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Docket Item: 

Engineering Technology Sustaining Funds Allocation Charge 

 

Summary: 

During the October 1, 2015 HECC Funding and Achievement Subcommittee meeting, the Subcommittee 

requested that Staff report back to the Subcommittee in order to outline the objectives of the Engineering & 

Technology Strategic Investments Workgroup. This group will develop a long-term allocation strategy for 

legacy ETIC Sustaining Funds for implementation beginning with the 2017-19 biennium and carrying 

forward thereafter. 

 

Docket Material: 

Prior Work & Context 

In 2013, the Engineering Technology Industry Council (ETIC) began a strategic re-visioning process which 

culminated in its transition to the Oregon Talent Council (OTC).  The OTC will have  a broad focus on 

developing the talent needs of the state of Oregon across disciplines, a focus that is significantly broader than 

the engineering and high-technology emphasis of ETIC. The OTC is currently housed in the Oregon 

Employment Department.  

As a first step in the transition process the Council split its funding stream into two, a Sustaining and 

Renewable tranche. The Renewable tranche followed ETIC to the OTC and the Oregon Employment 

Department. The Sustaining tranche was shifted to the HECC. The ETIC Council made recommendations to 

OEIB, where they were formerly housed, and to the HECC. as to the ideal allocation of the Sustaining 

funding tranche.  

The ETIC Council’s recommendation can be broadly summarized through its tagline “Oregon students, 

Oregon jobs.” The sustaining funding system would, in essence, allocate funds based on the employment and 

wage rate of resident graduates employed in Oregon. This recommendation would have significantly altered 

the allocation of resources amongst universities. The OEIB did not adjust the allocation methodology to 

reflect this recommendation.  

1. A workgroup convened by HECC staff and including the principal recipients of ETIC 

Sustaining Funds developed an allocation methodology beginning during the current (2016) 

fiscal year which begins implementing a modified version of ETIC’s recommendation. This 

allocation methodology is embedded in the temporary OARs which were adopted by HECC 

Staff for the allocation of funds during the first and second quarters of this fiscal year, and 

the identical permanent OARs coming before the Funding and Achievement Subcommittee 
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for recommendation and approval by the HECC. The Workgroup provided a memo to 

Executive Director Cannon and the council of Oregon public university presidents in June 

of 2015 which is appended to this document, and a summary of which is provided below; 

Sustaining Funding will employ the ETIC model for FY 16 and FY 17 allocations while maintaining a 

commitment to historical ETIC investments, which undergird university’s current capacity in 

sustaining engineering graduates, education, research and industry investment; 

2. FY 16 funding will allocate 80% of funding at historical Sustaining Funding proportions for each 

institution and the remaining 20% on linking state investment with the employment of students who 

have graduated from the seven public universities in fields of particular interest to Oregon’s high tech 

industry.  For the 2015-17 biennium this distribution will use the employment-based model as 

recommended by ETIC;  

3. FY 16 will be used to establish a base, FY 17 will allocate all additional funds to institutions who are 

below ETIC’s employment-based model funding level on a proportional basis;  

4. The HECC, in conjunction with the public universities will submit a letter to the Oregon Talent 

Council (OTC), outlining the allocation of Sustaining Funds, and recognize the disadvantage of the 

University of Oregon (UO) under the Sustaining Funding framework agreement. This is due to the 

fact that all historical Sustaining Funding to the UO will be “at-risk” dollars going forward, and 

recommend that this be taken into consideration by the OTC as it determines funding allocations. 

The UO maintains capacity which is not recognized in this framework; and 

5. The HECC will convene a workgroup, as proposed to the Commission on June 11, 2015 to recommend a long-term 

allocation model for Sustaining Funding, with the FY 16 allocation level as the base and informed by the FY 17 

allocation framework which advances towards greater implementation of ETIC’s model as additional resources are made 

available. This more strongly aligns the interest of industry and institutions to focus efforts on increased funding. 

Commission staff are poised to undertake the italicized portion of the recommendation as summarized in 

point five above. A charge for the workgroup, including a set of principles for the development of the long-

term funding model, was discussed at the October Funding and Achievement Subcommittee meeting. 

