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Introduction

On February 3, 2006, Lieutenant Governor David Dewhurst issued the following
interim charges to the Senate Education Subcommittee on Higher Education:

1. Study the impact and costs associated with distance learning on traditional
higher education.

2. Study the cost of education at public institutions of higher education,
specifically, tuition de-regulation and student fees. The committee should also
review current tuition and fee exemptions and make recommendations for
improving student access to education.

3. Study what impact any changes to the percentage requirement of the Top
10% Law could have on students currently in the educational pipeline, discuss
developing a uniform transcript and a standard methodology for calculating
GPAs, and make recommendations for relating to the application of the Top 10%
Law, including to children of Texas residents in the military.

4. Monitor the progress of the Closing the Gaps goals and recommend any
legislative action needed to ensure we stay on target to meet the goals by 2015.

5. Study the relationship of College of Education coursework on teacher
effectiveness and student performance. Examine the State’s role in the
accountability of these teacher preparation programs in delivering the most
effective instruction strategies recommended or validated by scientifically-based
research, particularly in the area of reading. Examine past and current studies
linking teacher preparedness with student performance and identify any barriers
to conducting such research. Make recommendations for legislative changes to
improve programs

Joint Charge with Senate Finance Committee

1. Monitor changes made during the 79th Legislature, Regular Session, to
adjust higher education funding formulas by adopting a cost-based formula
matrix. Make recommendations for continuing improvements.

The Subcommittee held public hearings related to the interim charges on April 24,
2006; June 29, 2006; August 24, 2006; and September 24, 2006 (See Appendices
A, B, C, and D) and a joint hearing with the Senate Finance Committee on
September 24, 2006 (See Appendix F).
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This Interim Report initially was developed under the direction of Senator Royce
West, former Chair, by Kate Moore, Director of the Subcommittee. On September
1 Lieutenant Governor David Dewhurst named Senator Zaffirini as chair of the
Subcommittee on Higher Education, and Warren von Eschenbach, Director of the
Subcommittee, assumed duties for finalizing it. The report includes background,
an overview of the testimony received, and recommendations by the
Subcommittee. Unless otherwise noted, all charts, graphs, and tables were created
from information provided by the Legislative Budget Board, the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board, Texas Education Agency, and higher education
institutions.
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Recommendations

Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education
December, 2006

Charge One—Distance Learning

Based on expert testimony received during subcommittee hearings and
consultation with institutions of higher education, the Subcommittee makes
the following recommendations regarding Interim Charge One for the
Legislature's consideration:

QUALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS

The continued development and distribution of consistent quality standards
for distance education courses, particularly online courses, serve as building
blocks for collaboration and partnership among institutions and systems.

Recommendation 1

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
review, refine, and widely disseminate the adopted Principles of Good
Practices for electronically delivered learning and to adapt those Principles
for blended or hybrid learning (when more than 50 percent of the content is
delivered online) as well.

Recommendation 2

Require public institutions of higher education to implement the Principles
of Good Practice as the minimum quality standard for electronically
delivered courses and ensure that the standard is applied consistently across
all institutions, as also required by the SACS Commission on Colleges.

Recommendation 3

Direct the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
research and recommend peer review systems for online education that are
based on existing national and state models.
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Recommendation 4

Encourage public institutions of higher education to implement
recommended peer review tools that assess and ensure the quality of online
education courses.

COLLABORATION AND ACCESS

Initiatives that increase access and collaboration are vital for the future of
distance education in Texas. Collaboration may prove to be the only way
that colleges and universities can continue to have access to a multiplicity of
costly and sophisticated resources that are required for successful distance
education programs. Removing existing barriers is essential for effective
collaboration among institutions and systems.

Recommendation S

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
address faculty workload reporting, articulation of courses across
institutions, inter-institutional registration procedures, and course
scheduling, as these issues relate to collaborative programs.

Recommendation 6

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
evaluate the feasibility of creating and maintaining a statewide repository of
learning objects to be shared by all public institutions of higher education.

Recommendation 7
Review and potentially expand statewide negotiation of access to digital
online library resources and software.

Recommendation 8

Explore ways to support collaborative programs by facilitating statewide,
inter-institutional registration processes and student services, similar to the
infrastructure behind the UT TeleCampus.

FISCAL ISSUES, INCENTIVES AND EFFICIENCY

In addition to increasing access, distance education can create efficiencies
when planned well. To fully realize the benefits, however, fiscal issues must
be addressed and new policies implemented.

vi
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Recommendation 9

Consider rewarding institutions for offering distance learning courses that
share resources, increase quality, promote collaboration, and meet critical
needs (e.g., serving rural areas and inner-city populations and filling
workplace shortages such as for teachers and nurses and other high-need
areas identified by the state).

Recommendation 10

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
assess the financial impact of online learning on space and facilities, and
require institutions to coordinate blended learning practices that result in
efficient use of space and facilities (classroom scheduling).

Recommendation 11

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
identify quality online training resources and make them available statewide
for faculty members who are interested in teaching distance education
courses.

Recommendation 12

Require the Coordinating Board to identify and provide opportunities for
statewide cooperative purchasing for software and services (e.g., course
management systems, student information systems, degree audit software,
online tutoring and mentoring, efc.).

Recommendation 13

Require the Coordinating Board and the Texas Education Agency to explore
the feasibility and the costs associated with establishing Internet 2
connectivity to all public and private school districts, education service
centers, and public and private institutions of higher education to ensure that
access to distance education is comprehensive and statewide.

