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Agency Purpose

Our purpose is to strengthen Texas through higher education. By making higher education
accessible to a wide range of people, we can ensure Texas remains one of the world’s most
innovative, valuable educational systems. By bringing together data, policymakers, and
institutions, we can inform sensible policies that make a difference and make education beyond
high school available to every person in our state. When we do that, we will improve lives,
communities, and our shared economy.

Agency Vision
The THECB will be recognized as an international leader in developing and implementing
innovative higher education policy to accomplish our mission.

Agency Philosophy

The THECB will promote access to and success in quality higher education across the state
with the conviction that access and success without quality is mediocrity and that quality
without access and success is unacceptable.

The THECB’s core values are:

Accountability: We hold ourselves responsible for our actions and welcome every opportunity
to educate stakeholders about our policies, decisions, and aspirations.

Efficiency: We accomplish our work using resources in the most effective manner.
Collaboration: We develop partnerships that result in student success and a highly qualified,
globally competent workforce.

Excellence: We strive for excellence in all our endeavors.

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

Please cite this report as follows: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. (2024). Higher Education Fund
Recommendations for Fiscal Years 2026-35. Austin, TX.
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Executive Summary

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) is forwarding to the Legislative
Budget Board and the standing committees of the Texas Legislature with jurisdiction over
higher education the funding level and methodology recommendations of the Higher Education
Fund (HEF) study for Fiscal Years 2026-2035. The 89th Texas Legislature, convening in
January 2025, will have the opportunity to consider the funding level and final allocation
methodology and set the amounts in statute in the decennial review as prescribed in the Texas
Constitution.

To determine these recommendations, THECB convened representatives from each HEF-
eligible institution in a study. Recommendations and alternatives for the methodology were
developed by study participants, and the recommendations presented in this report represent
those of the majority of HEF-eligible institutions.

Recommended Funding Level

The group recommends an increase in the annual HEF appropriation from $393,750,000 to
$787,500,000 each fiscal year as outlined in Table 3 of this report. This recommendation is
based on the increase in inflation and students served by HEF-eligible institutions over the past
10 years (since the last increase in the HEF appropriation) and adjusted for projected increases
in inflation and enroliment for the next five years (through the midpoint of the next 10-year
HEF review cycle).

Recommended Allocation Methodology

The group recommends a four-factor approach after the 2.2% constitutionally mandated set-
aside for Texas State Technical Colleges. This includes providing:

1. Facilities Supplement, pending an increase in appropriation level. The new
recommended facilities supplement would provide a base supplement to support
institutions based on economies of scale, using fall enrollment. Institutions with fewer
than 5,000 students would receive a maximum supplement of $2.0 million. This
supplement would step down for institutions with up to 20,000 students, beyond which
the supplement would phase out.

2. Facilities Condition - Allocate 25% of remaining funding based on Facilities Condition
using actual educational and general (E&G) square footage, as reported by institutions
on the THECB facilities inventory. This would replace the current use of the building
replacement value.

3. Space Deficit - Allocate 25% of remaining funding based on Space Deficit using
institutions’ fall space needs, as determined by the Space Projection Model.

4. Institutional Complexity - Allocate 50% of remaining funding based on Institutional
Complexity using all formula funding appropriations provided to the institutions. For
general academic institutions, the Comprehensive Regional University Funding and
Research Funds would be included in the calculation. For health-related institutions, the



calculation would include earned funding for the performance-based, mission-specific
formulas.

Recommended Statute Change

The group recommends amending Texas Education Code, Section 62.021, to codify the long-
standing and accepted practice that HEF appropriations can be expended on debt service for
Revenue Financing System debt. The amendment would add a new subsection (c-1), to read:

(c-1) Each governing board participating in the distribution of funds as described in
this section may in its sole discretion use the funds for the payment of bonds as
defined in Section 55.01 of this code, the proceeds of which were expended for any
and all purposes described in Section 17, Article VI, Texas Constitution.

Deferred Maintenance Study

Additionally, this report provides the required study on deferred maintenance per Texas
Education Code, Section 62.022. The institutions were surveyed regarding their existing
deferred maintenance needs, total expenditures on deferred maintenance, and total HEF
expenditures on deferred maintenance. Deferred maintenance has increased rapidly, by 112%,
over the past five years, while the HEF appropriation level has remained flat. Over the same
time period, expenditures from the HEF on deferred maintenance have dropped from covering
between 8-9% of the total deferred maintenance need across HEF institutions to only 4.3% in
Fiscal Year 2023. The data collected shows that HEF expenditures represent half of the overall
expenditures institutions are using to address deferred maintenance items, indicating the HEF
is critical for institutions in addressing these challenges.



Statutory Authority

Texas Education Code, Section 62.022

"(a) Prior to the convening of the reqular session of the Texas Legislature immediately
preceding each 10-year period for which Section 17(d), Article VII, Texas Constitution,
prescribes an allocation of the money appropriated by Section 17(a), Article VII, Texas
Constitution, the coordinating board shall conduct, with the full participation of the eligible
institutions, a study and present recommendations to the Legislative Budget Board and the
standing committees of the house of representatives and the senate having jurisdiction over
legislation related to higher education as to the allocation of the money appropriated by
Section 17(a) for the following 10-year allocation period established by Section 17(d).

(f) A review of the allocation formula conducted by the coordinating board under this section
shall include:

(1) a comparison of the deferred maintenance needs of an institution of higher
education and the extent to which the constitutionally dedicated funds were used to
meet those needs; and

(2) an evaluation of the effectiveness of the allocation formula concerning deferred
maintenance needs of those institutions."”


https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/GetStatute.aspx?Code=CN&Value=7.17
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/GetStatute.aspx?Code=CN&Value=7.17

Introduction

Authorization and Uses

The Higher Education Fund (HEF) is authorized by the Texas Constitution, Article VII, Section
17. The Texas Constitution provided for an annual appropriation of $100 million to certain
eligible institutions of higher education, beginning in September 1985, from the first money
coming into the state treasury not otherwise appropriated by the constitution, for the following
purposes:

e Acquiring land

e Constructing and equipping buildings and other permanent improvements

e Performing major repair and renovation of buildings or other permanent improvements
e Acquiring capital equipment, library books, and library materials

These funds may not be used to finance student housing, intercollegiate athletics, or auxiliary
enterprises. Additionally, eligible institutions may issue bonds or notes pledging up to 50% of
their individual annual allocations to secure the payment of the principal and interest of those
bonds.

