
Table 1. PBF Activity by State
Performance-Based Funding Activity 

(current as of  September 2013)

                      PBF in Place 22
                      Transitioning to PBF 7
                      Formal Discussions of  PBF 10
                      No Formal Activity Found *12*

Source of  PBF Activity based on the Febraury 2013 version developed by the National Conference of  
6WDWH�/HJLVODWXUHV��1&6/��DQG�KDV�EHHQ�PRGLÀHG�DQG�LQFOXGHG�ZLWK�SHUPLVVLRQ�IURP�1&6/��KWWS���
QFVO�RUJ�LVVXHV�UHVHDUFK�HGXF�SHUIRUPDQFH�IXQGLQJ�DVS[���
,QFOXGHV�'LVWULFW�RI �&ROXPELD�
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IntroductIon

• Performance-based 
funding  (PBF) is a key 
policy response to the call 
for greater transparency 
and accountability in public 
higher education.
• 39 states are currently 
active in PBF: 22 states 
have PBF in place, 7 are in 
transition to PBF, and 10 
have had formal discussions 
about PBF. 
• Many new PBF models, 
known as PBF 2.0, include: 
intermediate measures, 
greater portions of  state 
funds distributed on per-
formance, and stakeholder 
input. 
• Despite recent attention, 
there is not compelling ev-
idence of  the link between 
PBF and improved student 
outcomes at this time. 
• States considering PBF 
implementation or modi-
ÀFDWLRQ�DUH�HQFRXUDJHG�WR�
consider lessons learned: 
importance of  stakeholder 
LQYROYHPHQW��VHFWRU�VSHFLÀF�
measures, linking measures 
with state goals for work-
force and economic devel-
opment, gradual phase-in, 
DQG�FRPPLWPHQW�WR�VLJQLÀ-
cant funding tied to PBF.
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EducatIon PolIcy 

cEntEr

On August 22, 2013 at the University of  Buffalo, President Barack Obama 
squarely placed the issue of  college affordability and performance metrics on 
the national agenda. “I think we should rate colleges based on opportunity. Are 

they helping students from all kinds of  backgrounds succeed?...How much debt does the 
average student leave with? How easy it is to pay off? How many students graduate on 
time? How well do those graduates do in the workforce? Because the answers will help 
SDUHQWV�DQG�VWXGHQWV�ÀJXUH�RXW�KRZ�PXFK�YDOXH�D�FROOHJH�WUXO\�RIIHUV�µ��2EDPD����������

This issue brief  provides an up-to-date analysis of  the current status of  
SHUIRUPDQFH�EDVHG�IXQGLQJ��3%)��LQ�WKH�ÀIW\�VWDWHV�DQG�WKH�'LVWULFW�RI �&ROXPELD��,W�
includes a section on the historical context of  PBF emphasizing community colleges, 
the sector of  U.S. higher education that has seen the most state-level legislative activity in 
recent years.  Early PBF efforts dating to the 1970s are presented, as well as PBF 2.0 and 
more recent efforts spurred by the National Governors Association and other groups, 
particularly the philanthropic foundations and their funded advocacy groups. The issue 
brief  concludes with discussion as to whether it works and lessons learned.  

Our focus is at the state level; federal policymakers are typically more concerned 
about ensuring federal student aid money is properly spent, and not burdening institu-
tions with unnecessary regulations, a concern raised by Sen. Lamar Alexander (R-TN). 
0ROO\�&RUEHWW�%URDG��3UHVLGHQW�RI �WKH�$PHULFDQ�&RXQFLO�RQ�(GXFDWLRQ��ZDV�HQFRXUDJHG�
that the administration had invited input from the higher education community, adding 
WKH�´GHYLO�LV�LQ�WKH�GHWDLOVµ�DV�WR�KRZ�DQ�RXWFRPH�EDVHG�V\VWHP�ZRXOG�ZRUN��$GDPV��
2013).

Any federal efforts to create performance metrics will likely build upon what is 
already happening in the states. For this reason, we are pleased to offer this issue brief, 
Performance-Based Funding: The National Landscape. This issue brief  takes no po-
sition on whether PBF models are good or bad, effective or ineffective, successful or 
unsuccessful. Rather, our purpose is simply to assess how many states use them and the 
IRUP�RI �WKDW�XVDJH��DV�SDUW�RI �WKH�(GXFDWLRQ�3ROLF\�&HQWHU·V�FRQWLQXLQJ�FRPPLWPHQW�WR�
unbiased, non-partisan policy-related education research.  

# of  States

(GXFDWLRQ�3ROLF\�&HQWHU�_�7KH�8QLYHUVLW\�RI �$ODEDPD�_�%R[��������_�����&DUPLFKDHO�+DOO�
7XVFDORRVD��$/�������������_����������������_�KWWS���XDHGSROLF\�XD�HGX

$V�RI �6HSWHPEHU�������DFURVV�WKH����
VWDWHV�DQG�WKH�'LVWULFW�RI �&ROXPELD�

EMARGO: the following issue brief  is embargoed until 19 September 2013 at 12:01 CST



2 Education Policy Center || The University of  Alabama

September 2013


��

	
� 	
� 		�

��� ��� ���
��� �	� �	� �	�

��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� �
� ��� ��� �
� �	� �	�

��� �
�
�
� �	�

���
��� ��� ��� ��� ���

���

���

1�

21�

31�

41�

51�

61�

71�

81�

�"
$�
��

��
!�
��
�

��#
�!
�

�)
%%�
�!
���
��
$�'
"!
�


$�
��!
��

�"
$+
�-
�

��
+�
��
���
!�
�


)
,�
 �
")
$��

�!
�&�
���
�!�
�"
 �

�)
%&$
���
���

��
! 
�$
��

�$�
!�
��


%$
��
��

��
���
) 
�

�+
��
�!
�

�!
�&�
���
&�&
�%
�

��
&�
�$
��!
�%
�

�+
�&.
�$
��!
��

��!
��!
��

�#
��!
�

�%
&"
!��
�


��
��!
��

�"
��!
��
��
���
�

��"
*�
!��
�

�$
��
��
�

��
$ 
�!
-�

	)
!�
�$
-�

�"
$&)
��
��

�)
%&$
���

��"
*�
���
�#
)�
���
�

�.
��
���
�#
)�
���
�

�
�,
��"
�

&�
�-�

�)
$��
-�

�$
�.
���

In the twentieth century, the United States, 
ZLWK�WKH�ZRUOG·V�PRVW�KLJKO\�HGXFDWHG�FLWL]HQU\��
attained global economic and political promi-
nence. Today, this global ranking has been dis-
placed, as the proportion of  the U.S. population 
age 25-34 with an associate degree or higher has 

GURSSHG�WR������2(&'��
2011) (See Figure 1 below).   
&XUUHQW�8�6��QDWLRQDO�SROLF\�
UHÁHFWV�WKH�UHDOL]DWLRQ�WKDW�
reclaiming our prominence 
in the global economy can 
only be accomplished with 
an educated and technolog-
ically savvy workforce.

In a direct response to 
this critical need, President 
Obama (2009) announced 
his goal for the United 
States to have “the best 
educated, most compet-
itive workforce in the 
ZRUOG�µ��7KH�FHQWHUSLHFH�
RI �2EDPD·V������*RDOV�
include increasing the 
number of  college gradu-

ates, with all Americans completing at least one 
year of  college. The college completion focus 
is both a workforce and an economic develop-
ment issue and, as such, has shifted attention to 
postsecondary education. The 2020 goals are 
LQFRUSRUDWHG�LQ�WKH�:KLWH�+RXVH�&RPSOHWLRQ�
Initiative which includes measuring progress on 
ÀYH�LQGLFDWRUV��FROOHJH�FRVWV��JUDGXDWLRQ��VWXGHQW�
loan repayment, student loan debt, and earnings 
potential (Kanter, 2012).  The demand for higher 
college completion rates comes at a time when  
public colleges and universities are facing several 
issues in direct competition to  their goals: state 
appropriations cuts, increasing numbers of  at-
ULVN��XQGHUSUHSDUHG��ORZ�LQFRPH��DQG�RU�QRQ-
WUDGLWLRQDO��VWXGHQWV��GHFUHDVLQJ�VWXGHQW�ÀQDQFLDO�
DLG��DQG�ULVLQJ�WXLWLRQ��$$6&8�6WDWH�5HODWLRQV�
and Policy Analysis Team, 2013; Harnisch, 2011a; 
Mortenson, 2010).  

Many states have increased oversight of  
public higher education through accountability 
LQLWLDWLYHV��1DWLRQDO�&RQIHUHQFH�RI �6WDWH�/HJLVOD-
tures, 2013) even while resources allotted to the 
institutions have declined (National Governors 
Association and the National Association of  
6WDWH�%XGJHW�2IÀFHUV�����������7KH�WUDGLWLRQDO�

Performance-Based Funding: The National Landscape

Increasing degree com-
pletion at America’s public 
colleges and universities is 
pivotal for the nation’s eco-
nomic competitiveness and 

long-term economic growth. 
To meet this goal in a time of  
XQSUHFHGHQWHG�ÀVFDO�VWUDLQ��

policymakers and higher 
education leaders need com-

prehensive, consistent per-
formance metrics to shape 
funding strategies and pin-

point areas for  
improvement. 

– National Governors Asso�
ciation Work Group on College 
&RPSOHWLRQ���5H\QD��������S�����

Figure 1. Percentage of  Adults Age 25–34 with Postsecondary Education
�$VVRFLDWH�'HJUHH�RU�+LJKHU�LQ�86��SHU������3RSXODWLRQ�6XUYH\��86�&HQVXV�%XUHDX�

2(&'�(GXFDWLRQ�DW�D�*ODQFH�����
Indicator A1: To what level have 

adults studied?  Table A1.3a 
Population with tertiary  

education (2009)
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method for measuring success and providing 
state funding to public colleges has relied pri-
marily on enrollment thus ensuring a focus on 
accessibility; however, the enrollment-based 
model is limited and does not align with the 
current national agenda for increasing the num-
ber of  college graduates.  The challenge has now 
EHFRPH�ÀQGLQJ�D�IRUPXOD�WR�´VKLIW�LQFHQWLYHV�
away from the costs of  educational inputs toward 
stronger performance outputs, while still main-
WDLQLQJ�VWURQJ�VWXGHQW�DFFHVV�WR�HGXFDWLRQ�µ��10�
Higher Education Department, 2011, p. 1).     