Charge Two—Cost of Education

Based on the testimony received by the Subcommittee and the findings of
the State Auditor's report and the Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board's report regarding exemption and waiver programs, the Subcommittee
makes the following recommendations regarding Interim Charge Two for
the Legislature's consideration:

vii
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Recommendation 1

Require that institutions of higher education address consistency in higher
education financial reporting by incorporating applicable requirements and
accounting standards of the Governmental Accounting Standards Board
(GASB), Texas state laws, and the guidelines and policies of the Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board and the National Association of
College and University Business Officers. Institutions should continue to
cooperate with efforts by the THECB to develop uniform "total academic
cost" information.

Recommendation 2

Hold institutions accountable for uses of tuition monies resulting from
increases in tuition by continuing to require the Report Concerning
Designated Tuition (General Appropriations Act, Special Provisions Related
only to State Agencies of Higher Education, Section 59, SB 1, 79th
Legislature) and continue efforts to implement an accountability system that
focuses on outcome measures.

Recommendation 3

Continue to utilize the FAFSA and each institution's cost of attendance to
determine students with unmet needs and prioritize tuition set-aside funds to
provide assistance to students whose cost of tuition and required fees is not
met through other non-loan and self-help financial assistance programs.

Recommendation 4
Require institutions to review, certify, and report their fund balances to their
governing board annually.

Recommendation 5
Repeal and re-write current exemption and waiver statutes, bringing all
relevant statutes together for easy access and reference.

Recommendation 6
Raise the requirements for students to continue receiving tuition exemptions
and waivers.

Recommendation 7
Limit the exemptions to apply only to tuition and mandatory fees, excluding

optional or discretionary fees.

viil
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Recommendation 8
Require each institution to designate an office to function as a clearinghouse
for tuition exemptions and waivers.

Recommendation 9
Require the Coordinating Board to work with institutional representatives to
develop application templates for tuition exemption and waiver programs.

Recommendation 10
Provide a two-year lead time for implementation when new exemption and
waiver legislation is passed.

Charge Three—Top Ten Percent

Based on expert testimony, the Subcommittee makes the following
recommendations regarding Interim Charge Three for the Legislature's
consideration:

Recommendation 1

Consider modifying the Top 10 Percent Law to ensure uniformity in high
school class rank policies and to support the flexibility that colleges need to
enroll a highly qualified and diverse class, ensuring that military families
who are Texas residents have full participation in the benefits of the law.

Recommendation 2
Require the Texas Education Agency to develop and implement a method
for calculating a uniform Grade Point Average.

Charge Four—Closing the Gaps

Based on data collected by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board,
the Subcommittee makes the following recommendations regarding Interim
Charge Four for the Legislature's consideration:

Recommendation 1

Develop a strategic plan for higher education to improve planning and
coordination from across campuses and systems and to deploy higher
educational resources in an educationally-sound and cost-efficient manner.

X
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PARTICIPATION
By 2015 close the gaps in participation rates to add 630,000 students.

Recommendation 2

Identify and expand early-childhood (0-4 years) education programs in the
state. Develop a statewide early childhood education strategy that includes
parental training and information outreach, school-based programs, faith-
based activities, and other institutions such as children’s museums.

Recommendation 3

Improve rigor of senior year in high school for all students: Develop strong
remediation programs jointly between public education and higher education
for low achievers; expand dual-credit and Advanced Placement
opportunities for high achievers.

Recommendation 4

Align high school exit and college readiness standards (HB 1, 2006 Third
Called Special Session). Align workforce readiness and college-readiness
standards.

Recommendation 5

Increase funding for state financial aid programs (TEXAS Grant, B-on-
Time, Work Study, Texas Education Opportunity Grant Program, Tuition
Equalization Grant Program) in a manner that creates incentives to perform
at a high level academically and be graduated in a timely manner. Develop
through incentives, relatively low-cost programs for financing baccalaureate
training (dual admissions programs, 2-plus-2 plans, etc.).

STUDENT SUCCESS
By 2015 award 210,000 undergraduate degrees, certificates and other
identifiable student successes from high quality programs.

Recommendation 6

Strengthen the developmental education programs in both two- and four-
year institutions. Strengthen assessment and diagnostic tools and apply
innovative pedagogies such as accelerated learning and on-line instruction.

Recommendation 7
Strengthen the culture of transfer at every community college in Texas.
Strengthen and expand articulation agreements with four-year institutions.
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Recommendation 8
Increase accountability for all institutions of higher education to improve
transfer and completion rates.

Recommendation 9

Develop a statewide initiative to redesign lower-division instruction in an
educationally-sound and cost-efficient manner (HB 1, 2006 Third Called
Special Session).

Recommendation 10
Establish strong accountability criteria for measuring learning outcomes at
every institution of higher education.

EXCELLENCE
By 2015 substantially increase the number of nationally recognized
programs or services at colleges and universities in Texas.

Recommendation 11
Develop standards and criteria for academic excellence in conformity with
institutional missions and for different groups in accountability system.

Recommendation 12
Develop strong and uniform campus review processes for all academic
programs, undergraduate and graduate.

Recommendation 13
Develop formula-funding models that include both incentives and
performance-based criteria.

RESEARCH

By 2015 increase the level of federal science and engineering research and
development obligations to Texas institutions to 6.5 percent of obligations to
higher education institutions across the nation.

Recommendation 14
Increase funding for basic research through the Advanced Research Program
(ARP).

xi
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Recommendation 15
Strengthen alignment among institutional research priorities, statewide
initiatives, and business interests and needs.

Charge Five—Colleges of Education

Based on expert testimony, including recommendations provided by the
Texas Education Agency, the Subcommittee makes the following
recommendations regarding Interim Charge Five for the Legislature's
consideration:

Recommendation 1

Clarify Texas Education Code, Section 21.045, to provide the State Board of
Educator Certification with a comprehensive suite of options to pursue
sanctions against non-compliant educator preparation programs.