The Texas Constitution provides that the Legislature may increase the amount of the
appropriation by a two-thirds vote of the membership of each house and requires an “equitable
formula” to allocate the annual HEF appropriation. The Legislature is required to determine the
allocation of the annual appropriation every 10 years and review the allocation at the end of the
fifth year of each allocation period.

Eligible Institutions

The HEF provides support for those institutions of higher education that are ineligible for
support from the Available University Fund. Appendix A provides a full list of the 31 institutions
eligible to receive support from the HEF. Beginning with the new allocation in Fiscal Year (FY)
2026, two new institutions of higher education are eligible to receive the HEF, the University of
Houston College of Medicine and the Sam Houston State University College of Osteopathic
Medicine. These two institutions were created as institutions of higher education in 2019 with
at least a two-thirds vote (as required by Texas Constitution, Article VII, Section 17(c)) by
House Bill 826 and House Bill 2867, respectively, of the 86th Texas Legislature.

Current Funding Level

Texas Education Code (TEC), Section 62.002, prescribes that the equitable allocation of these
funds is to provide “the means to create and maintain a degree of excellence at the respective
institutions and agencies of higher education that is above and apart from the normal
appropriative formulas...”

Per the requirements of the Texas Constitution, Table 1 details the legislation enacted during
each review period for the HEF and the subsequent change to the appropriation level.



Table 1. History of HEF Review and Legislation

Legislative
Session

69t Legislative
Session (1985)

Annual
Appropriation

$100.0 million

Action

Introduced

T74th Legislative
Session (1995)

$175.0 million

House Bill (HB) 2462 increased allocation
and provided for a $50 million annual

79th Legislative
Session (2005)

$262.50 million (in 2008)

HB 3001 reallocated the formula and
increased allocation starting in FY 2008

81st Legislative
Session (2009)

$262.50 million

HB 51 reallocated the formula and
eliminated the HEF Trust Fund

84th Legislative
Session (2015)

$393.75 million (in 2017)

SB 1194 reallocated the formula and
increased the allocation starting in FY 2017

86th Legislative

SB 709 reallocated the formula starting in

393.75 milli

Session (2019) 3 mition FY 2021

88th Legislative SB 1055 removed Stephen F. Austin State
$393.75 million University from the HEF and reallocated

Session (2023)

funds among remaining eligible institutions

Chart 1 displays the statewide total appropriation of the HEF since inception. The HEF is funded
through an annual General Revenue appropriation in the General Appropriations Act. The 84th
Texas Legislature reviewed the funding level of the HEF and allocated $262,500,000 for FY
2016, and $393,750,000 for FY 2017 through FY 2025.

Amounts by institution are listed in Texas Education Code 62.021 and displayed in Appendix B.
The Texas Constitution prescribes a maximum allocation of 2.2% for the Texas State Technical
College System.

Chart 1. Annual HEF Appropriations by Fiscal Year
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Current Formula Allocation

The current funding formula, outlined in Texas Education Code 62.021 (a), uses a three-factor
approach, combined with the 2.2% constitutionally mandated set-aside for Texas State
Technical Colleges. The following elements and associated data points are included in the
current formula allocation.

1. Institutional Complexity - Reflects the expense of implementing the range and level of
academic programs. An institution’s mix of degree programs and levels and the extent
of its research programs determine its complexity.

Data Point: 50% is allocated based on the institutions’ FY 2018-2019 All Funds formula
funding appropriations in the General Appropriations Act, 85th Texas Legislature. For
general academic institutions and state colleges, this includes the instruction and
operation and infrastructure formula funding amounts. For health-related institutions,
this includes the instruction and operation, infrastructure, graduate medical education,
and research enhancement formula funding amounts.

2. Space Deficit - Proportionally funds the cost to construct the space need (difference of
needed educational and general net assignable space, estimated by the THECB space
model, and reported values).

Data Point: 25% is allocated based on unadjusted Space Deficit using institutions’ fall
2017 space need, as determined by the Space Projection Model. Institutions with a
surplus receive zero.

3. Facilities Condition - Funds the renovation and maintenance of educational and
general facilities by estimating a reasonable level of deferred maintenance. The
Association of Physical Plant Administrators (APPA) advocates spending 1.5% to 3% of
building values on major repair and rehabilitation annually.

Data Point: 25% is allocated using institutions’ building replacement value for their fall
2017 reported building inventories.

The current funding formula allocation by institution was calculated in 2019 by the 86th Texas
Legislature after the review of the existing methodology during the last five-year HEF review
cycle. This allocation was updated by the 88th Texas Legislature to remove Stephen F. Austin
State University from the HEF, due to the institution becoming eligible for support through the
Available University Fund, and to proportionally distribute their funds among the remaining
HEF-eligible institutions.

Study Committee

Texas Education Code, Section 62.022, requires the THECB to conduct a study and present
recommendations to the Legislative Budget Board and standing committees of the House of
Representatives and Senate with jurisdiction over higher education on the level and allocation
of funding for the next 10 years. This report must be provided before the convening of the 89th
Texas Legislature and include full participation of the eligible institutions.

All eligible institutions participated in the workgroup in the summer of 2024 and a list of
participants is available in Appendix A.



Recommendations

Funding Level Recommendation

The study group considered institutional growth, emerging institutional trends, history of the
HEF allocation, and current and future inflation when considering the appropriate overall
funding level recommendation. The study group reviewed the increase in students served and
semester credit hours delivered by the HEF-eligible institutions. There has been a 10% increase
in fall enrollment across HEF-eligible institutions since 2015, the last time the funding level was
considered for an increase by the Texas Legislature.

Chart 2. Fall Enrollment 2004-2023
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The HEF Funds Construction, Facilities Maintenance, and Information Technology

Over the past decade, higher education institutions in the state have faced escalating financial
challenges in the areas the HEF is primarily meant to fund: construction, maintenance, and
information technology (IT). These challenges are driven by significant cost increases, placing a
substantial burden on colleges and universities struggling to maintain aging or new and
complex facilities, as well as information technology equipment and infrastructure.

Inflation has significantly diminished purchasing power over the past decade. Supply chain
issues have been particularly acute for the past five years in the construction and technology
sectors, which have disproportionately driven up prices. Institutions have also seen increased
prices for goods and increased profit margins from service providers in the wake of many
construction firms closing during COVID-19, thereby reducing the number of subcontractors



and competitors for state construction contracts. The cost of new construction, for example,
has experienced double-digit inflation for at least the past five years, with increases as high as
20%in 2020.

