Performance-Based Funding for Community Colleges in Texas: Are Colleges
Disadvantaged by Serving the Most Disadvantaged Students?

FPO

Lyle McKinney, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor of Higher Education
University of Houston
Linda Serra Hagedorn, Ph.D.
Professor, Associate Dean - School of Education
Iowa State University

Research
Supported by:

The opinions expressed in
this report are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily
reflect the views of
Greater Texas Foundation.

COMMUNITY COLLEGE PERFORMANCE FUNDING 	
  
Introduction
Texas’s goal to close the gaps in college participation and success (Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board, 2000) among racial/ethnic minorities and lower-income students will not be
realized without significantly improving completion rates among community college students.
Community college enrollments now comprise 55% of all students in Texas public higher education,
and these open-access institutions serve the vast majority of residents from disadvantaged
backgrounds (Texas Association of Community Colleges, 2012). Among Texas students earning their
bachelor’s degree in 2010-11, 78% had previously attended a two-year college at some point during
their college careers, the highest percentage in the nation (National Student Clearinghouse, 2012).
Community colleges are clearly vital to the future success of public higher education in the large,
minority-majority state of Texas.
However, persistence and completion rates at most community colleges across the state
remain disappointingly low. Approximately half of entering freshmen at many of these institutions do
not return for a second year. Only one in every four students who begins at a Texas community
college has earned any post-secondary credential six years after initial enrollment (Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board [THECB], 2011). The high rate of attrition at community colleges
remains one of the leading cost inefficiencies for the Texas higher education system. Effective public
policies and institutional practices that significantly increase completion rates among community
college students would make major, long-term contributions towards closing the gaps in educational
attainment in Texas.
In an effort to improve institutional performance and college completion rates, the 83rd Texas
Legislature in 2013 adopted a performance-based funding (PBF) model for the state’s 50 community
colleges. This funding model is referred to as the Student Success Points Model, and beginning with
the 2014-15 academic year, 10% of community college funding from the state is determined by
student achievement of these identified success points. Similar to PBF models being applied to
community colleges in other states (Altstadt, 2012), Texas’ new PBF model awards funding based on
student achievement of intermediate performance metrics (i.e., completing developmental
coursework, passing college-level gatekeeper courses, completing 15 and 30 semester credit hours),
as well as key educational milestones (i.e., earning a certificate or associate degree, four-year
transfer), rather than heavily weighting a singular outcome measure like degree completion.
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The allocation of PBF will use a percent change formula that compares the performance of a
particular community college or college district (for multi-campus systems) to itself, rather than to
other community colleges in the state. This approach has been recommended as one way to attempt to
ensure that community colleges that serve a large number of disadvantaged students (e.g., minorities,
lower-income, older adults, academically underprepared students) do not have their PBF dependent
upon comparisons with colleges located in areas that serve a more advantaged student population
(Dougherty & Hong, 2006; Shulock, 2011). But even with this measure in place, Texas’ PBF model,
as currently designed, remains susceptible to one of the most commonly cited concerns about these
performance accountability policies: that is, resource-dependent colleges “will have an incentive to
‘cream’ the students more likely to succeed and counsel away or otherwise discourage marginal
students from enrolling” (Shulock, 2011, p. 1). In difficult fiscal times, one of the most expeditious
ways for a college to increase the total amount of PBF allocations is to enroll more students who
successfully achieve the metrics built into the funding formula, while simultaneously curtailing
enrollment among students who achieve few, if any, of these funding points.
If PBF models are poorly designed, there is a real threat that open-access community colleges,
designed to welcome disadvantaged students less likely to persist and graduate, will be penalized for
enrolling such students (Dougherty & Reddy, 2011). Clearly, such a scenario would have farreaching negative effects on Texas’ explicit policy goals of increasing college access and completion
among less advantaged students. Unlike PBF models for community colleges in several other states
(Altstadt, 2012), Texas’ PBF model does not currently offer direct funding incentives for academic
progress and completion/transfer among at-risk students. Consequently, it is important to more
carefully examine the extent to which the new PBF model in Texas could disproportionately penalize
colleges that predominately serve students from disadvantaged backgrounds.
The purpose of this study was to apply the metrics from Texas’ new PBF model to examine
academic progress and educational outcomes among a diverse cohort of students enrolled at a large,
urban community college system in the state. We were particularly interested to learn the extent to
which there were significant differences in PBF appropriations to the college based on students’
background characteristics and academic behaviors. The research questions guiding this study were:
1. What are the rates of PBF ‘success point’ achievement across a large, urban community
college system in Texas as a function of students’ demographic characteristics, academic
performance, and enrollment behaviors?