One option for state-level response to 
current national agendas is the introduction 
of  performance-based funding models within 
KLJKHU�HGXFDWLRQ�SROLF\���&XUUHQWO\�EHLQJ�XWLOL]HG�
by twenty-two states (with  more transition-
ing to or involved in formal discussions) (See 
Figure 2), performance-based funding extends 
beyond enrollment to include incentives for 
productivity and completion (or transfer) (Har-
QLVFK������D��1&6/����������6LPSO\�GHÀQHG��
performance-based funding (PBF)  “rewards 
institutions that meet state goals,…is based on 
outputs instead of  inputs,…(and) the more goals 

Note: The PBF State 
Activity Map is based on the 
February 2013 version devel-
RSHG�E\�WKH�1DWLRQDO�&RQ-
ference of  State Legislatures 
�1&6/��DQG�KDV�EHHQ�PRGLÀHG�
and included with permission. 
IURP�1&6/��KWWS���ZZZ�QFVO�
RUJ�LVVXHV�UHVHDUFK�HGXF�SHU-
formance-funding.aspx.

The current table includes 
updates by the authors from 
the state legislative websites, 
websites of  state higher edu-
cation agencies and governing 
boards, and community college 
state directors in attendance 
at the annual summer meeting 
RI �WKH�1DWLRQDO�&RXQFLO�RI �
6WDWH�'LUHFWRUV�RI �&RPPXQLW\�
&ROOHJHV��-XO\��������������%LJ�
Sky, MT.

PBF in Place
(22 states)

Formal Discussions of   
PBF (10 states)

Transitioning to PBF
(7 states)

No Formal Activity Found
(12 states)

that institutions meet, the more funding they 
UHFHLYH�µ��%ODQNHQEHUJHU��������VOLGH�������$V�WKH�
GHPDQG�IRU�JUHDWHU�UHVSRQVLYHQHVV�WR�WKH�VWDWH·V�
educational and workforce needs increases, PBF 
SROLFLHV�DOLJQHG�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH·V�DJHQGD�IRU�KLJKHU�
education offer a way to begin meeting this 
demand. 
What is PBF?

Unlike performance-based budgeting which 
utilizes performance indicators, among other 
IDFWRUV��WR�LQÁXHQFH�IXQGLQJ�GHFLVLRQV��SHUIRU-
mance-based funding relies on a formula which 
utilizes performance indicators to decide actual 
funding amounts (Dougherty & Hong, 2005; 
5DERYVN\����������6SHFLÀFDOO\��VRPH�SRUWLRQ�
of  state allocations is awarded based on insti-
tutional outcomes.  Thus, performance-based 
budgeting is indirectly tied to funding, while 
performance-based funding (PBF) is directly 
tied to funding as “a system based on allocating 
D�SRUWLRQ�RI �D�VWDWH·V�KLJKHU�HGXFDWLRQ�EXGJHW�
DFFRUGLQJ�WR�VSHFLÀF�SHUIRUPDQFH�PHDVXUHV�µ��
(Miao, 2012, p. 1).      

Harnisch (2011a), referring to resource 
GHSHQGHQF\�WKHRU\��3IHIIHU�	�6DODQFLN���������

Figure 2: PBF State Activity Map (current as of  September 2013)

http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/educ/performance-funding.aspx
http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/educ/performance-funding.aspx
http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/educ/performance-funding.aspx


“A number of  states, including 
Tennessee, are taking innovative 
steps to reduce college costs by 

tying state aid to graduation rates 
and other measures. But Washing-

ton needs to be careful about taking 
a good idea for one state and forc-
ing all 6,000 institutions of  higher 

education to do the exact same 
thing, turning Washington into a 
sort of  national school board for 

our colleges and universities.”
²6HQDWRU�/DPDU�$OH[DQGHU��5�71�
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states that “leaders of  public colleges and uni-
YHUVLWLHV�DUH�VLJQLÀFDQWO\�GHSHQGHQW�RQ�VWDWH�
appropriations, …(and as such,) they will take 
the measures necessary to retain or enhance their 
LQVWLWXWLRQV·�IXQGLQJµ��S��������6WDWHV�XWLOL]LQJ�WKH�
3%)�PRGHO�VHHN�WR�LQÁXHQFH�LQVWLWXWLRQDO�FKDQJH�
toward improving performance through funding 
incentives (Harnisch, 2011a; Rabovsky, 2012).  
0LDR��������KDV�LGHQWLÀHG�WKUHH�PRGHOV�RI �3%)�
currently in use by states: output-based funding 
formula, performance set-asides, and perfor-
mance contracts. 

�2XWSXW�EDVHG�IXQGLQJ�IRUPXODV�SURYLGH�ÀV-
cal incentives for positive improvement in specif-
ic metrics.  This model is utilized within the state 
funding formula as a portion of  the annual base 
appropriations.  Often weighted for institutional 
mission, this model allows community colleges 
to increase their total appropriations through 
LPSURYHG�SHUIRUPDQFH�RQ�LGHQWLÀHG�PHWULFV���
Performance set-asides reserve a percentage of  
the state funding to be awarded to high per-
forming institutions.  The set-aside dollars may 
be a portion of  the annual base appropriation 
RU�VHSDUDWH�ERQXV�IXQGLQJ���&RPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV�
compete with each other for the set-aside fund-

ing by achieving a 
targeted measure 
of  performance set 
prior to the year.  
Performance con-
tracts between the 
individual commu-
nity college and the 
state provide a third 
option for PBF 
models.  Through 
this model, funding 
is awarded if  the 
community college 
meets the agreed 
upon performance 

goals set forth in the contract (Miao, 2012).
8VLQJ�D�VSHFLÀHG�SHUFHQWDJH�RI �VWDWH�DS-

propriations (generally 1-25%), PBF is awarded 
based on the outcomes of  certain performance 
LQGLFDWRUV�WKDW�UHÁHFW�LQVWLWXWLRQDO�SURJUHVV�

toward both institutional mission and state goals 
(Harnisch, 2011a).  As a results-based model, 
PBF considers success through outcomes (such 
as credit completion), as opposed to inputs (cred-
LW�HQUROOPHQW����&XUUHQW�3%)�PRGHOV�LQFRUSRUDWH�
indicators of  at least two types: general outcomes 
and progress outcomes (Harnisch, 2011a; Miao, 
2012).  Depending on state priorities, subgroup 
outcome indicators and high-need subject out-
come indicators may be included, as well (Har-
nisch, 2011a). Previous literature (Dougherty 
& Reddy, 2011; Harnisch, 2011a; Miao, 2012; 
1&6/��������:+(&%��������LQGLFDWHV�KLJKHU�
education performance-based measures have 
evolved over time to include indicators such as:                        

   

 � General outcome indicators: grad-
XDWLRQ�UDWH��QXPEHU�RI �GHJUHHV�FHUWLÀFDWHV�DZDUGHG��
QXPEHU�RI �GHJUHHV�FHUWLÀFDWHV�DZDUGHG�SHU�)7(��
research or grant funding awarded, job placement 
rates, student success on licensing exams;

 � Progress outcome indicators:  num-
EHU�RI �VWXGHQWV�FRPSOHWLQJ������������DQG����VHPHV-
ter credits, developmental course completion, number 
of  students who transfer to a four-year institution 
after completing 12 credits, dual enrollment credit 
completion;

 � Subgroup outcome indicators: 
low-income status, at-risk status, Pell Grant recipients, 
QRQWUDGLWLRQDO�VWXGHQWV��ÀUVW�JHQHUDWLRQ�VWXGHQWV��
PLQRULW\�JURXS�LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�

 � High-need subject outcome         
indicators: �67(0�ÀHOGV��QXUVLQJ��MRE�SODFHPHQW�
UDWHV�LQ�KLJK�QHHG�ÀHOGV�

&XUUHQW performance-based measures have 
moved beyond enrollment and graduation to 
include transfer, developmental education, and 
STEM-related coursework.  Additionally, the 
formulas may be weighted for marginalized pop-
ulations, including low-income, adult, and at-risk 
students. By assigning a weight to certain indica-
WRUV��SROLF\PDNHUV�VLJQDO�WKH�VSHFLÀF�LPSRUWDQFH�
RU�DGGLWLRQDO�FKDOOHQJH�LGHQWLÀHG�ZLWK�WKRVH�

Figure 3:
Types of  Performance Indicators: 
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particular indicators.  For instance, most states 
provide additional weight for the progress and 
completion of  low-income students within the 
PBF formula, recognizing the additional barri-
ers these students face when seeking degrees.   
Weighting certain indicators in the PBF formula 
is also useful for recognizing the unique features 
of  institutional mission (Miao, 2012).

Contextual Considerations 
for Community Colleges

Policymakers and other stakeholders are 
increasingly calling for greater transparency and 
accountability in higher education (Trettel & 
Yeager, 2011).  Both the Lumina Foundation 
�WKURXJK�&RPSOHWH�&ROOHJH�$PHULFD��DQG�WKH�
*DWHV�)RXQGDWLRQ��ZLWK�&RPSOHWLRQ�E\�'HVLJQ��
have national goals and initiatives addressing col-
lege student success, persistence, and completion. 
The 2009 strategic plan of  the Lumina Founda-
tion has the goal of  increasing the percentage 
of  Americans who hold high quality degrees 
and credentials to 60% by 2025 (Kelderman, 
�������$GGLWLRQDOO\��3UHVLGHQW�2EDPD·V�$PHULFDQ�
Graduation Initiative calls for 5 million additional 
college graduates by 2020 (Kanter, 2012).

