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Raymund A. Paredes, COMMISSIONER OF HIGHER EDUCATION
Mission of the Coordinating Board
The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board’s mission is to work with the
Legislature, Governor, governing boards, higher education institutions and
other entities to help Texas meet the goals of the state’s higher education
plan, Closing the Gaps by 2015, and thereby provide the people of Texas the
widest access to higher education of the highest quality in the most efficient
manner.
Philosophy of the Coordinating Board
The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board will promote access to
quality higher education across the state with the conviction that access
without quality is mediocrity and that quality without access is unacceptable.
The Board will be open, ethical, responsive, and committed to public service.
The Board will approach its work with a sense of purpose and responsibility
to the people of Texas and is committed to the best use of public monies.
The Coordinating Board will engage in actions that add value to Texas and to
higher education. The agency will avoid efforts that do not add value or that
are duplicated by other entities.

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national
origin, gender, religion, age, or disability in employment or the provision of services.
2

Table of Contents
Page
Overview of the THECB Formula Funding Recommendations ...................................

4

FAQs…………………. ...............................................................................................

8

Formula Funding Recommendations Compared to
2010-11 Appropriations ........................................................................................

12

Authority for Funding Formula Development...........................................................

17

Appendices – Advisory Committee Reports
Appendix A Texas Public Community and Technical Colleges....................................

18

Appendix B Texas Public General Academic Institutions ...........................................

23

Appendix C Texas Public Health-Related Institutions ...............................................

35

3

Overview of the THECB
Formula Funding Recommendations
Focusing on strategies that increase student persistence and completion is one of the highest
priorities of the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB). In 2000, the state
established a goal to award 210,000 certificates, associate’s degrees, and bachelor’s degrees as
part of Closing the Gaps by 2015, the state’s master plan for higher education. While increasing
student preparation and participation will help build a strong pipeline of future graduates,
increasing student success in higher education requires dedicated strategies at the state level
and at our institutions of higher education.
To lead the state toward achieving its success goals, the THECB Formula Funding
Recommendations for the 2012-2013 biennium modify the formulas to increase course
completion and student success while reducing costs to the state, and to students and their
families. These recommendations achieve three primary goals: 1) increase state and
institutional focus on student success; 2) increase cost efficiencies while increasing productivity;
and 3) implement a meaningful component of the comprehensive shared responsibility model,
which is critical to achieving greater student success.

Focus on Student Success
Focusing on student success represents an integral step in meeting the success goal of Closing
the Gaps by 2015. Significant progress has been made over the last 10 years with respect to
the participation goal of Closing the Gaps. Texas higher education institutions and the
leadership of the state deserve recognition for significant gains in student enrollments since
2000 when Closing the Gaps was first adopted – and those gains must continue.
The number of graduates has also improved, but the data suggest Texas has much more work
to do to meet the goals of Closing the Gaps. The most recent data show that of the 159,824
students who entered public institutions of higher education in 2003, only about 34 percent, or
54,335, graduated six years later with any higher education credential.1 Texas simply must
increase the number of certificates and degrees awarded to achieve its state goals, remain
economically competitive, and maintain and improve the quality of life for all Texans.

Increase Cost Efficiencies While Increasing Productivity
The current funding model for Texas higher education is unsustainable, particularly given the
projected budget deficit, estimated to be between $15-$18 billion dollars next biennium. As the
trend for state funding per Full-Time Student Equivalent continues to decline, higher education
institutions respond by increasing tuition and fees to make up for the shortfall. Consequently,
the state must increase financial aid in order to maintain affordability for low-income students.
Students who enroll in the higher education but never earn a credential results in high costs to
the state, and to students and their families. The costs associated with students who entered
public higher education in 2003 and had not completed their programs by 2009 include:
1

Data is derived from a statewide cohort of 7th graders tracked for educational attainment beginning in FY 1998 (fall
1997) through end of FY 2009 (or Fall 2009).
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a loss of $713.2 million in state and federal financial aid dollars
a loss of $330.3 million in state general revenue appropriated through the formulas to
institutions of higher education (e.g., in 2009, 599,282 semester credit hours were
dropped at public universities, which cost the state $62.3 million in formula funding);
and
a loss to the students who on average incurred a student loan debt of $10,800 at a
public university and $6,700 at a public community or technical college.
In this fiscal climate, business as usual is not an option. The THECB will not request additional
state funding for higher education without ensuring a better return on the investment made by
students, their families, and all taxpayers. The THECB proposed recommendations will help
institutions focus budget decisions in areas that are most likely to support and promote student
success.

Comprehensive Shared Responsibility Model
Improving educational outcomes in higher education is predicated on strategic, sustained effort
by a partnership that has a vested interest in achieving the goals of Closing the Gaps. The
partnership includes the P-12 sector, the state, institutions of higher education, the student,
and the community. Each party has a shared responsibility to achieve success. No one
component can accomplish Texas’ goals on its own.
First, the state must fund higher education, including student
financial aid, at appropriate levels, while also helping to
identify and scale cost-efficient, successful programs that help
the state close the education gaps. Second, public education
must prepare students to do college-level work. According to
ACT’s latest statistics, only 22 percent of Texas high school
graduates are college ready. That is an improvement over four
years ago when it was 18 percent, but Texas primary and
secondary schools must do better. Third, students have the
responsibility to invest a level of commitment and hard work
that is commensurate with the investment the state is making
via their subsidized education and state financial aid programs
like the TEXAS Grant program. Fourth, communities throughout Texas, which represent a
critical component of the shared responsibility model, must help create a college-going culture
in their communities in recognition of the importance of educational attainment to their future
as well as the future of the state. Finally, most relevant to the discussion of formula funding is
the role and responsibility of institutions. Institutions of higher education must be guided by a
fundamental philosophy that if a student is admitted, the institution must have a singular focus
on helping that student earn a credential. While there are many other factors involved in
student success, institutions can have a direct and meaningful impact. The change in formula
funding methodologies will more closely align the higher education culture with student success
and achieve greater cost efficiencies for the state and the student.

Formula Funding Recommendations
The THECB Formula Funding Recommendations are designed to provide an incentive to the
institutions to help students already enrolled complete courses and programs. The THECB
5

recommends the following essential changes in formula funding:
Align formula funding with the mission of the institutions and state goals. Currently, all
sectors of public higher education are funded through the formulas based on student
enrollment on the 12th class day. The THECB recognizes the different missions of
universities and two-year colleges, and therefore recommends: 1) four-year phased-in
funding of universities based on course completion; and 2) partially funding two-year
colleges based on Momentum Points (or milestones) of student progression towards
completion of a certificate or degree, or transfer to a four-year institution. The goal of
reforming the formulas is the same for all institutions – to develop a student success
culture on every public higher education campus in Texas.
Provide institutional performance funding to recognize achievement in meeting student
success goals, such as increasing the number of degrees and certificates awarded as
well as increasing the number of transfers from two-year institutions to universities.
Fund the formulas at FY2010-11 amounts, plus an additional amount to fund 100
percent growth.
The following report details the THECB Formula Funding Recommendations. Recommendations
submitted to the Commissioner by the Formula Advisory Committees appointed by the THECB
are included in the appendices.

THECB Formula Funding Recommendations for
Community and Technical Colleges (CTC)
The mission of community and technical colleges are different from the mission of universities.
Community and technical colleges are open admission institutions, located in most communities
across the state, and serve a diverse student population, including traditional college-aged
students, high school students, returning adults, and full- and part-time students. Community
and technical colleges provide a variety of services, including career and technical education
and training, general education, developmental education, adult basic education, and continuing
education.
In recognition of the varied mission of community and technical colleges, and to promote a
student success culture on these campuses, the THECB recommends:
Funding the formula at FY 2010-11 amounts, plus an additional amount of 19 percent
for projected growth based on attempted contact hours;
Allocating 10 percent of the amount dedicated to the formula in the second year of the
2012-13 biennium according to an outcomes based approach using Momentum Points,
which are milestones of a student’s progression towards completion or transfer. THECB
staff, in consultation with a committee of stakeholders comprised of community,
technical, and state college faculty and administrators, will define the Momentum Points.
Examples of Momentum Points currently being considered are: achieving college
readiness; completing a first-year college-level math course; completing 15 semester
credit hours; completing 30 semester credit hours; earning a degree or certificate; and
6

transferring to a four-year university; and
Continuing the appropriation of trusteed funds to the THECB to implement
developmental education demonstration projects that are proven successful in preparing
students for college-level coursework.
o The funds will be used to implement identified best practices on a statewide
basis.
o Demonstration programs are currently underway to determine students’ needs
for college readiness services and to define best practices for statewide
implementation.

THECB Formula Funding Recommendations for
General Academic Institutions (GAI)
Currently, universities are funded based on the number of students enrolled on the 12th class
day. This system, referred to as ―attempted hours,‖ provides incentive for institutions to enroll
students, but no incentive for institutions to retain students through the end of the semester.
Funding institutions based on course completion will shift the institutions’ focus from enrollment
to retention. Institutions can increase student retention and success by implementing and
strengthening a number of best practices that support students (e.g., better advising, learning
communities, etc.).
The THECB recommends:
Funding the formulas at FY 2010-11 amounts, plus an additional amount of 4 percent
for growth, based on a weighted semester credit hours;
Phasing-in of formula funding based on completed semester credit hours by 25 percent
per year over the next four years;
Including a supplement to the Instruction & Operations (I&O) formula to assist
institutions with ―at-risk‖ students.2 The supplement would be a minimum of 5 percent
of the base rate for lower-division, liberal arts semester credit hours attempted by atrisk students;
Moving funding provided by the teaching experience supplement to the I&O base
funding. The current teaching supplement has not produced the results it was originally
intended to achieve, which was to encourage more tenured and tenure-track faculty to
teach undergraduate courses; and
Continuing enrollment growth funding, small institution supplement, and performance
incentive funding.
The change in the census date from the 12th class day to the last class day of the semester will
require a change in the base period used for calculating funding allocations from summer 2010,
fall 2010, and spring 2011 to spring, summer, and fall 2010. This will allow sufficient time for
institutions to report end-of-semester hours prior to the final calculation of funding amounts by
the legislative budget writers.

