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|  INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

The General Appropriations Act 
for the 2026-27 biennium (the 
GAA, or budget) directed the Texas 
Higher Education Coordinating 
Board (THECB) to conduct a study 
on performance-based funding 
for General Academic Institutions 
(GAI) with the intention to remove 
institutional enhancements at 
the end of fiscal year 2027.   

The budget required that the study examine:

Comprehensive formula 
funding levels for general 
academic institutions

Student success indicators 
including performance  
data metrics

Support needed for regional 
institutions in delivering 
high-quality education

The cost to maintain stable 
funding for all institutuions 
in future biennia

Legislative Charge
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Executive Committee Overview
The GAA directed THECB to form an Executive 
Committee (the Committee) composed of individuals 
appointed from each higher education system 
with a general academic institution and Texas 
Southern University, with the Commissioner of 
Higher Education issuing a call for appointments 
from each Chancellor and the President of Texas 
Southern University, with a maximum number of 21 

Committee members. The budget also authorized 
THECB to consult, in coordination with the Executive 
Committee, employer or industry representatives, 
and other stakeholders from across the state to 
provide expert information to support the study.

Appendix A lists the members of the Committee, 
following the process prescribed in the budget.  

https://www.lbb.texas.gov/Documents/Appropriations_Bills/89/Final/General_Appropriations_Act_2026_2027.pdf
https://www.lbb.texas.gov/Documents/Appropriations_Bills/89/Final/General_Appropriations_Act_2026_2027.pdf
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Executive Committee Meetings

The Committee met nine times, from Fall 2025 through Spring 
2026 to contribute to and consult on the study:
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All meetings were held in-person at THECB offices, except for the November 18th and 
January 15th meetings which were held virtually. In advance of each meeting, THECB 
distributed an agenda and supplemental materials to the Committee. Starting with the 
January 2026 meeting, the supplemental materials included a consensus document 
outlining areas of agreement and areas for further discussion. THECB also recorded and 
distributed meeting notes to the Committee in a timely fashion after each meeting. 

PROJECT
TIMELINE 
OVERVIEW  

AUG 2025–SEPT 2025
 Executive Committee Kick-off 

(Mtg #1)

 Problem Statement,  
Goals & Timeline

 Expectations, & Processes

 Phase 1: Data Discovery

FEB 2026
 Executive Committee  

Meeting #5

 Continuation of Phase 2: Metrics

 Initiation of Phase 3: Modeling

 Work Group Meetings  
& Collaboration

OCT 2025
 Executive Committee  

Meeting #2

 Continuation of Phase 1: 
Data Discovery

 Formation of Work Groups

MAR 2026–APR 2026
 Executive Committee Meeting 

#6 & #7

 Continuation of Phase 3: Modeling

 Initiation of  
Phase 4: Funding Runs

 Work Group Meetings  
& Collaboration

NOV 2025—JAN 2026
 Executive Committee Meeting 

#3 & #4

 Initiation of Phase 2: Metrics

 Work Group Meetings  
& Collaboration

 Stakeholder Listening Sessions

MAY 2026—JUN 2026
 Executive Committee Meeting 

#8 & #9

 Continuation & Completion of 
Phase 4 – Funding Runs

JUL 2026
 Board Meeting to Adopt 

Report (July 22, 2026)

 Report due to Legislature 
(July 31, 2026)
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Committee Workgroups
 

To assist in the study 
and development of a 
performance-based funding 
model, the Committee 
established four workgroups. 

Those workgroups were organized around themes of attainment, 
affordability, post collegiate outcomes, and progression/persistence. 
Workgroup membership is included in Appendix A. Each group met 
as frequently as needed between the Committee meetings to develop 
recommendations on how to advance their assigned themes in a 
performance-based funding model. In the spring, the Committee 
established two additional workgroups focusing on model mechanics 
and student weights. THECB staff supported the workgroup 
discussions by providing data runs and data documentation. Each 
Committee meeting agenda included a section for workgroups 
to report on progress, field questions, and foster discussion. 