Recommendation 2

Authorize the State Board of Educator Certification to collect fees from
educator preparation programs for the cost of administration involved in the
support of the creation and maintenance of these programs.

Recommendation 3

Clarify in statute that school districts are authorized to release evaluation
documents to the Texas Education Agency and the State Board for Educator
Certification for purposes of enforcing the educator preparation
accountability system, with the proper confidentiality measures in place.

Recommendation 4

Clarify in statute that law enforcement agencies may provide the appropriate
information from a criminal investigation or prosecution to the Texas
Education Agency for the designated function.

Recommendation 5

Consider sustaining and increasing funding for establishing large-scale
research centers and collaboratives whose findings are more likely to be
generalizable to a wide scope of teacher education programs.

Recommendation 6
Support research initiatives that will examine the social contexts and cultural
factors specific to enhancing success in preparing a highly qualified, diverse

xil
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teacher workforce, particularly among teacher education programs in
historically black, Hispanic-serving, and culturally diverse institutions of
higher learning.

Recommendation 7

Support the dissemination and implementation of findings related to College
of Education coursework and teacher effectiveness in relation to student
performance.

Recommendation 8

Provide funds to replicate research about effective teacher education to be
applied in diverse educational settings, including two- and four-year
institutions and alternative programs.

Joint Charge—Cost-Based Matrix

Based on expert testimony The Senate Finance Subcommittee and the
Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education make the following
recommendations regarding the cost-based formula matrix for the
Legislature's consideration:

Recommendation 1
Continue the phase-in of the cost-based matrix with the goal of full
implementation by 2010.

Recommendation 2

Review the effectiveness of the teaching experience supplement and
consider increasing the weight up to 50 percent for lower-division courses
only.

Recommendation 3

Direct the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board to study the
feasibility of developing a cost-based formula matrix for health-related
institutions.

Recommendation 4

Direct the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board to report the
80th Legislature no later than March 1, 2007, on the appropriate level of
funding for instruction & operations at general academic institutions as
reflected in the cost study.
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CHARGE ONE

Study the impact and costs associated with distance learning on
traditional higher education.

DISTANCE LEARNING
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Charge One—Distance Learning

Introduction

Distance learning is a rapidly developing segment of higher education in
Texas and the nation. When appropriately designed and conscientiously
practiced by the provider and responsibly pursued by the learner, distance
learning can be at least as effective as traditional classroom instruction for
the delivery and acquisition of many types of knowledge.

The proliferation of distance learning delivery systems has created the
capability for many institutions to reach far beyond their traditional service
areas with relative ease—one of several momentous changes enabled by
technology. The increasing capability to reach learners in their homes or
offices via television and the Internet makes the concept of geographical
boundaries somewhat arbitrary, at least from a technological point of view.

With the development of these expanded capabilities, learners will have
more choices and therefore exercise greater influence in the educational
market than at any time in the past. Colleges and universities must seriously
re-examine not only the nature of the educational programs they offer, but
also the methods by which they are offered. The weakening of boundaries
between institutions will offer opportunities for forward-looking institutions
to offer the best distance learning initiatives of which they are capable.

The integration of educational technology into the learning process, whether
at a distance or in the campus classroom, can significantly change the
relationships that have traditionally existed among teacher, learner, and
learning resources. Technology supporters eagerly champion the
opportunities this affords; traditionalists are more cautious. Nevertheless,
when used properly, technology can serve important purposes as the state
addresses the educational challenges that lie ahead.

The state's higher education system cannot be all things to all people in all
locations. Within the context of developing needed resources, it can,
however, help expand courses and programs by using technology to leverage
investments already made in faculty, facilities, and learning resources.'
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Initiatives that increase access and collaboration are vital for the future of
distance education in Texas. This may include improving convenient,
affordable access to personal computers, Internet service, computing
facilities in public libraries and community centers, and enhancing campus
technology infrastructure. It is noted that urban, suburban, and rural areas
may have different access needs. The use of public/private partnerships, the
creation of incentives, and, in some cases, direct funding of initiatives, are
possible solutions.’

The state of Texas has a unique opportunity to break down barriers to
collaboration and to increase access to higher education using distance
learning as the tool.” In 2002 the Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board's Distance Education Advisory Council issued a report summarizing
these as financial barriers, institutional/cultural barriers, and bureaucratic
policies and practices.” Collaborative course development, shared learning
objects, cross-institutional support, and training are examples of activities
that will encourage such alliances and help Texas realize both efficiency and
effectiveness in education.’

The Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education heard testimony regarding
Interim Charge One on June 29, 2006. The hearing included invited
testimony from the following persons:

e Teri Flack, Deputy Commissioner, Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board

e Rey Garcia, President and CEO, Texas Association of Community
Colleges

e Virginia Stewart-Miller, Director of Information Technology, Huston-
Tillotson University

e Darcy W. Hardy, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and
Director of UT TeleCampus, The University of Texas System

e MacGregor Stephenson, Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic and
Student Affairs, Texas A&M University System
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e Phil Turner, Vice Provost for Learning Enhancement, University of
North Texas

e Ed Hugetz, Associate Vice Chancellor for Planning and University
Outreach, University of Houston System

e Doug Fox, Associate Vice President for Information Technology and
Chief Information Officer, Angelo State University

e William M. Marcy, Provost and Senior Vice President for Academic
Affairs, Texas Tech University

e Ann Stuart, Chancellor and President, Texas Woman's University

e Pamela Cope Morgan, Director of Extended Education, Midwestern
State University

e Randy McDonald, Director, Office of Instructional Technology,
Stephen F. Austin State University

e Charlene Evans, Senior Vice President of University Relations and
Ombudsman, Texas Southern University

The Subcommittee asked that all witnesses who were invited to testify
provide a two-page document outlining the courses offered, enrollment, and
costs associated with distance learning. (See Appendix A)

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board

Teri Flack, Deputy Commissioner, Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board, discussed various types of distance education—video classes,
videotaped instruction, off-campus instruction, and asynchronous education
for students who do not conform to the traditional hours of instruction.