2

―At-risk‖ student is defined as a student who is a recipient of Pell grants, a GED graduate, first entered college at
age 20 or older, started as a part-time student (less than 12 hours), or earned an SAT or ACT score below the
national average.
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THECB Formula Funding Recommendations for
Health-Related Institutions (HRI)
The THECB recommends funding the health-related institutions formulas at FY 2010-11
amounts, plus an additional amount for growth of 9 percent.
The THECB recommends not using the results of the FY 2008 and FY 2009 cost study to adjust
the weights for the 2012-13 biennium. There are inherent problems using these cost studies
based on the differences between institutions/programs that generate outside revenues. For
example, medical education faculty members frequently generate significant amounts of patient
care revenues to help cover the difference between state support and actual costs. These
differences can greatly skew cost factors. Additionally, the frequency in which certain medical
faculty engage in both clinical and teaching related activities further complicates completion of
an educational cost study. For these reasons, the THECB recommends that the THECB staff
continue to work with the health-related institutions to further develop the study and collect
available data to present to the next formula advisory committee.

Conclusion
A large and longstanding body of research shows that there is a wide range of social and
economic benefits associated with people who have earned a higher education credential (i.e.,
certificate, associate’s degree, or bachelor’s degree). Higher education is also tied to workforce
productivity, the creation of jobs, and the state’s ability to sustain economic development.
Texas institutions of higher education have recently experienced significant enrollment
increases and should be funded accordingly for those increases. Institutions also need to help
students succeed. Investing in higher education, in addition to making the necessary changes to
produce better results, is critical to Texas, particularly in these tough budgetary times.
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FAQs Relating to Completed Hours
Throughout the formula funding development process, the THECB has listened intently to the
questions and concerns raised by university representatives. The THECB recommendations for
the 2012-2013 biennium reflect significant changes from the recommendations proposed for the
2010-2011 biennium in response to institutional input. Below are some of the common
questions raised or concerns expressed throughout the process.
Will the THECB Formula Funding Recommendations threaten fiscal predictability and
stability of university budgets?
Given the variability of the current formula funding method without a hold harmless, the
proposed funding methodology is no less predictable. For example, if a university’s initial
enrollment fluctuates under the current model of funding based on attempted hours, the
university can gain or lose funding.
EXAMPLE
Institution

2010-11
Biennium
$32.4M

Diff.

% Diff.

University A

2008-09
Biennium
$33.4M

($1.0M)

(3%)

University B

$32.7M

$31.5

($1.2M)

(4%)

Under the proposed model, institutional funding may also fluctuate similarly depending on the
level of services provided by university to promote and encourage student completion.
However, the THECB is sensitive to ensuring fiscal predictability. To facilitate a smooth transition
to the proposed funding methodology at the universities, the THECB recommends phasing-in the
changes over a four-year period. Additionally, the THECB has included a minimum 5 percent
supplement for ―at-risk‖ students to help support those institutions that enroll a large number of
at-risk students. The THECB is confident these changes will provide sufficient opportunity for
universities to make necessary policy adjustments to accommodate the proposed funding
methodology and provide increased assistance to at-risk students.
The THECB has been charged with identifying strategies to ensure that institutions are
educating students in the most cost-efficient ways, particularly in tough budgetary times. This
recommendation to fund based on completed hours will both ensure that the state is investing
tax dollars wisely and that institutions do not apply budget reductions to critical support services
that help students succeed.
Some have presented data that imply no direct correlation between course
completion and graduation rates. Is this true?
There are several reasons the data do not show a correlation between graduation rates and
course completion. First, there are basic differences between the two measures. Graduation
rates are for a specific cohort of first-time full-time students starting at a given point in time.
Students who take less than a full-time load are excluded from the cohort. Essentially, the
cohort that determines the graduation rate is merely a subset of the entire student body. On the
other hand, course completion encompasses all students, including graduate and professional

students. Second, there is less of a correlation because of the definition of ―full-time student.‖ A
full-time student is regarded as taking 12 semester credit hours (SCH). If a student registers for
12 SCH and drops one course every semester, that student will not graduate in six years;
instead, the student will be 12 SCH short of a degree. In addition, the state will have paid for 12
dropped courses.
Graduation from a four-year institution yields a returned value to the state. This value is the
same whether it takes four years or seven years, although the cost for both the student and the
state is higher the longer the student takes to graduate. To measure this, one needs to only
look at the difference between attempted and completed hours. A 95 percent completion rate
means the lost opportunity costs equate to 5 percent of the overall cost of instruction. These
costs are borne by the state and students, but the institution typically receives funding from
both. Closing the Gaps does not set goals for graduation rates, rather the goal is for earned
credentials. Those credentials (regardless of time) are awarded in the most cost-efficient
manner for the state and the student.
So, is there any correlation between course completion and improving student
success?
Clifford Adelman, one of the nation’s leading scholars on this issue, published in 2006 The

Toolbox REVISITED - Paths to Degree Completion from High School Through College

(http://www.ed.gov/rschstat/research/pubs/toolboxrevisit/toolbox.pdf). Dr. Adelman used one
of the largest databases in the country, which included multi-state databases, to develop this
study. This study provides a definitive statistical examination of the factors influencing retention
and ultimate graduation and is one of the most frequently cited studies on this issue.
According to Adelman, while many different factors affect graduation, such as academic and
socioeconomic resources and first year grades, reducing the number of courses not completed is
a key factor that institutions can impact. The correlation between course completion and
graduation is apparent in the Adelman study. His data establish a strong and clear link between
course completion and actual graduation.
Two conclusions from Adelman succinctly summarize the correlation:
―Withdrawing from or repeating 20 percent or more of courses decreases the probability
of earning a bachelor’s degree by nearly half.‖ (p. 74)
―Remaining continuously enrolled increases the probability of degree completion by 43.4
percent.‖ (p. 74)
These conclusive statements are based on in-depth statistical analysis. In regard to completed
but failed courses, in an earlier work entitled Answers in the Tool Box: Academic Intensity,

Attendance Patterns, and Bachelor's Degree Attainment — June 1999

(http://www2.ed.gov/pubs/Toolbox/Part3.html), Adelman considered those courses in the
category referred to as DWI (Drop, Withdraw, or Incomplete). He found a strong correlation
between course completion – including failed courses – and the attainment of a credential. In
addition, data show if students persist and complete a course, their likelihood of failing the
course is very low.
In sum, the following conclusions can be made without reservation:
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Under the current formula funding methodology, the state and students experience a
significant monetary loss when courses are not completed; institutions, however, do not
lose funding
Funding on completed hours recognizes the reality that attempting but not completing a
course yields no value, while completing a course does
The connection between course completion and ultimate graduation (not bounded by the
elements that define four-, five-, and six-year graduation rates) is supported by
preeminent research in the field
Side-by-side comparison of institutions with vastly different entrance standards, different
missions, and that serve students of different levels of college preparation yields
inconsistent data that poorly inform the decision making process

FAQs Relating to Momentum Points
Instead of using 10 percent of the base funding for Momentum Points, why
not use an incentive model that provides additional funds to colleges based on
performance?
The state’s fiscal environment makes such an approach unrealistic at this time. To shift
the focus of community and technical colleges to student progress towards success, the
THECB believes the 10 percent funding threshold is a modest approach that will achieve
better outcomes.
Everyone agrees Texas institutions must do better in terms of student
success. However, are we trying to do too much, too fast?
The Coordinating Board has listened closely to community and technical college
representatives throughout this process. One concern raised related to the pace of
implementation. For this reason, the THECB agreed to include in its recommendation a
delay in implementation of funding based on momentum points until the second year of
the next biennium. This will allow institutions an opportunity to adjust their policies and
practices accordingly.
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THECB Formula Funding Recommendations
Compared to 2010-11 Biennium Appropriations
June 2010
Texas Public Community Colleges
The following table compares the amounts appropriated in 2010-11 biennium with the
recommendations for 2012-13 biennium. The amounts for the 2010-11 biennium do not include
the 5 percent reduction.

Description
Instruction and
Administration with
outcomes based
funding included
Small institution
supplement
Subtotals

2010-11
Biennium
Appropriations
(millions)

2012–13
Biennium
Recommendation
(millions)

$1,823.1

$2,176.4

$353.3

19.4%

$6.0

$6.0

$0.0

0.0%

$1,829.1

$2,182.4

$353.3

19.3%

Change
Amount
(millions)

Percent
Change

Coordinating Board Trusteed Funding
Dramatic growth
Developmental
education
supplement
Alternative teacher
certificate funding
Totals

$3.5

$3.5

$0.0

0.0%

$5.0

$5.0

$0.0

0.0%

$2.3

$2.3

$0.0

0.0%

$1,839.9

$2,193.2

$353.3

19.2%
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Formula Funding Recommendations
Compared to 2010-11 Biennium All Funds Appropriations
June 2010
Texas Public Technical and State Colleges
The following table compares the amounts appropriated in 2010-11 biennium with the
recommendations for 2012-13 biennium. The amounts for the 2010-11 biennium do not include
the 5 percent reduction.