Information technology costs have also created rising pressures on institutions. In addition to
continuous increases in demand for software modernization, cloud adoption, and digitization to
create efficiencies and improve services, personnel costs have increased to keep up with
private-sector competition for talent and training of staff to maintain skill sets as technology
rapidly evolves. Key drivers of these cost increases include cybersecurity demands, evolving
digital learning platforms, Enterprise Resource Programs for running the business of the
institution, and infrastructure renewal.

The rising costs of construction and IT are particularly concerning given the aging
infrastructure of many of our higher education institutions, and the high degree of complexity
in many newer buildings designed for research or medical uses, in particular. By investing in the
maintenance, upkeep, and renewal of our higher education campuses through the HEF, the
state can ensure that our higher education system remains strong and capable of meeting the
needs of future generations.

Inflation

The group explored the use of several inflation indices to quantify the impact of increased
costs over the past decade. These included the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price
Index (CPI), Engineering News Record's (ENR) Building Cost Index, ENR's Construction Cost
Index, and Ed Zarenski's construction inflation data (see Table 2). The group found that long-
term construction cost inflation is normally almost double the CPI and agreed that ENR's
Building Cost Index would be the most representative of the institution's current construction
cost environment. ENR's Building Cost Index is based on skilled labor costs for three trades:
bricklayers, carpenters, and ironworkers, which is more indicative of construction inflation
realities for public institutional building. The indices reviewed showcase a drop in purchasing
power of up to 56% due to inflation over the past nine years.

Table 2. Inflation Indices

Inflation ENR Inflation Inflation Inflation
Consumer vs Base  Construction vs Base ENR vs Base Inflation vs Base

Price Annual Year Cost Annual Year Building  Annual Year Data - Annual Year

Index (CPI) Inflation 2015 Index Inflation 2015 Index Inflation 2015 Zarenski Inflation 2015

2015 237.017 10,035 5,518 84.0

2016 240.007 1.3% 1% 10,338 3.0% 3% | 5,645 2.3% 2% 87.1 3.7% 4%
2017 245.120 2.1% 3% 10,737 3.9% 7% 5,831 3.3% 6% 90.6 4.0% 8%
2018 251.107 2.4% 6% 11,062 3.0% 10% 6,019 3.2% 9% 95.5 5.4% 14%
2019 255.657 1.8% 8% 11,281 2.0% 12% 6,136 1.9% 1% 100.0 4.7% 19%
2020 258.811 1.2% 9% 11,466 1.6% 14% 6,281 2.4% 14% 102.4 2.4% 22%
2021 270.970 4.7% 14% 12,133 5.8% 21% 6,912 | 10.0% 25% 110.8 8.2% 32%
2022 | 292.655 8.0% 23% 13,007 1.2% 30% 7,791 12.7% 41% 124.2 12.1% 48%
2023 | 304.702 41% 29% 13,358 2.7% 33% 8,130 4.4% 47% 130.9 5.4% 56%




Funding Recommendation

While inflation has reduced the purchasing power of HEF to address critical infrastructure
needs at institutions across the state, increasing enrollment also places additional strain on
aqging infrastructure, furthering the need for increased HEF funding. To determine the
recommended funding request for HEF, the metrics for fall enrollment growth and the ENR
building cost index were both forecasted to FY 2029, the midway point of the 10-year cycle
during the review. However, it is recognized that this does not fully account for the full inflation
and growth the institutions will likely see through the next decade that the HEF funding level is
set.

Table 3 shows the funding level increased by the projected midpoint growth for the next five
years for fall enroliment and inflation.

Table 3. Projected Funding Level

Inflation Growth
Inflation Inflation
ENR's Building Annual vs Base Fall Annual vs Base
Cost Index Inflation  Year 2015 Fiscal Year Enrollment® PCTCHG Year 2015
2015 5,518 2015 335,471
2016 5,645 2.3% 2016 344,722 2.8%
2017 5831 3.3% 2017 348 846 1.2%
2018 6,019 3.2% 2018 351,926 0.9%
2019 6,136 1.9% 2019 353,129 0.3%
2020 6,281 2.4% 2020 358,815 1.6%
2021 6,912 10.0% 2021 360,062 0.4%
2022 7,791 12.7% 2022 361,185 0.3%
2023 8,130 4.4% 47% 2023 368,388 2.0% 10%
2024 8,699 7.0% 58% 2024 370,202 0.5% 10%
2025 8,379 7.8% 70% 2025 373,14 0.8% 1%
2026 6,835 5.9% 80% 2026 377,148 1.1% 12%
2027 10,448 52% 89% 2027 381,016 1.0% 14%
2028 11,080 6.0% 101% 2028 383,640 0.7% 14%
2028 11,657 5.2% 111.3% 2028 387,454 1.0% 15.5%
FY 2017 HEF Funding Rate $ 3938 FY 2017 HEF Funding Rate $ 3938
Projected Funding Lewvel for Inflation $ 8318 Projected Funding Level for Growth $ 610

Projected Funding Level with Growth & Inflation $ 8929
Projected Amount over Current HEF Funding $ 49941 127% over current HEF Funding

Recommended HEF Funding Level $ 7875 100% over current HEF Funding

Fully funding this methodology would result in an increase in the total HEF funding level of
127%. After considering all relevant data and taking a conservative approach to all the needs
the state will face in the coming decade, the study group recommends a 100% increase to
HEF, from $393,750,000 to $787,500,000 each fiscal year.



Allocation Methodology Recommendation

Analysis of Current Methodology

The study group considered many factors related to the current environment of deferred
maintenance needs, facilities reporting, and formula funding trends when assessing the
equitable allocation of the current HEF methodology. Namely, the group recognized the
following:

The use of building replacement value in the methodology is no longer an appropriate
metric for facilities condition. First, the calculation methodology of replacement value
differs widely between the general academic institutions and health-related institutions
due to the exclusion of certain construction expenses for the top 10 projects in each
sector. Second, due to changes in the way that the THECB now collects construction
project data, there have been no changes in the top 10 projects, resulting in no changes
to the replacement value other than inflation. Therefore, the year-to-year differences in
values are not representative of facilities condition.