Ms. Flack said that Dr. Carol Twigg, Executive Director of the Center for
Academic Transformation at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, has consulted
with 25 universities to streamline the large core courses and use innovations
such as online tutorials. These universities, Ms. Flack noted, have reduced
the costs of the courses by 35 percent and produced significant gains in
learning in most institutions.
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Texas Association of Community Colleges

Rey Garcia, President and CEO, Texas Association of Community Colleges,
was invited to give an overview of distance education at the community
college level. Dr. Garcia testified that the Legislature created a dedicated
fund for the Virtual College of Texas and STARLINK.

He explained that the Virtual College of Texas allows the 50 Community
College Districts to develop and coordinate distance learning affordably and
efficiently. Dr. Garcia stated that 27,000 students have used the Virtual
College of Texas, including 6,700 students enrolled this year and that it is
undergoing a complete review by the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools (SACS).

Virtual College of Texas

Virtual College of Texas is a consortium of accredited public Texas
community and technical colleges. The mission of Virtual College is to
provide distance learning access to all Texans wherever they may live,
regardless of geographic, distance, or time constraints. Virtual College
maximizes student access with its seamless model of delivering distance
education. Students enroll at a local college and are able to take courses
provided by other colleges throughout Texas while still receiving support
services from the local institution. Virtual Colleges of Texas is hosted by the
Austin Community College District.

STARLINK

STARLINK is a community college-based system that provides staff
development at community colleges via the Internet or programs
downloaded from the video library. STARLINK is a network of

138 colleges and universities in 29 states and Canada. During its 16-year
history, it has produced and delivered 200 programs via satellite, totaling
approximately 300 hours of training and information for approximately a
quarter-million faculty members and administrators. The Dallas County
Community College has five employees to run STARLINK. The state
provides 50 percent of STARLINK's funding with subscriptions and dues
providing the remaining funds.

STARLINK connects all of the community and technical colleges in the
state through its statewide satellite and Internet-based network. The facilities

and offices of STARLINK are located at the LeCroy Center of the Dallas
County Community College District.

6
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Texas Association of Developing Colleges

Barbara Hawkins, Executive Director of the Texas Association of
Developing Colleges, a collaborative technology enhancement project of
Huston-Tillotson University, Paul Quinn College, Wiley College, and Texas
College, was invited to present their program to the subcommittee.

Ms. Hawkins discussed the challenge of collaboration in distance learning in
transmitting and receiving point-to-point and multi-point courses among the
five historically black colleges in Texas. Ms. Hawkins said that they have
identified a product by PolyVision and that the program will prepare African
American students who want to become teachers.

Virginia Stewart Miller, Director of Technology at Huston-Tillotson, said
that the program provides better courses to students and produces better
teachers for the state. Ms. Miller said that enrollment growth has been better
than expected and that students report satisfaction with the courses.

The cost for the start-up is $1.3 million in the first year, with an additional
$830,000 in the second year. Each institution has set aside funds, and the
project has received a PolyVision grant for these purposes. The investment
serves the goal of closing the gaps in participation by placing the courses at
historically black colleges.

The University of Texas System

Darcy Hardy, The University of Texas TeleCampus Director, was invited to
testify about The University of Texas TeleCampus and noted that UT's
distance learning programs began in the late 1800s with correspondence
courses.

The UT TeleCampus is a central support unit that facilitates distance
education initiatives within The University of Texas System. The UT
TeleCampus staff develop, support, and promote distance education
programs and courses to further the UT institutions' goals of providing more
access to higher education for the residents of Texas and beyond. The UT
TeleCampus does not award credit or degrees, but facilitates collaboration
among the universities by providing cost-effective tools, methods, and
services for distance education.

Students enroll through a UT campus, Dr. Hardy said, and pay $41 million
in tuition and fees each year. From 91 to 95 percent of students complete
online courses, she stated, compared to from 50 to 60 percent of students
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who complete correspondence courses. Dr. Hardy said that tenured or
tenure-track faculty teach courses for undergraduates and that students enroll
typically in one of two online courses in addition to regular classroom
courses.

The UT TeleCampus enrollment in fiscal year (FY) 2006 will exceed
10,000. She said that it is a line item appropriation in UT System's bill
pattern and that the Available University Fund provides 71 percent of its
revenue. She pointed out that total funding has declined while enrollment
has grown and that this decrease has eliminated funding for faculty training.
Dr. Hardy said that since FY 1999, total funding was less than $25 million
and that total annual tuition and fees provide $11 million in additional
revenue to the universities.

The following chart provides the history of UT TeleCampus's budget:

UT TeleCampus
Budget and Enroliment Information

UTTC Budget and Enroliment FY89-FY06

54,000,000
55,500,000
3,000,000
$2.500,000 +
F2.000.000
51,500,000
F1.000.000 +f
P00 000 +
0

— e
e ETIPCAEEROT1E

Texas A&M University System

MacGregor Stephenson, Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic and
Student affairs, Texas A&M University System, was invited to discuss the
Texas A&M System's distance learning programs. He said that distance
learning provides quality physics degrees in regional universities that
otherwise would lack adequate programs. Dr. Stephenson also reported the
following:

o Texas A&M and Texas Tech University collaborate on a "doc at a
distance" program—a joint PhD degree in agriculture for working
professionals;
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o Texas A&M-Corpus Christi offers online a bachelor of science degree
in nursing; and

o Texas A&M-Commerce offers a master's of business administration
degree that is available worldwide entirely online, with an enrollment
that has grown from 152 students to 800 students during the last four

years.