Description
Instruction and
Administration with
outcomes based
funding
Small Institution
Supplement
Infrastructure Support
Totals

2010-11
Biennium
Appropriations
(millions)

2012–13
Biennium
Recommendation
(millions)

$124.8

$149.0

$24.2

19.4 %

$5.2

$4.8

-$0.4

-6.3%

$26.4

$30.9

$4.5

17.1%

$156.4

$184.7

$28.3

18.1%
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Change
Amount
(millions)

Percent
Change

Formula Funding Recommendations
Compared to 2010-11 Biennium All Funds Appropriations
June 2010
Texas Public General Academic Institutions
The following table compares the amounts appropriated in 2010-11 biennium with the
recommendations for 2012-13 biennium. The amounts for the 2010-11 biennium do not include
the 5 percent reduction.

Summary by
Formula
Instruction &
Operations* with
at-risk supplement
Infrastructure
Small Institution
Supplement
Sub-Total

2010–11
Biennium
Appropriation
(millions)

2012–13
Biennium
Recommendation
(millions)

Dollar
Change
(millions)

Percent
Change

$3,576.9

$3,739.2

$162.4

4.5%

$672.5

$704.8

$32.2

4.8%

$20.9

$23.0

$2.1

10.3%

$4,270.3

$4,467.0

$196.7

4.6%

Coordinating Board Trusteed Funds
Performance
Incentive Funding
Enrollment
Growth
Totals

$80.0

$80.0

$0.0

0.0%

$3.5

$3.5

$0.0

0.0%

$4,353.8

$4,550.5

$196.7

4.5%

Note: *Incorporates $104 million in teacher supplement.
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Formula Funding Recommendations
Compared to 2010-11 Biennium All Funds Appropriations
June 2010
Health-Related Institutions & Nursing Shortage Reduction Program
The following table compares the amounts appropriated in 2010-11 biennium with the
recommendations for 2012-13 biennium. The amounts for the 2010-11 biennium do not include
the five percent reduction.

Summary by Formula

Instruction & Operations
Infrastructure
Research Enhancement
Sub-total
Mission Specific
Graduate Medical
Education
Totals

2010–11
Biennium
Appropriation
(millions)

2012–13
Biennium
Recommendation
(millions)

Dollar
Change
(millions)

Percent
Change

$1,033.4

$1,130.0

$96.6

9.4%

$264.1

$290.8

$26.7

10.1%

$71.2

$73.8

$2.6

3.6%

$1,368.7

$1,494.6

$125.9

9.2%

$287.7

$311.6

$23.9

8.3%

$63.8

$65.5

$1.7

2.6%

$1,720.2

$1,871.7

$151.5

8.8%

$0.0

0.0%

Coordinating Board Trusteed Funding
Nursing Shortage
Reduction

$49.7

$49.7
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Formula Funding Recommendations
Compared to 2010-11 Biennium Appropriations
June 2010

Texas Public Higher Education Institutions
The following table compares the amounts appropriated in 2010-11 biennium with the
recommendations for 2012-13 biennium. The amounts for the 2010-11 biennium do not include
the 5 percent reduction.

Summary by
Sector
Community
Colleges

2010–11
Biennium
Appropriation
(millions)

2012–13
Biennium
Recommendation
(millions)

Dollar
Change
(millions)

Percent
Change

$1,829.1

$2,182.4

$353.3

19.3%

$156.4

$184.7

$28.3

18.1%

General Academic
Institutions

$4,270.3

$4,467.0

$196.7

4.6%

Health-Related
Institutions

$1,720.2

$1,871.7

$151.5

8.8%

$7,976.0

$8,705.8

$729.8

9.2%

Technical and
State Colleges

Sub-Total

Coordinating Board Trusteed Funds
Performance
Incentive Funding
Enrollment
Growth
Nursing Shortage
Reduction
Developmental
Education
Alternative
Teacher
Certification
Sub-Total
Totals

$80.0

$80.0

$0.0

0.0%

$7.0

$7.0

$0.0

0.0%

$49.7

$49.7

$0.0

0.0%

$5.0

$5.0

$0.0

0.0%

$2.3

$2.3

$0.0

0.0%

$144.0

$144.0

$0.0

0.0%

$8,120.0

$8,849.8

$729.8

9.0%
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Authority for Funding Formula Development
Texas Education Code, Section 61.002
In the exercise of its leadership role, the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board shall be an
advocate for the provision of adequate resources to institutions of higher education, to the end
that the State of Texas may achieve excellence for college education of its youth.
Texas Education Code, Section 61.059(b)
The board shall devise, establish, and periodically review and revise formulas for the use of the
governor and the Legislative Budget Board in making appropriations recommendations to the
legislature for all institutions of higher education, including the funding of postsecondary
vocational-technical programs. As a specific element of the periodic review, the board shall
study and recommend changes in the funding formulas based on the role and mission
statements of institutions of higher education. In carrying out its duties under this section, the
board shall employ an ongoing process of committee review and expert testimony and analysis.
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APPENDIX A

Community and Technical College
Formula Advisory Committee
Report on Commissioner’s Charges and
Recommendations
for the 2012 – 2013 Biennial
Appropriations
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Community and Technical College Formula Advisory Committee
Recommendations
Recommendation 1: Formula Funding
The Texas Legislature should establish the full funding of the community and technical college
formula as a priority. The Legislature should fund the entire cost of instruction, after accounting
for tuition collections, in partnership with local funding efforts to support institutional
infrastructure. The Committee recommends that 100% of the formula minus tuition collections
be funded for FY2012 and FY2013.
Recommendation 2: Outcomes Based Funding
Community and technical colleges in the state of Texas are key to the economic wellness and
development of our individual communities and the state as a whole. Recognizing the diversity,
economic demographics and varying challenges within each of our communities requires a
deliberative and intentional approach to implementing an incentive based funding initiative.
With that said, an inclusive and thoughtful model has been developed in the state of
Washington. In addition, initial research on that model has been conducted by the Community
College Research Center.
This model is designed to award colleges momentum points based on student achievement as
measured by multiple factors. The promising practice encompassing this model rests in its fair,
readily understandable and tested methodology, regardless of the diverse needs and
characteristics of the local community populations. Although the Washington state model
appears very promising, it has only been in existence since 2006-07.
While this momentum point model can be used as a basis for Texas, we must ensure its success
by following the same deliberative and intentional process that the state of Washington used.
This will help to achieve ―buy in‖ from the various constituencies supporting student
achievement and success. Therefore, the formula funding committee recommends the
following:
A one-year intensive study of the Washington state model be conducted during the
2010-11 fiscal year with Texas momentum points being identified and communicated.
The Study committee will be composed of representation from the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board, Texas Association of Community Colleges and Texas
Community College Teachers Association. Based on the results of 2010-11 study year,
the Committee will make a recommendation for methodology implementation.
Texas momentum points model to be measured and vetted in 2011-12 as the baseline
year.
Funding for student achievement momentum points should be viewed as an incentive
model over and above the current formula based system.
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The momentum points methodology should incorporate recognition of student
achievement or progress from the least prepared student to the most college ready
student.
The model should identify metrics for the following categories:
1. Basic Skills - significant gain in Adult Basic Education, GED, high school
graduation
2. English as a Second Language – momentum as measured from a pre-test to
completion of ESL sequence
3. Developmental Education – completion of development course sequence in math,
reading and writing based on a college readiness pre-test
4. Gateway Courses – completion of first college level math course and college level
English course
5. Course Completion – establish a threshold percentage for students registered for
courses on census date compared to those completing the course
6. College Credit Hour Attainment –
 Student earns first 15 college credits
 Student earns first 30 college credits
 Completion of core curriculum
7. Degrees/Certifications Awarded – students completing an associate degree,
certificate or apprenticeship. For those community colleges offering bachelor’s
degrees, momentum points would be earned for completion.
This list is not intended to be all-inclusive, but rather a guide based on best practices within the
state of Washington. Consideration should be given to other strategies such as customized
training for workforce, dual credit and early college high school achievement.
Recommendation 3: Hold Harmless Methodology
The committee recommends that if a formula allocation for a public college should decrease
from the 2010-11 biennium to the 2012-13 biennium, the 82nd Texas Legislature should hold
the public college harmless from the significant dollar loss in formula funding.
Recommendation 4: Cost Efficiencies
The committee undertook a review of cost efficiencies currently underway at the community and
technical colleges. A summary of that review is included on the final page of this report.
The committee recommends efficiencies be promoted and pursued. Further, the CB should
report best practices for the schools’ consideration and potential adoption.
Recommendation 5: Developmental Education
The Legislature should fund the additional, differential cost for delivering instruction and support
services to accelerate and improve completion of developmental studies for students who have
not achieved college readiness. The Legislature should fund developmental course contact hours
with a premium of 10% over and above the full formula funding rate. The Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board should then modify its cost study in order to specifically identify
the differential cost of delivering developmental coursework.
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Additionally a review should be conducted of outcomes from ―Achieving the Dream‖ schools in
order to develop a methodology to attach incentive based funding for non-course based
interventions in math, reading and writing.
The committee recommends continued funding based on the pilot study results achieved from
the implementation of CB Rider #50 and #24. To the extent funds are available and according
to the results of the pilot study, all community and technical colleges should be eligible for this
funding. The committee further recommends the implementation of CB Rider #59, formula
funding for non course based developmental education interventions.
Recommendation 6: Critical Fields
The Legislature should fund identified critical fields contact hours with a premium of 10% over
and above the full formula funding rate determined by the RFOE cost study. The critical fields
shall include computer science, engineering, mathematics, physical science, nursing, allied
health, life sciences, and teacher education and certification.
Recommendation 7: Cost Study Methodology
When conducting the cost study, the Committee recommends the following procedures be
implemented:
1. The Community College Report of Fundable Operating Expenses (RFOE) continues to be
used as the basis of determining contact hour rates per discipline.
2. Attempted Contact Hours should remain the measurement standard as opposed to
completed contact hours.
3. In calculating the overall contact hour rate for each of the twenty-six (26) disciplines, the
mean overall rate should replace the median overall rate currently in use.
Recommendation 8: Small School Supplement
The Committee endorses the continued funding of a small institution supplement.
Recommendation 9: Dramatic Growth
The Legislature should continue the practice of recognizing enrollment growth with a
contingency fund set aside at the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. The Texas
Legislature should:
(1) set aside sufficient funds to meet anticipated growth needs of community, state,
and technical colleges,
(2) eliminate the thresholds for qualifying for these funds, and
(3) fund growth in all semesters.
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Formula Advisory Committee Membership
Name
Dr. Terry Stewart Mouchayleh
Dr. Millicent Valek
Dr. Wright Lassiter
Dr. Richard Rhodes
Dr. Paul J. Szuch
Dr. Johnette McKown
Dr. Gregory Williams
Dr. Pam Anglin
Mr. Tony Riley
Ms. Diana Pena
Dr. William Segura
Dr. Mike Dreith

