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PF History

1. From 1972 through 2014, enrollment was utilized as the single metric for 
determining the allocation of state appropriations to campuses.

2. In FY 2015, the MUS instituted a performance funding model.  

 5% state appropriations allocated ($7.5M)

 Performance based on the combination of improvement in Retention and 
Completions

3. For FY 2016 and FY 2017, the MUS developed and implemented a more 
detailed and diverse performance model.

 8% of state appropriations allocated (FY16 = $15M and FY17 = $15M)
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PF Goals

1) Utilize performance funding as a strategy to help increase the 
percentage of the population with a higher education 
credential.   Increase degree production.

2) Incentivize campuses to improve student success and 
attainment of outcomes. Focus on output as well as input.  

3) Connect finances with outcomes. Pay for what we value. 
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PF Model

1. The potential allocation for each campus is based on its share of the 
system’s 3-year resident student FTE average

 Campus
Resident FTE                        
(FY13 to FY15 avg.)

Campus Share 

of Resident FTE  

Eligible                        

$$ Amount

MSU Bozeman 8,516 30.6% $4,589,817

Gallatin College 302 1.1% $162,919

MSU Billings 2,792 10.0% $1,504,855

City College 806 2.9% $434,508

MSU Northern 992 3.6% $534,754

Great Falls College 1,314 4.7% $708,103

UM Missoula 7,561 27.2% $4,074,776

Missoula College 1,518 5.5% $818,151

MT Tech 1,612 5.8% $868,789

Highlands College 367 1.3% $197,969

UM Western 1,077 3.9% $580,576

Helena College 974 3.5% $524,783

Total 27,832 100.0% $15,000,000
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PF Model

2.  Each sector (flagship, 4-yr and 2-yr) has a unique set of metrics

Flagships 4-year Regional 2-year Colleges

METRICS

MSU & UM UMW, MT Tech, 

MSUB, MSUN

Missoula, Great Falls, 

Highlands, Helena, 

City, Gallatin

Undergrad Degrees & Certificates X X X

Retention Rates X X X

Dual Enrollment X

Graduate Degrees & Certificates X

Research Expenditures X

2-year College Menu (select two) X

     Success in Remedial Education

     Credit Accumulation  

Underrepresented/At Risk Populations
     1) American Indians

     2) Pell Recipients

     3) Veterans

     4) Non-traditional Students (25+ yrs.)

Weights for underrepresented/at risk populations will be 

applied within the following metrics: 1) Undergraduate 

Degrees & Certificates Awarded, 2) Retention Rates, and 3) 

Graduate Degrees & Certificates Awarded. 
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PF Model

3. For each primary metric, under-represented/at-risk  groups are 
measured as part of the whole as well as individually.

Under-represented/At-Risk Populations

1) American Indians
2) Pell Recipients
3) Veterans
4) Non-traditional Students (25+ yrs.)

4. Bonus points awarded for improvements in under-represented 
/at-risk groups.
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PF Model

5. Metrics are measured annually and compared to prior 3-year average.    
CAMPUSES compete against themselves!   
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PF Model

6. Metric values are weighted .



9

PF Model

7. Metric values are indexed to a standard scale of 1,000 points 
and growth target established.

Improvement is based on the composite results of all metrics, rather than independently 
on individual metrics.  Score above 1,000 represents improvement; score below 1,000 
represents regression. Growth Target = 1010 (1%)
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8. A transitional-loss zone is created to account for random, 
non-systematic fluctuations in the metrics 

• Campuses that fall below the target, but within the transitional-loss zone 
receive a portion of the eligible funding amount (Partial PF Allocation)

9. Use of Residual Funds (i.e. unallocated funding)

• If a campus falls short of its target in the first year of the biennium, it has 
the opportunity to earn back those funds by making gains in year two. 

• Campuses that fall short can apply for a portion of the funds to be granted 
back to them for targeted improvement in specific areas (e.g. retention). 
Plans must be approved and monitored by OCHE.

• Funds left at the end of the biennium will be swept into a Board approved 
need-based aid reserve to be allocated through normal state need-based 
aid processes, in support of retention and degree attainment. 

PF Model
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PF Results

FY 2015 PF Allocations 

FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocation Summary

FY 2016 PF Allocations

FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 

MSU Bozeman
Gallatin College
MSU Billings*
City College
MSU Northern
Great Falls College

UM Missoula
Missoula College
MT Tech
Highlands College
UM Western
Helena College

*MSU Billings earned back $760,706 from FY16 PF withholdings

http://www.mus.edu/board/meetings/2015/May2015/AdminBudget/FY16-PF-Allocations.pdf
http://www.mus.edu/data/performancefunding/PF%20Model%20FY15%20Summary.pdf
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 

Return to 
Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 

Return to 
Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 

Return to 
Allocation Summary

*MSU Billings earned back $760,706 from FY16 PF withholdings
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 

Return to 
Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 

Return to 
Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 

Return to 
Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 

Return to 
Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 

Return to 
Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 
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Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 
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Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 
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Allocation Summary
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FY 2017 Performance Funding Allocations 
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Allocation Summary