Stakeholder Engagement
 

To gather feedback from 
other stakeholders, THECB 
staff conducted three 
listening sessions on January 
12, 13, and 20, 2026. The 
following stakeholders 
attended these sessions:

 Commit Partnership
 Dallas Chamber of Commerce
 Ed Trust
 Educate Texas at Communities Foundation of Texas
 Philanthropy Advocates
 Texas Association of Community Colleges
 Texas Business Leadership Council
 Texas Public Policy Foundation
 Texas 2036
 Young Invincibles

THECB also held two discussions with presidents of GAIs. In all of these 
meetings, THECB staff briefly described the process and topics discussed 
by the Committee, fielded questions, and sought input. 

THECB staff and Committee members also met with legislative staff throughout 
the process to provide updates on the Committee’s work and receive input 
to ensure continued alignment with legislative priorities and vision.

UNIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BASED FUNDING REPORT 4THECB



|  INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

Development of the 
Recommendations

1

Landscape Analysis 
The Committee studied national and state-specific 
practices in performance-based funding to inform 
its recommendations. In the September through 
November meetings, the Committee examined broad 
categories of funding allocation models, including 
base plus, enrollment, weighted enrollment, and 
outcomes-based funding, as well as the frequency 
of adoption nationwide. The landscape analysis 
covered common metrics incorporated in funding 
models, common populations for student weights, and 
approaches to mission differentiation. The landscape 
analysis also explored the mechanics of other state 
models, offering the advantages and disadvantages 
of different methods like share of outcomes, 
relative growth, and target-based approaches.

The Committee examined broad 
categories of funding allocation 
models as well as the frequency 
of adoption nationwide.

The landscape analysis looked closely at outcomes-
based funding for General Academic Institutions in 
five states: Florida, Tennessee, Ohio, Oregon, and 
Colorado. The Committee studied their allocation 
approaches, performance funding as a percentage 
of total appropriations, how missions were 
differentiated, and which metrics were incorporated.  

The full landscape 
analysis is included 
in Appendix B.

Have these states’ 
formulas led to 
greater investment?

What updates have 
states made to their 
models? Why?

How have the 
formulas impacted the 
distribution of state 
dollars to institutions 
over time?

Have there been 
any unintended 
consequences?

How has attainment 
changed over time?

How have these 
states made the case 
that their models 
have been effective?

How has performance 
on the metrics 
changed over time?

The state profiles explored the following questions:

1

5

3

7

2

6

4
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Guiding Principles  
and Framework 
Ahead of the first Committee meeting in September, 
THECB surveyed Committee members about 
their support for different factors to include in a 
performance-based funding model, including levels 
of awards, progression thresholds, student success, 
and consideration of specific student groups. THECB 
presented the survey results at the September meeting. 
At the October meeting, the Committee identified four 
“constructs” that would create the framework for the 
performance-based funding model and became the 
basis for the four workgroups: attainment, affordability, 
post-collegiate outcomes, and progression/persistence.

At the September meeting, Commissioner Rosser also 
provided three principles to guide the Committee’s 
work. The principles suggest that a performance-based 
funding model should pursue what is best for Texas 
students, what is best for the state (communities, 
employers, the economy), and what is the best and most 
appropriate way to reward institutions’ contributions to 
the first two priorities. The Committee also discussed 
two other principles to guide its work.  First, the formula 
should advance the goals of Building a Talent Strong 
Texas. Second, the formula should work for all types of 
institutions, allowing each to succeed in their mission.

Recommended Model
The Committee supports a model that includes student 
success metrics related to attainment of a credential of 
value and progression and persistence. The Committee 
recommends a rate-based approach with the average 
three-year production of weighted counts of student 
success metrics multiplied by an assigned dollar rate.

This metric counts the 
number of credentials 
of value awarded by an 
institution. The calculation 
to determine a credential 

of value for bachelor’s degrees is based on a cost-
benefit, or return on investment, analysis. It measures 
whether a typical student on average earns enough 
within 10 years after graduation to pay for the cost 
of their education and surpass the earnings of a 
typical high school graduate. All bachelor’s degrees 
awarded by Texas public institutions exceed this 
threshold. THECB is refining the methodology for 
the credential of value calculation for master’s and 
doctoral degrees and anticipates future iterations of 
this Performance-Based Funding (PBF) model would 
include that refined calculation. The initial version of 
the model developed by the Committee assumes that 
all master’s and doctoral degrees meet the threshold.