Dr. Stephenson emphasized that the state might want to establish standards
for distance learning at the master's degree level. He said that students need
to be self-motivated and to understand the expectations of distance learning.
Dr. Stephenson provided the following overview of Texas A&M University
System's distance education.

° System Summary, Fall, 2005

o
o
o

(@)

1,619 distance education courses offered by system institutions
30,986 student headcount enrollment

93,695 Semester Credit Hours (SCH) or 8.12 percent of

1.15 million SCH generated systemwide

49 percent of these courses were off-campus, face-to-face
courses

43 percent of these courses were Internet-based

Student ethnicity in distance education courses compared to
overall systemwide ethnic populations is as follows:

* White = 70.3 percent distance education/61.2 percent
total population

* Black = 11.3 percent distance education /11.9 percent
total population

» Hispanic = 13.2 percent distance education/18.5 percent
total population

* Asian = 2 percent distance education /2.3 percent total
population

= QOther = 3.3 percent distance education /6.2 percent total
population

University of North Texas
Phil Turner, Vice Provost for Learning Enhancement, University of North
Texas (UNT), was invited to testify about North Texas' distance education

9
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programs and noted that North Texas is the state's largest online provider,
with 11,000 students enrolled in Fall, 2005. He said that North Texas has
tried to improve the completion rates of students in large-enrollment classes
(up to 500 students) by using online techniques.

Dr. Turner said that a significant percentage of the students take only online
courses, but the majority of online students take one online course and four
traditional classroom courses and are graduated earlier than those who take
only classroom courses. He stated that if the students enrolled in online
courses had enrolled in classroom courses, North Texas would need four
more large buildings. Dr. Turner said that there are significant costs
associated with creating quality online courses, which provided $7 million in
revenue in Fall, 2005, but that the cost for distance learning support is

$1.6 million per year.

The following chart breaks down the Fall, 2005 enrollment figures,
comparing students who took courses at UNT only, students who took
distance learning courses only (DL Only), and students who took a
combination of on-campus and distance learning courses (Both):

Fall 2005 Enrollments

Took Classes At UNT Only DL Only Both
Anglo 15,841 1,232 4,411
African American 2,664 174 829
Hispanic 2,526 180 571
Asian/Pacific 1,129 46 226
Islander

Female 13,259 1,264 3,756
Male 10,711 449 2,607

University of Houston System

Ed Hugetz, Associate Vice Chancellor for Planning and University
Outreach, University of Houston (UH), was invited to testify about the
distance learning programs at the University of Houston System.

He stated that UH-Victoria has 60 percent of its enrollment in online courses
and that each of its 80 faculty members teaches online courses. He said that
UH-Victoria has reshaped itself into a TeleCampus and that faculty
members need to be comfortable with using all modes of technology.

Mr. Hugetz stated that systemwide, online enrollment growth is

10
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approximately 28 percent, but it is expected to flatten to approximately

15 percent. He said that the growth in online courses may be undermined by
hybrids in which students meet weekly in a classroom while the majority of
instruction is online. Mr. Hugetz noted that the popularity of online courses
arises from distances to a college; traffic in Houston; and the time demands
of balancing family, work, and academic responsibilities.

The following charts depict the enrollment profile and number of courses
offered by the UH System for FY 2005:

Enrollment Profile (FY 2005) for UH System* -- Face-to-Face (F2F), Online, and
Interactive TV (ITV)

F2F Online ITV Total
UH 1,129 9,759 8,432 19,320
UH-Clear Lake 2,606 2,866 0 5472
UH-Downtown (UHD) 2,779 3,294 1,341 7414
UH-Victoria (UHV) 3,047 7,828 752 11,627
UHS TOTAL 9,561 23,747 10,525 43,833

*Enrollments include UH System at Cinco Ranch (2,330) and UH System at Sugar Land
(5,463)

Number of Courses Offered (FY 2005)*

Fall 04 Spring 05 Summer 05 Total
UH 188 205 139 532
UH-Clear Lake 60 72 51 183
UH-Downtown (UHD) 183 199 137 519
UH-Victoria (UHV) 372 388 213 973
2,207

*Course offerings are duplicated if offered at multiple locations (UHD and UHV)

Texas State University System

Doug Fox, Chief Information Officer at Angelo State University (ASU), was
invited to testify on behalf of the Texas State System. Mr. Fox said that
students come to college better prepared for online courses. He said that
ASU and Amarillo Community College (ACC) provide asynchronous
Internet courses to produce nurse educators for face-to-face instruction of
nursing students at ACC. He emphasized that faculty must receive training
to present online courses and use technology.

11
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Texas Tech University System

Texas Tech University (TTU) provost, William Marcy, said that TTU is a
TEA-certified independent school district (TTUISD) and provides
kindergarten through PhD education entirely at a distance. Dr. Marcy stated
that TTUISD is a major supplier of credit by examination. In the 2004-05
school year, TTUISD had an enrollment of 24,000 and issued 67,000 credit-
by-examination packages, including packets for the advanced high school
diploma program, to school districts across the state. Dr. Marcy said that
TTUISD provides curricula to many home-schooled children, pre-
kindergarten through 12th grade.

Texas Tech provides the following distance education programs:

e Core Curriculum: Students can complete the core curriculum online
and in print media. Approximately 51 percent of students taking these
courses are from TTU, and 49 percent are from other universities.

e Undergraduate: TTU offers two undergraduate degrees at a distance
for students who are place-bound or who cannot otherwise obtain a
degree because of personal or professional commitments.

e Graduate: TTU offers 17 master’s degrees and two doctorates at a
distance or at off-campus sites and is waiting for final approval from
SACS for three additional doctoral degrees and two additional
master’s degrees to be offered at a distance or off-campus.
Additionally, TTU offers eight distance graduate certificate or
certification preparation programs.

e In 2004-05, TTU offered 359 distance or off-campus courses
(762 course sections) generating 28,928 SCH. This includes formula-
eligible enrollments in courses offered 50 percent or more
electronically, in blended/hybrid modalities, and off-campus. Courses
offered by extension are not included.