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2. On average, which students will generate the most and least performance-based funding for
the community college during their time of enrollment?
After a period of relative dormancy, PBF in higher education is currently experiencing a
strong national resurgence (Hearn & McLendon, 2013). A growing number of states are now
applying these accountability frameworks to community colleges (Altstadt, 2012; D’Amico et al.,
2014), despite little evidence that PBF significantly increases institutional performance and
graduation rates at these institutions (Altstadt, 2012; Dougherty & Hong, 2006; Dougherty & Reddy,
2011; Tandberg, Hillman, & Barakat, 2014). Initially, a relatively small proportion of state funding
(i.e., 10%) for Texas community colleges will be performance-based. However, as evidenced by a
2013 proposal to the Texas legislature promoting that the performance-based funding share increase
to 25% (Cortez-Neavel, 2013), clearly the stakes for PBF may be increasing. Trends in other states
suggest that, over time, PBF models often begin to allocate a greater proportion of state funding
based on institutional performance. In Ohio and Tennessee, for example, 50% and 100%,
respectively, of state funding for community colleges is now allocated using performance-based
outcomes. With the potential for a significant proportion of state funding for Texas higher education
to become performance-based in the future, it is critical to ensure from the earliest stages of this new
accountability policy that some community colleges are not at a disadvantage.
Performance-Based Funding for Texas Community Colleges
In recent years, Texas renewed discussions of PBF for higher education institutions as a
reform strategy aimed at improving institutional performance and student outcomes. House Bill 9,
known as the Higher Education Outcomes-Based Funding Act, was passed in 2011 during the 82nd
legislative session and directed the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) to
collaborate with institutional leaders to develop the performance metrics. Joined by staffers from the
THECB and the Texas Association of Community Colleges (TACC), a metrics task force comprised
of community college personnel (i.e., presidents, business officers, registrars, institutional
researchers) worked to develop and fine-tune a PBF model for Texas community colleges, using
Washington State’s momentum points funding model for community and technical colleges (Shulock
& Jenkins, 2011) as a guiding framework. The THECB and TACC jointly proposed a performance
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model for funding community colleges adopted in 2013 by the 83rd Texas Legislature (the legislature
meets on a biennium basis).
Texas’ PBF model for community colleges, which is referred to as the Student Success Points
Model, is presented in Figure 1. This figure identifies each of the funding points along the
educational pathway, accompanied by their assigned weight in the PBF formula. The early and
intermediate progress metrics are assigned smaller weights in model (0.5 points, 1 point), while
educational milestones like earning a credential or four-year transfer are assigned larger weights (2
points). Similar to other PBF 2.0 models that utilize intermediate progress metrics, Texas’ model is
based on the premise that completion of an early success point (e.g., completing college-level math,
earning 15 credit hours) will be positively associated with a major educational milestone (e.g.,
earning an associate degree, four-year transfer). These intermediate metrics are supported by
empirical research on academic momentum (Adelman, 2005, 2006; Attewell, Heil, & Reisel, 2012)
and enrollment outcomes among community college students (Bahr, 2013; Cofer & Somers, 2001;
Crosta, 2013; Jenkins & Cho, 2012; Maxwell et al., 2003).
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The 83rd Texas Legislature allocated $172 million to Student Success Points, and these funds
were first appropriated during the 2014-15 academic year based on the three-year average (Fiscal
Year 10-11-12) of Student Success Points for each community college district (TACC, 2013a). Each
community college receives $185 per success point. The success points are calculated each fiscal
year, but the three-year average is used to account for fluctuations in student enrollment from year to
year. A student can earn multiple points for the community college each fiscal year. To provide
context for the first PBF allocations under the new funding formula, Lone Star College System, the
largest community college district in the state, earned 78,843 success points based on its three-year
average and therefore received $14.59 million (i.e., 78,843 points x $185 per point) in PBF for the
next two years.