The current methodology does not take into account the effective ages of buildings on
campuses. While the original occupancy date of buildings is available in THECB data,
there is no data collected on when or what type of renovations had been done to older
facilities over their lifespan. The group discussed that building condition assessment is
difficult and no single methodology exists that produces consistent data across
institutions. The group considered adding a factor to weight facilities based on their
effective age, but due to the lack of consistent data on renovations or condition of
buildings, the group chose not to pursue this approach. However, the group does
recommend considering how to collect data and reviewing this issue again for
methodology discussions in the future.

The Legislature has expanded and reformed the funding formulas across the different
sectors of higher education in the state since the last review cycle.

o For general academic institutions, the Legislature has begun providing
Comprehensive Regional University Funding, a performance-based funding
formula to support at-risk students at comprehensive regional universities.
Additionally, the 88th Texas Legislature made significant reforms to research
formula funding in the state. This includes the creation of the Texas University
Fund and the change in performance metrics for the Comprehensive Research
Fund to align with the state's higher education strategic plan, Building a Talent
Strong Texas, along with significant increase in investment of funds for this
purpose.

o For health-related institutions, the Legislature has begun providing
performance-based, mission-specific funding for research and clinical
operations at certain institutions. While these formulas were seeded originally
with non-formula support items, the 88th Texas Legislature provided
performance-driven funding to the institutions in accordance with the
institutions’ mission-specific formula metrics.



Additionally, the group considered that if there are no changes to the HEF formula or amount,
20 of the 31 HEF institutions would lose funding compared to current levels. This is a result of
certain institutions' increased enroliment driving increases in the metrics used for the
allocations, coupled with declines seen at smaller, primarily rural institutions in the state, plus
the addition of two new institutions of higher education becoming eligible for HEF
appropriations, thereby splitting the funds across a larger base.

Methodology Recommendation

Based on the analysis conducted, and assuming an increase in the total annual HEF
appropriation, the study group recommends a four-factor approach for allocating HEF, which
continues the 2.2% constitutionally mandated set-aside for Texas State Technical Colleges.
The following elements and associated data points are included in the recommended formula
allocation, using the most current data available at the beginning of the 89th Legislative
Session:

1. Facilities Supplement - Funds a base supplement to support institutions based on
headcount enrollment.

Data Point: If additional funding is provided to fully fund the proposed methodology,
institutions with a fall 2024 headcount of less than 5,000 receive an annual supplement
of up to $2,000,000. Institutions with a headcount of less than 20,000 and more than
5,000 receive a proportionate supplement. Institutions with more than 20,000 do not
receive the supplement.

2. Institutional Complexity - Attempts to capture the range and level of academic
programs and the extent of its research programs to determine its complexity.

Data Point: 50% of remaining funding is allocated based on the institutions’ FY 2026-
2027 All Funds formula funding appropriations, as introduced in Senate Bill 1, 89th
Texas Legislature.

o For general academic institutions, this includes the instruction and operation (1&0)
and infrastructure formula funding amounts and adds the Comprehensive Regional
University Funding amounts, Texas University Fund distribution amounts, and
Comprehensive Research Fund amounts.

e For state colleges, this includes the 1&0 and infrastructure formula funding
amounts.

e For health-related institutions, this includes the 1&0, infrastructure, graduate
medical education, and research enhancement formula funding amounts, and adds
the earned funding provided by the Legislature for performance-based, mission-
specific formula funding.

3. Space Deficit - Captures the gap between the institution’s actual space in reported
values and the estimated space needed by institutions to serve their current enroliment
as determined by the THECB space model.

Data Point: 25% of remaining funding is allocated based on unadjusted Space Deficit
using institutions’ fall 2024 space need, as determined by the Space Projection Model.
Institutions with a surplus receive zero.



4. Facilities Condition - Estimates the funds needed for the renovation and maintenance
of educational and general facilities to a reasonable level of deferred maintenance. The
APPA advocates spending 3% of building values on major repair and rehabilitation
annually.

Data Point: 25% of remaining funding is allocated using fall 2024 actual E&G square
footage as reported in institutions' facilities inventory.

The resulting allocation of available funds under this methodology, using most recently
available data, can be found in Appendix D. The reallocation will not put the payment of HEF-
pledged bonds in jeopardy.

Statute Change Recommendation

The study group recommends adding the following language to statute to codify the long-
standing and accepted practice that HEF appropriations can be expended on debt service for
Revenue Financing System debt:

Amend Section 62.021 by adding a new subsection (c-1), to read:

(c-1) Each governing board participating in the distribution of funds as described in
this section may in its sole discretion use the funds for the payment of bonds as
defined in Section 55.01 of this code, the proceeds of which were expended for any
and all purposes described in Section 17, Article VI, Texas Constitution.



Deferred Maintenance Review

TEC 62.022 requires the THECB to include a comparison of deferred maintenance needs, the
extent to which HEF funds were used to meet those needs, and an evaluation on the
effectiveness of the allocation formula concerning deferred maintenance needs. THECB staff
reviewed the available data in two different ways. First, a survey of institutions sought to
determine the existing levels of deferred maintenance, the extent HEF revenues were directly
used to mitigate these maintenance issues, and the debt service level of HEF-backed bonds.
The results of that survey are in Table 4.

Additionally, a second survey captured an institution's total expenditures spent on deferred
maintenance, rather than just HEF funding. Table 4 shows that HEF funding represents, on
average, half the overall expenditures that institutions are spending to address deferred
maintenance items, indicating that the HEF amounts are critical for institutions in addressing
these challenges. The data also indicates the challenge of addressing deferred maintenance
needs, which have shown a rapid increase of 112% from 2018 to 2023, while having a static
appropriation amount from the HEF. Institutions have had to use other sources of funding to

address deferred maintenance on campuses.

Table 4. HEF and Total Expenditures for Deferred or Critical Deferred Maintenance

Statewide Total (in Millions) 2018 2019 2020 2021 ‘ 2022 ‘ 2023
Total E&G Deferred Maintenance
Needs $980.8 $1,151.4 | $1,057.1 | $1,147.8 | $1,836.1 | $2,077.1
HEF Expenditures on Deferred
Maintenance
$79.9 $85.0 $90.5 $107.4 $94.6 $89.8
Total Expenditures on Deferred
Maintenance
$135.0 $148.8 $170.1 | $234.1 $274.3 | $189.2
HEF Expenditures as a Percentage
of Deferred Maintenance Needs
8% 7% 9% 9% 5% 4%
Total Expenditures as a Percentage
of Deferred Maintenance Needs 14% 13% 16% 20% 15% 99%
HEF Expenditures as a Percentage
of Deferred Maintenance
Expenditures 59% 57% 53% 46% 34% 47%

The survey also collected data on HEF revenues that are pledged toward bond debt service

over the next several years (see Table 5).
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Table 5. HEF Revenues Pledged to Bond Debt Service
2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Statewide Total
(in Millions)

HEF Revenues Pledged to
Bond Debt Service $63.1 $73.1 | $75.2 $82.8 $82.5 $79.9 $79.4

Additional Survey Data Results

In addition to expenditure data, the survey gathered qualitative data on institutional practices
around what metrics institutions use to evaluate facility needs, how institutions budget their
HEF allocations, and how institutions consider the use of HEF versus other fund sources when
addressing deferred maintenance.