Institution
TCCTA Representative
Brazosport College
Dallas County Community College District
El Paso Community College District
Lamar Institute of Technology
McLennan Community College
Odessa College
Paris Junior College
South Plains College
South Texas College
Texas State Technical Colleges System
Western Texas College

Term Ends
2010
2012
2010
2014
2014
2010
2014
2012
2014
2010
2014
2012

Summary of Cost Efficiencies Survey
Institution

Project

Projected
Annual Savings

Amarillo College

E-services, schedules and payment receipts

35,000

Blinn College

Cooking oil conversion program

10,000

Central Texas College

Johnson Controls project

700,000

Dallas County CC

Various projects including a solar array

431,000

Frank Phillips

Energy savings; programmable thermostats

Grayson County

Energy savings project

105,000

Houston Comm College

Automated enrollment management systems

615,000

Lamar Institute of
Technology
Navarro College

Shared services with Lamar University

700,000

North Central Texas College

Document imaging and e-check services

25,000

Northeast Texas

Orientation and outreach space partnership

50,000

South Plains College

New cleaning equipment, telecom upgrades

77,000

South Texas College
Tarrant County College

Computer refresh using refurbished
machines
Energy project

Temple College

Travel consolidation (centralized budgeting)

30,000

TSTC - Waco

Travel consolidation (video conferencing)

30,000

Weatherford College

Johnson Controls project

Contracted financial aid refunding program

TOTAL

10,000

7,400

254,000
4,000

340,000
3,423,400
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APPENDIX B

General Academic Institutions
Formula Advisory Committee
Report on the Commissioner’s Charges and
Recommendations for
FY 2012 - 2013 Biennial
Appropriations
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General Academic Institution Formula Funding Advisory Committee
Recommendations
The General Academic Formula Advisory Committee (GAFAC), organized in August 2009 met to
address the charges identified by the Commissioner related to formula funding for the 2012 2013 biennium.
The Commissioner organized the Instruction and Operations Study Committee and the
Infrastructure Study Committee to assist in addressing the charges. The committees reported its
recommendations at the November 9, 2009, meeting.
The Committee recommends the following:
1. On the charge to study and make recommendations on the best method of moving towards
a more outcomes based funding formula that supports student success and identifies
measurements that recognize progression to success, the committee recommends avoiding
the instability in the funding models associated with introducing a new funding method in
this volatile economic period.
The analysis of the subcommittee assigned to this charge reports marked instability in the
Performance Incentive Funding model considered as an outcome based model. The
committee observed a noted comparability to attempted and completed hours making the
change to funded on completed hours presented in the previous legislative session
ineffective. Additionally, graduations rates have not trended with the increase in completion
rates placing the correlation between the two measures in question.
2. On the charge to recommend the appropriate funding levels for the Instruction and
Operations (I&O) and Infrastructure formulas and the percent split between the ―utilities‖
and ―operations and maintenance‖ (O&M) components of the infrastructure formula the
committee recommends the following:
a. Fund the I&O formula at $4.1 billion with a rate of $66.30 for the 2012 – 2013
biennium. The recommendation increases the rate by 6.6 percent from the $62.19
funded during the 2010 – 2011 biennium and accounts for inflation using the CPI-U
index forecasted to 2012. Additionally, the Committee anticipates a 7.6 percent
increase in weighted semester credit hours between the 2009 and 2011 base year.
b. Fund the Infrastructure formula at $785 million with a rate of $6.49 for the 2012 2013 biennium. The recommendation increases the rate by 6.6 percent from the
$6.09 funded during the 2010 – 2011 biennium and accounts for inflation using the
CPI-U index forecasted to 2012. Additionally, the Committee anticipates an 4.8
percent increase in predicted square feet between fall 2008 and fall 2010.
c. Split the recommended Infrastructure rate based on the FY 2010 Utility survey. The
Committee’s survey of the institutions’ FY 2009 data suggests a split of 48 percent
O&M and 52 percent utilities.
3. On the charge to recommend a standard of implementing a ―Hold Harmless‖ methodology,
the Committee recommends institutions continue to receive supplements for declines in
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formula funding from one biennium to the next as long as the overall formula funding
increases.
4. On the charge to study and recommend methods of increasing cost efficiencies that can be
implemented, the Committee surveyed the institutions on recent cost efficiency measures
implemented and passed the submission to the Board staff.
5. On the charge to recommend a method to adjust the formula models for institutional
mission, the Committee does not recommend modifying the funding formulas for this
purpose.
6. On the charge to make a recommendation on the minimum funding level required to operate
an institution, the committee recommends forming a committee to conduct a detailed study.
The subcommittee assigned to this charge reported four specific study options, but noted
the time allotted was too short to review each case thoroughly.
a. The Committee reviewed the Small Institution Supplement engineered by the
Legislative Budget Board and finds the phase out of funds between 5,000 and 10,000
headcount to be an acceptable course, but recommends a committee be formed and
a detailed study conducted to determine the most effective phase out thresholds.
b. Additionally, the Committee sees the $750,000 per year for the general academic
institutions and the $375,000 per year for the Lamars and Technical Colleges to be
an acceptable course, but recommends a committee be formed and a detailed study
conducted to determine the most effective funding levels.
7. On the charge to make a recommendation on the use of actual cost data in the cost matrix
relative weights for programs delivered by fewer than three institutions in the state, the
Committee recommends continuing the use of the Ratliff weights for optometry and
continuing to fund all other discipline and levels of instruction at a cost basis. The effect of
updating the weights to actual cost weights would greatly affect a single institution and
provide a very small benefit to all the others.
8. On the charge to make a recommendation on the need to split the rates of Doctoral degree
funding between the research degree programs and the professional practice degrees, the
Committee does not recommend splitting the two types of programs. A preliminary review
suggests an immaterial 15 percent difference in cost between these program types.
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General Academic Formula Advisory Committee Roster
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Institution/Address
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(10) The University of Texas at Tyler
President
3900 University Blvd.
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Dr. John Antel
(14) University of Houston
Senior Vice President for Academic
212 E. Cullen Building
Affairs and Provost
Houston, TX 77204-2018
Ms. Michelle Dotter
(12) University of Houston-Clear Lake
Vice President for Administration and
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Houston, TX 77058-1002
Dr. John Price
(14) University of North Texas Dallas
Vice Chancellor
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alba.ortiz@mail.utexas.edu
(512) 471-6244
FAX (512) 471-5550