7KH�1DWLRQDO�*RYHUQRUV�$VVRFLDWLRQ·V�&RP-
SOHWH�WR�&RPSHWH�SODQ�UHFRPPHQGV�RXWFRPH�
and progress metrics to be measured and com-
pared across the states.  These metrics include 
degrees awarded, graduation and transfer rates, 
enrollment and success in developmental educa-
tion, retention rates, credits earned, and time and 
credits to degree (Reyna, 2010).  In direct align-
ment of  this national agenda, the state-level PBF 
model rewards community colleges for improv-
ing progression toward completion.  

In a recent report from the 21st�&HQWXU\�
&RPPLVVLRQ�RQ�WKH�)XWXUH�RI �&RPPXQLW\�&RO-
OHJHV��WKH�$PHULFDQ�$VVRFLDWLRQ�RI �&RPPXQLW\�
&ROOHJHV��������QRWHV�WKDW�LQ�DGGLWLRQ�WR�´VWXGHQW�
VXFFHVV�UDWHV�WKDW�DUH�XQDFFHSWDEO\�ORZ�µ�FRP-
PXQLW\�FROOHJHV�DUH�´KLVWRULFDOO\�XQGHUIXQGHGµ�
by funding formulas “that encourage enrollment 
growth…without adequately supporting that 
growth, and largely without incentives for pro-
PRWLQJ�VWXGHQW�VXFFHVV�µ��S��YLLL����7KH�&RPPLV-

Outcome Metrics

Degrees Awarded 

Graduation Rates 

  Transfer Rates 

    Time and Credits to Degree

Enrollment in Remediation Education

Success in Remedial Education

Success in First Year College 

Courses

Credit Accumulation

Retention Rates 

Course Completion

Progress Metrics

The outcome metrics quantify the 
end-product of the educational pro-

cess, informing policymakers and the 
public on how students, institutions, and 
the state are performing on the goal of 
increased postsecondary  
attainment.

 
 

 
 

 
Progress metrics measure student 

movement from semester-to-semester 
and year-to-year toward the completion 

of an academic program. Such measures 
LIPT�TSPMG]�QEOIVW�MHIRXMJ]�WTIGM½G�GLEPPIRK-
es and opportunities for improvement in 
higher education.

    NGA Complete to Compete:
    Common College Completion Metrics

6RXUFH���5H\QD�������
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VLRQ·V�UHSRUW�LGHQWLÀHV�D�IUDPHZRUN�IRU�DGDSWLQJ�
community colleges to the needs of  the 21st�&HQ-
tury, including a shift in focus from access to 
one on access and success, as well as enhancing 
decision-making through a culture of  evidence.  
6SHFLÀFDOO\��WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ�FDOOV�IRU�D�VKLIW�IURP�
´IXQGLQJ�WLHG�WR�HQUROOPHQWµ�WR�´IXQGLQJ�WLHG�
to enrollment, institutional performance, and 
VWXGHQW�VXFFHVVµ��$$&&��������S������

As community college appropriations are 
declining (or frozen) in many states and tuition 
continues to rise, PBF policies can provide an 
opportunity to tie outcomes to funding.  By 
DOLJQLQJ�3%)�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH·V�DJHQGD�IRU�KLJKHU�
education, legislators may become more com-
mitted to avoiding cuts to community college 
appropriations during tight budget years.  This 
may provide the colleges a greater level of  trust 
in the legislative appropriations process, and 
greater control over the potential amount of  
funding received. 

3HUIRUPDQFH�EDVHG�IXQGLQJ�ZDV�ÀUVW�LQWUR-
duced to higher education as a funding initiative 
E\�WKH�7HQQHVVHH�+LJKHU�(GXFDWLRQ�&RPPLV-
VLRQ�LQ��������$IWHU�D�VORZ�VWDUW��WKLV�QHZ�SROLF\�
option quickly spread across the nation, with 26 
states utilizing PBF policies at some point by 
mid-2000 (Harnisch, 2011a; Rabovsky, 2012).  
Many of  these early policies  were attached to 
´QHZ�PRQH\�µ�VR�DV�WKH�HFRQRP\�GHFOLQHG�DQG�
state budgets began to be cut, PBF was often 
DPRQJ�WKH�ÀUVW�SURJUDPV�WR�EH�HOLPLQDWHG��+DU-
nisch, 2011a).

What went wrong with early  
PBF models?

Although PBF models have been in use since 
������WKHUH�DUH�GLVWLQFW�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�WKH�GHVLJQ�
of  current models (often referred to as PBF 2.0) 
from the early models (now referred to as PBF 
������0RVW�PRGHOV�WKURXJK�WKH�HDUO\�����·V�HP-
phasized outcomes measures such as completion 
and transfer, with only minor attention to prog-
ress measures, such as retention.  Often designed 
without input from higher education leaders, 

1.0 models frequently disregarded institutional 
goals and mission, and emphasized completion 
over progression (Dougherty & Reddy, 2011; 
Miao, 2012).  Instead of  being a percentage of  
the base appropriations, PBF 1.0 funding was 
XVXDOO\�D�ERQXV��RIWHQ�QHZ�PRQH\��DQG�WKH�ÀUVW�
to be cut during budget crunches (Dougherty 
	�5HGG\����������:LWKRXW�VLJQLÀFDQW�DQG�VROLG�
funding attached, many PBF 1.0 models failed to 
incentivize change for institutions. Many of  the 
����PRGHOV�IDFHG�GLIÀFXOWLHV�DQG�ZHUH�DOORZHG�WR�
lapse (Miao, 2012).

What is PBF 2.0? 
,Q�VSLWH�RI �GHÀFLHQFLHV�ZLWK�SDVW�PRGHOV�RI �

performance-based funding, a renewed interest 
KDV�EHHQ�VSDUNHG�LQ�H[DPLQLQJ�WKH�EHQHÀWV�RI �
tying institutional performance to state appro-
priations. Seeking to improve upon past models, 
lawmakers of  several states have put forth efforts 
to research PBF and create updated models to 
meet the current educational and workforce 
needs of  the state (Harnisch, 2011b).

Often referred to as PBF 2.0, these new-
er versions seek to improve upon the negative 
DVSHFWV�RI �SUHYLRXV�DWWHPSWV�WR�LQÁXHQFH�SHUIRU-
mance at the state level.  One key failure of  past 
models was the exclusion of  the stakeholders 
in the planning phases, particularly community 
college leadership. Thus, an important character-
istic of  the 2.0 model is a joint planning process 
by which policymakers and other constituents 
HQVXUH�WKDW�WKH�3%)�SODQ�DOLJQV�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH·V�
agenda for higher education, while providing 
alignment with institutional priorities (Blanken-
berger, 2011; Miao, 2012; Shulock, 2011).  

A key component of  current PBF 2.0 mod-
HOV�LV�WKH�DOLJQPHQW�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH·V�SULRULWLHV�IRU�
higher education.  Thus, the state and the com-
munity college partner to achieve an improved 
ZRUNIRUFH�DQG�HFRQRP\�IRU�WKH�VWDWH·V�IXWXUH���
Included in the 2.0 model is the acknowledgment 
of  individual institutional mission (Blankenberg-
HU����������7KH�JRDO�RI �3%)�����LV�QRW�WR�LQÁX-
HQFH�FKDQJH�RQ�D�FRPPXQLW\�FROOHJH·V�PLVVLRQ��
but instead to incentivize progress toward those 
components of  the institutional mission that 

PBF: Historical Perspective
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DOLJQ�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH·V�SULRULWLHV�
and needs (Harnisch, 2011a).

Another component of  
several PBF 2.0 policies ad-
dresses the implementation 
of  the plan, often allowing 
IRU�D�´OHDUQLQJ�\HDUµ�LQ�ZKLFK�
the indicators are mea-
sured and the state provides 
feedback on the outcomes 
(Dougherty, Natow, Hare, 
& Vega, 2010; Miao, 2012).  
There is no actual funding 
attached to the indicators 
GXULQJ�WKLV�ÀUVW�\HDU���:KHWK-
er the PBF plan includes a 
´OHDUQLQJ�\HDUµ�RU�QRW��JUDG-
ual implementation allows 

institutions to adjust their data collection and report-
ing processes accordingly and prevents any major 
funding losses.  Some states also include a stop gap, 
RU�VWRS�ORVV��PHFKDQLVP�GXULQJ�WKH�ÀUVW�\HDUV��ZKLFK�
also prevents major funding losses or colleges falling 
too far behind in the process (Miao, 2012; Shulock, 
2011). We refer to the  combination of  transition 
VWUDWHJLHV�DV�D�´VRIW�ODQGLQJ�µ�

While previous PBF plans (1.0 models) often 
limited performance measures to ultimate outputs 
(graduation or transfer rates), PBF 2.0 models in-
clude intermediate measures as well (Blankenberger, 
2011; Miao, 2012; Shulock, 2011).  These include 
developmental education completion, progress 
indicators (such as completion of  12 and 24 credits), 
and retention indicators (such as fall to spring or fall 
to fall enrollment).  Additionally, PBF 2.0 aims to en-
sure the continued access and equity of  community 

colleges through enhanced incentives for serving at-
risk, under-prepared, and other marginalized popu-
lations through weighted formulas (Blankenberger, 
2011; Miao, 2012; Shulock, 2011).  Encouraging 
performance improvement over time within a com-
munity college, instead between colleges, increases 
WKH�RSSRUWXQLW\�IRU�FORVLQJ�VSHFLÀF�SHUIRUPDQFH�
gaps (Shulock, 2011).