For bachelor’s degrees the Committee recommends 
that credentials of value awarded in high demand fields 
receive an additional funding rate 25 percent higher 
than a base credential of value. High demand fields 
are defined as degrees awarded in the Classification 
of Instructional Programs (CIP) codes aligned with the 
top ten occupations, requiring a bachelor’s degree or 
higher, in highest demand across the state based on 
the total statewide number of new jobs projected over 
the next 10 years by the US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
which are published by the Texas Workforce Commission. 
Additionally, degrees awarded in the CIP codes aligned 
with the top five occupations from each of the 12 
Texas Comptroller regions that are not included in the 
statewide top ten occupations would be included as 
high demand for institutions in each of those regions.      

Attainment of 
a Credential 
of Value

UNIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BASED FUNDING REPORT 6THECB
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Finally, in recognizing the importance of ensuring that 
all critical regional workforce needs are accounted 
for in this model, especially for regional universities, 
the Committee recommends including a mechanism 
for universities to identify an additional field to be 
counted as high demand that are critical for the 
employers in the regions they serve even if they do not 
fall within the parameters listed above, in alignment 
with the Community College Finance model. 

Determining high demand fields needed to satisfy 
current job openings and unfilled needs of Texas 
employers and to identify fields and credentials 
needed to drive the Texas economy forward in 
the future, is complex. It is anticipated that, as the 
granularity and specificity of data collected by the 
state improves in the future and as emerging fields 
such as artificial intelligence impact the workforce, 
the determination of high demand fields to use in 
the model must be further refined to guard against 
unintended consequences. Specifically, the Committee 
recommends future improvements identifying students 
who have taken teacher certification requirements 
but earned a degree in another field (as they are not 
able to be consistently counted now) so institutions 
are appropriately funded for producing more teachers 
for the Texas workforce. It will also be important in 
future refinements to consider bachelor’s degree 
pathways that may not be aligned with a high demand 
field on their own but are aligned with and fulfill the 
coursework required for admission into high demand 
graduate degrees (ex. Biochemistry for medical school). 
Additionally, future iterations should include a process 
to determine high demand fields for graduate degrees.

Reducing excess semester 
credit hours is important to 
ensure students are paying 
tuition and fees for classes that 
count toward their degree.

As part of attainment, the Committee also recognizes 
the importance of institutions that prepare students 
for successful degree completion and attainment of 
credentials of value at other institutions. Therefore, 
for students who attend multiple institutions prior 
to graduation, the Committee recommends that a 
university where a student completed 24 or more 
semester credit hours prior to transferring receive 
funding at a rate of 0.25 of the base bachelor’s rate 
when that student graduates with a credential of value. 

Additionally, credentials of value awarded efficiently at 
the bachelor’s level receive an additional weight in the 
model. Efficiency is defined and calculated as a bachelor’s 
degree completed successfully between 100-120 percent 
of the semester credit hours required for the degree. 
Reducing excess semester credit hours is important to 
ensure students are paying tuition and fees for classes 
that count toward their degree and not expending both 
state and personal resources on excess hours. The 
Committee recommends that the rates associated with 
the efficiency metric should range between 10 percent 
and 40 percent depending on the number of excess 
hours taken. Current available data for this metric 
is constrained, in particular with respect to transfer 
students, narrowing the number of degrees eligible to 

IT IS IMPORTANT TO 
ENSURE ALL CRITICAL 
REGIONAL WORKFORCE 
NEEDS ARE ACCOUNTED 
FOR IN THIS MODEL, 
ESPECIALLY FOR REGIONAL UNIVERSITIES. 
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receive an efficiency weight. Additionally, institutions 
advise students in choosing courses that are applicable 
to their degree; however, students may choose to change 
majors or may take hours that are not applicable to 
their chosen major prior to arriving at an institution. 
Institutions are unable to control or influence all of 
these course taking decisions. Therefore, the Committee 
recommends future refinement to data collection in order 
to improve this part of the model in future years or future 
considerations on the best metrics to effectively measure 
the efficiency in which students are receiving a degree. 