General Academic Instruction and Operations Study Committee
for FY 2012 - 2013 Biennial Appropriations
Report to the General Academic Formula Advisory Committee
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
The Instruction and Operations Study Committee (IOSC) was organized in August 2009 to assist
the General Academic Formula Advisory Committee (GAFAC) in addressing the charges identified
by the Commissioner related to Instruction and Operations formula funding for the fiscal year
(FY) 2012 - 2013 biennium.
The members of the IOSC (Attachment 1) met on August 19, September 14, October 2, October
19, and November 9, 2009. Attachment 2 is a compilation of the meeting minutes.
The Committee would first like to commend Commissioner Paredes for his leadership during the
81st Legislative Session, which resulted in the first meaningful increase in the level of funding in
Instruction and Operations in several biennia. In addition to covering enrollment growth, the
rate of funding per weighted semester credit hour improved by 5.5 percent for the 2010 - 2011
biennium.
IOSC members are also very appreciative of the efforts of THECB staff in the provision of helpful
and timely data and analyses during the Committee’s work. Paul Turcotte produced many
formula calculations using possible modifications in a very short period of time making the work
of the Committee much more efficient. Jennifer Gonzales produced minutes of our meetings in a
very prompt and accurate manner. The Committee sincerely appreciates their hard work and
diligence.
The Instruction and Operations Study Committee is pleased to submit the following
recommendations to the General Academic Formula Advisory Committee:
1. The IOSC early in the process agreed to recommend that the cost study again be conducted
over the next two years and that the rolling three year average cost per semester credit
hour (SCH) is updated and that information be used to produce the matrix of weights by
program and level to be used for the 2012 - 2013 biennium.
2. The Committee reviewed an analysis of changes from year to year in the weights in each cell
in the matrix (Attachment 3). It appears, as predicted in the early days of the cost study,
that there is much less fluctuation in the more recent years as opposed to the first few
years. Institutions have apparently become more comfortable and consistent in the
completion of the cost study, partly through the educational efforts of THECB staff, the
various system administrations, and statewide higher education groups.
3. The IOSC recommends that the total dollars appropriated for fiscal years 2012 - 2013
through the I&O formula include the amount necessary to cover enrollment growth. In order
to fulfill the enrollment goals of Closing the Gaps, funding must cover the costs associated
with such enrollment growth. The public universities experienced a 4.7 percent increase in
headcount enrollment for the fall 2009 semester and similar growth is anticipated for the fall
of 2010. The IOSC’s highest priority for the 2012 - 2013 biennium is that the total funding
amount is distributed through the I&O formula and that amount be increased to cover
increased enrollment over the two years since the base period semester credit hours
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compiled for the 2010 – 2011 biennium I&O formula calculations. The Legislature has been
very diligent about doing this in the past several years in recognition of the increased service
levels required, and we would encourage them to continue that practice even if difficult
economic times preclude an increase in the dollar rate multiplier.
4. Regarding the dollar rate to be multiplied by weighted SCH in 2012 and 2013, the
Committee recommends the 2010 - 2011 biennium rate of $62.19 be increased for the 2012
- 2013 biennium by 6.6%, which is the trend line for a two-year percentage change in the
CPI-U as of August 2009. This would increase the dollar rate to $66.30. Using the 2010 –
2011 biennium weighted semester credit hours, this would have resulted in a funding level
of $3.813 billion. Additional funds are recommended to cover the above-mentioned
enrollment increases.
Attachment 4 is a list of candidate indices the IOSC reviewed to escalate the current
multiplier. While general inflation nation-wide may have abated from earlier years in this
decade, the cost of specialized equipment, library resources, and other items unique to
universities, as well as the need to increase faculty salaries to nationally competitive levels
has not abated.
5. On the charge to study and make recommendations on the best method of moving towards
a more outcomes based funding formula that supports student success and identifies
measurements that recognize progression to success, the study committee wholeheartedly
supports and congratulates the Coordinating Board and Legislature for the continuing
funding provided through the Performance Incentive Fund (PIF) formula. With the emphasis
on degrees awarded and graduates in the PIF formula, this is an effective method of
inserting outcomes based funding into the Texas general academic funding system. The
Committee recommends the appropriation of additional funds through the PIF as a means to
move toward more outcomes based funding for Texas public universities. The Committee
cautions that any such increases should not come at the expense of base funding through
the I&O formula, however.
The study committee reviewed the effects of altering the Instructions and Operations
formula to use completed semester credit hours instead of attempted semester credit hours.
Several institutions have improved their completion rates from 87 to 94 percent on average
since this study committee’s initial look at this during the last series of committee meetings.
However, as shown in the formula calculation in Attachment 5, a significant redistribution of
formula funding would occur if completed SCH were substituted in lieu of attempted SCH.
The IOSC believes that in light of the current period of economic uncertainty and challenges
that are likely to face the 82nd Legislature, a period of stability and some degree of
predictability are needed at this time. To introduce the magnitude of redistribution caused by
the change to completed SCHs would be counterproductive to the goals of Closing the Gaps.
Several universities reported that they have tightened their drop policies in response to the
prior discussion of this subject, thereby increasing their course completion rate. However, it
is too early to determine the impact on grade point averages (GPAs) or academic suspension
and probation rates. There could be unintended consequences that have a negative impact
on graduation rates in the end. Nevertheless, universities that have not yet examined their
internal policies on drops are encouraged to do so.
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Attachment 5 presents some interesting comparisons as well. The university in the state with
the fifth highest six-year graduation rate would lose almost $2,000,000 under the
redistribution in the shift to completed SCH. On the other hand, a university that would gain
dramatically in the redistribution ranks in the bottom third of graduation rates in the state.
Such comparisons reinforce the IOSC’s recommendation that the Performance Incentive
Funding formula be the vehicle to incorporate more outcomes based funding into the Texas
formula funding system.
The Committee also reviewed the Ohio formula funding system for universities as it relates
to the incorporation of at-risk students in the computation. Because the Coordinating Board
database does not currently capture information on at-risk students at the class section level
the Committee asked the staff to determine if a ―proxy‖ could be used to incorporate an atrisk student factor into the I&O formula. After reviewing the most promising of those
considered by THECB staff, which applied an add-on multiplier much like the Teaching
Experience Supplement, the IOSC noted that at-risk student graduation was taken into
account in the formula for the distribution of the Performance Incentive Fund. Again, the
Committee believes that to introduce a disruptive element into the formula at this time
would be counterproductive and if additional emphasis on at-risk students is desired, the
Performance Incentive Fund formula should be modified or have additional funds allocated
to it.
6. On the charge to study and recommend methods of increasing cost efficiencies that can be
implemented, the study committee conducted a survey of the general academic institutions.
The results of the survey will be forwarded to the committee tasked with answering the
Governor’s charge.
7. On the charge to recommend a method to adjust the formula models for institutional
mission, the committee reviewed the results of segregating the cost study relative weight
matrix and funding formulas by the Coordinating Board’s accountability system institutional
categories. This change would result in drastic funding reductions for all but the current tier
one institutions, which would receive increases of approximately twenty percent. Attachment
6 shows the results of the formula runs. The Committee noted that this would be counter to
the goals expressed in HB 51, 81st legislature and would not assist the institutions in
achieving the goals of Closing the Gaps. Therefore, the IOSC cannot recommend it be
adopted.
Additionally, the study committee requested SHEEO survey the other States’ approach on
funding differences between research level and other institutions. The survey concluded
most states do not formulate funding uniquely for research institutions, but use special item
funding much like Texas to account for the higher expense of operating a research level
institution (Attachment 7).
8. On the charge to make a recommendation on the use of actual cost data in the cost matrix
relative weights for programs delivered by fewer than three institutions in the state, the
committee reviewed the relevant programs. All programs provided by three or fewer
institutions are currently being funded using actual cost data with the exception of
Optometry. The study committee reviewed the effects of modifying the relative weight
matrix to fund Optometry at its actual cost per SCH at each level and concluded altering the
current formula structure would not benefit other institutions significantly and would be a
detriment to a single institution (Attachment 8).
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The study committee is not inclined to implement a change in the relative matrix to calculate
Optometry at cost now. Much more study than can be done in a few short months is
needed. However, if the use of the actual cost data for Optometry is implemented the study
committee would recommend the change be completed in phases.
The study committee reviewed several options of calculating the relative weight matrix by
combining Optometry with another discipline. However, none of those scenarios resulted in a
reasonably equitable result. The Committee also reviewed the results of a study done by the
State of Missouri, which showed the cost per SCH for Optometry to be closest to the cost of
Dentistry. As Dentistry is not funded through the I&O formula, this was not helpful at this
point.
The committee discussed the difference in how Pharmacy is funded within the I&O formula
matrix for universities and within the funding mechanism for the health-related institutions
(HRIs). A separate study is being conducted on the funding for all programs in the HRIs. The
IOSC recommends that a review of the results of that study be included in the charge to the
next IOSC in two years.
9. On the charge to make a recommendation on the need to split the rates of Doctoral degree
funding between the research degree programs and the professional practice degrees, the
Committee does not recommend that it be done at this time.
In consultation with THECB staff it was determined that the concern centered on the Ed.D.
versus the Ph.D. in Education. The IOSC expressed concern that nothing be done to
discourage the very fine Ed.D. programs at many universities that serve the state and their
region very well. However, the Committee agreed that if the cost differential was significant
a change should be considered. To address any possible cost differential, the study
committee selected an institution offering both types of degrees and requested it report the
data necessary to calculate relative weights for both types of degrees. Texas A&M Commerce agreed to provide this information (Attachment 9).
In comparing the difference in the relative weights, the study committee believes that the 15
percent difference at A&M-Commerce did not justify a separate weight for Ed.D. programs
within the matrix. Similar disparities among the varied degree programs covered within each
cell in the matrix are likely. The breadth of programs within each cell causes any such
differences to ―even out‖ when the entire formula calculation is made.
The study committee would like to express its thanks and appreciation to the Commissioner for
the opportunity to provide input to the formula appropriation process.
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General Academic Infrastructure Study Committee
for FY 2012 - 2013 Biennial Appropriations
Report to the General Academic Formula Advisory Committee
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
The Infrastructure Study Committee (ISC) was organized in August 2009 to assist the General
Academic Formula Advisory Committee (GAFAC) in addressing the charges identified by the
Commissioner related to infrastructure formula funding for the fiscal year (FY) 2012 - 2013
biennium.
The members of the IOSC (attachment 1) met on August 19, September 14, and October 19,
2009. Attachment 2 is a compilation of the meeting minutes.
On the charge to recommend the percent split between the ―utilities‖ and ―operations and
maintenance‖ (O&M) components of the infrastructure formula, the study committee surveyed
the general academic institutions for their fiscal year 2009 utilities and total operations and
maintenance expenditures for physical plant. The results are provided in attachment 3.
The study committee recommends the split between the ―utilities‖ and ―operation and
maintenance‖ be set at 52 percent utilities and 48 percent operations and maintenance
based on the survey.
The study committee recommends updating the utility rate adjustment factors using the
fiscal year 2010 utilities expenditures.
The study committee recommends that the predicted square feet factor utilize the most
recently available information, i.e. fall 2010 predicted space.
Understanding the LBB publishes an ―average‖ infrastructure rate in the General
Appropriations Act for the general academic institutions, which is the total funds divided
by the total ―predicted square feet‖, the study committee recommends that the LBB also
publish the rate multiplier and a table of the ―adjusted institution utility rates‖ and
―predicted square feet‖ used in the calculations.
On the charge to study and recommend methods of increasing cost efficiencies that can be
implemented, the study committee deferred to the Board’s committee on cost efficiencies.
Additionally, the study committee has been asked to make a recommendation for the
infrastructure rate for the upcoming biennium based on an appropriate index. After review of
the Annual Average CPI-U (6.6 percent), and the Annual HEPI-Utilities (32.9 percent), the study
committee recommends using the lower Annual Average CPI-U of 6.6 percent, which would
increase the infrastructure rate from $6.09 per predicted square foot to $6.49 per predicted
square foot. No recommendation is made to incorporate a growth factor if the fall 2010
predicted space is used to update formula recommendations.
The study committee would like to express its thanks and appreciation to the Commissioner for
the opportunity to provide input to the formula appropriation process.
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Health-Related Institutions Formula Advisory Committee Recommendations
In accordance with the biennial Formula Advisory Committee process, the Health-Related
Institutions submit their report for consideration by the Commissioner of the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board.
The presentation of funding amounts in the report is presented on an ―All Funds‖ basis. This
approach is consistent with the historical Committee and Coordinating Board approach on
providing formula recommendations. The Instruction and Operations and the Infrastructure
Formulas use an ―All Funds‖ method of finance where approximately 90-95% of the formula is
General Revenue and the balance is General Revenue-Dedicated funds (certain tuition and fee
revenue). Other formulas are funded solely from General Revenue. In this report, only All
Funds figures are used - no distinction is made between General Revenue or General Revenue
Dedicated funds.
The Health-Related Institutions are funded by three primary formulas: Instruction and
Operations, Infrastructure, and Research Enhancement. The University of Texas M. D.
Anderson Cancer Center (UTMDACC) and The University of Texas Health Science Center at Tyler
(UTHSC-Tyler) have additional formulas that reflect their unique missions. The 79th Texas
Legislature also established a new formula for Graduate Medical Education (GME). The 80th
Texas Legislature converted the UTMDACC Mission Specific Formula into a new ―Cancer Center
Operations Formula‖ for UTMDACC. The 81st Legislature converted the UTHSC Tyler Mission
Specific Formula into a new ―Chest Disease Center Operations Formula‖ for UTHSC Tyler.