-XVW�DV�LPSRUWDQW�DV�GHWHUPLQLQJ�DQG�GHÀQLQJ�
WKH�3%)�PHDVXUHV��WKH�VWDWH�PXVW�DOVR�GHÀQH�WKH�
DFWXDO�IXQGLQJ�DVVLJQHG�WR�WKH�PHDVXUHV���VSHFLÀFDO-
ly,  the percentage to be appropriated, what dollars 
will be used (new or established) and whether the 
funding will be in addition to or a portion of  the an-
nual  base appropriations.  While earlier versions of  
3%)�SURYLGHG�D�VPDOO�ERQXV�DERYH�WKH�VWDWH·V�EDVH�
appropriations, newer versions utilize a percentage 
RI �WKH�EDVH�WR�LQÁXHQFH�SHUIRUPDQFH��'RXJKHUW\�	�
Reddy, 2011).   

Which States use PBF Today?
When examining the status of  PBF model im-

plementation across the states, one concludes that 
WKH�QDWLRQDO�ODQGVFDSH�LV�LQ�D�VWDWH�RI �ÁX[��DV�VXFK��
the status report given in Table 2 is noted to be “a 
SRLQW�LQ�WLPHµ�UHSRUW���6RPH�VWDWHV�DUH�UHYDPSLQJ�
their PBF to the PBF 2.0 model; others are mov-
LQJ�LQWR�WKH�3%)�SROLF\�DUHQD�IRU�WKH�ÀUVW�WLPH�DQG�
having learned from the lessons from other states 
are  incorporating elements of  PBF 2.0.   Using the 
1DWLRQDO�&RXQFLO�RI �6WDWH�/HJLVODWXUHV��1&6/��6WDWH�
$FWLYLW\�7DEOH��1&6/��������DV�D�JXLGH��WKH�DXWKRUV�
conducted  a review of  state legislative and higher 
education agencies and governing board websites, 
searching for updates and new developments.  A 
draft of  an updated PBF State Activity Table was 
circulated at the 2013 annual summer meeting of  the 
1DWLRQDO�&RXQFLO�RI �6WDWH�'LUHFWRUV�RI �&RPPXQLW\�
&ROOHJHV��7DEOH���VXPPDUL]HV�WKHVH�UHVXOWV���7KH�
authors made every attempt to accurately list sec-
WRU�VSHFLÀF�PHDVXUHV�IRU�3%)�VWDWHV��ZKLFK�LV�ZK\�
some states have measures for universities, others for 
community colleges, and others for both sectors.    
      Based on these various sources, as of  Septem-
ber 2013, we conclude that 39 states are active in 
PBF:  22 states currently have funding formulas in 
place which directly relate some portion of  the state 

“A core principal of  
KLJKHU�HGXFDWLRQ�ÀQDQFH�
is that funding formulas 

must be systematically 
aligned with the goals and 

priorities of  the state in 
order for colleges and uni-
versities to have the incen-

tives and resources they 
need to achieve the targets 

set for them.” 

–Eric�)LQJHUKXW��)RUPHU�
Chancellor of  University Sys�
WHP�RI �2KLR��$XJXVW�������
WHVWLPRQ\�WR�WKH�,OOLQRLV�+LJK�

er Education Finance Study 
Commission.

“States must increase the number of  high-quality 
college graduates within available funding to meet 

workforce needs and compete globally.  To meet the 
goal, policymakers- including governors and higher 
education leaders need comprehensive and consis-
tent performance metrics for public campuses and 

systems to inform policy decisions and  
pinpoint areas for improvement.” 

–NGA Work Group on College Completion Metrics  
�5H\QD��������S����  
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appropriations to institutional performance: 
Arizona, Arkansas, Illinois, Indiana, Louisiana, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, 
Missouri, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, 
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and Wash-
ington.  Seven  states are transitioning to PBF 
IRUPXODV��$ODEDPD���&RORUDGR��)ORULGD��0RQWDQD��
1RUWK�&DUROLQD��2UHJRQ��DQG�:\RPLQJ��ZKLOH����
more states are currently in formal discussions 
UHJDUGLQJ�WKLV�IXQGLQJ�RSWLRQ��&DOLIRUQLD��*HRU-
gia, Idaho, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, New 
<RUN��6RXWK�&DUROLQD��:LVFRQVLQ�DQG�:HVW�9LU-
JLQLD��7KH�VWDWXV�RI �3%)�LQ�WKUHH�VWDWHV�LV�EULHÁ\�
described below, Tennessee, Washington, and 
Ohio. These states were chosen for discussion 
due to their history with PBF, the evolution of  
the model in their state, and the lessons learned 
from their implementation with PBF. 

Tennessee 
,QWURGXFLQJ�WKH�ÀUVW�3%)�V\VWHP�LQ������

(Harnisch, 2011a), Tennessee has the longest 
running record of  PBF efforts but has also 
revised its model eight times (Sanford & Hunt-
er, 2011). Prior to 2010, PBF held for only a 
small portion of  the total state appropriations 
(ranging from 2%-5.45% of  the base), while the 
bulk of  the funding continued to be allocated 
on institutional enrollment (Dougherty & Reddy, 
������+DUQLVFK������D����([DPLQLQJ�7HQQHVVHH·V�
retention and graduation rates, Sanford and 
Hunter (2011) found that PBF did not result 
in improved outcomes at the public four-year 
universities; additionally, they found that increas-
ing the funds tied to performance from 2% to 
5% did not  result in any  further improvements 
in performance.  In a separate study of  PBF in 
7HQQHVVHH��%RJXH�DQG�-RKQVRQ��������IRXQG�D�
slight uptick in graduation rates in the two- and 
four-year higher education institutions.  These 
results may have led legislators to recognize as 
Miao (2012) did that PBF amounts must be 
VLJQLÀFDQW�HQRXJK�WR�LQFHQWLYL]H�HIIRUWV�IRU�LP-
proved outcomes. Tennessee has recently taken 
a bold step towards a complete outcome-based 
system, foregoing enrollment as a measurement 
for funding altogether.

7HQQHVVHH·V�3%)�PRGHO�SURYLGHV�D�GLVWLQFW�
example of  the 2.0 model through the use of  
stakeholder collaboration, institutional mission 
acknowledgment, alignment with state priorities, 
measuring progress and completion, and the use 
of  stable funding through base appropriations.  
Utilizing separate formulas to recognize differing 
PLVVLRQV��WKH�VWDWH·V�XQLYHUVLWLHV�DQG�FRPPXQLW\�
colleges report on slightly different performance 
indicators.  The university indicators include 
credit accumulation, degree completion, research 
and grant funding, transfers out, and six-year 
graduation rate.  The community college indica-
tors include credit accumulation, dual enrolled 
students, degree completion, job placement, 
developmental education progression, transfers 
out, and workforce training (Dougherty & Reddy, 
������1&6/����������$GGLWLRQDOO\��QRQWUDGLWLRQ-
al and low-income students are more heavily 
ZHLJKWHG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�IRUPXOD��1&6/����������
With 100% of  state appropriations soon to be 
GHSHQGHQW�XSRQ�SHUIRUPDQFH��1&6/���������
7HQQHVVHH·V�LQVWLWXWLRQV�DUH�UHVSRQGLQJ�ZLWK�
strategies to improve retention and completion, 
including additional advisors, increased tutoring 
and developmental courses, and fast-track cours-
es and programs (Harnisch, 2011a).  

Washington
After a short three-year stint, Washington 

VWDWH�OHJLVODWRUV�DOORZHG�WKHLU�ÀUVW�3%)�V\VWHP�WR�
ODSVH�LQ��������7KHLU�ÀUVW�V\VWHP�XWLOL]HG�VHSDUDWH�
groups of  indicators for the universities and the 
community colleges, and awarded a small per-
centage of  the base state appropriations that was 
held back and reassigned as PBF (Dougherty & 
Reddy, 2011).

7KH�VWDWH·V�FXUUHQW�3%)�V\VWHP�FRPELQHV�����
and 2.0 model practices for a performance set-
DVLGH�V\VWHP�FDOOHG� $́FKLHYHPHQW�3RLQWVµ��+DU-
nisch, 2011a) under the Student Achievement 
Initiative established in 2007 by the State Board 
IRU�&RPPXQLW\�DQG�7HFKQLFDO�&ROOHJHV��'RXJK-
erty & Reddy, 2011).  Utilizing new money, the 
system incentivizes certain outcomes by awarding 
additional funding “based on their accumulation 
RI �PRPHQWXP�SRLQWV�µ��1&6/��������SDUD��������
These are earned through several indicators, 
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including basic skills and developmental education, 
credit accumulation, college-level math course 
completion, apprenticeship training, and degree and 
FHUWLÀFDWH�FRPSOHWLRQ��$OEULJKW��������'RXJKHUW\�
	�5HGG\��������1&6/����������,QFRUSRUDWHG�LQWR�
the system was a learning year, which allowed the 
community colleges the opportunity to examine 
WKHLU�SHUIRUPDQFH�WKH�ÀUVW�\HDU�ZLWKRXW�DWWDFKHG�
funding (Dougherty & Reddy, 2011).  Although 
Washington uses a bonus funding model (1.0), the 
state has incorporated 2.0 model practices with the 
measurement of  both progress and completion, 
as well as the learning year during the initial stage.  
Since its establishment in 2007, this PBF model 
appears to have increased performance in each of  
the indicator categories (Harnisch, 2011a).