Members of the Subcommittee at that time requested that staff bring back specific direction on the desired 

outcomes of the workgroup. The following section of the docket outlines the expected and desired outcomes 

of the workgroup for discussion of the Subcommittee. After guidance from the Subcommittee is received the 

workgroup can begin its efforts.  

2017-19 Allocation Principles 

The following set of principles guiding the Engineering & Technology Strategic Investments Workgroup 

(ETSI Workgroup) were presented October’s Funding and Achievement Subcommittee meeting: 

1. The allocation model will reflect the principles and priories embedded in the strategic plan of the 

HECC. 

2. The allocation model will effectively link Engineering Technology Sustaining Funding with industry 

and labor force needs through an outcomes-based funding system which recognizes the post-

graduation success of students. 

3. The allocation model will recognize historical funding and established core engineering and 

technology related education, innovation and research capacity.  

4. The allocation model will use established HECC Administrative Rules as a basis to begin their work 

and be phased-in beginning with the 2017-18 fiscal year.   

5. The allocation model will prioritize clarity and simplicity where possible. 

6. The allocation model will use data that is clearly defined and available.  
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Principles 2 through 4 provide much of the groundwork for policy development.  On these points further 

guidance the Subcommittee is particularly useful as they represent the key balance which must be struck by 

the workgroup. The remaining principles are operational in nature, focusing on congruence with the HECC’s 

strategic plan (forthcoming), maximizing simplicity and utilizing available data. These are items are, in many 

ways, pro forma to any allocation system developed and adopted by the Commission.  

Workgroup Outcomes 

There are several key assumptions undergirding the principles articulated above which should be validated by 

the Subcommittee. These are as follows: 

- A purpose of the Engineering Technology Sustaining Funding is and ought to be linking funding for 

institutions to the post-graduation success – the outcomes – of students. See principle 2.  

- A purpose of the Engineering Technology Sustaining Funding is and ought to be linked to 

maintaining the research and faculty capacity developed over the past nearly two decades of 

investment, assuming continued research, completion, and public service output. See principle 3. 

- The temporary OARs adopted for distribution of Q1 and Q2 funding during fiscal year 2016, and 

slated for permanent adoption in November, 2015 serves as an adequate starting place, as the 

workgroup balances continuity in funding (principle 3) and linkages to post-graduation outcomes 

(principle 2). See principle 4.     

Below is a brief discussion of guiding principles 2 through 4, for which agreement, disagreement or direction 

from the Subcommittee will allow for staff to adjust the workgroup charge where necessary to drive towards 

the desired outcome of the Commission. A motivating question is provided at the end of the discussion of 

each principle.  

Principle 2  

Principle 2 provides guidance to the workgroup in order to focus the funding model on the linkage 

of funding to the post-graduation success of students. This is intended to link resources to outcomes in 

the truest sense of the word, in as much as it focuses not on the output (i.e. the conference of a 

degree or certificate) but on the success of that graduate. 

2. The allocation model will effectively link Engineering Technology Sustaining Funding with industry 

and labor force needs through an outcomes-based funding system which recognizes the post-

graduation success of students. 

 

There are several questions which this principle does not directly answer, but which provide 

flexibility for the workgroup to define. Additional clarification could be provided by the 

Subcommittee, or deferred to the workgroup to answer. These include; 

- Should the term “student” be limited to resident students or encompass non-resident 

students as well? 

- How should “labor force needs” be identified, should this be focused on those areas for 

which ETIC funding has historically been dedicated, expanded, or narrowed? 

- What is “post-graduate success,” and how is it linked to “industry and labor force needs?” 

Does this include graduate school entrance, licensure passage (where applicable), research 

funding, and/or wage earnings of graduates? 
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- What is the balance between focusing on labor force demand and residency status of 

students? 

 

MOTIVATING QUESTION: Should Engineering Technology Sustaining Funding be focused on 

post-completion outcomes of students? 

 

Principle 3 

Principle 3 provides a historical balance and links resources to the ongoing capacity of engineering 

and technology related departments and programs at public universities. Faculty capacity and 

research output has increased significantly since the inception of ETIC, due in part to grants from 

ETIC to universities. These grants became perpetuating “base” payments to support the ongoing 

cost of core faculty teaching, research and innovation capacity. If Principle 3 were included it would 

continue support for such capacity.  Although at what level and in what balance with Principle 2 has 

not been determined.  