Texas Woman's University System

Texas Woman's University (TWU) chancellor, Ann Stuart, said that in 2001
TWU had 256 students enrolled in distance learning, which grew to 4,083 in
2006. Dr. Stuart noted that distance learning is growing at 15 percent a year.
She warned that cost savings cannot be the primary focus in higher
education, especially because of the diversity in the K-12 population and the
lack of technology in low-income homes. Dr. Stuart cautioned against

12



SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION REPORT, DECEMBER, 2006

dismantling universities in favor of distance learning because of the
beneficial social aspects of education.

Dr. Stuart said that TWU has great success with online graduate degrees and
bachelor's degree completion for students with associate degrees. She said
that workplace needs can be matched to online courses. Dr. Stuart noted that
minority enrollment and success in online courses are the same as that of
white students. She said that distance learning will not reduce the need for
campus infrastructure, but that universities can use their resources more
effectively with both programs.

Midwestern State University

Pam Morgan, Director of Extended Education, Midwestern State University
(MSU), said that she currently is finishing her doctorate at UNT, which
would have been impossible without distance learning. MSU moved into
distance learning first in radiological science, nursing, respiratory care, and
other health care areas. Ms. Morgan said that MSU has started providing
distance learning to students who have earned some college credit or have an
associate degree to encourage them to complete a bachelor's degree.

The following chart provides data related to MSU's various method of
delivering instruction, comparing the number of sections offered, the number
semester credit hours (SCH), the number of full-time equivalent (FTE)
students, the percentage of FTE students:

# FTE Students
# Sections Offered | # Beginning SCH (SCH/15) % FTE Students (SCH/15)
Spring, Spring, Fall, Spring,

Method of Delivery Fall, 2005 2006 | Fall, 2005 2006 2005 2006 Fall, 2005 Spring, 2006
Internet 123 122 5,992 6,029 399.5 401.9 8.51 9.10
2-Way Video 21 29 186 165 12.4 11.0 0.26 0.25
Face-Face Off Campus 2 72 33 4.8 2.2 0.10 0.05
Telecourses 3 489 504 32.6 33.6 0.69 0.76
All non-Distance Ed
courses 1,169 1,165 63,656 59,502 | 4,243.7 3,966.8 90.43 89.84
Total for MSU 1,319 1,320 70,395 66,233 4,693.0 | 44155 100.00 100.00

Stephen F. Austin State University
Randy McDonald, Director, Office of Instructional Technology at Stephen
F. Austin State University (SFA), said that the university offers online
courses in its specialties in forestry interpretation, elementary education, and

13
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music. Distance learning has experienced dynamic growth, he said, but has
now leveled off at approximately 15 percent. He said that only seven percent
of online students live on campus.

In addition to these online programs, several individual courses are offered.
Since 1999, SFA has developed 191 online courses. In Spring, 2006, SFA
offered 109 sections of 79 online courses with a total of 2,198 enrollments
representing 4.3 percent of the total SFA enrollments. The number of
courses being developed for online delivery has grown steadily during the
last five years and is expected to continue as new online programs are added.

The following chart demonstrates the growth in demand of online courses
for SFA:

SFA Fall Semester Enrollments in Online Courses by Year

Year 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Enrollment 55 225 531 790 1,332 1,639 1,786

Texas Southern University

Charlene Evans, Senior Vice President of University Relations and
Ombudsman, Texas Southern University (TSU), said that the university's
distance learning graduate courses offerings are in greater demand and that
its online enrollment reflects the demographic profile of the general student
body. She said that TSU has 30 online courses and that it offers grants to
faculty to develop courses.

14
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Charge One—Distance Learning

Recommendations

Based on expert testimony received during Subcommittee hearings and
consultation with institutions of higher education, the Subcommittee makes
the following recommendations regarding Interim Charge One for the
Legislature's consideration:

QUALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS

The continued development and distribution of consistent quality standards
for distance education courses, particularly online courses, serve as building
blocks for collaboration and partnership among institutions and systems.

Recommendation 1

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
review, refine, and widely disseminate the adopted Principles of Good
Practices for electronically delivered learning and to adapt those Principles
for blended or hybrid learning (when more than 50 percent of the content is
delivered online) as well.

Recommendation 2

Require public institutions of higher education to implement the Principles
of Good Practice as the minimum quality standard for electronically
delivered courses and ensure that the standard is applied consistently across
all institutions, as also required by the SACS Commission on Colleges.

Recommendation 3

Direct the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
research and recommend peer review systems for online education that are
based on existing national and state models.

Recommendation 4

Encourage public institutions of higher education to implement
recommended peer review tools that assess and ensure the quality of online
education courses.

15
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COLLABORATION AND ACCESS

Initiatives that increase access and collaboration are vital for the future of
distance education in Texas. Collaboration may prove to be the only way
that colleges and universities can continue to have access to a multiplicity of
costly and sophisticated resources that are required for successful distance
education programs. Removing existing barriers is essential for effective
collaboration among institutions and systems.

Recommendation S

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
address faculty workload reporting, articulation of courses across
institutions, inter-institutional registration procedures, and course
scheduling, as these issues relate to collaborative programs.

Recommendation 6

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
evaluate the feasibility of creating and maintaining a statewide repository of
learning objects to be shared by all public institutions of higher education.

Recommendation 7
Review and potentially expand statewide negotiation of access to digital
online library resources and software.

