas has a performance 
funding process, similar to the process used by Washington’s State Board for Community and Technical 
Colleges (SBCTC), though SBCTC’s process establishes basis of funding rather than level of funding.  
 
Kelly said that failures in California and Colorado were the result of negotiations having taken place only 
between institutions and their coordinating board, without any reference to statewide goals.   
 
Existing Accountability Framework in Washington 
Thompson presented on the accountability framework in its current form (see PowerPoint presentation, 
Appendix B).  The presentation covered only the four‐year public institutions.   
 
Closing Conversation 
Daley commended institutions, including the many staff contributors not present, for their hard work 
and good start in the performance agreement process.  Other states’ experiences seem to indicate it is 
better to approach the agreements at a higher level. 
 
Opitz said that it is the responsibility of the committee members and others in the authorizing 
environment to communicate what they want from the higher education sector and from individual 
institutions.  Doing so will make it possible to find and focus on a few good measures, rather than 
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excessive measures that don’t tell the appropriate story.  The state should also avoid changing its 
process every few years, as has happened several times before. 
 
Jarrett expressed a desire to see the agreements reconciled against the Strategic Master Plan.  
Performance agreements are a mechanism to implement the master plan and see if the system is doing 
what it said it would.  The relationship between operating and capital is key – he was pleased to see that 
most of the proposals included both. 
 
Sen. Jerome Delvin concurred that there should be a strong link to the Strategic Master Plan evident in 
the agreements; in particular, verify that goals are being met in regard to STEM fields and workforce 
needs. 
 
Daley said that the committee would be appointing a group of people to help work on negotiations.  The 
hope is to involve some legislative staff, as well as staff of HECB and OFM.   
 
Public comment was solicited, but none was given. 
 
ADJOURNED. 
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Performance Agreements: 
Experience of Other States

State Performance Agreement Committee
Presentation by Chris Thompson, HECB

September 8, 2008

Learning from Other States –
Challenges

• Relatively new trend in policy

• Few states have implemented agreements

• States implementing agreements have few 
years of experience
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• Important outcomes in higher education take 
time to manifest
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Learning from Other States –
Opportunities

• Some lessons emerge in early stages of 
implementation

• Participants form perceptions of process 
early

‘D ’t’ ft i t id tif th ‘D ’
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• ‘Don’t’s often easier to identify than ‘Do’s

States Implementing 
Performance Agreements

• Kansas

• Virginia

• Colorado

• California
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• California
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General Themes

• Agreements are primarily about relationship of• Agreements are primarily about relationship of 
states and institutions

• Agreements are not centrally about funding

• After just a few years, significant change in 
performance not expected

5

• Jury still out on performance impacts

Summary Observations 
of Impacts

C l i thi l t b t t ti• Conclusions this early must be tentative

• Institutions appear more strongly focused on 
state priorities

• How states approach higher education funding 
not substantially changed

6

g

• Tension between states and institutions around 
tuition remains
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Performance Agreements –
Virginia (2006)

• Three levels of autonomy for institutions

• Differentiated by degrees of autonomy in defined areas
IT, personnel, capital projects, procurement, leasing, financial 
management

• 12 goals established by State (each with multiple indicators)

• Agreements span 6 years – Institutions develop 2-year 
performance targets

• Performance expected to be within a range up to the target

7

• Sufficient performance on enough measures triggers financial 
benefits

Interest on tuition revenue
Proceeds from certain credit card transactions
Authority to carry forward revenue from one fiscal period to the next

Impact of Performance 
Agreements – Virginia

• $17 million provided to institutions statewide

• Open discussion of state appropriation/tuition interactionOpen discussion of state appropriation/tuition interaction

• Concern over number of measures, overall complexity

• Financial & administrative management standards –
cumbersome, not transparent

• Controversy over tuition endures
Institutions had & retain authority to set tuition

f l d d ll l d

8

Informal understanding – state allows single-digit percentage increases

State has not intervened, but has kept pressure on institutions

State created fund for institutions holding increases to 4%

• Four institutions did not earn financial benefits in 2008, but 
state granted them anyway
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Performance Agreements –
Kansas (2004)

• State Board of Regents established 6 system goalsState Board of Regents established 6 system goals

• Institutions include at least 3 system goals in the 3-
year agreements

• Multiple indicators for each goal, annual targets for 
each indicator

M ki i t j it f l t d

9

• Making improvement on majority of goals expected

• Institutions improving on majority of goals receive 
new state funds available that year

Impact of Performance 
Agreements – Kansas

• Most institutions earn performance funds (about 35 of 37)

Changes in high le el administ ation at instit tions not• Changes in high-level administration at institutions not 
earning performance funds

• Greater autonomy in certain areas of operation for institutions

• Quality of institutions’ proposed agreements improving over 
time

• State continues to work with institutions on:

10

Measures of outcomes, not process

Stretch goals (targets require only very modest improvement)

More precise description of state expectations

• Fundamental dynamics of state budget development remain 
unchanged
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Performance Contracts –
Colorado (2005)

• Response to ballot proposition limiting state revenue, 
spending (TABOR); attempt to employ competition, market 

h imechanisms

• College Opportunity Fund (funding students, rather than 
institutions) and performance contracts

• State goals arranged in five categories, with sub-
components

• Contracts include performance targets on measures

11

• Implications of meeting performance targets not addressed

• Contracts assume resources adequate to fund mandatory 
costs; if not, goals reviewed

• Regulations lifted after contract approved (TABOR, Quality 
Indicator System)