3. The allocation model will recognize historical funding and established core engineering and 

technology related education, innovation and research capacity.  

There are several questions which this principle does not directly answer, but which provide 

flexibility for the workgroup to define. Additional clarification could be provided by the 

Subcommittee, or deferred to the workgroup to answer. These include; 

- Should the formula continue, either over the short- or medium-term or in perpetuity, “base 

payments” in support of faculty capacity? 

- Does the Commission value faculty capacity focused on engineering and technology related 

research or should all research and innovation activity and capacity be self-funded and thus 

not require state investment? 

- Is there an outcomes-based measurement which would allow for a competitive distribution 

of research and innovation based funding? 

MOTIVATING QUESTION: Should Engineering Technology Sustaining Funding include 

components based on prior investments and built capacity? 

Principle 4 

Principle 4 provides grounding for the phasing in and development of any new allocation 

methodology for the 2017-19 biennium with the allocation of funds established through actions of 

the Commission for the current biennium. This is designed to provide continuity and validation to 

the combination of capacity and outcomes focused investments of the 2015-17 biennium allocation 

methodology included in the OAR slated for adoption by the Commission at its November, 2015 

meeting.  

4. The allocation model will use established HECC Administrative Rules as a basis to begin their work 

and be phased-in beginning with the 2017-18 fiscal year.   

There are several questions which this principle does not directly answer, but which provide 

flexibility for the workgroup to define. Additional clarification could be provided by the 

Subcommittee, or deferred to the workgroup to answer. These include; 

- Should the (pending) OAR allocating funding to universities for Engineering and Technology 

Sustaining Funds be a stop-gap measure, or the base for future allocation methodologies? 
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- Should the balance struck during the 2015-17 allocation be largely maintained or should there be 

greater flexibility over the long-term to manage the proportional split between Principle 2 and 

Principle 3 type funding? 

MOTIVATING QUESTION: What is the proper and reasonable balance between allocations based on post-

graduation outcomes of students and investments in research, innovation and core faculty capacity? 

 

Staff Recommendation: 

Discussion purposes only. No action required at this time. 
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Appendix A: 

HECC Funding & Achievement Subcommittee Engineering & Technology Sustaining Funds Workgroup 

Charge (October 1, 2015) 

 
Summary: 

Engineering & Technology Sustaining Funds Workgroup 

HECC staff will convene an advisory technical workgroup to prepare a recommendation for the long-term 

allocation of Engineering & Technology Sustaining Funds. The HECC has issued OARs1 for the distribution 

of these funds during the 2015-17 biennium reflecting the recommendations made to HECC staff and 

university presidents by a multi-institution workgroup convened during June 20152. This workgroup will 

advise on the creation of a funding methodology for the 2017-19 biennium and beyond. A set of principles 

are articulated in the docket material below to guide the workgroup on its efforts to establish this funding 

methodology.  These principles align and build from with the 2015-17 biennium funding methodology.   

 

Docket Material: 

Engineering & Technology Strategic Investments Workgroup (ETSI Workgroup)  

 

The ETSI Workgroup will meet with a goal of delivering to HECC staff a recommendation regarding the 

long-term allocation of Engineering & Technology Strategic Investment Fund dollars. The workgroup will 

aim to conclude this effort by the end of calendar year 2015. These resources have historically been allocated 

by the former Engineering & Technology Industry Council (ETIC) through the auspices of the Oregon 

University System (OUS) and then the Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB) in support of teaching 

and research capacity at the Oregon’s public universities and OHSU. These funds were first approved by the 

Legislative Assembly in 1997 in order to support growing high technology fields.  These sustained 

investments have been remarkably successful in catalyzing strong growth in these programs over the ensuing 

nearly two-decades, resulting in increased faculty capacity and degree output. These advances have been 

concentrated in high demand STEM related fields at each public university and OHSU in departments such 

as Mechanical, Industrial, and Electrical Engineering, Computer Science, Physics and Mathematics.  