Rider #23 of Texas’ SB1-General Appropriations Act requires that, beginning with the 201617 biennium, PBF appropriations will use a distribution model that allocates funds based on
improvements in student achievement for each community college district. Specifically, the percent
change model will compare the college district to itself using the allocation of student success points
from the 2014-15 biennium as the baseline for comparison (TACC, 2013a). To illustrate, a
community college district that had earned 20,000 success points in 2014-15 (based on the three-year
average from FY 11-12-13) would have been allocated $3.7 million in student success appropriations
($185 per success point x 20,000 points). If the total number of success points for 2016-17 (based on
the three-year average from FY 12-13-14) for the district had decreased to 19,000, then the success
point appropriation would be $3.515 million ($185 x 19,000 points), resulting in a 5% decrease in
PBF appropriations to the college from the previous biennium (TACC, 2013b). Texas community
colleges have a strong incentive to increase the total number of success points achieved by each
student that enrolls, as more success points translate directly into more funding for the institution.
Unlike PBF 2.0 models for community colleges in some other states (e.g., Tennessee, Ohio),
notably absent from Texas’ PBF metrics are direct incentives for facilitating progress and completion
among at-risk demographic groups. House Bill 9 defines an “at-risk” undergraduate student in Texas
higher education as one who has been awarded a Pell Grant, is 20 years of age or older at enrollment,
had an SAT or ACT score less than the national mean score, is enrolled part-time, and/or had
received a GED rather than a high school diploma. Given the racial/ethnic diversity of Texas,
including a metric in the PBF model for success among students of color is admittedly more complex
than in less racially/ethnically diverse states. Many of the community colleges located along the
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southern and western borders of Texas, for example, serve student populations that are 90% Hispanic
or higher.
Nonetheless, having direct funding incentives for colleges to increase success among
populations a state identifies as “at-risk” is a best practice in the development of PBF 2.0 models
(Altstadt, 2012; Jones, 2012; Shulock, 2011). Without this type of direct incentive in place, there is a
chance that colleges could begin to limit their intake of these student groups, which are less likely to
generate performance funding for the institution. Texas’ PBF model will be reviewed during
upcoming legislative sessions and modified if necessary, so the results from the present study could
be used to inform and guide policy decisions about the future of PBF for the state’s 50 community
colleges.
Theoretical Framework
Resource dependency theory is grounded in the premise that an organization must routinely
engage in transactions with other actors and organizations within its environment to procure
resources and survive (Archibald, 2007; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). As it applies to PBF for higher
education, resource dependency theory posits that because public colleges must be heavily dependent
on state appropriations, college leaders will take steps necessary to retain or enhance their
institutions’ funding (Harnish, 2011). Colleges are expected to respond to changes in the funding
environment, as well as shifts in the state’s resource allocation methods, by adopting new strategies
aimed at improving institutional performance and student outcomes (Rabovsky, 2012). In states
where large proportions of state funding allocated to public higher education are performance-based,
the ability of a college to effectively respond to these accountability demands has significant
implications for the organization’s future.
Research examining the unintended consequences of PBF demonstrates that some of the
strategies colleges may utilize to meet performance accountability demands are very undesirable.
These strategies include restricting student admissions, narrowing of the institution’s mission,
weakening of academic standards, and gaming of the PBF system (Dougherty & Hong, 2006;
Dougherty & Reddy, 2011; Shulock, 2011). In our study, we were interested to understand the extent
to which Texas’ new PBF model could potentially lead some community colleges to begin limiting
the admission of disadvantaged students to boost the college’s graduation rate, a strategy that has
been referred to as “creaming” (Dougherty & Reddy, 2011; Shulock, 2011). For the sake of resource
acquisition and organizational survival, a Texas community college may (perhaps reluctantly) find it
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profitable to more aggressively recruit and enroll the students who achieve the most success points
from the PBF formula. Even though Texas’ PBF model compares an institution’s current
performance to its own past performance, curtailing enrollment among students with low rates of
success point attainment, while enrolling more students who graduate and/or transfer, is one of the
more expeditious ways a college could increase its PBF allocations. Dougherty and Reddy (2011)
explain the forms this could take in practice:
Becoming more selective in student intake is more difficult—practically and
ideologically—for community colleges than it is for 4-year colleges, but it is by no
means impossible. Community colleges can downplay outreach efforts to high schools
that have higher numbers of disadvantaged students. They can cut back on their
offerings of English as a Second Language or developmental education or adult basic
education. And they can limit how often students can retake developmental education
courses. (p. 75-76)
While restricting the admission of disadvantaged students might be more of an impending
threat than a reality at the present time, this could quickly change if larger proportions than 10% of
state funding in Texas are connected to performance measures in the future. Proposals to do just that
are already being discussed and debated in the Texas legislature (Cortez-Neavel, 2013). Positive and
negative organizational strategies community colleges use to respond to PBF will become
increasingly important to evaluate as PBF takes a deeper hold within this sector.