Regarding metrics used to evaluate facilities needs, several systems reported that they
conduct facilities condition assessment with a third-party firm annually, and some reported
that they balance condition of the building with the demands of academic programs to identify
current and future maintenance needs.

Most institutions report that their HEF budgets are prioritized to cover expenses in the
following areas: capital projects to address facility needs, ongoing deferred maintenance,
instructional classroom technology or other IT needs like equipment and cloud-based services,
library materials/subscriptions, and annual debt service. Many institutions report that their
HEF allocation process is part of their annual budget process, whereby campus/departmental
HEF requests are made and prioritized by administration based on availability.

The majority of institutions report that HEF is the primary source of funding to address
deferred maintenance until it is exhausted, at which point other sources of funding are
allocated as needed to ensure continuity of operations. Many report that available HEF funding
is allocated by priority and eligibility of the expenditure (E&G space), including the use of
institutional policies to make these determinations.

Overall Impression

The data received via the surveys shows that, on the aggregate, deferred maintenance is
rapidly increasing across campuses. It is important to underscore the role of inflation again in
this calculation. While it is true that the increase is partly due to institutions' inability to
financially meet the needs for a sustainable amount of investment in deferred maintenance
annually, the increase is also due to the fact that even when institutions are able to keep up
with the current amount of deferred maintenance needed, the cost of that unaddressed
deferred maintenance continues to increase. Appropriations for the HEF remain a vital source
of funding for this purpose.
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Appendix A: HEF-Eligible Institutions and

Study Participants

HEF-Eligible Institutions

Study Participant Name

Texas A&M International University

Juan Castillo

Texas A&M University-Commerce

Tina Livingston

Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi

Charles Ingram

Texas A&M University-Kingsville

Jacob W. Flournoy

Texas A&M University-Texarkana

Jeff Hinton

West Texas A&M University

Randy Rikel

University of Houston

Raymond Bartlett

University of Houston-Clear Lake

Dr. Chris Maynard

University of Houston-Downtown

Kimberly Thomas

University of Houston-Victoria

Beverly Shuford, Ph.D., C.P.A.

University of Houston College of Medicine*

Dr. Stephen Scott, M.D.,
M.P.H.

University of North Texas

Clayton Gibson

University of North Texas at Dallas

Emily Deardorff

University of North Texas Health Science Center Kemp Louis
Angelo State University Angie Wright
Midwestern State University Chris Stovall
Texas Tech University Noel Sloan

Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center

Penny Harkey

Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center-El Paso

Jessica Fisher

Texas Southern University

John Pittman

Texas Woman’s University

Robert Ramirez

Lamar University

Spencer Sims

Lamar Institute of Technology

Joanna Sheppard

Lamar State College Orange

Leanna Odom

Lamar State College Port Arthur

Mary Wickland

Sam Houston State University Amanda Withers
Sam Houston State University College of Osteopathic
Medicine* Kyley Houck

Sul Ross State University

Bonnie Albright

Sul Ross State University Rio Grande College

Daniel Harper

Texas State University

Eric Algoe

Texas State Technical College System

Chad Wooten

*These two institutions were created as institutions of higher education in 2019 with at least a two-thirds vote (as

required by Texas Constitution Article VII, Section 17(c)) by House Bill 826 and House Bill 2867, respectively, by the 86th

Texas Legislature.
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Appendix B: Texas Constitution, Article VII, Section 17

Section 17. Funding to Support Agencies and Institutions of Higher Education not supported by
Available University Fund.

(a) In the fiscal year beginning September 1,1985, and each fiscal year thereafter, there is
hereby appropriated out of the first money coming into the state treasury not otherwise
appropriated by the constitution $100 million to be used by eligible agencies and institutions of
higher education for the purpose of acquiring land either with or without permanent
improvements, constructing and equipping buildings or other permanent improvements, major
repair or rehabilitation of buildings or other permanent improvements, acquisition of capital
equipment, library books and library materials, and paying for acquiring, constructing, or
equipping or for major repair or rehabilitation of buildings, facilities, other permanent
improvements, or capital equipment used jointly for educational and general activities and for
auxiliary enterprises to the extent of their use for educational and general activities. For the
five-year period that begins on September 1, 2000, and for each five-year period that begins
after that period, the legislature, during a reqular session that is nearest, but preceding, a five-
year period, may by two-thirds vote of the membership of each house increase the amount of
the constitutional appropriation for the five-year period but may not adjust the appropriation in
such a way as to impair any obligation created by the issuance of bonds or notes in accordance
with this section.

(b) The funds appropriated under Subsection (a) of this section shall be for the use of the
following eligible agencies and institutions of higher education (even though their names may
be changed):

(1) East Texas State University including East Texas State University at Texarkana;

(2) Lamar University including Lamar University at Orange and Lamar University at Port
Arthur;

(3) Midwestern State University;

(4) University of North Texas;

(5) The University of Texas--Pan American including The University of Texas at Brownsville;
(6) Stephen F. Austin State University;

(7) Texas College of Osteopathic Medicine;

(8) Texas State University System Administration and the following component institutions:
(9) Sam Houston State University;

(10) Southwest Texas State University;

(11) Sul Ross State University including Uvalde Study Center;

(12) Texas Southern University;

(13) Texas Tech University;

(14) Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center;
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(15) Angelo State University;

(16) Texas Woman's University;

(17) University of Houston System Administration and the following component institutions:
(18) University of Houston;

(19) University of Houston--Victoria;

(20) University of Houston--Clear Lake;
(21) University of Houston--Downtown;
(22) Texas A&M University--Corpus Christi;
(23) Texas A&M International University;
(24) Texas A&M University--Kingsville;
(25) West Texas A&M University; and

(26) Texas State Technical College System and its campuses, but not its extension centers
or programs.