Impact of Performance 
Contracts – Colorado

• Lack of enthusiasm among institutions, SHEEO g ,
or state policymakers

• Unclear whether system will last after 2009 
expiration of existing contracts

• WICHE hired to evaluate system

12

• Independent experts describe Colorado 
contracts as virtually meaningless

• Minimal impact in restraining tuition increases



7

Compact for Higher Education 
– California (1995)

• Agreement between institutional governing 
boards and governor

• Current 6-year compact negotiated 2004
Specific annual increases in state funding

Planned increases in enrollment

Limit (10%) and preferred policy (personal income) on

13

Limit (10%) and preferred policy (personal income) on 
tuition increases

• Compact is agreement that governor will request 
particular funding level

Impact of Compact for Higher 
Education – California

• Compact has not produced planned levels of funding
Gov. Davis requested lower levels of funding (2001-02, 2002-03)

Gov. Schwarzenegger’s recent budget proposal suspends compact

• Not directly connected to state’s Master Plan for Higher 
Education

• Does not have adequate performance measures or 
targets (LAO)

Outputs, not outcomes

14

Not clear enough to be measured

• Enrollment goals, tuition policy arbitrary, not grounded in 
policy rationale (LAO)

• Moderate success restraining tuition inflation (10% annual 
increases allowed)
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Current Accountability 
Framework

State Performance Agreement Committee
Presentation by Chris Thompson, HECB

September 8, 2008

State Accountability and 
Higher Education – History

• 1997-99 budget – Portion of base funding (2% non-
instructional) made contingent on resultsinstructional) made contingent on results

• 2000 – HB 2375 Info & Tech Literacy feasibility project

• 2004 – HB 3103 directs HECB to establish 
accountability monitoring, reporting

• 2005-07 budget includes additional performance 
indicators

2

• 2006 – Institutions, OFM, HECB negotiate streamlined 
framework

• Performance measures from framework included in 
subsequent state budgets

katiey
Typewritten Text
Appendix B
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Accountability Framework –
Baccalaureate Institutions

Performance measures
• Bachelor’s degrees conferred• Bachelor s degrees conferred

• High-Demand bachelor’s degrees conferred

• Advanced degrees conferred

• Graduation rate – first-time, full-time freshmen

• Graduation rate – students transferring with associate 
degree from Washington community college

3

g g y g

• Freshman retention

• Percentage of bachelor’s degrees not exceeding 125% 
of required number of credits

Accountability Framework –
Additional Provisions

• Performance data for Pell Grant recipients (no targets)

Th i tit ti ifi ( t t )• Three institution-specific measures (no targets)

• Performance expectations cover six-year period

• 2-year and 4-year progress points, 6-year targets (2010-11)

• Targets proposed by institutions, approved by HECB, OFM

• When funding per student changes, targets revised (e.g. 
2007-09 budget)

4

2007 09 budget)

• Annual review of outcomes by HECB

• Biennial report on results

• Includes wide range of data to provide context
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Performance Relative to Funding

Washington Universities ComparedWashington Universities Compared 
to Similar Institutions in the Global 

Challenge States

September 2008p

Prepared by the National Center for Higher 
Education Management Systems

Concept of Performance Relative to Funding

Unrestricted Resources 
to Institutions

Largely “Unanswered” 
Questions

State and Local 
Appropriations

Tuition Revenues 
from Students and 

Higher 
Education 
Institutions

How do they perform relative 
to the resources they have?

Can they perform better with the 
same or even less resources?

Q

Families

katiey
Typewritten Text
Appendix C
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Measure of Funding

Total Funding per FTE – State Local Tuition andTotal Funding per FTE – State , Local, Tuition and 
Fee Revenues per Full‐Time Equivalent Student 
(Adjusted for Cost of Living)

Funding Data provided by the Washington Higher 
Education Coordinating Board

Measures of Performance—Research 
Universities

• First‐Year Retention Rate

• Six‐Year Graduation Rate

• Total Baccalaureate Awards per 100 Full‐Time 
Equivalent (FTE) Undergraduates

• Doctorates per 1,000 Degrees (BaccalaureateDoctorates per 1,000 Degrees (Baccalaureate 
and Above)

• Research Expenditures per FTE Faculty

Sources: NCES: IPEDS Enrollment, Completions, Finance, Fall Staff, and Graduation Rate 
Surveys
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Measures of Performance—Bachelor’s and 
Masters Universities

• First Year Retention Rate• First‐Year Retention Rate

• Six‐Year Graduation Rate

• Total Baccalaureate Awards per 100 FTE 
Undergraduates

Sources: NCES: IPEDS Enrollment, Completions, and Graduation Rate Surveys

(Performance Measures that are Not Available and/or Not 
Comparable from One Institution to Another)

M f Q lit St d t E i

What’s Missing?

• Measures of Quality – e.g. Student Experience, 
Learning Outcomes, etc.

• Effective Transfer of Research – Job Creation, 
Business Start‐Ups, etc.

• Stewardship of Place – How Well Institutions 
are Serving their Region (Serving Students in 
Need and Meeting Workforce Demands)
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University of Washington

Total Baccalaureate Awards per 100 FTE Undergraduates
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Summary of Performance Relative to Funding –
University of Washington

(Index Scores)
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Six-Year Graduation Rate
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PHDs Awarded per 100 Degrees Awarded (Baccalaureate and Above)
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High Performance, High FundingHigh Performance, Low Funding
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Six-Year Graduation Rates
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Overall Retention Rate
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