 

HECC Staff formed a workgroup which met twice during June 2015 and recommended a short-term 

allocation methodology for these funds for the 2015-17 biennium. This funding system is a two part structure 

which includes portions of the former ETIC’s recommended allocation methodology which matched funding 

with the post-graduated success of Oregon resident students in Oregon jobs as well as maintaining funding to 

support established engineering and technology related capacity at the public universities. The HECC 

Funding and Achievement Subcommittee as well as the full Commission heard a report on this process and 

its conclusion in September 2015. The ESTI Workgroup will develop a recommendation based on the 

following principles: 

                                                           
1 Higher Education Coordinating Commission – Funding and Achievement Subcommittee: Docket Item Temporary 

Administrative Rule Relating to the ETIC Sustaining Funding 
<http://www.oregon.gov/HigherEd/Documents/HECC/FA /2015/09_Sept-3-
15/4.1_ETIC_Sustaining_Funding.pdf>   

2 ETIC Sustaining Funds Workgroup summary memo <http://www.oregon.gov/HigherEd/Documents/HECC/201 
5%20Full%20Commission%20Meetings/09-Sep-10-15/7.1b.ETICStrategicFundingWorkgroupReport.pdf>  

http://www.oregon.gov/HigherEd/Documents/HECC/FA%20/2015/09_Sept-3-15/4.1_ETIC_Sustaining_Funding.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/HigherEd/Documents/HECC/FA%20/2015/09_Sept-3-15/4.1_ETIC_Sustaining_Funding.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/HigherEd/Documents/HECC/201%205%20Full%20Commission%20Meetings/09-Sep-10-15/7.1b.ETICStrategicFundingWorkgroupReport.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/HigherEd/Documents/HECC/201%205%20Full%20Commission%20Meetings/09-Sep-10-15/7.1b.ETICStrategicFundingWorkgroupReport.pdf
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- The allocation model will reflect the principles and priories embedded in the strategic plan of the 

HECC. 

- The allocation model will effectively link Engineering Technology Sustaining Funding with industry 

and labor force needs through an outcomes-based funding system which recognizes the post-

graduation success of students. 

- The allocation model will recognize historical funding and established core engineering and 

technology related education, innovation and research capacity.  

- The allocation model will use established HECC Administrative Rules as a basis to begin their work 

and be phased-in beginning with the 2017-18 fiscal year.   

- The allocation model will prioritize clarity and simplicity where possible. 

- The allocation model will use data that is clearly defined and available.  
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TO:   UNIVERSITY PRESIDENTS COUNCIL, 

BEN CANNON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, HECC 

FROM:  ETIC SUSTAINING FUNDS WORKGROUP 

SUBJECT:  SUMMARY OF JUNE 18 MEETING 

DATE:  JUNE 23, 2015 

 

The following is an overview of the ETIC Sustaining Funding Workgroup June 18th meeting 

regarding the allocation of legacy ETIC “Sustaining Funds.” The primary purpose of this meeting 

was to establish a framework for the allocation of these funds in FY 16. This objective was 

accomplished and outlined below. This document provides details of these discussions, the agreed 

upon framework for moving forward during the 2015-17 biennium and philosophy underpinning 

this framework.  

 

HIGH LEVEL SUMMARY  

1. Sustaining Funding will employ the ETIC model for FY 16 and FY 17 allocations while 

maintaining commitment to historical ETIC investments, which undergird university’s 

current capacity in sustaining engineering graduates, education, research and industry 

investment; 

2. FY 16 funding will allocate 80% of funding at historical Sustaining Funding proportions for 

each institution and the remaining 20% on linking state investment with the employment of 

students who have graduated from the seven public universities in fields of particular interest 

to Oregon’s high tech industry.  For the 2015-17 biennium this distribution will use the 

employment-based model as recommended by ETIC;  

3. FY 16 will be used to establish a base, FY 17 will allocate all additional funds to institutions 

who are below ETIC’s employment-based model funding level on a proportional basis;  

4. The HECC, in conjunction with the public universities will submit a letter to the Oregon 

Talent Council (OTC), outlining the allocation of Sustaining Funds, and recognize the 

disadvantage of the University of Oregon (UO) under the Sustaining Funding framework 

agreement. This is due to the fact that all historical Sustaining Funding to the UO will be “at-

risk” dollars going forward, and recommend that this be taken into consideration by the 