(c) Pursuant to a two-thirds vote of the membership of each house of the legislature,
institutions of higher education may be created at a later date by general law, and, when
created, such an institution shall be entitled to participate in the funding provided by this
section if it is not created as a part of The University of Texas System or The Texas A&M
University System. Aninstitution that is entitled to participate in dedicated funding provided
by Article VII, Section 18, of this constitution may not be entitled to participate in the funding
provided by this section.

(d) Inthe year 1985 and every 10 years thereafter, the legislature or an agency designated by
the legislature no later than August 31 of such year shall allocate by equitable formula the
annual appropriations made under Subsection (a) of this section to the governing boards of
eligible agencies and institutions of higher education. The legislature shall review, or provide
for areview, of the allocation formula at the end of the fifth year of each 10-year allocation
period. At that time adjustments may be made in the allocation formula, but no adjustment
that will prevent the payment of outstanding bonds and notes, both principal and interest, may
be made.

(d-1) Notwithstanding Subsection (d) of this section, the allocation of the annual appropriation
to Texas State Technical College System and its campuses may not exceed 2.2 percent of the
total appropriation each fiscal year.

(e) Each governing board authorized to participate in the distribution of money under this
section is authorized to expend all money distributed to it for any of the purposes enumerated
in Subsection (a). In addition, such governing board may issue bonds and notes for the
purposes of refunding bonds or notes issued under this section or prior law, acquiring land
either with or without permanent improvements, constructing and equipping buildings or other
permanent improvements, acquiring capital equipment, library books, and library materials,
paying for acquiring, constructing, or equipping or for major repair or rehabilitation of
buildings, facilities, other permanent improvements, or capital equipment used jointly for
educational and general activities and for auxiliary enterprises to the extent of their use for
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educational and general activities, and for major repair and rehabilitation of buildings or other
permanent improvements, and may pledge up to 50 percent of the money allocated to such
governing board pursuant to this section to secure the payment of the principal and interest of
such bonds or notes. Proceeds from the issuance of bonds or notes under this subsection shall
be maintained in a local depository selected by the governing board issuing the bonds or notes.
The bonds and notes issued under this subsection shall be payable solely out of the money
appropriated by this section and shall mature serially or otherwise in not more than 10 years
from their respective dates. All bonds issued under this section shall be sold only through
competitive bidding and are subject to approval by the attorney general. Bonds approved by
the attorney general shall be incontestable. The permanent university fund may be invested in
the bonds and notes issued under this section.

(f) The funds appropriated by this section may not be used for the purpose of constructing,
equipping, repairing, or rehabilitating buildings or other permanent improvements that are to
be used only for student housing, intercollegiate athletics, or auxiliary enterprises.

(g) The comptroller of public accounts shall make annual transfers of the funds allocated
pursuant to Subsection (d) directly to the governing boards of the eligible institutions.

(h) To assure efficient use of construction funds and the orderly development of physical plants
to accommodate the state's real need, the legislature may provide for the approval or
disapproval of all new construction projects at the eligible agencies and institutions entitled to
participate in the funding provided by this section.

(i) (Repealed.)

(j) The state systems and institutions of higher education designated in this section may not
receive any additional funds from the general revenue of the state for acquiring land with or
without permanent improvements, for constructing or equipping buildings or other permanent
improvements, or for major repair and rehabilitation of buildings or other permanent
improvements except that:

(1) in the case of fire or natural disaster the legislature may appropriate from the general
revenue an amount sufficient to replace the uninsured loss of any building or other
permanent improvement; and

(2) the legislature, by two-thirds vote of each house, may, in cases of demonstrated need,
which need must be clearly expressed in the body of the act, appropriate additional general
revenue funds for acquiring land with or without permanent improvements, for constructing
or equipping buildings or other permanent improvements, or for major repair and
rehabilitation of buildings or other permanent improvements.

This subsection does not apply to legislative appropriations made prior to the adoption of this
amendment.

(k) Without the prior approval of the legislature, appropriations under this section may not be
expended for acquiring land with or without permanent improvements, or for constructing and
equipping buildings or other permanent improvements, for a branch campus or educational
center that is not a separate degree-granting institution created by general law.

(I) This section is self-enacting upon the issuance of the governor's proclamation declaring the
adoption of the amendment, and the state comptroller of public accounts shall do all things
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necessary to effectuate this section. This section does not impair any obligation created by the
issuance of any bonds and notes in accordance with prior law, and all outstanding bonds and
notes shall be paid in full, both principal and interest, in accordance with their terms. If the
provisions of this section conflict with any other provisions of this constitution, then the
provisions of this section shall prevail, notwithstanding all such conflicting provisions.
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Appendix C: Current Allocation

TEC, Sec. 62.021. ALLOCATIONS.

(a) In each state fiscal year beginning with the state fiscal year ending August 31, 2021, an
eligible institution is entitled to receive an amount allocated in accordance with this section
from the funds appropriated for that year by Section 17(a), Article VII, Texas Constitution. The
comptroller shall distribute funds allocated under this subsection only on presentation of a
claim and issuance of a warrant in accordance with Section 403.071, Government Code. An
eligible institution may not present a claim to be paid from any funds allocated under this
subsection before the delivery of goods or services described in Section 17, Article VII, Texas
Constitution, except for the payment of principal or interest on bonds or notes or for a payment
for a book or other published library material as authorized by Section 2155.386, Government
Code. The allocation of funds under this subsection is made in accordance with an equitable
formula consisting of the following elements: space deficit, facilities condition, institutional
complexity, and a separate allocation for the Texas State Technical College System. The
annual amounts allocated by the formula are as follows:

(1) to the following component institutions of the University of North Texas System:
(A) $38,473,304 to the University of North Texas;

(B) $15,581,837 to the University of North Texas Health Science Center at Fort Worth;
and

(C) $3,455,644 to the University of North Texas at Dallas;
(2) to the following component institutions of the Texas State University System:
(A) $13,537,649 to Lamar University;
(B) $2,630,158 to the Lamar Institute of Technology;
(C) $1,533,301 to Lamar State College--Orange;
(D) $2,283,992 to Lamar State College--Port Arthur;
(E) $18,787,013 to Sam Houston State University;
(F) $38,741,061 to Texas State University;
(G) $2,216,640 to Sul Ross State University; and
(H) $487,157 to Sul Ross State University Rio Grande College;
(3) $12,072,906 to Texas Southern University;
(4) to the following component institutions of the Texas Tech University System:
(A) $51,379,461 to Texas Tech University;
(B) $22,305,642 to Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center;
(C) $6,997,943 to Angelo State University;
(D) $5,725,243 to Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center--El Paso; and
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(E) $5,082,034 to Midwestern State University;