Doctoral degrees are critical to 
the goals of Building a Talent 
Strong Texas and to ensuring 
a robust faculty pipeline, 
particularly including critical 
fields like nursing and other 
healthcare and STEM fields. 

The Committee also recognized the importance of 
awarding graduate degrees, both to address highly skilled 
workforce needs and to recognize the importance of 
graduate degrees to institutions’ educational and research 
missions. Median wages for graduates from Texas public 
universities are higher for graduates with master’s and 
doctoral degrees relative to graduates with bachelor’s 
degrees. Doctoral degrees are critical to the goals of 
Building a Talent Strong Texas and to ensuring a robust 
faculty pipeline, particularly including critical fields like 
nursing and other healthcare and STEM fields. The plan 
specifically calls for an increase of annual production 
of doctoral degrees to 7,500 by 2030 (an increase from 
4,495 in 2024). The Committee recommends that the 
rate for those degrees should be set to be at least as high 
as the cumulative funding associated with the maximum 
attainment, progression, and persistence rates for a 
completed bachelor’s degree. Similarly, recognizing the 
shorter timeframe required for attainment compared 
to doctoral degrees, the Committee recommends 
master’s degrees receive funding at a rate of 110 percent 
of the base bachelor’s credential of value rate. 

The Committee recommends that funding provided 
for attainment metrics should total approximately 
60 percent of the funding in the model.

In addition to degree 
attainment, the Committee 
recognized the importance of 
incentivizing and rewarding 
institutions for student 

success achievements along the way. The Committee 
identified value in including both the progression and 
persistence metrics. These metrics reward varied 
student pathways and patterns – including both 
metrics ensures institutions with different missions 
and populations can succeed in the model. Including 
only persistence without progression would reward 
perpetual enrollment, but including only progression 
could disadvantage institutions that serve many 
part time students who take longer to reach those 
milestones. Therefore, the Committee recommends 
including both progression and persistence as 
performance indicators in the model. The Committee 
recommends that the progression and persistence 
metrics should total approximately 40 percent of the 
funding in the model. In the initial implementation of 
PBF, institutions will be able to have a more immediate 
impact on these metrics to improve student success.  

The progression metric counts the achievement of 
milestone credit hours thresholds – 30, 60, and 90 
semester credit hours, the typical annual production 
of credits for a student enrolled full-time. Part-time 
students still generate funding on this metric, as 
institutions receive funding in the year a student passes 
the specific milestone. Student progression through 
semester credit hour milestones is critical to support 
consistent progress to degree completion. Students 

Progression 
and 
Persistence

UNIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BASED FUNDING REPORT 8THECB
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who are able to achieve each 30-semester credit hour 
milestone are statistically more likely to complete a 
bachelor’s degree, thereby increasing student success. 
Due to the increased institutional resources invested 
in student success during their first 30 semester credit 
hours,the Committee recommends that the rate for 
the 30-semester credit hour metric be the highest 
of these three, with the 60 and 90 thresholds being 
progressively reduced by approximately 10 percent.

The Committee recommends 
applying three student 
characteristic weights 
to certain performance 

metrics to ensure these students have robust 
access to higher education and so that the 
model incentivizes their success. The Committee 
spent considerable time analyzing outcome and 
achievement gaps for the selected student groups. 
The recommendations were informed by that 
gap analysis and state strategic priorities.

1  Adult Learners and Stop Outs 
A combined group that includes both adult 
learners defined as students who were 25 
years or older in that fiscal year of interest 
and stop outs defined as students who had a 
gap of 3 consecutive long semester enrollment 
breaks during the preceding nine years.

2 Economically Disadvantaged 
Defined as students who received federal Pell 
grants in the current year or four prior years.

3 Academically Disadvantaged 
Defined as students who were not TSI 
(Texas Success Initiative) met or exempt 
in math, reading, or writing.