Methodology
Data Source and Sample
This study utilized longitudinal student unit record data from a large community college
district in Texas. The Urban Community College (UCC) district (a pseudonym) is one of the largest
districts in the state, serving more than 60,000 credit students annually across multiple campuses
situated within a large metropolitan area. Like many urban community college districts in Texas,
UCC serves a large number of students who are non-White, lower-income, older, and academically
underprepared for college-level coursework.
Student transcripts provided the bulk of information used to build our dataset. Transcripts
contain detailed information about student enrollment patterns, courses dropped, grades, and
credentials. By organizing these records longitudinally and incorporating demographic data,
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transcripts serve as a valuable, yet underutilized, resource for examining student progress and
achievement across semesters (Hagedorn, 2005; Hagedorn & Kress, 2008; Leinbach & Jenkins,
2008). The level of detail provided by transcript data was necessary for the goals of this study to
determine achievement of many of the intermediate progress metrics from Texas’ PBF model (e.g.,
earning a grade of ‘C’ or higher in specific college-level gatekeeper courses, completing 15 and 30
semester credit hours). The transcript data was merged with institutional financial aid records, as well
as with data from the National Student Clearinghouse to capture student transfer behaviors.
The dataset tracked a group of students who enrolled at any of the UCC campuses during the
Fall 2007 semester, and followed their educational experiences through the Summer 2013 semester,
yielding data from a total of six academic years. The full sample used in the present study included
students in college for the first time (FTIC) upon entry into UCC in Fall 2007 and belonged to one of
four racial/ethnic groups (i.e., African American, Hispanic, White, Asian) with large enough sample
sizes for the purposes of our statistical analysis (n = 5,878). Prior research underscores the
importance of examining community college student outcomes as a function of their academic
preparedness and intended educational goals upon entry (Leinbach & Jenkins, 2008). Accordingly,
our analysis focused on the following two sub-samples:
1.) College-Ready Students (n = 1,594). This sub-sample was comprised of students enrolled
in academic programs of study (n = 505) and technical/workforce programs of study (n = 1,076) who,
based upon their placement test scores, were not required to take developmental coursework in any
subject area. While the first three success points from Texas’ PBF model (i.e., completing
developmental Math, English, and/or Reading) would not expectedly apply to this sub-sample, our
analysis revealed that a relatively small proportion of this group did achieve each the developmental
education success points. Analysis of the college-ready sample was beneficial for comparing the
background characteristics, educational experiences, and success point achievements of students who
were and were not referred to any remedial coursework.
2.) Developmental Math Students (n = 4,187). We used placement in developmental math
coursework as the selection criteria for our second sub-sample. More than seven out of every 10
students (71.2%) in the full sample were placed in developmental math. Sizable proportions of
developmental math students were also referred to developmental coursework in reading (34.7%) and
writing (40.2%). Therefore, many of the students in the developmental math sub-sample had the
possibility of completing all three of the developmental education success points, with the completion
9	
  
	
  

COMMUNITY COLLEGE PERFORMANCE FUNDING 	
  
of the developmental math sequence (1 funding point) being more highly rewarded in the PBF model
than completing developmental reading and writing (both 0.5 funding point). For the developmental
math sample, we were also interested in examining differences in PBF attainment among students
referred to coursework one (n = 997), two (n = 1,228), and three (n = 1,962) levels below collegelevel math.
For the purposes of our analyses, we focused on students referred to developmental math
rather than students referred to developmental writing and/or reading, for several reasons. First, the
majority of UCC students place into developmental math. Numerous studies have documented how
developmental math remains a formidable barrier to completion at community colleges (Bahr, 2008;
Complete College America, 2012), so it is valuable to better understand the factors that facilitate, and
impede, progress for these students. Additionally, it can be a complex undertaking to examine all of
the possible combinations of students’ depth (e.g., one, two, three levels below college-level) and
breadth (e.g., math, reading, writing) of academic deficiencies (Bahr, 2010). Selecting the
developmental math students allowed us to examine the majority of UCC students placed in remedial
education, and provided a sufficient number of cases to examine PBF attainment based on students’
depth of math deficiency.
Variables
The independent variables in the study were organized into two categories: demographic
characteristics (gender; race/ethnicity; age) and academic and college experiences (high school
preparation, enrollment intensity; program of study; cumulative college GPA; Pell Grant status;
developmental math placement). Table 1 shows the levels and coding for each of these variables.