(5) $14,993,229 to the component institutions of the Texas Woman's University System,
allocated as determined by the board of regents of the system;

(6) to the following component institutions of the University of Houston System:
(A) $56,158,685 to the University of Houston;
(B) $3,649,703 to the University of Houston--Victoria;
(C) $§7,959,137 to the University of Houston--Clear Lake; and
(D) $11,155,034 to the University of Houston--Downtown;
(7) to the following component institutions of The Texas A&M University System:
(A) $11,825,139 to Texas A&M University--Corpus Christi;
(B) $7,687,534 to Texas A&M International University;
(C) $9,125,307 to Texas A&M University--Kingsville;
(D) $7,671,155 to West Texas A&M University;
(E) $11,459,464 to Texas A&M University--Commerce; and
(F) $2,112,129 to Texas A&M University--Texarkana; and

(8) $8,662,500 to the Texas State Technical College System Administration and the
following component campuses, but not its extension centers or programs:

(A) Texas State Technical College-Harlingen;

(B) Texas State Technical College--Marshall;

(C) Texas State Technical College--West Texas;
(D) Texas State Technical College--Waco;

(E) Texas State Technical College--Fort Bend; and
(F) Texas State Technical College--North Texas.
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Appendix D: Proposed Allocation Methodology With Most Recent Data

FY 2026-2035 HEF Methodology 5 393,750,000 | Current Allocation
Space Deficit | 182223550  |$ Allocation 2% Space Deficit 393,750,000 | NewMoney

§
Facilities 182,223,550 § Allocation 5% Facilities $ 787,500,000 | NewTotal
C i 364447100 |S j 50% jtutional C 5 17,325,000 | TSTC{22%)
18 41,280 800 | Facilities s 2,000,000
: ] 728,894,200 | NewAllocation Amount
Space Deficit Facilities Facilities Supplement® Institutional Complexi
Py 2023 FY2635
I I Fomula
7] 7] cai
: - : T e e Annual Allocation
o o Fall 2023 BAT + CRU +
Allocation Square Feet Allocation Headcount Allocation Research + eamed Allocation Amount
Institution Name Enroliment Mission Specific)’
Texas ASM University - Corpus Christi (179,081) | 1.83% |§ 3334145 862,626 | 3.36% | § 6,131,165 10855 (5 1219333 92033168 | 269% |§ 9.787371|%5 20472015 |260%
Texss ARM University - Kingsvile 0 0.00% (5 - 792434 | 309% |5 5632272 6553 (5 1792933 57,339,879 167% |5 6097874| 5 13523079 |172%
Texss ASM International University (233,018) | 238% (5 4333349 443727 | 1.73% |5 3153818 8256 (5 1565867 61,753,904 180% |$ 6567239|%5 15625322 | 1.983%
West Texas ARM University 0 0.00% (3§ - 992627 | 3.67% |§ 7055154 9029 |§ 1462800 64 549 221 188% | & 68645605 15362514 |1.55%
Texas ARM Univers ity - Commerce (94,077) | 096% |35 1,751,534 716,881 280% |§ 5095274 11,500 | % 1133333 90,653,374 265% [§ 96619055 17642046 | 2.24%
Texas ARM University - Texarkana (37963) | 03%% (S 706,798 167,381 | 0.65% | § 1,189,670 2,056 5 2,000,000 16306272 | 0.48% [§ 173410%|5 5630578 (0.71%
University of Howston (A+H) (1394311) | 14.25% |5 25959402 | 3531267 |13.77%|$§ 25,098,687 46505 (§ = 480,185,339 | 14.01% |§ 51,065,852 | $102,123 941 |12.97%
Univers ity of Hoston - Clear Lake (62154) | 064% |5 1,157,189 B98 314 | 233% [§ 4252 550 8210 | & 1572000 62 845 043 183% | & 6683327| 5 13665066 | 1.74%
Univers ity of Howston - Dow niown @77,034) | 385% (3 7,019,651 80172 | 211% [§  3,835301 14105 | 3§ 786,000 77,820,568 227% [§ 827591635 19920869 | 2.53%
Univers ity of Howston- Victoria i (78,897) | 081% |5 1,468,511 193336 | 0.75% [§ 1,374,146 3,784 | § 2,000,000 29,068 995 085% | § 3091375]% 7934433 |1.01%
University of Houston (M} (69227) [ 0.71% [S§ 1288874 90,429 | 0.35% |5 642727 171 | § 2,000,000 17605676 | 051% (5§ 1872296]|5 580389 (0.74%
Midw estern State University 0 0.00% (5 - 472 487 | 184% |5 3358232 5172 |8 1977067 36,966 773 108% | & 3931274|8 9266572 |1.18%
Univers ity of North Texas (1,588,697) | 16.23% | $ 29576636 | 2463403 | 963% |§ 17544320 46724 (5 = 403,023,443 (1176% (& 42,859983 | § 89980939 |11.43%
Univers ity of North Texas at Dales (110214) | 1.13% (3§ 2051974 222579 | 0.87% | S 1,581,995 3,796 | § 2,000,000 30,933 955 05%0% |§ 3285706|% 8923675)|1.13%
University of North Texas Health Science
Center at Fort Worth (2561,803) | 257% (8 4,683,090 520499 | 203% |§ 3699479 2273 [§ 2,000,000 160,938,705 470% (§ 171152085 27502778 | 3.49%
Texas Southern Uriversity (229203) | 2.34% (8§ 4267321 781,008 | 3.05% |§ 5551062 8,469 |5 1537467 71,895,992 210% [§ 76458605 19,001,710 | 2.41%
Texas Tech University (1929449) | 197% | $ 35922648 | 3353942 |13.08% |§ 23,838,340 40,092 (3§ = 486,170,010 [ 14.19% [§ 51,702,299 $111,463,287 |14.15%
Angelo State University (118875) | 1.21% (3§ 2213225 bG5 756 | 228% [§ 4,163,293 10885 | % 1215333 53,180 499 155% | § 56555405 13247392 | 168%
Texas Tech University Health Sciences
Center (99.006) | 1.01% |35 1843302 [ 1469623 | 573% | § 10445435 4763 [§ 2,000,000 233,540,035 661% [§ 248360795 39124816 | 497%
Texas Tech University Health Sciences
Center at El Paso (26,495) | 027% |5 493286 498196 | 1.94% |5 3540954 922 |S 2,000,000 72,723 697 212% [§ 77338845 13768124 | 1.75%
Texas Woman's University (08,786) | 3.15% (3 5,749,004 950233 | 371% | § 6,753,840 15,180 | % 642 667 127,350,970 J72% |5 13543283 |5 26688793 | 3.39%
Lamar University (389638) | 398% (3§ 7254314 771,620 301% | § 5484 336 16919 | % 410,800 131,690 875 J84% |5 14004815]| % 27154 265 | 3.45%
Lamar Institute of Technology (164,446) | 168% |S§ 3061670 154,095 | 0.60% | § 1,095240 5261 | § 1965200 41279460 [ 120% | § 43899115 10512021 [ 1.33%
Lamar State College - Crange (31,405) | 032% |5 584,701 178475 | 0.70% |5 1268522 3154 | § 2,000,000 23,269 387 068% |5 2474609|% 6327832 |080%
Lamar State College - Port Arthur (84435) | 086% |5 1,572,018 166,814 | 065% |§ 1,185,643 392 (& 2,000,000 25,066,926 073% | & 2665771|5 7423432|094%
Sam Houston Stale University (A+H) i (303659) | 310% (3§ 5653549 | 1481563 | 578% | § 10,530 295 20,761 5 - 141,585 250 413% |5 15057469 % 31241313 | 357%
Sam Houston State University (M) (57446) | 059% |35 1,069,535 65,850 | 0.26% | % 468,033 484 |5 2,000,000 34,433,608 100% | § 3661881|5 7199445 |09%
Texss State Uriversity (1,566,229) | 16.02% |5 29197423 | 2,186,547 | 8.53% | § 15541010 38723 | § - 282514804 | 8.24% |5 30044356 |5 74,782,789 | 9.50%
Sul Ross State Uriversity 0 000% (S - 308,058 | 120% [S 2189537 1449 (§ 2,000,000 13,061,219 038% |5 13890105 5578548 |071%
Sul Ross State Uriversity - Ric Grarde 0 0.00% [§ - 73062 | 028% |5 519 220 642 |5 2000000 6998 732 020% [ % 74428815 3263508 [041%
787, 100% 182,223,550 25,637,994 100% 182,223,550 350,607 41,780,800 3,476,989,784 100% 364,447,100 770175000  97.8%
TSIC 17,325,000 22%
787, 100.0% 182,223,550 25,637,994  100.0% 182,223,550 350,607 41,730,800 3,476,989,784 100% 364,447,100 787,500,000 100.0%
Notes:
1 - For Staie Colleges, this indudes 120 and Infrastructurs. For G4k, this includes IR0, Infrsstructure, Research Funds, and Comprehersive Regicnal Univers ity funds. For HRIs, this includes 120, nfras fruchrs, Research Enhancement, and the earmed amourts beyond the initial
ameounts funded for mission s pecific formulas . The amount excluded Beoard Authorized Tuition (BAT).
2- Institutions w ith & headoournt ofless than 5000 receive anannual Supplement of upte 52,000,000, nstittions w itha headcount of less than 20 000 and mare than 5,000 receive a portion of the supplement equal to the inverse percentage oftherange.
3- Added - UH Collsge of Medicine was oreated w ith Subchapter K, TEC Sedion 111 by House Bill 826, 86th Legislatus
4- Added - SHSU Colege of Medicine w as areatedw ithin TEC Section 96,66 by House Bill 2667, B6th Legisbhurs
5- Texas TechUniversity includes TTU Collsge of Vet Med
6- InCoumn B, institutions w ith & Space Surplus {rather than as pace deficit) w ill be populsted withzero.
Sources:
THEC B Space Projection Model (lirk tow ebpage)
THEC B Basis of Legislative Appropriations (link to webpage)
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Appendix E: Qualitative Survey Responses