Committee Background:
The Commissioner of Higher Education delivered his charge to the Health-Related Institutions
Formula Advisory Committee (HRI FAC) at its first meeting on August 19, 2009.
The HRI FAC held four additional meetings between September 2009 and December 2009. A
list of HRI FAC members is provided. The committee voted to discuss all of the commissioner’s
charges as a committee of the whole.

Summary:
The Committee feels strongly that the current operating environment of Health-Related
Institutions should be considered in order to evaluate the recommendations provided by the
Committee. In order to meet the educational needs of a growing and diverse population that
continues to increase in Texas and to meet the demands for healthcare, it is important that
Health-Related Institutions be funded at a level that addresses the requirements of Closing the
Gaps.
The Health-Related Institutions would have generated an additional $176 million above the
current formula funding amount had the Legislature restored the FY 2000 – 2001 formula rates.
Health-Related Institutions have operated in this environment of insufficient funding, while
experiencing significant increases in full-time student equivalents (FTSE), predicted square feet,
and research expenditures between the FY 2000 – 01 biennium and the FY 2010-11 biennium.
The following table summarizes the increases along with the associated formula rate reductions:
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FY 2000-01

Change
FY 2000-10

FY 2010-11

% Change
FY 2000-10

Instruction & Operations Formula
I & O Rate
I & O FTSE

$

11,383.09
12,630.59

$

11,128.58
18,385.53

$

(254.51)
5,754.94

(2.24%)
45.56%

7.19 $
7.96 $
Fall 2008
16,944,456

(3.49)
(3.22)

(32.70%)
(28.81%)

Infrastructure Formula
UTMDACC & UTHSCT Rate
All Other HRIs Rate
Space Model Year
Infrastructure Sq. Ft. - Pred.

$
$

10.68 $
11.18 $
Fall 1998
10,195,292

6,749,164

66.20%

Research Enhancement Formula
Fixed Formula Amount
Variable Formula Amount
Research Expenditure Year
Research Expenditures

$

1,412,500
2.85%
FY 1998
$ 584,394,590

$

1,412,500
1.48%
FY 2008
$ 1,545,608,201

$

-

$ 961,213,611

0.00%
(48.00%)
164.48%

As the above table indicates, these formulas are not being implemented as envisioned by the
Legislature when they were created. These formulas have been implemented as a vehicle for
allocating funding based on General Revenue funds made available by the Legislature.
Using
the formulas in this fashion has resulted in a significant reduction in formula funding rates at a
time of substantial growth in formula indicators (students, predicted square feet, research
expenditures) at Health-Related Institutions.
Health-Related Institutions have made important progress in increasing enrollment and research
to serve the health care needs of Texas; however, they have done so, primarily, by using funds
from other sources, including institutional reserves, deferring new programs, limiting access to
other programs, and delaying investments in technology and facilities infrastructure renewal. At
the current rate of funding, achieving the goals of Closing the Gaps, as well as, serving the
increased needs of healthcare in Texas is not readily attainable.
In 2007, the HRI FAC formulated a plan of Closing the Formula Funding Gap in order to assist
the Commissioner, the Legislative Budget Board, and the Legislature, and enable the HealthRelated Institutions to receive sufficient resources to meet the established goals of Closing the
Gaps educationally. The committee has chosen to continue this plan for the 2012 – 2013
biennium. It is critically important to note that the Committee’s recommendation applies to all
formula funding areas, Instruction & Operations, Infrastructure, and Research Enhancement, not
just to the Instruction & Operations formula. For the FY 2012-13 biennium, the Committee is
proposing a complete return to the level of FY 2000-01 for formula funding rates.
In order to highlight the need to close the formula funding gap, the Health-Related Institutions
have not requested any structural changes to the formulas for the FY 2012-13 biennium. The
Health-Related Institutions are proposing continuation of the Closing the Formula Funding Gap
plan developed in 2007. The plan consists of restoring the formula funding rates to FY 2000-01
levels (without an adjustment for inflation or growth) by the FY 2012 – 13 biennium. Details of
this plan are provided in the Committee’s recommendations as discussed below:
Within

this

background

and

framework,
37

the

Committee

respectfully

presents

its

recommendations to the Commissioner’s charges.
Charge 1: Propose a set of formulas with appropriate levels of funding and financial
incentives necessary to best achieve the four major goals included in Closing the Gaps.
Formula rates, weights, and categories, as appropriate, should be recommended for each of
the following formulas:
a. Instruction & Operations
b. Infrastructure
c. Research Enhancement
d. Mission Specific
e. Graduate Medical Education

Committee Recommendation:
In response to this charge, the Committee recommended a plan in 2007 to return formula
funding rates to the level of FY 2000-01 in two biennia, with further increases in future biennia
to restore purchasing power lost to inflation. Substantial progress was made in achieving that
goal for the Instruction & Operations formula; however, the Infrastructure and Research
Enhancement formulas were actually further reduced below their FY 2000 – 2001 levels. It is
critically important to note that the Committee’s recommendation applies to all formula funding
areas, Instruction & Operations, Infrastructure, and Research Enhancement, not just to the
Instruction & Operations formula. For the FY 2012-13 biennium, the Committee is proposing a
complete return to the level of FY 2000-01 for formula funding rates. The specific rates for each
of the formulas are provided in the sections below.
The Committee’s recommendation proposes rates that it feels are viable in the legislative
process to start the progress toward Closing the Formula Funding Gap that had developed since
the inception of the current Health-Related Institutions funding formulas. The Committee noted
that the intent of the formulas was to have changes in FTSE, predicted space, and research
expenditures drive the appropriations funding for Health-Related Institutions. This process
worked well through the FY 2002-03 biennium. In later years, the formulas have been
relegated to an allocation method, using rates as a formula output as opposed to being used to
maintain the relative level of funding per student, predicted space and research expenditures.
This methodology of adjusting the rates continued for the FY 2010-11 biennium.
The result has been a significant decrease in the amount of formula funding per
student/predicted square foot/research expenditures as the growth in formula drivers has far
exceeded the increase in General Revenue appropriated through the formulas. As a result,
institutions have had to educate and care for more Texans while receiving less state support for
each.
The Committee recommends that if sufficient funding is not available to fund the requested
rates that a conscious decision is made to fund a certain stated percentage of that rate, and not
just determine an available rate of funding. In this manner, adequate rates to fund the HealthRelated Institutions are not lost by a misapplication of the formula funding process.
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If incentive based funding were made available by the 82nd Legislature, the committee would
recommend that the Health-Related Institutions participate in incentive base funds, but not at
the expense of regular formula based funding.
Instruction & Operations Formula
The Instruction and Operations Formula is intended to support the Instruction, Academic
Support, Student Services, and the Institutional Support categories. The I & O Formula rate
recommended for the Closing the Formula Funding Gap for FY 2012-13 is recommended to be
$11,383. All students in the spring 2011 formula run should be calculated at the base rate to
ensure that growth is funded.