OTC as it determines funding allocations. The UO maintains capacity which is not 

recognized in this framework; and 

5. The HECC will convene a workgroup, as proposed to the Commission on June 11, 2015 to 

recommend a long-term allocation model for Sustaining Funding, with the FY 16 allocation 

level as the base and informed by the FY 17 allocation framework which advances towards 

greater implementation of ETIC’s model as additional resources are made available. This 

more strongly aligns the interest of industry and institutions to focus efforts on increased 

funding. 
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HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

Institutional representatives provided a brief background on the value and successes developed as a 

direct, or indirect, result of sustained and intentional investment of ETIC dollars since its inception 

in the late 1990’s. These are illustrative and non-exhaustive examples. They provide a useful context 

for moving forward and highlight the shared interest of each institution in maintaining current 

investments and the capacity these provide to support engineering and technology related programs. 

Oregon Health Sciences University, Eastern Oregon University, Southern Oregon University and 

Western Oregon University were not engaged in the framework development process. The history 

described below does not include the significant contribution these institutions have made and 

continue to make. In particular the splitting of ETIC Renewable and ETIC Sustaining Funding has 

put all of OHSU’s funding in an at-risk position. 

 

ETIC funding has helped Portland State University (PSU); 

1. Integrated Oregon Graduate Institute (OGI) faculty and programs around engineering and 

computer science programs; 

2. Fueled the substantial growth in PSU’s engineering and computer science capacity and 

quality; and 

3. Served as an anchor to establish PSU as a research institution, and catalyzed industry and 

philanthropic donations.  

 

ETIC funding has helped Oregon State University (OSU); 

1. Invest in world class faculty and spur substantial growth in the capacity of OSU’s College of 

Engineering; 

2. Substantially grow the size and quality of OSU’s College of Engineering from 2,930 students 

in the 1997-98 academic year to 7,850 students today, during a period in which many 

engineering programs across the country were shrinking; and 

3. Extend and develop OSU’s research capacity, grow externally funded research in engineering 

and technology related fields, and substantially increase private giving support. 

 

ETIC funding helped the University of Oregon (UO); 

1. Fund start-up programs in applied engineering and technology fields; and 

2. Served as a catalyst for highly successful graduate student internship programs which align 

students with industry needs, furthering the interest of both. 

 

ETIC funding has helped Oregon Tech (OIT); 

1. Fund substantial growth in its engineering and technology programs, particularly in applied 

and industry specific fields; 

2. Recruit faculty in order to develop a new portfolio of ABET accredited engineering 

programs to meet the diverse set of industry needs in Oregon including the first ABET 

accredited BS in Renewable Energy Engineering program in the US;  
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3. Fuel a substantial increase in the quality and recognition of Oregon Tech’s engineering 

programs; and  

4. Doubling the number of engineering and technology students, resulting in Oregon Tech 

contributing to over 20% of all graduates for the State of Oregon in ETIC disciplines at the 

undergraduate level.  

 

FUTURE ALLOCATIONS 

Moving forward, the workgroup recognizes the importance of structuring ETIC’s Sustaining Funds 

in a manner which respects and supports historical investments in building capacity and successes 

yet looks towards the future and delivering for Oregon, industry and students. The workgroup 

recognizes that there is a natural tension between a need for stability in providing support for 

historical funding and cement past successes on the one hand and creating a constantly evolving 

connection to the workforce on the other within a relatively fixed funding environment.   

 

All workgroup participants agreed that in order to maintain and build upon the past successes a 

portion of Sustaining Funding must be matched with current proportional allocation, particularly in 

the short term. Further, workgroup participants agreed that while stability in funding based on 

historic proportions is important aligning a portion of historical resources and all additional 

resources available for Sustaining Funding on the post-graduation employment and success of 

graduates is necessary.   

 

ALLOCATION PRINCIPLES 

The following are the principles upon which the new funding formula will be based. 

1. Provide stability and sustaining the progress which has been made by utilizing ETIC funding 

and meeting the productivity and outcomes historically examined by ETIC; particularly 

engineering and technology related graduates at the undergraduate and graduate levels, 

externally funded research and industry investment; 

2. Providing a tactical linkage of engineering and technology programs to the labor force needs 

of Oregon industry by dedicating a portion of current funding levels and funding growth on 

that linkage; and 

3. Encouraging and deepening connections between universities and engineering and 

technology industry partners, and collectively advocating for additional private and public 

investment. 