Students’ gender, race/ethnicity, age, and enrollment intensity were measured at the time of initial
enrollment at UCC (i.e., Fall 2007). While community college students often change their enrollment
patterns across semesters (Crosta, 2013), we utilized their enrollment status in the first semester since
HB 9 in Texas identifies an “at-risk” student as one who is part-time at any time of enrollment. As
with most community colleges in Texas, 12 semester credit hours (SCH), as opposed to 15 SCH, is
considered full-time enrollment at UCC. A student’s program of study (academic or vocational),
college GPA, and financial aid status were captured as of the student’s last semester of enrollment at
the college, or as of the last semester (Summer 2013) available in the dataset.
The outcome variable of interest was the cumulative amount of PBF a student would procure
for UCC throughout their entire duration of enrollment at the institution. To derive this measure, we
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summed the total number of success points from the PBF model that the student earned, and then
multiplied that number by the dollar amount the state awarded per success point (i.e., $185). This
variable allowed us to compare the average rates of PBF procurement for different student groups
within our sample. In a sense, this measure allowed us to better understand what a student is “worth”
to the community college in terms of the PBF dollars they procure during their time of enrollment.
For our predictive models, this variable was examined in continuous form and dichotomized to
examine the likelihood a student would earn zero PBF over the duration of their enrollment.
There are a total of 11 intermediate and outcome “success points” from the PBF model that a
student can achieve while at UCC (see Figure 1). In applying the relative weights for each success
point, the range extends from zero (student completed none of the success points) to a total of 10.25
success points (student completed all 11 the success points). Success points for developmental
education are awarded when the student completes the highest level of remedial coursework (i.e., the
class one-level below college-level) in a particular subject area. A student who earns a grade of ‘D’
or higher in these courses is considered to have achieved this success point as a result of earning a
passing grade in the class. However, for the first college-level math, reading, and writing courses, a
student must earn a grade of ‘C’ or higher to achieve these success points. Here it is also important to
note that colleges are allowed to count the first-college level English course as achievement of both
the first college reading and writing success point from the model. A student earning a grade of ‘C’
or higher in the first college-level English class earns a total of 1 success point (0.5 each from reading
and writing).
Completing 15 and 30 SCH are each worth 1 success point. The most heavily weighted (2
points) performance metrics are having earned an associate degree or certificate from UCC, and/or
transferring to a four-year institution only after having completed 15 SCH. An additional 0.25
success points are awarded to students who complete credentials in “critical fields” as identified by
the Texas legislature, which include credentials earned in the fields of engineering, computer science,
mathematics, physical science, allied health, nursing, and teaching certification in the field of science
or mathematics.
Data Analysis
The first phase of the analysis used descriptive statistics to identify and compare the
characteristics of the full and restricted samples, as well as to examine the proportions of each subsample that completed each of the success points from the PBF model. The frequencies and
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percentages for each variable are presented in Table 1. Next, we wanted to better understand the total
amount of PBF funding the college would receive, based upon the different types of students who
enrolled at UCC. While Texas’ PBF model calculates success points on a fiscal year basis, our goal
was to illustrate the cumulative dollar amount of PBF a student would procure for UCC over their
entire duration of enrollment. Therefore, we purposefully chose not to examine success point
attainment on fiscal year basis and instead to track each student’s completion of these funding metrics
(or lack thereof) across all six years of the dataset.
In the next phase of data analysis, we created two linear multiple regression equations that
used the predicted total PBF each student earned for their college as the dependent variable for the
college ready and developmental students. The range for this continuous dependent variable was $0
to $1,896.25. Using demographic and other variables as the dependent measures provided a way to
understand the contributions provided by various student descriptors in a statistically controlled
equation. The next phase of analyses involved the dichotomous outcome of the likelihood that a
student would earn no PBF for the college (0 = any PBF, 1 = no PBF). The nature of this dependent
variable supported the use of logistic regression (Meyers, Gamst, Guarino, 2006). We modeled both
outcome variables for the college-level and developmental math sub-samples. The independent
variables were entered into each model simultaneously. Diagnostic tests did not reveal any problems
with the regression analyses.