Recommendation 8

Explore ways to support collaborative programs by facilitating statewide,
inter-institutional registration processes and student services, similar to the
infrastructure behind the UT TeleCampus.

FISCAL ISSUES, INCENTIVES AND EFFICIENCY

In addition to increasing access, distance education can create efficiencies
when planned well. To fully realize the benefits, however, fiscal issues must
be addressed and new policies implemented.

Recommendation 9

Consider rewarding institutions for offering distance learning courses that
share resources, increase quality, promote collaboration, and meet critical
needs (e.g., serving rural areas and inner-city populations and filling
workplace shortages such as for teachers and nurses and other high-need
areas identified by the state).
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Recommendation 10

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
assess the financial impact of online learning on space and facilities, and
require institutions to coordinate blended learning practices that result in
efficient use of space and facilities (classroom scheduling).

Recommendation 11

Require the Coordinating Board's Distance Education Advisory Council to
identify quality online training resources and make them available statewide
for faculty members who are interested in teaching distance education
courses.

Recommendation 12

Require the Coordinating Board to identify and provide opportunities for
statewide cooperative purchasing for software and services (e.g., course
management systems, student information systems, degree audit software,
online tutoring and mentoring, efc.).

Recommendation 13

Require the Coordinating Board and the Texas Education Agency to explore
the feasibility and the costs associated with establishing Internet 2
connectivity to all public and private school districts, education service
centers, and public and private institutions of higher education to ensure that
access to distance education is comprehensive and statewide.

17



SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION REPORT, DECEMBER, 2006

18



SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION REPORT, DECEMBER, 2006

CHARGE TWO

Study the cost of education at public institutions of higher
education, specifically, tuition deregulation and student fees. The
subcommittee should also review current tuition and fee
exemptions and make recommendations for improving access to
education.

COST OF EDUCATION
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Charge Two—Cost of Education

Introduction

To achieve the goals of Closing the Gaps and to ensure an educated
workforce that is prepared for the demands of the 21st Century, Texas must
take measures to keep higher education affordable. Prices at our nation's
four-year public colleges and universities, however, are up 35 percent from
five years ago, after adjusting for inflation.® The increase in average tuition
and fees for two-year public colleges in 2006-07 was just slightly above the
inflation rate.” The average total tuition, fees, room, and board charges for
in-state students at public institutions are $12,796.® While total student aid
increased by 3.7 percent to $134.8 billion in 2005-06, total federal grant aid
failed to keep pace with inflation.” Consequently, even after grant aid and
tax benefits are considered, full-time students enrolled in public four-year
colleges and universities pay an average of approximately $2,700 in net
tuition and fees. "

To compound the problem, tuition and fees represent only a fraction of the
total cost of attending college. When living costs and other education-related
expenses are considered, tuition and fees constitute 67 percent of the total
budget for full-time students enrolled in four-year private colleges and
universities, 36 percent of the budget for in-state residential students at
public four-year institutions, and only 18 percent of the budget for two-year
public college students commuting from off-campus housing."’

The difficulty of keeping higher education affordable is exacerbated by
reductions in revenue from non-tuition sources, particularly state and local
appropriations in the public sector, which contributed to rapidly rising public
college tuition levels in recent years.'> Other important factors affecting
costs include health benefits and utilities, which have increased in price
more rapidly in recent years than the prices of other goods and services
purchased by colleges and universities."

Higher education affordability also is affected by how long a student
remains in college. Time-to-degree significantly impacts the cost of
education, not only in terms of additional tuition, fees, and education-related
expenses, but also in terms of foregone salaries and other earnings. Among
bachelor's degree recipients in 1999-2000, those who began their studies in
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four-year public colleges and universities took an average of 6.2 years to
earn their degrees, and those who began in four-year private institutions took
an average of 5.3 years to earn their degrees.'* With more students incurring
greater debt to finance their college education, encouraging students to
complete degrees timely should continue to be a priority.

Increased costs also affect taxpayers who subsidize public higher education.
Higher education institutions have a role in keeping college affordable by
taking steps to control costs and make efficient use of public funds.

The challenge for the Legislature, therefore, is to understand the
mechanisms that contribute to increased costs of higher education. Only then
can it develop policies to keep college affordable and encourage timely
graduation so that the state may achieve its goals of increasing access to
higher education and improving student success.

Cost of Education

Institutions typically define the total cost of education (also referred to as the
cost of attendance) as comprising statutory tuition, designated tuition,
mandatory fees, college and course fees, books and supplies, room and
board, transportation, and personal expenses."> The cost of attendance
usually 1s used by financial aid officers in determining student financial aid
packages and provides a reasonably accurate estimate of true costs incurred
by students.

In addressing Interim Charge Two relating to the cost of education, the
Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education heard invited testimony from the
following persons:

e Carol Smith, Assistant State Auditor, State Auditor's Office

e Tony Rose, Managing Senior Auditor, State Auditor's Office

e Kevin Hegarty, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer, The
University of Texas at Austin

e Jon Whitmore, President, Texas Tech University

e Jay Gogue, Chancellor and President, University of Houston
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e Sue Redman, Senior Vice President of Finance and Chief Financial
Office, Texas A&M University

e Raymund Paredes, Commissioner of Higher Education, Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board

e Teri Flack, Deputy Commissioner, Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board

e Jane Caldwell, Director of Grants and Special Programs, Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board estimates the cost of
education for the purposes of student budgeting. In doing so, it uses the
average amount charged to resident undergraduate students enrolled for

15 semester credit hours (SCH) at Texas public universities. These amounts
reported include statutory tuition, designated tuition, average mandatory
fees, and average college course fees. A student's actual charges may vary,
however, based on the student's type and level of enrollment, the college the
student attends within the university, the student's specific personal
circumstances, or other reasons deemed appropriate by the institution.
Senate Bill 1528, 2005 Regular Legislative Session, however, required the
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board to create and adopt clear
definitions for terms such as tuition and mandatory fees.'® The purpose was
to increase consistency in the way that the cost of education is calculated and
how current exemption and waiver programs are interpreted and applied to
individual students. The definitions adopted by the Coordinating Board at its
quarterly meeting on January, 2006 are included in Appendix B-1.