 

FRAMEWORK AGREEMENT 

1. FY 16 and FY 17 funding will be distributed on the standard 49% - 51% basis.   

2. FY 16 Sustaining Funding will be split into two tranches. 

a. “Historical Funding” will be based on the proportional share of FY 15 Sustaining 

Funding levels on an institution by institution basis; 

b. “Outcomes Funding” will be based on the proportional share of funding as 

recommended by the employment-based funding model proposed by ETIC. 
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3. Historical Funding is designed to provide baseline support for prior investments at all 

institutions which have historically received Sustaining Funding for faculty lines. 

a. Funding will be based on the FY 15 proportional level of Sustaining Funding as 

approved by the OEIB and recommended by ETIC in September 2014. 

b. The Historical Funding based developed during FY 16 is intended to establish a 

minimum predictable base for the universities to account for the capacity increases 

and investments made to achieve the FY 99-FY 13 ETIC outcomes, including 

doubling the number of engineering graduates.  

c. As Historical Funding base is intended to provide stability, it would only be 

readjusted by the HECC if the institutional outcomes consistently fall below their 

historical levels. 

d. The Historical Funding tranche will carry forward into subsequent biennia as “base 

funding.”  

4. Outcomes Funding is designed to emphasize institutions success in supporting Oregon’s 

engineering and technology related industry cluster.  

a. All non-Historical Funding will be allocated based on Outcomes Funding. 

b. Funding will initially be based on the employment-based funding model proposed by 

ETIC, which is based on the wages of resident graduates of Oregon’s seven public 

universities in engineering and technology disciplines. 

c. The principles which undergird employment-based funding model proposed by 

ETIC, namely the tactical linkage between engineering and technology related 

departments and industry employment needs is critical. Measuring the efficacy of this 

linkage through post-graduate employment and wages is recognized as valid and 

reasonable.  

5. FY 16 allocation will be used to establish biennium base funding going forward.  

6. FY 17 funding will allocate all additional funds to institutions who are below the allocation 

level put forward in ETIC’s employment-based model, on a proportional basis. 

7. The HECC will establish a formal workgroup to recommend Sustaining Funding Allocations 

over the long-term, including review and refinement of a post-graduate employment-based 

model as indicated in the staff proposal to the Commission on June 11, 20151. This 

workgroup will start from the ETIC recommended funding level, adjusting where necessary, 

but consistent with that which ETIC has proposed.  

 

CONCLUSION 

The workgroup reached the following conclusions from the June 18th, 2015 meeting: 

1. There is a consensus to move forward with the allocation methodology described above, 

wherein there is a Historical Funding tranche of Sustaining Funding which is locked in as 

                                                           
1
http://education.oregon.gov/Documents/HECC/2015%20Full%20Commission%20Meetings/06.%20June%2011%2

c%202015/12.1%20Engineering%20and%20Technology%20Industry%20Council%20%28ETIC%29%20Background.p
df 
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a “base” allocation and all incremental investment above this will be allocated as 

outcomes funding. 

2. Historical Funding will remain constant, assuming consistent or growing institutional 

performance, especially with respect to the number of graduates in targeted ETIC 

disciplines. 

3. The workgroup recommends an initial balanced allocation of 20/80 (ETIC Outcomes 

20%, Historical Funding 80%) as shown in the enclose Table 1 – Funding Allocation 

Recommendation, whereby the ETIC outcomes model is used to guide the initial 

allocations and creates the base funding for FY16-17.  

4. Once the minimum based funding is established for the biennium (FY16-17), 100% of 

the additional/incremental, funding above the base will be allocated using an outcomes 

model based on graduates on ETIC disciplines, and taking into consideration the total 

funding level (Base + Incremental). Universities whose base exceeds the outcomes based 

allocation will not receive additional Outcomes Funding beyond the base.  
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TABLE 1 - FUNDING ALLOCATION RECOMMENDATION 

 

 

 