Limitations
The goal of our study was to better understand the average cumulative rates of PBF
attainment for different student groups across their entire duration of enrollment at UCC. In practice,
the Student Success Points Model calculates student completion of these funding points on a fiscal
year basis. This “snapshot” view of attainment, however, would not have allowed us to determine
which types of students, on average, procure the most, and least, PBF for the college. Therefore, we
applied the central components of the PBF model (i.e., all 11 success points and their relative
weights) and the level of funding per success point at the time of our study (i.e., $185 in 2014-15) to
derive a general measure of a student’s “worth” to the college in terms of PBF accrued over a sixyear time period. But it is important for the reader to remain mindful that our longitudinal
calculations of PBF procurement are intended for illustrative and comparative purposes, and are not
identical to the way funding is calculated by the state.
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Our data were derived from a large, diverse community college system located within an
urban environment in Texas. Therefore, the results from this study may not be generalizable to
community colleges in other parts of the state. We only examined a particular cohort of first-time-incollege students belonging to one of four racial/ethnic groups; hence our study does not capture
success point completion among all of the students at the institution. While our dataset included
information on all of the success points from the PBF model, it is important to remember that our
study tracks momentum and enrollment outcomes among a cohort of students who entered UCC in
Fall 2007. The rates of success point attainment for more recently entering cohorts at UCC may not
be identical to those reported for the students in our sample.
CIP codes are used to identify associate degrees and certificates earned in areas considered
“critical fields” by the Texas legislature. Identifying the students in our sample who earned
credentials in these critical fields (worth .25 success points) was straightforward for most CIP codes.
However, while the state identifies particular programs within the Health Professions and Related
Clinical Sciences CIP code as critical fields, our dataset did not disaggregate the 231 credentials
awarded within this CIP code. We chose a liberal approach and awarded .25 success points for all of
the students earning credentials under this CIP code, but a limitation of this decision is that a
proportion of these students may have earned health-related credentials in fields not classified as
critical by the state.
Results
Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for the full sample and sub-samples. The final rows in
this table examine the percentage of students across the full and restricted samples who achieved each
of the PBF model’s success points within six years of initial enrollment at UCC. With regard to the
developmental education success points, 29% of the full sample had completed developmental math,
17.8% developmental writing, and 19.2% developmental reading. Only 26.9% of the sample ever
completed the first college-level math course, compared to 45.8% who had completed the first
college-level reading and writing course. Approximately six out of every 10 students (60.8%) earned
15 SCH, while a markedly lower percentage (42%) ever completed 30 SCH. Twenty-two percent of
the full sample transferred to a four-year college or university within six years of enrolling at UCC.
With regards to earning an associate degree or certificate, 15.6% of the full sample achieved this
success point, and 2.3% of the sample earned a credential in an area identified as a critical field by
the state of Texas.
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What Is a Student “Worth” (in Terms of PBF)?
By multiplying the total number of success points a student earns by the current level of state
appropriation per success point (i.e., $185 at the time our study was conducted), we were able to
calculate the procurement of PBF dollars by student groups, focused particularly on differences in
PBF procurement between at-risk students and their peers. Table 2 presents the results from this
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analysis. This specific sample of students accumulated 17,663 success points for the college during
the six-year time frame captured by the dataset, which translated into a total of $3.26 million in
performance funding. The range of success points achievement was zero (28% of the sample never
completed any success point) to 10.25 (only one student in the sample achieved all 11 success
points). The average number of success points earned per student was 2.99, which translated into an
average of $554.98 in PBF per student.

As the far-right column in Table 2 demonstrates, there are significant differences in the
average PBF earned for the college as a function of different student characteristics. On average,
Asian students in our sample earned $766 in PBF for the college, compared to only $481 for African
American students. PBF rates per student were markedly lower for students 20-24 ($439) and 25 or
older ($441), relative to students 19 or younger ($653). Students who earned a GED, rather than a
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high school diploma, had the lowest rates of average PBF attainment ($390) across all students in the
sample. On average, full-time students ($688) procured much more PBF than part-time students
($454). There was a notable difference in the average amount of PBF earned as a function of students
Pell Grant recipients ($648) had much higher average than students who did not receive a Pell ($476).
Interestingly, students assigned to developmental coursework in any subject area ($580)
earned more PBF, on average, than students who were not placed into developmental education
($487). While this finding might at first seem counterintuitive, Texas’ PBF model rewards student
completion of developmental coursework in math, reading, and writing. Therefore, students who are
assigned to developmental education have the opportunity to earn more success points than the
college-level students. An important caveat within this finding, however, is demonstrated upon
examination of the average rates of PBF procurement by students’ level of math deficiency. While
students referred to developmental math coursework one level below college-level were, on average,
among the most valuable ($721) for the college, students placed in the lowest level of developmental
math were among the least valuable ($482) in terms of PBF.