I & O Funding Rate

FY 2000-01
$
11,383

FY 2008-09
$
10,840

FY 2010-11 FY 2012-13
$
11,129 $
11,383

The Committee recommends that the Legislature calculate both base student population and the
growth according to the most updated FTSE student count (or spring enrollment) at the base
rate multiplied by the discipline weights. This calculation will ensure that the base rates are
maintained at the recommended dollar value when growth is considered.
Infrastructure Formula
Funding for the Health-Related Institutions for plant support and utilities is calculated using the
Infrastructure Support Formula, which is driven by the predicted square feet3 for the HealthRelated Institutions produced by the Space Projection Model. Currently in the Space Projection
Model, all Health-Related Institutions are functioning with a deficit in predicted square feet
versus actual square feet. Because the Space Projection Model does not account for hospital
space, separate infrastructure funding for hospital space at The University of Texas Medical
Branch at Galveston, UTMDACC, and UTHSC-Tyler are included in the total funding for hospital
and patient care activities.
The Infrastructure Formula rates recommended for the Closing the Formula Funding Gap for FY
2012-13 are recommended to be $10.68 for UTMDACC/UTHSCT and $11.18 for all other HealthRelated Institutions. Similar to the I & O Formula, these increases are one hundred percent of
the difference between the FY 2000-01 rates and the FY 2010-11 rates. The following table
provides a historical comparison with planned rates for FY 2012-13:

UTMDACC & UTHSCT
All Other HRIs

FY 2000-01
Rates
$
10.68
$
11.18

FY 2008-09
Rates
$
7.20
$
7.98

FY 2010-11 FY 2012-13
Rates
Rates
$
7.19 $
10.68
$
7.96 $
11.18

3 “Clinical Space” included in the Space Projection Model, is the actual educational and general (E&G) clinical space
devoted to the diagnosis and care of patients in the instruction of health professions and allied health professions.
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Research Enhancement Formula
Under the current Research Enhancement Formula, each Health-Related Institution annually
receives research enhancement funding in the base amount of $1,412,500 and an amount equal
to 1.48 percent of each institution’s research expenditures as reported to the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board. While the base amount of this formula had not changed since its
inception, the rate has decreased from 2.85 percent to the current level of 1.48 percent.
The Committee believes that this generates a relatively small amount of research funding when
considering the positive impact research outcomes have on the state and the ability of the
Health-Related Institutions to leverage state dollars.
Consistent with the formula
recommendations above, the Committee recommends that additional funds be made available to
raise the research factor percentage from 1.48 percent to 2.85 percent, this increase is one
hundred percent of the difference between the FY 2000-01 rates and the FY 2010-11 rates.
FY 2000-01
Research Enhancement Rate

2.85%

FY 2008-09

1.53%

FY 2010-11

FY 2012-13

1.48%

2.85%

This recommendation is intended to enhance the institutions’ research capabilities. HealthRelated Institutions conduct significant levels of research, which drive new and innovative
approaches in medicine and clinical care benefiting the citizens of Texas.

Mission Specific Support
Since UTMDACC and UTHSC-Tyler do not provide formal medical education, which qualifies for
instruction support under the Instruction and Operations Support Formula, funding for
Instruction and Operations Support is allocated to these institutions based on separate criteria.
Mission Specific Support recognizes the patient care, research, and training programs that take
place at these institutions. These formulas were established by the 77th Legislature.
The 80th Legislature refined the ―Cancer Center Operations Formula‖ for UTMDACC to provide
funding for its patient care mission based on the total number of Texas cancer patients served.
The funding requirement placed on this formula by Article III, Section 29, Special Provisions,
Paragraph 8, Mission Specific states, ―For formula funding purposes, the amount of growth in
total funding from one biennium to another may not exceed the average growth in funding for
Health Related Institutions in the Instruction and Operations formula for the current biennium.‖
In accordance with the above requirement, the Committee recommends that UTMDACC’s
funding be increased by the ―average growth in funding‖ recommended for the I & O Formula.
The recommended amount is shown in the following table:
FY 2010-11
FY 2012-13
UT MD Anderson Cancer Center - Cancer Center Operations
Actual
Request
Mission Specific Funding
$
235,399,704 $
240,781,272

2.29% Increase

$

5,381,568

The Mission-Specific Formula for UTHSC-Tyler has remained a separate formula.
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The

Committee recommends that the FY 2010-11 rates be increased by the ―average growth in
funding‖ recommended for the I & O Formula. The recommended amount is shown in the
following table:
UT Health Center Tyler
Mission Specific Funding

$

FY 2010-11
Actual
52,272,952

$

FY 2012-13
Request
53,467,984

2.29% Increase
$

1,195,032

Graduate Medical Education
The Committee is grateful for the increased funding that was provided for the GME formula,
which supports the time spent by faculty in educating residents. However, the Committee
recognizes that the current level of funding for the GME Formula of $6,653 per year per resident
only covers 44 percent of the full GME faculty costs that were estimated by the Coordinating
Board in 2004. This represents another aspect of the Closing the Formula Funding Gap, which
could put at risk the ability of Health-Related Institutions to maintain and increase the number
of accredited residency positions in Texas. Given the importance of having sufficient residency
positions to keep graduating Texas medical school students from leaving the state, the
Committee recommends that the GME formula funding rate continue to be increased for the FY
2012-13 biennium, but this increase must not be at the expense of other existing formula
funding.

Charge 2: Study and make recommendations on the best method of moving towards a more
outcomes based funding formula that supports student success and identifies measurements
that recognize progression to success.
Committee Recommendation:
The Committee discussed this charge and noted that Health-Related Institutions are
fundamentally different from academic institutions in how students proceed through their
curriculum. A majority of students in Health-Related Institutions are beyond the undergraduate
levels. Nearly one-third of all students in Health-Related Institutions are in the medical schools.
Their course work is done in lock-step fashion and well over 95% of them graduate. This
environment is entirely different from academic institutions where students select coursework
based upon their own choice and graduation rates vary widely between institutions.
The committee recommended that the Instruction and Operations formula funding for HealthRelated Institutions should not be based on any type of outcome-based criteria.

Charge 3: Review the current I & O Formula weights and determine if new weights should
be requested.
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Committee Recommendation:
The Committee reviewed the current I & O Formula weights to determine if new weights should
be requested for FY 2012-13. In light of the current funding level of the I & O Formula, the
Committee’s position is that any requests for changes in formula weights at this time would only
detract from the primary overall issue of insufficient funding. Accordingly, the Committee is not
proposing any changes in I & O Formula weights for FY 2012-13. Since the emphasis of this
report is rate restoration, the Committee chose not to dilute the value of that emphasis by
adjusting weights.

Charge 4: Review the current I & O programs and determine if any specialties need to be
assigned separate weights. If so, recommend requested weight(s) as appropriate.

Committee Recommendation:
The Committee reviewed the current specialty categories funded through the I & O Formula.
Similar to Charge 3, the Committee’s position is that any requests for changes to the specialty
categories at this time would only detract from the primary overall issue of insufficient funding.
Accordingly, the Committee is not proposing any change in specialties for the FY 2012-13
biennium.

Charge 5: Recommend a methodology for preparation of a cost matrix study to satisfy the
newly established Health-Related Institution Cost Matrix Study rider. According to the rider,
the study should provide an ―all funds" analysis of the health-related institutions' costs. All
costs should be based on data in each institution's Annual Financial Report. The study should
also address the differences between funding for nursing, pharmacy, allied health, or any
other overlapping disciplines between the general academic matrix and the health-related
institution matrix.

Committee Recommendation:
The FAC understands that the Texas Legislature requested a cost study based on ―all funds,‖
with this term defined as all revenue institutions have access to, not only funds appropriated via
the Instruction and Operations Formula. The FAC understands that the intended use of the cost
study is to validate the weights in the I & O Formula matrix that were based on historic
appropriation levels prior to the implementation of formula funding. Additionally, the FAC
recognizes that these two things are exceedingly different in that the original weights, and by
extension the I & O Formula, were not intended to cover the total cost of educating students in
each discipline. Institutions supplemented these formula appropriations with additional revenue
they generated. Any attempt to adjust the I & O Formula matrix based on ―all funds‖
expenditure data is a fundamental shift from the historic formula purposes and will result in an
overwhelming shift in the allocation of state appropriations between disciplines. If the intent of
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the cost study is to ―validate the weights,‖ the FAC recommends that instead of an ―all funds‖
approach, the cost study also be completed by capturing expenses paid from a more limited
number of revenue streams such as E & G funds. Regardless of whether it is E & G funds or
other funding streams used for the ―cost study,‖ each would have its own limitations, which
should be addressed in the Cost Study report.
A preliminary ―cost study‖ methodology was presented at the October FAC meeting. The FAC
requested each institution submit FY 2008 expenses based on the preliminary methodology.
The results of the reported FY 2008 expenses were discussed at the November meeting.
Based on the results of the FY 2008 expenditure data and the limited amount of time available
to analyze the results, the FAC appointed a cost study subcommittee, chaired by Kevin Dillon.
The subcommittee will use the methodology outlined below to compile FY 2009 expenditure
data and refine the methodology as necessary. The FAC will evaluate the results of the FY
2008 and FY 2009 expenditure data and provide input to the Coordinating Board on concerns
and recommendations to be included in the Cost Study report.
The FAC is extremely concerned about the impact on formula funding based on the cost study
and recommends that the FAC have an opportunity to provide input on not only the
methodology, but also the results and potential implications of the Cost Study report. The FAC
requests the Commissioner reconvene it in 2010 to review and provide input on the draft Cost
Study report.
Preliminary Cost Study Methodology
Step 1: Create a control total to be included in the cost study.
Include Instruction, Academic Support, Student Services, and a proportional share of
Institutional Support included on the annual Sources and Uses document submitted to
the Coordinating Board.
Adjust the Instruction, Academic Support and Student Services costs to create reporting
consistencies among the institutions and to better align the costs with the I & O formula.
These adjustments include but are not limited to:
o Exclude costs for Graduate Medical Education
o Exclude costs for Practice Plan patient business operations and medical records
o Exclude one-time startup costs
o Include the costs of graduate student stipends that may be included in research
Step 2: Allocate the control total between the disciplines.
between E & G funds and Institutional Funds.