Historical 100% 80%

ETIC Model 0% 20%

INSTITUTION FY 15 Historical ETIC Model FY 16 TOTAL Δ FY16-FY15

EOU 175,480$        144,601$        10,814$          155,415$        (20,065)$         

OIT 539,532$        444,592$        513,415$        958,007$        418,475$        

OSU 7,498,884$     6,179,323$     862,072$        7,041,394$     (457,490)$       

PSU 2,924,844$     2,410,166$     771,841$        3,182,007$     257,163$        

SOU 204,418$        168,447$        67,688$          236,135$        31,717$          

UO -$                  -$                  107,892$        107,892$        107,892$        

WOU 288,545$        237,770$        62,503$          300,273$        11,728$          

Total 11,631,703$   9,584,899$    2,396,225$    11,981,124$    349,421$       

FY 16 BASE

ETIC Model

INSTITUTION FY 15 FY16 BASE FY 17+ FY 17 TOTAL Δ FY17-FY15

EOU 175,480$        155,415$        -$                  155,415$        (20,065)$         

OIT 539,532$        958,007$        287,431$        1,245,437$     705,905$        

OSU 7,498,884$     7,041,394$     -$                  7,041,394$     (457,490)$       

PSU 2,924,844$     3,182,007$     105,786$        3,287,792$     362,948$        

SOU 204,418$        236,135$        17,318$          253,453$        49,035$          

UO -$                  107,892$        77,906$          185,799$        185,799$        

WOU 288,545$        300,273$        586$              300,859$        12,314$          

Total 11,631,703$   11,981,124$    489,026$       12,470,150$   838,447$       

FY 16

FUNDING SCENARIO

49% Split

FY 17

51% Split

96%

4%

EOU -                     0.0% -$                  

OIT 1,534,201        58.8% 287,431$        

OSU -                     0.0% -$                  

PSU 564,645            21.6% 105,786$        

SOU 92,436              3.5% 17,318$          

UO 415,837            15.9% 77,906$          

WOU 3,127                0.1% 586$              

Total 2,610,246        100.0% 489,026$       

GAP TO ETIC MODEL

FY 17 CALCULATION

FY 17 - FY 16 INCREMENT $489,026

INSTITUTION FY 16-ETIC % of Total
FY 17 

Increment
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DATA TABLES 

Fiscal Year FY 16 FY 17 Total 

ETIC Sustaining Funding2 $11,981,124 $12,470,150 $24,451,274 

 

FY 15 ETIC Sustaining Funds3 

Institution Funding Level Proportion 

EOU $175,480 1.51% 

OIT $539,532 4.64% 

OHSU $0 0.00% 

OSU $7,498,884 64.47% 

PSU $2,924,844 25.15% 

SOU $204,418 1.76% 

UO $0 0.00% 

WOU $288,545 2.48% 

Total $11,631,703 100.00% 

 

ETIC “Oregon Student, Oregon Job” Funding Recommendation4 

Institution Funding Level Proportion 

EOU $52,494 0.45% 

OIT $2,492,208 21.43% 

OSU $4,184,649 35.98% 

PSU $3,746,652 32.21% 

SOU $328,571 2.82% 

UO $523,729 4.50% 

WOU $303,400 2.61% 

OHSU $0 0.00% 

Total $11,631,703 100.00% 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
2
 HB 5024A LFO Analyst Recommended Budget Report Pages 3 and 40 < 

https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2015R1/Downloads/CommitteeMeetingDocument/78441>  
3
 OEIB Board Docket, January 2015 Meeting, Pages 47-50 < 

http://education.oregon.gov/Documents/archive/OEIBJan2015matsFINAL.pdf>  
4
 “2014-11-12 ETIC Summary Scenarios.xlsx” as prepared by Laura McKinney, Executive Director of ETIC 

https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2015R1/Downloads/CommitteeMeetingDocument/78441
http://education.oregon.gov/Documents/archive/OEIBJan2015matsFINAL.pdf
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PARTICIPANTS 

 

Dr. Mateo Aboy  

Assoc. Provost & VP Research 

Oregon Tech 

 

Dr. Sherm Bloomer  

Director, Budget & Fiscal Planning 

Oregon State University 

 

Kirby Dyess 

Commissioner 

Higher Education Coordinating Commission 

  

Brian Fox  

Director, University Budget & Finance 

Higher Education Coordinating Commission 

 

Jamie Moffitt 

VP Finance & Administration 

University of Oregon 

 

Dr. Ren Su 

Dean, Maseeh College of Engineering & Computer Science 

Portland State University 
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