Ohio
Ohio introduced separate 1.0 PBF models for 

the public universities and community colleges in 
1995, each of  which awarded a small bonus for 
transfer and completion rates.  Beginning in 2010, 
state legislation began phasing in a new system for 
PBF by incorporating 2.0 model practices, effective-
ly ending enrollment-based funding for the uni-
YHUVLWLHV��'RXJKHUW\�	�5HGG\��������1&6/����������
The current university PBF model awards 100% of  
the state appropriations based on course and degree 
completion, with the degree component being 
phased in over the course of  several years.  This 
funding is weighted for the cost of  programs and 
low-income students (Albright, 2009; Dougherty 
& Reddy, 2011).  Beginning in 2011, community 
colleges received up to 5% of  their state appropri-
ations through the new PBF model; this amount is 
gradually being increased each year to 30% of  the 
WRWDO�DSSURSULDWLRQV�E\�ÀVFDO�\HDU�������'RXJKHUW\�
& Reddy, 2011).  The community college perfor-
mance indicators include progression through a 
sequence of  developmental coursework to college 
credit coursework, accumulation of  credits, degree 
completion, and transfers to four-year institutions.  
Both PBF models include a stop-loss provision 
to prevent any institution losing more than 1% of  
their base funding, however this will eventually be 
SKDVHG�RXW��1&6/����������

Does PBF Work?
Although PBF models have been utilized in 

some form for the past 30 years, there are mixed 
reviews on their success.  While little research has 
been completed on the overall effects of  current 
PBF models, there have been several observations 
�H�J���%RJXH�	�-RKQVRQ��������6DQIRUG�	�+XQWHU��
2011).  These early results (Dougherty & Reddy, 
������+DUQLVFK������D��SURSRVH�PXOWLSOH�EHQHÀWV�
to the individual student, the college, and the state, 
including:

 � Increased awareness and alignment of  the insti-
WXWLRQDO�PLVVLRQ�DQG�JRDOV�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH·V�DJHQGD�DQG�
expectations;

 � Increased college self-awareness of  actual out-
comes (both intermediate and ultimate);

 � Increased healthy competition between colleges 
based on publication of  outcome measures;

 � Increased use of  data during institutional plan-
ning and decision making.

Disadvantages of  PBF models include the 
possibility that the chosen indicators measure only 
a portion of  the entire institutional picture, and that 
the potential exists for negative effects on institu-
tional quality, access, equity, mission, or stability 
�+DUQLVFK������D����,Q�IDFW��WKH�&DOLIRUQLD�QRQSDU-
WLVDQ�/HJLVODWLYH�$QDO\VW·V�2IÀFH�UHYLHZHG�D�UHFHQW�
PBF proposal to fund community colleges based on 
course completion and noted their concern that the 
JRYHUQRU·V�SURSRVDO�WR�PRYH�WKH�FHQVXV�GDWH�FRXOG�
FRQVHTXHQWO\�UHVXOW�LQ�JUDGH�LQÁDWLRQ�RU�MHRSDUGL]H�
course rigor, recommending instead the develop-
ment of  a model that balances both access and 
success (LAO, 2013).  Additionally, college and uni-
versity leaders in Texas have expressed concern that 
PBF models may cause an additional loss of  funds, 
DV�ZHOO�DV�GLVUHJDUG�LQVWLWXWLRQ�VSHFLÀF�IDFWRUV��VXFK�
DV�VWXGHQW�SRSXODWLRQV��&DUGRQD��������

While PBF 2.0 considers improvement within 
intermediate outcomes, the ultimate goal of  this 
funding model is to increase the number of  college 
JUDGXDWHV�ZLWK�WKH�TXDOLÀFDWLRQV�WR�DGGUHVV�FXUUHQW�
workforce needs within the state. However, the 
FXUUHQW�OLWHUDWXUH�UHÁHFWV�D�VWURQJ�SHUVSHFWLYH�WKDW�
ZLWKRXW�VLJQLÀFDQW�VWDWH�GROODUV�FRPPLWWHG�WR�3%)��
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there will be little direct impact on the ultimate 
desired outcome of  increased graduation rates 
(Rabovsky, 2012).

Lessons Learned
Several points are important for consideration 

when designing PBF models for higher educa-
tion:  the relationship between PBF and strategic 
planning for institutional and state-level futures, 
the importance of  the  use of  benchmarks, the 
involvement of  stakeholders in development, and 
WKH�XVH�RI �DQ�RYHUVLJKW�RIÀFH�RU�DJHQF\�IRU�HYDOXD-
WLRQ��0HONHUV�	�:LOORXJKE\����������$GGLWLRQDOO\��
WKH�GROODUV�DWWDFKHG�WR�3%)�PXVW�EH�VXIÀFLHQW�WR�
incentivize institutions (Miao, 2012).  The lessons 
learned from early PBF1.0 models will impact the 
design and success of  the 2.0 model, as well as 
help alleviate concerns of  colleges and universities.  

&RPPXQLW\�FROOHJH�OHDGHUV�LQ�VHYHUDO�VWDWHV�
with PBF appear supportive of  the system 
(Dougherty et al, 2010); however, this may be 
attributed to their need for additional state fund-
ing and acceptance of  processes for new funding 
VWUHDPV���:KLOH�VWDWH�RIÀFLDOV�DUH�PRVW�RIWHQ�WKH�
proponents of  PBF options (Dougherty et al., 
�������VLJQLÀFDQW�LQYROYHPHQW�IURP�LQVWLWXWLRQV�
will ensure their unique perspective and needs 
are represented in the model, and that the chosen 
LQGLFDWRUV�ZLOO�DFFXUDWHO\�UHÁHFW�SHUIRUPDQFH�DQG�
improvement (Harnisch, 2011a; Miao, 2012; Shu-
lock, 2011).  An important factor in planning and 
designing the PBF system includes input from the 
various stakeholders (Dougherty et al., 2010; Har-
QLVFK������D��0LDR��������1&6/��������:+(&%��
2011).  The design process should involve policy-
makers, higher education leaders, faculty, business 
leaders, education organizations and others who 
may have a vested interest in higher education pro-
GXFWLYLW\�DQG�ÀQDQFH�UHIRUP���7R�HQVXUH�FRQWLQXHG�
equity and access to higher education, Dougherty 
et al. (2010) also suggest the inclusion of  minority 
and social-equality groups during the planning 
process. 

Extremely important is the alignment of  the 
3%)�V\VWHP�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH·V�JRDOV�DQG�DJHQGD�
IRU�KLJKHU�HGXFDWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH·V�ZRUNIRUFH�

and economic development priorities (Harnisch, 
����D��0LDR��������:+(&%����������:LWKRXW�
guidance on the vision of  the state and its work-
force and economic development needs, public 
higher education cannot truly serve as a tool for 
the state to advance on its goals. Successful PBF 
models measure performance indicators related to 
the goals of  the institution, which in turn support 
WKH�VWDWH·V�SXEOLF�DJHQGD��+DUQLVFK������D��6KXOR-
ck, 2011).  Blankenberger (2011) notes that at the 
core of  its purpose, PBF “rewards institutions that 
PHHW�VWDWH�JRDOVµ��VOLGH���������

Institutional mission and characteristics should 
be taken into account within the PBF model (Har-
QLVFK������D��0LDR��������1&6/��������:+(&%��
2011).  Utilizing different performance measures 
IRU�FHUWDLQ�LQVWLWXWLRQV�DQG�RU�VHFWRUV�ZLOO�SUHYHQW�
PBF from hindering or altering the mission, access 
or equity of  a college or university.  In particular, 
community colleges and four-year universities 
have distinctly different missions and goals.  PBF 
formulas and the indicators selected to measure 
performance and improvement must accurately 
represent each institutional type.   Additionally, the 
funding formula should reward institutional im-
provement, rather than only the top achievers and 
avoid statewide competition for funding (Blanken-
berger, 2011; Shulock, 2011).   

Simple and clear performance indicators mea-
suring access, progression, and completion should 
be utilized within the PBF model to ensure clarity 
and understanding of  the expectations (Harnisch, 
����D��0LDR��������:+(&%����������$GGLWLRQDOO\��
the PBF formula should include weighting for 
marginalized populations by providing incentives 
for progression and completion by academically 
DQG�RU�ÀQDQFLDOO\�DW�ULVN�VWXGHQWV���7KLV�HQVXUHV�
continued access and equity (Blankenberger, 2011; 
6KXORFN��������:+(&%����������)LQDOO\��D�NH\�
component of  current, successful PBF models is 
the inclusion of  both progression (retention) and 
completion indicators.

Very important to the success of  PBF systems 
is the commitment of  stable funding streams, with 
HQRXJK�GROODUV�WR�FUHDWH�VLJQLÀFDQW�LQFHQWLYH�IRU�
change (Harnisch, 2011a; Miao, 2012; Rabovsky, 
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������:+(&%���������$�UHFHQW�VWXG\�H[DPLQHG�
the effectiveness of  PBF policies on institution-
DO�VSHQGLQJ��ÀQGLQJ�PLQLPDO�FKDQJH�DWWULEXWHG�
to these policies (Rabovsky, 2012).  Referring to 
the casual logic of  PBF, Rabovsky (2012) exam-
ined whether institutions responded to funding 
incentives with new spending practices aimed at 
improving retention and completion.  Interestingly, 
Rabovsky (2012) noted that the minimal level of  
LQÁXHQFH�GLVFRYHUHG�DW�WKH�LQVWLWXWLRQDO�OHYHO�PD\��
in fact, be attributed to the small percentage of  
state appropriations most PBF models currently 
utilize.  There exists “the potential for these poli-
cies to have considerable effects on administrative 
behavior if  policymakers could more effectively 
WLH�ODUJHU�LQFHQWLYHV�WR�LQVWLWXWLRQDO�SHUIRUPDQFH�µ�
(Rabovsky, 2012, p. 694).  As such, state funding 
dollars designated as PBF provide an incentive for 
improvement when they are provided as additional 
funds, beyond the yearly appropriation.  Addition-
ally, these funds should be solid, with a low risk 
of  being reduced or removed in future years.  The 
threat of  impending reduction only serves to elicit 
distrust from the colleges and universities and hin-
ders the intentions of  measuring and encouraging 
increased effectiveness.  

A great concern of  institutions facing new 
PBF systems is the possibility of  dramatic losses 
of  funding during the initial years. This concern 
can be put at ease by gradually phasing in the new 
system over a few years and by incorporating a 
stop-loss gap provision (Miao, 2012; Shurlock, 
�������WKURXJK�WKH�´VRIW�ODQGLQJµ�SKLORVRSK\���7KH�
assurance that funding will not drop below a cer-
tain percentage can provide some positive light on 
the new PBF system. Additionally, by utilizing the 
ÀUVW�\HDU�DV�D�OHDUQLQJ�\HDU��LQVWLWXWLRQV�ZLOO�KDYH�
the opportunity to examine their actual perfor-
mance outcomes and begin making changes before 
funding is at stake (Harnisch, 2011a; Miao, 2012). 