The costs should be separated

Step 3: The THECB will combine the costs, calculate a cost per FTE, and calculate weights for
each discipline for Total Costs and E & G costs.
The FAC has a number of cautions about what this cost study represents:
Unlike the general academics’ I & O Formula matrix which includes 21 disciplines with
varying course levels for a total of 70 weights that includes expenses of 35 institutions,
the health-related’ I & O Formula matrix includes only 7 disciplines with one weight each
that includes expenses of eight institutions. Within the Allied Health discipline there are
programs ranging from nutrition to cytotechnology and radiation therapy. This narrow
array of weights and small number of institutions (and student enrollment) that allocates
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large amounts of expenses and a diversity of programs could result in numerous
anomalies and unintended consequences. Extensive scrutiny must be given to cost study
results to minimize such anomalies and avoid unintended consequences.
As proposed, the exercise is less a ―cost study‖ than it is a compilation of expenditures.
Clear parameters must be set on which expenses are included and what they represent.
For example, it is extremely difficult to allocate the salaries for medical school faculty
between patient care and instruction because these two functions are performed
concurrently.
The ―cost study‖ includes funding allocated by a formula that was based on prior
enrollment yet it looks at expenditure data related to actual enrollment for a subsequent
term. This disconnect should not be used to punish disciplines where there is an increase
in student enrollment which results in a ―decline‖ in the per student expense for that
discipline relative to a discipline which did not increase enrollment at the same rate.
The FAC is concerned that the results from this cost study not be inappropriately used to
compare the I & O Formulas for health-related and general academic institutions. There
are differences between the two types of institutions in: the purpose of the respective
formulas; the mix of students and ability to spread expenses; and access to outside
revenue to support educational efforts.
Based on the preliminary work done on instruction and operation costs at health-related
institutions it is clear that these institutions are spending far more within each discipline than the
funding generated from the I & O Formula.
While there are differences in what the respective I & O Formulas generate for general academic
and Health-Related Institutions, it is important to recognize the differences in the respective
institutions as well the purpose of the formulas.
Differences in program costs between general academic and health related programs would be
expected for the following reasons:
1. The I & O Formula supports not only the instruction but also the institutional support,
academic administration, student services, and library costs for the institution. These
fixed overhead costs are spread over an average of less than 2,400 students at HealthRelated institutions, instead of an average of more than 15,000 students at general
academic institutions.
2. The extent to which health related institutions are more likely to be research intensive
institutions and to have a greater percentage of its students in masters’ and doctoral
level programs, as opposed to undergraduate students, the overall per student cost of a
program would be higher because of the level of faculty expertise, the need for lower
student to faculty ratios for graduate programs vs. undergraduate programs, and other
resources that are necessary for graduate level students.
The situation highlighted in the bullets 1 and 2 was recognized in the first ―Texas Public
University Cost Study‖ (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, May 2005):
―As expected, the research-oriented institutions tend to be relatively costly institutions
on a total, full-time student equivalent (FTSE) basis. However, institutions with fairly

44

small student populations also tend to be relative costly on a total FTSE basis because of
the minimum requirements needed to provide higher education services…‖4
3. Similar to bullet 1, the general academic matrix has a larger array of disciplines (21) and
levels (as many as 5 for some disciplines) to allocate expenses (a total of 70 weights in
the current matrix), compared to seven disciplines, with one weight for each in the
health-related matrix. This concentration of weights would lead to higher weights for
Health-Related Institutions. Further, the cost study takes the averages of expenditures—
not the lowest or the highest. The large mix of general academic institutions spreads
these costs across a large array of cells in the matrix.
The purposes of the general academic and health-related I & O Formulas should be placed in
context:
4. The formulas for general academic institutions and health related institutions are based
on completely different criteria with the intent to allocate two individual pots of money
among the respective institutions, not between specific disciplines across types of
institutions.
5. The differences that currently exist between the two formulas for certain fields may have
more to do with the methodology of the Cost Study applied to the general academic
matrix. For instance, when the health-related I & O formula was established for the
2000-01 biennium, the weight for nursing was based on historical funding levels which
reflected nursing salary related costs. While a difference existed between what the
general academic and health-related I & O formulas generated for this discipline, the
difference was smaller in the 2000-01 biennium than it is today. The increase in the
difference appears directly related to the implementation of the general academics Cost
Study. This is a notable result because the decline in the general academic nursing
weights has occurred when general academic institutions have spent more money per
nursing student in each cost study.

Charge 6: Recommend a standard of implementing a ―Hold Harmless‖ methodology.

Committee Recommendation:
In the event that the Legislature is unable to identify enough revenue to achieve the increases
in formula rates as recommended in this report, a ―hold harmless‖ should be in place to ensure
that no institution which increases enrollment, as defined by weighted full time student
equivalents, experiences growth in predicted square footage or research expenditures would
receive less I&O, Infrastructure or Research Formula funding than it received in the prior
biennium.

4 THECB Cost Study, May 2005, page 7
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Charge 7: Evaluate the difference between the infrastructure formula rate applied to The
University of Texas Health Science Center at Tyler and The University of Texas M. D. Anderson
Cancer Center and the rate applicable to all other Health-Related Institutions and make
recommendations as appropriate.

Committee Recommendation:
When the infrastructure formula was established, a lower rate was set for UTMDA and UTHSC
Tyler because they did not contribute tuition to the formula. UTMDA has enrolled students since
2004, yet they are not included in the formula allocation with other institutions who also
contribute tuition to the formula. This difference is holding UTMDA at a lower rate than other
institutions that are contributing tuition to the formula.
Charge 8: Review the formula rates and the actual funding levels recommended by the
previous formula advisory committees and the rates and actual funding levels appropriated in
the 81st Legislative Session and make recommendations as appropriate.

Committee Recommendation:
As outlined in Charge #1, the committee recommends returning the formula rates to the FY
2000 – 2001 funding levels.
This concludes the recommendations adopted by the HRI FAC.
The members of the HRI FAC would like to thank the Commissioner for the opportunity to study
and discuss these issues and to provide its insight and recommendations. The Health-Related
Institutions consider this dialogue an important part of the effort to accomplish both the Closing
the Gaps goals, as well as, Closing the Formula Funding Gap for Health-Related Institutions.
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Operating & Financial Officer

(12)
The University of Texas Health Science
Center at Houston
PO Box 20036
Houston, TX 77225-0036

kevin.dillon@uth.tmc.edu
(713) 500-4952
FAX (713) 500-3805

Dr. James S. Cole
(10)
Texas A&M University System Health
Dean, Baylor College of Dentistry Science Center
3302 Gaston Drive
Dallas, TX 75246

jcole@bcd.tamhsc.edu
(214) 828-8300
FAX (214) 828-8496

Dr. Cary Cooper
Dean, Graduate School of
Biomedical Sciences

(12)
The University of Texas Medical Branch at
Galveston
301 University Blvd.
Galveston, TX 77555-0126

ccooper@utmb.edu
(409) 772-2665
FAX (409) 747-0772

Mr. Leon Leach
Executive Vice President

(12)
The University of Texas M. D. Anderson
Cancer Center
1515 Holcombe Blvd., Box 95
Houston, TX 77030

lleach@mdanderson.org
(713) 745-1076
FAX (713) 745-1034

Mr. H. Steve Lynch Jr.
Executive Vice President for
Business Affairs

(12)
The University of Texas Health Science
Center at San Antonio
7703 Floyd Curl Drive
San Antonio, TX 78229-3900

lynch@uthscsa.edu
(210) 567-7020
FAX (210) 567-7027

Mr. Vernon Moore
Vice President of Business and
Finance

(12)
The University of Texas Health Center at
Tyler
11937 US Hwy 271
Tyler, TX 75708

vernon.moore@uthct.edu
(903) 877-2831
FAX (903) 877-7899

Mr. Michael Mueller
Associate Vice President

(12)
University of North Texas Health Science
Center at Fort Worth
3500 Camp Bowie Blvd.
Fort Worth, TX 76107-2644

mmueller@hsc.unt.edu
(817) 735-5475
FAX (817) 735-0222

Dr. Mary Ellen Weber
Vice President for Government
Affairs and Policy

(10)
The University of Texas Southwestern
Medical Center at Dallas
5323 Harry Hines Blvd.
Dallas, TX 75390-9131

maryellen.weber@utsouthwes
tern.edu
(214) 648-3684
FAX (214) 648-3604
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McLennan County Medical Education and
Research Foundation
1600 Providence Drive
Waco, TX 76707

goertzr@aol.com
(512) 427-6206
FAX (512) 427-6168

Institution Representatives:
Roland Goertz, M.D.
President
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