The Committee recommends the adult learner/stop 
out weight and academically disadvantaged weight 
apply to the attainment, progression, and persistence 
metrics and that economically disadvantaged weight 
apply to the progression and persistence metrics. 
This recommendation is based on the analysis of 
outcome and achievement gaps, which showed 
smaller gaps for economically disadvantaged, and the 
high share of students that qualify as economically 
disadvantaged (approximately 50 percent in 2024-25).

The Committee generally supported weighting adult 
learners, stop outs, and academically disadvantaged 
students at higher rates than economically 
disadvantaged and adding weights together for the 
limited number of students that fall into more than one 
category. However, one system did not agree on these 
points and provided an alternative proposal to weigh all 
three characteristics equally and apply the weight only 
once to students who are in more than one category.

Student 
Weights

The Committee also recognized the importance of 
rewarding persistence, especially for students who 
may face challenges that make it more difficult to 
take full time semester credit hour loads or continue 
their education at all. The persistence metric 
counts the number of students who stay enrolled 
at a Texas institution of higher education from fall 
semester to fall semester. However, in order to 
protect against unintended incentives for students 
to take longer to receive a degree, the Committee 
recommends that the persistence rate should be 
no more than 25 percent of the total funding rates 
associated with the three progression metrics.

The Committee also recognized 
the importance of rewarding 
persistence, especially for 
students who may face challenges 
that make it more difficult to 
take full time semester loads.

UNIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BASED FUNDING REPORT 9THECB
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The Committee recommends that performance-
based funding be an additional factor in the 
comprehensive funding model for universities and, 
like in other states, complement the existing formula 
funding and not replace the current formulas. 

This is, in part, because the new PBF model would not 
incorporate the relative cost of instruction for different 
programs or funding for fixed costs that are considered 
within those base funding formulas. For example, under 
a model that rewards for the attainment of a credential 
of value, a bachelor’s degree in a lower cost program 
would receive the same funding as one in a more costly 
program. This could result in a disincentive to offer 
higher cost programs that are essential in the state.

By  investing first in the base formulas and adding a 
performance-based funding formula on top, the state 
can create a balanced system of financing universities 
that recognizes student needs, state priorities, and 
the institutional cost drivers to achieve those first 
two. This approach draws on best practices that 
were identified through the landscape analysis. The 
Committee also supports the recommendations of the 
Formula Advisory Committee as approved by the Texas 
Higher Education Coordinating Board in April 2026 and 
recommends performance-based funding be in addition 
to these funding recommendations. The Committee 
also recommended a rate-based model where rates are 
maintained over time to provide sustainability of the 
model for both the institutions and the Legislature. A 
rate-based model allows institutions to compete with 
themselves over time when the rates are maintained.

The state can create a balanced 
system of financing universities 
that recognizes student 
needs, state priorities, and 
institutional cost drivers.

      
Additionally, because more than half of Texas higher 
education students are economically disadvantaged, 
continued and increased access to financial aid 
funding is key to successful outcomes for students 
statewide. The Committee supports continued and 
increased funding for need based student financial 
aid programs like TEXAS Grants to support access 
for economically disadvantaged students.

Implementation
2

50+50+K50%

TEXAS STUDENTS 
WHO QUALIFY AS 
ECONOMICALLY 
DISADVANTED  
IN 2024–25

MORE THAN
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In addition to performance-based funding, the 
Committee was directed to examine Institutional 
Enhancement (IE) funding for GAIs. 

IE funding has been appropriated over time to 
universities for a variety of purposes. IE supports the 
core education mission of institutions and is generally 
used for faculty salaries, student support services, 
and other programs that help to retain and graduate 
students. The amount of funding each university 
receives through IE does not correlate to institution 
size, mission, or overall appropriations. The biennial 
amount of IE funding universities receive per student 
headcount varies from $56 per student to $5,734 per 
student. The share that IE makes up of an institution’s 
total General Revenue (less capital funding) also varies 
significantly from less than 1 percent to more than 
25 percent. Many institutions rely on IE funding as a 
crucial part of base appropriations from the state.   