Finally, the PBF system should be continuously 
evaluated for success and improvement (Harnisch, 
����D��0LDR����������&HUWDLQ�IDFWRUV�PD\�LQÁXHQFH�
the continuous improvement of  particular mea-
sures, causing the need to modify or change the 
use of  those indicators within the formula.  Simi-

larly, an institution may begin adapting its practices 
to meet performance requirements, while inadver-
tently creating negative effects on students.  These 
are both examples of  the need for continuous 
monitoring and evaluation of  PBF systems, as well 
DV�WKH�QHHG�IRU�ÁH[LELOLW\�

Conclusion
The prevalence of  performance-based funding 

models has increased recently, in conjunction with 
the national college completion agenda and the 
unfortunate decline in state appropriations.  It is 
important to note that PBF is not the answer to the 
larger issue of  declining support and funding for 
higher education, and thus should not be used to 
meet the greater funding issues of  higher educa-
tion. While there is not compelling evidence of  the 
link between PBF and improved student outcomes 
at this time, we recomend that states at least con-
sider the following: 

 

1. Engage stakeholders in the discussion and 
planning, including legislators, college leaders and 
business and industry representatives;

2. Align the measures of  the  PBF model with 
state goals, particularly workforce and economic 
development goals;

3. Allow for the differentiation of  institutional 
missions;   

4. Plan to phase in the new PBF model and 
IXQGLQJ��DQG�LQFOXGH�D�´VRIW�ODQGLQJµ��L�H���OHDUQLQJ�
year);

5. &RPPLW�VLJQLÀFDQW�VWDWH�GROODUV�WR�LQFHQWLYL]H�
the PBF system;

6. Include both outcome and progress perfor-
mance measures;

7. &RQWLQXRXVO\�HYDOXDWH�WKH�3%)�6\VWHP�

As an alternative to incremental increases in 
enrollment-driven funding, a PBF model provides 
an opportunity for increased accountability for 
ensuring quality and meeting state needs.  State 
legislators considering PBF are advised to study its 
limitations, advantages and disadvantages, and to 
consider the lessons learned from the states that 
have implemented PBF.  �

Figure 4. Policy Recommendations 
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State Status Amount of  PBF Metrics
Alabama In transition 

(enacted through 
regulation, 

not statute, by 
the Alabama 

State Board of  
Education)

15% in FY2014 With encouragement from legislative leaders 
and the governor, the Alabama Department of  
Postsecondary Education commissioned a study 
to propose a new funding formula to allocate 
state appropriations.  This will be implemented in 
the 2014 Fiscal Year, which in Alabama starts on 
October 1, 2013

Arizona In place

2012 SB 1530

FY2013: $5 million of  existing 
dollars expected to be reallocated 
by the Board of  Regents based on 
performance metrics

Public universities:

• Degree completion
• &UHGLW�KRXU�FRPSOHWLRQ
• Research and public service funding
• 67(0�DQG�RWKHU�KLJK�QHHG�ÀHOGV�DUH�ZHLJKWHG

Arkansas In place

2011 Act 1203 

Begins with 5% in 2013-2014 
school year, and increases in 5% 
increments until capped at 25% 
GXULQJ�WKH�����������VFKRRO�\HDU�

Separate, yet similar formulas for community 
colleges and universities:

40% of  performance funding:

• Total credentials awarded
• Bachelor credentials awarded
• STEM production 
• Student progression
60% of  performance funding:

• Optional measures selected by each institution

&DOLIRUQLD Formal 
discussions

2013 SB 195 

Legislators are currently in discussion and 
have recommended a working group to design 
performance metrics to include:

• Graduation rates
• Transfer rates
• Degree completion
• Low-income degree completion
• Developmental education
• Retention rates
• &RXUVH�FRPSOHWLRQV
• 7RWDO�IXQGLQJ�SHU�GHJUHH�RU�FHUWLÀFDWH
• Degree completion in relation to state needs

&RORUDGR In transition 

2011 SB 52 

Begins no earlier than FY 2016-
2017; 25% of  the General Fund 
appropriation that exceeds $650 
million in total higher education 
operating appropriations; 
performance funding  
implemented only when total state 
higher education General Fund 
appropriations reach at least $706 
million

The metrics are still under development with the 
following goals:

• Increase attainment
• Improve student success
• Diversify enrollment and reduce attainment 

gaps
• Restore balance in postsecondary revenues 

and maintain productivity

Florida In transition

&KDSWHU��������

 The metrics are under development with the goals 
of  increasing graduation and employment rates in 
targeted program areas, and increasing the number 
RI �LQGXVWU\�FHUWLÀFDWLRQV

Georgia Formal 
discussions

Table 2. State Activity Details on Performance Funding for Higher Education
(current as of  September 2013)

http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/50leg/2r/adopted/1530biggs813.pdf
http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/assembly/2011/2011R/Acts/Act1203.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/13-14/bill/sen/sb_0151-0200/sb_195_bill_20130524_amended_sen_v97.pdf
http://www.state.co.us/gov_dir/leg_dir/olls/sl2011a/sl_232.htm
http://laws.flrules.org/2013/27
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Idaho Formal 
discussions

  

Illinois In place

2011 HB 1503 

Less than 1% in FY2013; may 
grow in future years

Public universities:

• Degree completion
• Amount of  money spent on each degree
• Bonuses for low-income and minority 

students, and for STEM degrees
&RPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV�DOVR�KDYH�D�V\VWHP��EXW�WKHLUV�
is based more on enrollment

Indiana In place

&+(�+LJKHU�
Ed Budget 

Reccommend. for 
2013-15

5% in FY2011-FY2013; projected 
to be 6% in FY2014 and 7% in 
FY2015

Institutions evaluated against the same benchmarks 
regardless of  size or mission:

• Overall degree attainment
• On-time degree attainment
• Low-income degree attainment 
• &UHGLW�KRXU�FRPSOHWLRQ
• Dual-credit completion
• ´(DUO\�FROOHJHµ�FUHGLW�KRXU�FRPSOHWLRQ
• University research improvement

Kentucky Formal 
discussions

  

Louisiana In place

2010 GRAD Act

15% of  total state budget 
allocation

• Graduation rate and graduation productivity 
goals consistent with institutional peers

• Program completion 
• Partnerships with high schools to prepare 

students for postsecondary education
• 3DVV�UDWHV�RQ�OLFHQVXUH�DQG�FHUWLÀFDWLRQ�

exams and workforce foundational skills 

Maine Formal 
discussions

 &XUUHQWO\�GHYHORSLQJ�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�RQ�
performance funding metrics and strategy

Maryland Formal 
discussions

1&6/�SDUWLFLSDWHG�LQ�GLVFXVVLRQV�RQ�SHUIRUPDQFH�
funding with Maryland legislators and legislative 
staff  in 2011 and 2012

Massachusetts In place

�����+%�����

$7.5 million in FY2014

($5 million for community 
colleges, $2.5 million for public 
universities)

&RPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV�DQG�SXEOLF�XQLYHUVLWLHV�

• &ROOHJH�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ
• &ROOHJH�FRPSOHWLRQ
• Student learning
• Workforce alignment
• Preparing citizens
• &ORVLQJ�DFKLHYHPHQW�JDSV
• 2SHUDWLRQDO�HIÀFLHQF\

Michigan In place

2012 HB 5372

3% under FY 2012-2013 
HQDFWHG�EXGJHW������PLOOLRQ�IRU�
community colleges)

Public universities:

• Graduation rates
• Number of  degrees awarded in STEM and 

RWKHU�FULWLFDO�DUHD�ÀHOGV
• Research and development expenditures
• Includes an incentive for universities to not 

increase tuition by more than four percent
• To be eligible for performance funding, 

XQLYHUVLWLHV�PXVW�SDUWLFLSDWH�LQ�WKH�VWDWH·V�
student transfer network, have reverse 
transfer agreements in place with at least 
three community colleges, and accept dual 
enrollment credits

http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/97/HB/PDF/09700HB1503lv.pdf
http://www.in.gov/che/files/CHE_Higher_Ed_Budget_Final_Recommendations_for_2013-15_Dec_12_2014.pdf
http://www.in.gov/che/files/CHE_Higher_Ed_Budget_Final_Recommendations_for_2013-15_Dec_12_2014.pdf
http://www.in.gov/che/files/CHE_Higher_Ed_Budget_Final_Recommendations_for_2013-15_Dec_12_2014.pdf
http://www.in.gov/che/files/CHE_Higher_Ed_Budget_Final_Recommendations_for_2013-15_Dec_12_2014.pdf
http://www.legis.la.gov/Legis/Law.aspx%3Fp%3Dy%26d%3D727217
https://malegislature.gov/Document/Bill/188/House/H3538.pdf
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2011-2012/publicact/pdf/2012-PA-0201.pdf
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Michigan
   (continued)

&RPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV����RI �IXQGLQJ�DZDUGHG��

• Across the board improvement (50%)
• Degree completion (17.5%)
• Local strategic value (15%)
• &RQWDFW�KRXU�HTXDWHG�VWXGHQWV������
• Administrative costs (7.5%)

Minnesota In place

2013 SF 1236

5% of  total appropriations &RPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV�DQG�SXEOLF�XQLYHUVLWLHV�

• Graduation rate or degrees, diplomas & 
FHUWLÀFDWHV�FRQIHUUHG

• Persistence and completion rate
• Related employment rate
• Reduce student expenses through the use of  