Table 3 provides the findings from the set of independent variables regressed on the PBF
procured by the student. The multivariate statistics indicated that the equations for the college ready
and developmental students were significant (F=32.6, p<.001; F=53.0, p<.001) and explained 15.6%
and 13.2% of the variance respectively. For both sub-samples, the two strongest predictors of PBF
procurement was full-time status and Pell Grant status, respectively. For the developmental subsample, the third strongest and most negative predictor was being placed at the lowest developmental
math level (three levels beneath college-level). Controlling for all other variables, the total predicted
PBF procured by a student at three levels beneath college-level math was $113.27. Although male
students on average procured less PBF than their female counterparts, interestingly for this sample of
college-level males it was $59.30 less, but for male students in the developmental sub-sample, it was
almost double: $110.00 less. While Asian students on average brought higher levels of PBF than their
White counterparts, the amounts differed between the two sub-samples. Controlling for other
variables, Asian college-level students brought $84.10 more, but developmental students brought
more than two and half times as much: $221.20. The Hispanic students at college-level brought
$25.00 less than White students, but for Hispanic students in the developmental sub-sample, the PBF
procured was $42.20 more than White students.
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Finally, we ran two logistic regression models to predict the characteristics of students who
procured zero PBF for the college (see Table 4). The overall model predicting the least valuable
college-level students was statistically significant (F = 185.59, p ≤ .000) and had a Cragg-Uhler
pseudo r squared of .196 and correctly classified 71.7% of the cases. Gender and race/ethnicity were
not statistically significant in this model. Older students (135% higher odds) and students who earned
a GED (48% higher odds) had a greater likelihood of generating zero PBF for the college relative to
their respective comparison groups. Full-time students (68% lower odds) and Pell Grant recipients
(53% lower odds) were less likely to be among the students earning no PBF. The final regression
model examined the predictors of procuring no PBF (a PBF non-performer) for the developmental
math sample was statistically significant (F = 877.62, p ≤ .000) and had a Cragg-Uhler pseudo r
squared of .130 and correctly classified 74.4% of the cases. Consistent with results from the previous
model, males, African Americans, students age 20 and older, GED holders, and those assigned to the
lowest levels of developmental math had the highest probability of being a PBF non-performer.
Students who were Asian, full-time, and Pell Grant recipients were the least likely to be a PBF nonperformer.
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Discussion and Implications
When applying the funding metrics from Texas’ new PBF model to a large cohort of
community college students, our findings revealed stark differences in success point attainment, and
PBF procurement, as a function of the type of students being served by the college. The most
valuable students for UCC to recruit and serve, strictly in terms of the PBF they garnered for the
institution during their entire time of enrollment, were Asian, 19 or younger, have completed a high
school diploma, attend full-time, receive Pell Grants, and were assigned to developmental
coursework just below college-level. Conversely, African American, older adults, GED holders, parttime students, and students assigned to the lowest levels of remedial coursework procured
significantly less PBF for the college; these groups were also overrepresented among the 28% of
students in our sample that procured no PBF for the institution.
Resource dependency theory explains that an organization’s effectiveness, and survival, is
dependent upon its ability to procure resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). A common concern about
applying PBF models to the community college sector is that in an effort to acquire a greater share of
state appropriations, these already under-funded colleges could begin to “cream” the students more
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likely to achieve success, while limiting the admission of students from disadvantaged backgrounds
(Altstadt, 2012; Community College Research Center, 2014; Dougherty & Hong, 2006). The results
from our study suggested that efforts to proactively recruit students from several particular at-risk
populations (e.g.,, African Americans, older adults, GED holders, students who are the most sorely
underprepared for college-level coursework) may not be in UCC’s best interest in terms of procuring
PBF. Instead, UCC would be better positioned to secure additional funding by aggressively recruiting
and enrolling the types of students our results indicate consistently generate more PBF (i.e., students
who are Asian, 19 or younger at entry, enroll full-time, have earned a high school diploma) during
their time of enrollment.