Given the inherent difference between how PBF  
would be distributed and how IE has historically  
been appropriated, there is no clear recommendation 
that would fully eliminate IE funding through the 
performance-based funding model that would not cause 
financial hardship for a majority of universities. If all IE 
funding was immediately and fully eliminated and put 
through a performance-based funding model, many 
institutions would realize funding decreases. Careful 
consideration of the treatment of IE and performance-
based funding must be taken to ensure all institutions 
may compete for funding and maintain fiscal stability.  

 

Many institutions rely on 
Institutional Enhancement 
funding as a crucial part of base 
appropriations from the state. 

If changes to IE are considered by the Legislature, 
the Committee suggests the Legislature could 
evaluate the following concepts, in part or 
whole, as a part of those deliberations:

1  IE Buy-In Percentage  
The share of an institution’s earned performance-
based funding that is contributed back from its 
existing IE. A similar concept has been utilized by 
the 82nd, 83rd, 86th, and 87th Legislatures.

2 Buy-In Cap 
A maximum any single institution can 
contribute from IE through the buy-in.

3 PBF Base  
A minimum amount of funding that every 
institution receives to improve sustainability in 
the funding model over time. A similar concept 
exists in CRU funding, the Higher Education Fund, 
and the HRI Research Enhancement formula.

The application of these concepts will change 
based on the level of funding allocated to 
the performance-based funding model.

Institutional 
Enhancement

3

UNIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BASED FUNDING REPORT 11THECB



|  INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating 
Board extends its gratitude to the members 
of the Executive Committee, whose sustained 
engagement and expertise were essential 
to the development of this report. 

THECB also thanks the presidents of general 
academic institutions who participated in listening 
sessions, the stakeholder and advisory groups who 
offered perspective from across the state’s business, 
philanthropic, and advocacy communities, and legislative 
staff whose ongoing input helped ensure this work 
remained aligned with the priorities of the Legislature.

The recommendations in this report represent a strong 
foundation for implementing a performance-based 
funding model that is equitable, fiscally responsible, 
and designed to advance the goals of Building a 
Talent Strong Texas. The Committee’s work reflects 
broad consensus on the core elements of the model 
and a shared commitment to a formula that works 
for all institutions, including regional universities. 

The Committee also affirms that performance-
based funding is one component of a balanced 
system of university finance. Continued investment 
in the Instruction and Operations and Infrastructure 
formulas, alongside robust need-based financial 
aid programs, will be essential to ensuring that 
economically disadvantaged students have access to 
the opportunities this model is designed to reward.

The Committee’s work reflects a 
shared commitment to a formula 
that works for all institutions

THECB recognizes that translating this framework 
into appropriations involves the complex legislative 
budget process. THECB is committed to being a 
resource and partner as the Legislature considers 
how best to implement a performance-based funding 
system that serves Texas students, institutions, 
and the state’s long-term economic goals.

Conclusion
4

PERFORMANCE-
BASED FUNDING IS 
ONE COMPONENT OF  

A BALANCED SYSTEM 
OF UNIVERSITY FINANCE.

Dollar-Sign

Dollar-Sign Dollar-Sign
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COMMITTEE MEMBER TITLE INSTITUTION/SYSTEM

Susan Brown Asst VP for Strategic Analysis & Institutional Reporting The University of Texas Rio Grande Valley

Dr. Morgan Carter Assistant Vice President of Institutional Data & Analytic Tarleton State University

Diane Z. Chase Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affair University of Houston System

Dr. Marlena Creusere Executive Director, Institutional Research & Analysis The University of Texas System

Emily Deardorff Assistant Vice Chancellor for Government Relations University of North Texas System

Lauri Deviney Deputy Vice Chancellor for Government Relations Texas A&M University System

Clayton Gibson Vice President for Finance and Administration and CFO The University of North Texas

Dr. Carl Goodman Provost and Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs Texas Southern University

Daniel Harper Vice Chancellor & CFO Texas State University System

Jeff Hinton CFO & Executive VP for Finance & Administration Texas A&M University-Texarkana

Dr. Derek Horton Deputy Chief Financial Officer, Office of Budget & Planning The University of Texas System