Open Educational Resources  
(OER) tools and services 

• Reallocation of  funds from expense 
realignment 

Mississippi In place

�����6%�����

As of  FY2014, 100% of  public 
university appropriations based 
on performance; a stop-loss is 
LQ�SODFH�IRU�ÀUVW�\HDUV�RI �WKH�
transition

Public universities:

• Retention rate
• Undergraduate graduation rate
• Diversity of  faculty
• 5HVHDUFK�SXEOLF�VHUYLFH�
• Expenditures

Missouri In place

&%+(������
Report

Approximately 2-3% 

(to be in place by FY2014)

Metrics vary by institutional sector and focus on 
the following areas:

• 6WXGHQW�VXFFHVV�SURJUHVV���D��FRPSOHWLRQ�
rates; (b) retention rates; (c) completion of  
GHYHORSPHQWDO�DQG�ÀUVW�FUHGLW�EHDULQJ�FRXUVH��
(d) credit accumulation

• Degree attainment: (a) total degrees awarded; 
(b) graduation rates

• 4XDOLW\���D��MRE�SODFHPHQW���E��OLFHQVXUH�
FHUWLÀFDWLRQ�H[DP�UHVXOWV�DQG�SDVV�UDWHV���F��
DVVHVVPHQW�UHVXOWV�LQ�PDMRU�ÀHOG��JHQHUDO�
education

• )LQDQFLDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�HIÀFLHQF\���D��VKDUH�RI �
E&G spending on core mission; (b) revenue 
growth per FTE student; (c) completed credit 
hours per $100,000 of  state appropriations or 
E&G spending

Montana In transition

�����6-�����

An additional 5% ($7.5 million) 
on top of  the total general fund 
appropriation available in 2014-
2015 academic year

Metrics for the initial pilot year will include:

• Annual number of  undergraduate degrees and 
FHUWLÀFDWHV�DZDUGHG

• Percentage of  1st-time, full-time freshmen 
returning for a second year of  enrollment

Long-range plans for future potential allocations 
would include mission differentiation

Nevada In place

2013 AB 507 

5% of  base appropriations in 
FY2015 (FY2013 performance); 
JURZLQJ�WR�����E\�)<������
������������KDV�EHHQ�VHW�DVLGH�
for performance funding pool for 
FY2014-2015

&RPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV�DQG�SXEOLF�XQLYHUVLWLHV�

• &HUWLÀFDWH�DQG�GHJUHH�FRPSOHWLRQ
• Transfer
• Increased success with underserved 

populations

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/%3Fid%3D99%26year%3D2013%26type%3D0
http://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/documents/2013/html/SB/2800-2899/SB2851SG.htm
http://www.dhe.mo.gov/documents/PerformanceFundingReport.pdf
http://www.dhe.mo.gov/documents/PerformanceFundingReport.pdf
http://leg.mt.gov/bills/2013/billhtml/SJ0013.htm
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/77th2013/Bills/AB/AB507_EN.pdf
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New Mexico In place

/)&�+HDULQJ�
Brief  

5% Public universities:

• 1XPEHU�RI �FHUWLÀFDWHV�DQG�GHJUHHV�DZDUGHG
• 1XPEHU��RI �FHUWLÀFDWHV�DQG�GHJUHHV�DZDUGHG�

in state workforce priority areas
• 1XPEHU�RI �FHUWLÀFDWHV�DQG��GHJUHHV��HDUQHG��

E\�ÀQDQFLDOO\��DW�ULVN��VWXGHQWV

New York Formal 
discussions

 The State University of  New York is leading a task 
force on developing recommendations

1RUWK�&DUROLQD In transition

SL 2012-142 
6HFWLRQ����

8S�WR����RI �SUHYLRXV�\HDU·V�
General Fund appropriations; 
additional funds as available for 
exceeding performance on all 
eight measures; measurement in 
FY2013 and funding in FY2014

6WDWH�%RDUG�RI �&RPPXQLW\�&ROOHJHV�

• Basic Skills Student Progress
• Developmental Student Success Rate in 

&ROOHJH�/HYHO�(QJOLVK�&RXUVHV
• First Year Progression
• /LFHQVXUH�DQG�&HUWLÀFDWLRQ�3DVVLQJ�5DWH
• GED Diploma Passing Rate
• Developmental Student Success Rate in 

&ROOHJH�/HYHO�0DWK�&RXUVHV
• &XUULFXOXP�6WXGHQW�&RPSOHWLRQ
• &ROOHJH�7UDQVIHU�3HUIRUPDQFH

North Dakota In place

2013 SB 2200

Moving from enrollment-based 
model; in FY2013, general fund 
appropriations will be based on 
credits completed; additional $5 
million available through TBD 
performance measures

&RPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV�DQG�SXEOLF�XQLYHUVLWLHV�

• &UHGLW�FRPSOHWLRQ
• &UHGLWV�DUH�ZHLJKWHG�E\�OHYHO�DQG�LQ�UHODWLRQ�WR�

state workforce needs

Ohio In place 

6HFWLRQ����������

Universities: all instructional 
funding on course completions 
instead of  enrollments; degree 
completions being phased in 
(began in 2010)

&RPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV�����RI �
funding based on Success Points; 
95% based on FTE enrollment 
(began in 2011)

 At-risk students are more heavily weighted in 
formula, and there is a STEM course incentive

Public universities:

• &RXUVH�DQG�GHJUHH�FRPSOHWLRQ

&RPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV�

• Progression from remedial to college level 
courses

• Students earning 15 and 30 college level 
credits

• Students earning an associate degree
• &RPSOHWLRQ�RI ����KRXUV�DQG�WUDQVIHUV�WR�IRXU�

year institutions

Oklahoma In place

Revised Funding 
Formula 

Small percentage of  the overall 
budget for higher education; in 
������SHUIRUPDQFH�EDVHG�IXQGLQJ�
averaged $2.2 million a year; 
Board of  Regents in April 2012 
approved revised and expanded 
funding formula for new dollars 
or any funding the system receives 
beyond its current base

• &DPSXV�GHJUHH�FRPSOHWLRQ�SODQ
• Retention rates
• Pell Grant retention rates
• 24-credit-hour completion rate
• Graduation rate
• &&$�GHJUHH�WDUJHW�DFKLHYHPHQW
• 1XPEHU�RI �FHUWLÀFDWHV��GHJUHHV�FRQIHUUHG
• Program accreditation

Oregon In transition

HB 3120

(IIHFWLYH�-XO\����������WKH�FRPPXQLW\�FROOHJHV�
will move under the governance of  the Higher 
(GXFDWLRQ�&RRUGLQDWLQJ�&RPPLVVLRQ��$�QHZ�
outcomes-based formula is under development for 
all sectors of  public higher education.

http://www.nmlegis.gov/lcs/lfc/lfcdocs/Higher%20Education%20Funding%20and%20State%20Lessons%20on%20Funding%20to%20Outcomes.pdf
http://www.nmlegis.gov/lcs/lfc/lfcdocs/Higher%20Education%20Funding%20and%20State%20Lessons%20on%20Funding%20to%20Outcomes.pdf
http://www.ncga.state.nc.us/Sessions/2011/Bills/House/PDF/H950v7.pdf
http://www.ncga.state.nc.us/Sessions/2011/Bills/House/PDF/H950v7.pdf
http://legis.nd.gov/assembly/63-2013/session-laws/documents/EDUCA.pdf%23pagemode%3Dbookmarks%26CHAPTER138
http://www.legislature.state.oh.us/BillText128/128_HB_1_CR_N.html
http://www.okhighered.org/complete-college-america/initiatives.shtml
http://www.okhighered.org/complete-college-america/initiatives.shtml
http://www.leg.state.or.us/13reg/measures/hb3100.dir/hb3120.en.html
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Pennsylvania In place

Allocation 
Formula 

2.4% Public universities: 
Mandatory 
• Student success: degrees conferred and closing 

achievement gap
• Access: close access gap and faculty diversity
• Stewardship: private support dollars raised

Optional (choose any 5 metrics from the following 
categories) 
• Success: deep learning scale results, senior 

survey, student persistence, value added, and 
STEM degrees

• Access: faculty career advancement, 
employment diversity, student experience with 
diversity, and student diversity

• Stewardship: facilities investment, admin. 
expenditures as a % of  educational costs, 
faculty productivity, and employee productivity

• 8QLYHUVLW\�VSHFLÀF��PD\�FUHDWH�QR�PRUH�WKDQ���
indicators

6RXWK�&DUROLQD Formal 
discussions

S 0266 (2013-
2014)

To begin FY2016, annual 
appropriations will be distributed 
through an accountability-based 
PRGHO���$�ÀYH�\HDU�WUDQVLWLRQ�
period will be incorporated.