Resource-dependent institutions may take actions such as easing recruitment efforts at high
schools in low-SES areas. On the other hand, resource-dependent colleges might more aggressively
recruit college-ready recent high school graduates who express intent to enroll full-time in an A.A. or
A.S. degree program designed to facilitate four-year transfer. Given the very low rates of PBF
attainment among students assigned to the lowest levels of developmental math, another response
could be to reduce the number of these course offerings and/or limit the number of times a student
can retake this course (Dougherty & Reddy, 2011). Additionally, colleges such as UCC may find it
financially advantageous under PBF to discontinue some short-term vocational certificate programs
that predominately attract older adults, many of whom may only intend to take a course or two to
upgrade their job skills, and consequently do not complete any of the success points. This is related to
concerns that PBF models in some states could have the unintended (at least publicly) impact of
narrowing the workforce training mission of community colleges (Dougherty & Hong, 2006;
Dougherty & Reddy, 2011).
Performance-based accountability models can be very difficult to design and maintain
(McLendon & Hearn, 2013; Zumeta & Kinne, 2011). The multiple missions carried out by
community colleges make developing PBF policies for this sector additionally challenging. In
designing and implementing the new Student Success Points Model, Texas did follow many of the
recommended best practices for tying state funding to community college outcomes. Some of these
practices were involving colleges in the planning process, using intermediate progress metrics in the
funding formula, comparing colleges’ current performance to their own past performance, publicizing
the model, and instituting in a ‘learning year’ before the formal implementation of the policy
(Altstadt, 2012; Community College Research Center, 2014; Dougherty & Reddy, 2011; Shulock &
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Jenkins, 2011). While there is no perfect PBF model, we believe there are several modifications to
Texas’ PBF model for community colleges that could minimize the unintended impacts of this new
policy.
Perhaps the most effective and efficient way Texas policymakers could reduce the temptation
for community colleges to “cream” students is to add a metric in the PBF model that that introduces a
funding incentive for success among one or more categories of “at-risk” students. This type of metric
is currently being used by PBF 2.0 models in several other states. For example, Tennessee rewards
additional performance funding for progress and completion among adult students and those eligible
for Pell Grants (Altstadt, 2012). However, due to the racial diversity of Texas, using race/ethnicity
may not be the most appropriate indicator of an “at-risk” student in the Student Success Points
Model. In our sample, students age 20 and older were less likely than their younger peers to achieve
nearly all of the success points. Even after controlling for other relevant predictors of success, older
students were more likely to be among the students who procured no PBF for the college. We believe
that policymakers should explore the possibility of rewarding community colleges for improving
progress and/or completion among students who are age 20 or older (or perhaps 25 and older) at the
time of initial enrollment at the college.
HB 9 in Texas already identifies older undergraduate students as at-risk, and older adults at
the community college are more likely to be lower-income, attend part-time, and GED holders.
Consequently, awarded success points for credential completion among adult students in the PBF
model for community colleges would support existing state policy goals to increase college access
and success among these disadvantaged groups. Including a direct incentive in the PBF model for
completion and/or four-year transfer among older adults could incentive colleges to develop services
and programs aimed at facilitating success among these at-risk students, as these practices could
generate additional performance funding for the institution.
As Dougherty and Hong (2006) explain, if PBF models are not carefully designed and
monitored, they can “create a vicious cycle where urban community colleges and small, rural
community colleges with more disadvantaged students and fewer institutional resources will find it
difficult to meet state standards, and, hence, will lose funding, further compounding their lack of
resources and imperiling their future performance” (p. 82). Unaccompanied by sufficient financial
resources to help build institutional capacity for change and improvement, PBF could further imperil
the performance of community colleges like UCC that predominately serve at-risk student
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populations (Tandberg et al., 2014). Accordingly, as community colleges try new strategies in
response to PBF, Texas policymakers should consider implementing a stop-loss prevention measure
in the formula that limits the level of funding colleges can lose in a given year (Maio, 2012). We also
recommend that the impacts, both intended and unintended, of the new PBF model for Texas
community colleges be better understood before state policymakers attach a larger proportion of state
funding to student outcomes.
Conclusion
When the portion of funds allocated to community colleges through PBF is low, allocated
funds assume the form of a reward structure and a mechanism for behavior modifications. But when
funding allocations increase, the PBF formula becomes a driver for survival. Only time will tell if
PBF can provide the appropriate motivation and support to produce institutional actions that support
increased student success for Texas’ diverse students, or if it will result in a Matthew effect of
accumulated advantage for those colleges serving more affluent students. If the stakes become
sufficiently high, will colleges feel pressured to enact policies to attract PBF top performers while
discouraging PBF non-performers? This study may be a cautionary tale of what could happen if
colleges in Texas (or elsewhere) must adhere to a survival formula.
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