Emily Cormier Assistant Vice Chancellor for State Relations Texas Tech University System

James Palmer Provost and Senior Vice President for Academic Affair Texas A&M University Kingsville

Joe Pettibon Senior Vice President for Strategy & Business Services Texas A&M University

Dr. Beth Reissenweber Vice Provost Academic Resource Management Texas Woman’s University

Tami Rice Director of System Data Texas State University

Noel Sloan CFO and Senior VP of Administration & Finance Texas Tech University

Brian T. Smith Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Officer The University of Texas at Austin

Jason Smith Vice Chancellor/VP, Governmental & Community Relations University of Houston System

Dr. Heather Thielemann Sr Vice President for Strategic Enrollment & Innovation Sam Houston State University

Dr. John S. Wiebe Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs The University of Texas at El Paso

Appedix A
Executive Committee Members for the Interim Study on 
Performance-Based Funding for General Academic Institutions

Appendix

UNIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BASED FUNDING REPORT 13THECB



|  APPENDIX

UNIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BASED FUNDING REPORT 14THECB

PBF Workgroup Assignments

Susan Brown UTS - Asst VP for Strategic Analysis & Institutional Reporting

Dr. Morgan Carter TAMUS - Assistant VP of Institutional Data & Analytics

Emily Deardorff UNTS - Asst Vice Chancellor for Government Relations

Lauri Deviney TAMUS - Deputy Vice Chancellor for Government Relations

Beth Reissenweber TWUS - Chief Budget Officer

Heather Thielemann TSUS - Sr VP for Strategic Enrollment & Innovation

Diane Chase UHS - Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs

Clayton Gibson UNTS - Vice President for Finance and Administration

Jeff Hinton TAMUS - CFO & Executive VP for Finance & Administration

Derek Horton UTS - Associate Vice Chancellor, Office of Budget & Planning

Tami Rice TSUS - Director of System Data

James Palmer TAMUS - Provost and Senior VP for Academic Affairs

Brian Smith UTS - Senior VP and Chief Financial Officer

Jason Smith UHS - Vice Chancellor/VP, Govt & Community Relations

Noel Sloan TTUS - CFO and Senior VP of Administration & Finance

John Weibe UTS - Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs

Emily Deardorff UNTS - Asst Vice Chancellor for Government Relations

Lauri Deviney TAMUS – Deputy Vice Chancellor for Government Relations

Joe Pettibon TAMUS - Senior VP for Strategy & Business Services

Susan Brown UTS - Asst VP for Strategic Analysis & Institutional Reporting

Emily Cormier TTUS – Assistant Vice Chancellor for State Relations

Derek Horton UTS - Associate Vice Chancellor, Office of Budget & Planning

Marlena Creusere UTS - Executive Director, Institutional Research & Analysis

Morgan Carter TAMUS - Assistant VP of Institutional Data & Analytics

Joe Curtain UH - Associate Provost, Institutional Research and Effectiveness

Morgan Carter TAMUS - Assistant VP of Institutional Data & Analytics

Emily Deardorff UNTS - Asst Vice Chancellor for Government Relations

Lauri Deviney TAMUS - Deputy Vice Chancellor for Government Relations

Carl Goodman TSU - Provost and Senior VP for Academic Affairs

Daniel Harper TSUS - Vice Chancellor & CFO

Beth Reissenweber TWUS - Chief Budget Officer

Susan Brown UTS - Asst VP for Strategic Analysis & Institutional Reporting
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Appedix B
Landscape Analysis

National Landscape Overview of Funding Formula Approaches
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Outcomes-Based Funding: Overview & Common Elements
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Outcomes-Based Funding: Implementation
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State Examples: Formula Goals, Metrics & Design
Colorado, Florida, Tennessee and Ohio
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State Examples: Implementation & Impact
Colorado, Florida, Tennessee and Ohio
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How have the formulas impacted the distribution 
of state $ to institutions over time?
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How has performance on the OBF metrics changed 
over time?
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What updates have states made to their models? 
Why?
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How hav these states made the case that their 
models have been effective?
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Unintended Consequences
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