* 12 respondents solely utilize THECB’s Building
Replacement Value

QUESTION 1: * 11 respondents use valuations provided by the

institution’s property insurance carrier.

* Independent third-party firms to prove building

Are there sources, other than values for property insurance coverage
THECB's Building Replacement

. g 'p o * (Cyclical condition assessments by an outside
EStImate, that your institution consultant
uses to determine the value of its

« Combination of insurance carrier data in
coordination with the institution’s accounting
and facilities teams’ assessments

buildings?

* For new facilities, some use the actual
construction cost

» Several systems conduct facilities condition assessment
with a third-party firm annually

= One system’s deferred maintenance needs are
UE ST ION 2. evaluated through annual interviews with facilities staff,
Q . Gordian, SSC, and various departments. Deferred
maintenance needs are strategically selected based on

customized project scoring which includes project

What metrics does your category, investment criteria, time frame, and system

institution use to evaluate = One system uses internal facility audits, analysis of
. 5 annual work orders per facility, and average annual
your facility needs* maintenance costs per facility

» A few use Sightlines or Gordian for space analysis
» Use of a scoring system

» Some balance condition of the building and demand of
the academic program to identify current and future
maintenance needs
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QUESTION 3:

How do institutions budget
their HEF allocation?

QUESTION 4:

How do institutions
consider the use of HEF
versus other fund sources
when addressing deferred
maintenance?

Most institutions report that their budgets are
prioritized to cover expenses in the following areas:
1) capital projects to address facility needs
2) ongoing deferred maintenance
3) instructional classroom technology or other IT
needs like equipment and cloud-based services
4) library materials/subscriptions
5) annual debt service

Many institutions report that their HEF allocation
process is part of their annual budget process, whereby
campus/departmental HEF requests are made and
prioritized by administration based on availability

Some institutions report that any unused funds are
purposefully carried forward to fund emergency repairs
resulting from deferred maintenance or to supplement
existing or future CCAPs.

primary source of funding to address deferred
maintenance until exhausted, at which point other
sources of funding are allocated as needed to
ensure continuity of operations.

Many report that available HEF funding is allocated
by priority and eligibility of the expenditure (E&G
space), including the use of institutional policies
and administration used to make these
determinations.

Several institutions use alternative funding
sources when HEF funds are not allowable, such as
for auxiliary functions, for projects that exceed the
availability of HEF, or for long term deferred
maintenance due to the flexibility/ease of use of
those funds compared to HEF.
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