Metrics for public universities are under 
development, to include:

• &RPSOHWLRQ
• Affordability and access
• Educational quality
• Economic development and institutional 

mission
&RPPXQLW\�DQG�WHFKQLFDO�FROOHJHV�DUH�H[HPSW�

South Dakota In place

Senate Bill 5 

$6 million After a one-time performance funding pilot for 
public universities based on three years of  degree 
production data, with more funding for producing 
JUDGXDWHV�LQ�KLJK�SULRULW\�ÀHOGV�������OHJLVODWLRQ�
provides the framework for performance funding 
DQG�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�RI �WKH�&RXQFLO�RQ�+LJKHU�
Education Policy Goals, Performance, and 
Accountability

Tennessee In place

&RPSOHWH�&ROOHJH��
TN Act of  2010

100% Public universities:

• 6WXGHQWV�DFFXPXODWLQJ����������DQG����KRXUV
• %DFKHORU·V��PDVWHU·V��GRFWRUDO��DQG�ODZ�GHJUHHV
• 5HVHDUFK�JUDQW�IXQGLQJ
• Transfers out with 12 hours
• Degrees per 100 full-time equivalent (FTE)
• Six-year graduation rate

http://www.passhe.edu/inside/anf/budget/Pages/Allocation-Formula.aspx
http://www.passhe.edu/inside/anf/budget/Pages/Allocation-Formula.aspx
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/billsearch.php%3Fbillnumbers%3D266%26session%3D120%26summary%3DB
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/billsearch.php%3Fbillnumbers%3D266%26session%3D120%26summary%3DB
http://legis.state.sd.us/sessions/2013/Bills/SB5ENR.pdf
http://wapp.capitol.tn.gov/apps/billinfo/BillSummaryArchive.aspx%3FBillNumber%3DSB7006%26ga%3D106
http://wapp.capitol.tn.gov/apps/billinfo/BillSummaryArchive.aspx%3FBillNumber%3DSB7006%26ga%3D106
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Tennessee
   (continued)

&RPPXQLW\�&ROOHJHV��

• Student accumulating: 12, 24, and 36 hours
• Dual enrolled students
• $VVRFLDWH�GHJUHHV����\HDU�FHUWLÀFDWHV��DQG�OHVV�

WKDQ���\HDU�FHUWLÀFDWHV
• Graduates placed in jobs
• Remedial and development success
• Transfers out with 12 credit hours
• Workforce training (contact hours)
• Award per 100 FTEs

Texas In place

2013 SB 1 

10% &RPPXQLW\�MXQLRU�FROOHJHV�

• Developmental education
• Gateway courses
• &ROOHJH�FUHGLW�KRXU�DWWDLQPHQW
• &UHGHQWLDOV�DZDUGHG
• Transfers to a four-year Institution

Utah In place

2011 Senate Bill 
97 

 6HQDWH�%LOO����HVWDEOLVKHV�´PLVVLRQ�EDVHG�IXQGLQJµ�
as a basis for higher education appropriations in 
Utah instead of  funding institutions based solely 
on enrollment growth; mission-based funding 
will consider both enrollment growth and the 
strategic priorities for colleges and universities.  As 
appropriations are available, community colleges 
and public universities submit proposals for high 
impact initiatives to be reviewed and approved 
by the Board of  Regents. Accountability reports 
demonstrate the impact of  the funded initiatives. 

Virginia In place

Virginia Higher 
Education 

Opportunity Act 
of  2011 

Public universities and community colleges:

• Increased enrollment
• Increased degree completion
• Improved retention and graduation rates
• Increased research output
• ,QFUHDVHG�GHJUHH�SURGXFWLRQ�LQ�67(0�ÀHOGV
• ,QFUHDVHG�HIÀFLHQF\�JDLQV�WKURXJK��

• Year-round use of  campus facilities
• Online courses
• Resource sharing
• Better use of  technology

Washington In place

Student 
Achievement 

Initiative 

2013-2015: 

approved 

$10.5 million 

&RPPXQLW\�DQG�WHFKQLFDO�FROOHJHV�

• %XLOGLQJ�FROOHJH�OHYHO�VNLOOV��DGXOW�OLWHUDF\�
(QJOLVK�ODQJXDJH�SURÀFLHQF\�WHVW�VFRUH�JDLQV��
GED or H.S. diploma, and passing pre-college 
writing or math

• First-year retention: earning 15 and 30 college 
level credits

• &RPSOHWLQJ�FROOHJH�OHYHO�PDWK��SDVVLQJ�FRXUVHV�
required for technical or academic associate 
degrees

• &RPSOHWLRQV��FHUWLÀFDWHV��DVVRFLDWH�GHJUHHV��
and apprenticeship training

http://www.lbb.state.tx.us/Appropriations_Bills/83/Conf_Bill.pdf
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe%3F111%2Bful%2BCHAP0869
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe%3F111%2Bful%2BCHAP0869
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe%3F111%2Bful%2BCHAP0869
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe%3F111%2Bful%2BCHAP0869
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe%3F111%2Bful%2BCHAP0869
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe%3F111%2Bful%2BCHAP0869
http://www.sbctc.ctc.edu/college/e_studentachievement.aspx
http://www.sbctc.ctc.edu/college/e_studentachievement.aspx
http://www.sbctc.ctc.edu/college/e_studentachievement.aspx
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West Virginia Formal 
discussions

Wisconsin Formal 
discussions

Wyoming In transition

2009 HB 114

2015-16: 

$14.3 million

Self-study has been completed;  performance 
metrics are now being established, likely to include:

• &RPSOHWLRQ�RI �GLSORPDV�DQG�KLJK�OHYHO�
FHUWLÀFDWHV

• Time to degree

• Remedial education

Note:  The PBF State Activity Table is based on the February 2013 version developed by the National Conference of  State 
/HJLVODWXUHV��1&6/��DQG�KDV�EHHQ�PRGLÀHG�DQG�LQFOXGHG�ZLWK�SHUPLVVLRQ�IURP�1&6/��KWWS���ZZZ�QFVO�RUJ�LVVXHV�UHVHDUFK�HGXF�
SHUIRUPDQFH�IXQGLQJ�DVS[��7KH�FXUUHQW�WDEOH�LQFOXGHV�XSGDWHV�E\�WKH�DXWKRUV�IURP�WKH�VWDWH�OHJLVODWLYH�ZHEVLWHV��ZHEVLWHV�RI �VWDWH�KLJKHU�
HGXFDWLRQ�DJHQFLHV�DQG�JRYHUQLQJ�ERDUGV��DQG�FRPPXQLW\�FROOHJH�VWDWH�GLUHFWRUV�LQ�DWWHQGDQFH�DW�WKH�DQQXDO�VXPPHU�PHHWLQJ�RI �WKH�

1DWLRQDO�&RXQFLO�RI �6WDWH�'LUHFWRUV�RI �&RPPXQLW\�&ROOHJHV��-XO\��������������%LJ�6N\��07�

About the Education Policy Center at The University of  Alabama 

�����7KH�(GXFDWLRQ�3ROLF\�&HQWHU�ZRUNV�WR�LPSURYH�WKH�TXDOLW\�RI �OLIH�IRU�DOO�RI �$ODEDPD�WKURXJK�H[SDQGLQJ�
DFFHVV��VWUHQJWKHQLQJ�HTXLW\��DQG�DGYDQFLQJ�HFRQRPLF�DQG�FRPPXQLW\�GHYHORSPHQW���7KH�&HQWHU�DFFRP-
plishes its work through a dynamic research and policy agenda that, through active dissemination, seeks 
to inform and improve policy-making and practice at the national, state and local levels. Our coordinated 
program of  basic and applied research deploys our extensive background in historical and topical analyses 
RI �HGXFDWLRQ�UHODWHG�LVVXHV�WR�WKH�EHQHÀW�RI �HGXFDWLRQ�SUDFWLWLRQHUV�DQG�SROLF\�PDNHUV�LQ�WKH�6WDWH�RI �$OD-
EDPD��WKH�6RXWK��DQG�WKH�QDWLRQ��6WHSKHQ�*��.DWVLQDV�LV�GLUHFWRU�RI �WKH�&HQWHU��KLV�UHVHDUFK�LQWHUHVWV�DUH�LQ�
KLJKHU�HGXFDWLRQ�DQG�VWDWH�DQG�IHGHUDO�SROLF\��DQG�DFFHVV�DQG�ÀQDQFH�LVVXHV�IRU�ERWK�WZR��DQG�IRXU�\HDU�LQ-
stitutions.  Associate director Wayne Urban is a historian of  U.S. elementary and secondary education, who 
UHFHQWO\�DXWKRUHG�WKH�ERRN�0RUH�6FLHQFH�RU�6SXWQLN��7KH�1DWLRQDO�'HIHQVH�(GXFDWLRQ�$FW�RI �������DQG�
KDV�ZULWWHQ�DERXW�1R�&KLOG�/HIW�%HKLQG�DQG�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��7KH�&HQWHU�KRVWV�7KH�8QLYHUVLW\�RI �$ODEDPD�
Superintendents Academy, which provides professional development to create a broader pool of  diverse 
FDQGLGDWHV�IRU�.����VXSHULQWHQGHQWV��XQGHU�WKH�OHDGHUVKLS�RI �5LFKDUG�/��5LFH�-U���(3&�6HQLRU�)HOORZ�$UW�
'XQQLQJ�GUDZV�XSRQ�KLV�WKUHH�GHFDGHV�RI �VHQLRU�OHYHO�XQLYHUVLW\�DQG�V\VWHP�H[SHULHQFH��DQG�FR�FKDLUV�8$·V�
7KURXJK�WKH�'RRUV�&RPPLWWHH��WR�FHOHEUDWH�WKH���WK�DQQLYHUVDU\�RI �WKH�LQWHJUDWLRQ�RI �WKH�8QLYHUVLW\��7KH�
&HQWHU·V�ZRUN�LV�DVVLVWHG�E\�6HQLRU�)HOORZV�-DPHV�(��́ 6NLSµ�'RWKHURZ���0DU\�$OOHQ�-ROOH\��9LQFHQW�$��/DFH\��
)UDQN�5��0HQVHO��3DW�*��0RHFN��DQG�'DYLG�6��0XUSK\��DQG�(3&�)HOORZV�$UOHHQH�3��%UHDX[��0DUN�0��'·$PL-
FR��-DQLFH�1��)ULHGHO��$��'HOSKLQH�+DUULV��0LFKDHO�$��.HQQDPHU��-��&OLQWRQ�.LQNHDG��-RKQ�3HWURYLF��DQG�.ULV-
WLH�5��5DQNLQ��(3&�5HVHDUFK�$VVRFLDWHV�LQFOXGH�-��/XFDV�$GDLU��5��0DWWKHZ�'H0RQ%UXQ��-RQDWKDQ�3��.RK��
0LFKDHO�6��0DOOH\�-U���8QGUH�3KLOOLSV��$QQD�5DPLD��$XEUH\�6WHZDUW��0HOLVVD�3��7DUUDQW��DQG�1HOVRQ�7LGZHOO.  

http://legisweb.state.wy.us/2009/interim/college/CH0211.pdf
http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/educ/performance-funding.aspx
http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/educ/performance-funding.aspx