The following charts represent the cost of education as reported to the Texas

Higher Education Coordinating Board by public higher education
institutions:
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Public Institutions Fall, 2005-Spring, 2006 College Student Budgets17

Institution Resident Nonresident Books Room Trans- Personal Resident || Nonresident
Tuition Tuition and and and portation ([ Expenses ([ Total Total
and Fees || Fees Supplies || Board

Universities

Angelo State

University || $4346 [1812,514  [$1,000 86,038 ||$1,800 [|$1,800 |I$14,984 | $23,152

Lamar

University || $4-809  [|813.245 18692 |[$3,764 /82,017 ||$1,892 |/813,174 ||$21,610

Midwestern

State $4,678 $12,942 $1,050 |[$5,638 |[$1,132 |[$1,214 | $13,712 || $21,976

University

Prairie View

A&M $5,048 $13,258 $794 $7,445 |1 $1,847 |[1$1,692 || $16,826 || $25,036

University

Sam Houston

State $5,136 $12,872 $741 $6,682 || $3,018 [|$1,577 $17,154 || $24,890

University

Stephen F.

Austin State $4,788 $12,998 $929 $5,459 (1 $1,925 [|$1,450 $14,551 || $22,761

University

Sul Ross State

University $4,150 $12,394 $1,026 |[$5,500 |[$1,060 |[$1,730 $13,466 [ $21,710

Tarleton State

University || $4:238 || 812:450 18800  |[$5,896 8917  ||S1,971 |/ $13,822 || $22,034

Texas A&M

Inomational || $4:218 (812,498 |[81,300 $5,562 ||$1,514 [|$2,161 /814,755 | $23,035

Texas A&M

University || 86771 [|813.914 | S1,180 |/$6,885 [8803 |[S1,660 | 817,299 | 824,442

Texas A&M

University- $4,167 $12,430 $990 $6,060 || $1,260 [/ $1,580 || $14,057 [| $22,320

Commerce
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Public Institutions Fall, 2005-Spring, 2006 College Student Budgets18

Institution Resident Nonresident Books Room Trans- Personal Resident || Nonresident
Tuition Tuition and and and portation ([ Expenses ([ Total Total
and Fees Fees Supplies || Board

Universities

Texas A&M

University- $4,574 || $13,104 $840 $7,152 |[$1,372 |[$1,245 | $15,183 |[ $23,713
Corpus Christi

Texas A&M
University at || $5,185 $13,134 $1,180 |[$6,885 |[ $803 $1,660 [/ $15,713 || $23,662

Galveston

Texas A&M

University- $4,351 $12,846 $1,027 || $3,759 || $1,602 | $2,286 || $13,025 || $21,520
Kingsville

Texas A&M
University- $3,192 $11,464 $896 $4,740 [ $1,980 (| $1,528 $12,336 || $20,608

Texarkana

Texas

Southern $4,468 |[S13,478 $844 $6,526 (| $1,545 |$1,966 || $15,349 || $24,359

University

Texas State

University- $5,380 |[$12,932 $950 §7,000 (| $1,170 |/ $1,840 || $16,340 || $23,892

San Marcos

Texas Tech | g6 465 |[914,192  ||$845 || $6,506 ||$1,394 ||$1,836 || $17,046 || $24,773

University

Texas

Woman's $4,920 |($11,370 $900 $5,445 | $1,062 |[$2,025 |[S$14,352 || $20,802

University

The
University of
Texas at
Arlington

$5,910 |($12,120 $800 $5,670 || $2,150 |[$1,350 |[$15,880 || $22,090

The
University of
Texas at
Austin

$7,288 |[S16,636 $800 $8,000 || $850 $2,150 |[$19,088 || $28,436

The
University of
Texas at
Brownsville

$4,062 |($12,214 $560 $7,824 (| $1,465 |$2,262 || $16,173 | $24,325

The
University of
Texas at
Dallas

$6,838 || $16,612 $1,200 | $6,412 |[$2,044 [[$1,812 ([ $18,306 || $28,080
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Public Institutions Fall, 2005-Spring, 2006 College Student Budgets19

Institution

Resident
Tuition
and Fees

Nonresident
Tuition and
Fees

Books
and
Supplies

Room
and
Board

Trans-
portation

Personal
Expenses

Resident
Total

Nonresident
Total

Universiti

€S

The
University of
Texas at El
Paso

$4,984

$12,626

$990

$7,972

$1,678

$1,376

$17,000

$24,642

The
University of
Texas at San
Antonio

$6,016

$14,138

$1,000

$6,488

$2,085

$2,162

$17,761

$25,883

The
University of
Texas at Tyler

$4,671

$12,532

$750

$7,344

$1,674

$1,082

$15,521

$23,382

The
University of
Texas of the
Permian Basin

$4,282

$12,219

$850

$4,486

$1,549

$1,710

$12,877

$20,814

The
University of
Texas-Pan
American

$3,605

$11,116

$1,000

$5,214

$2,568

$2,722

$15,109

$22,620

University of
Houston

$5,517

$12,326

$1,050

$8,600

$2,350

$2,900

$20,417

$27,226

University of
Houston-Clear
Lake

$4,872

$13,026

$924

$9,460

$1,104

$2,988

$19,348

$27,502

University of
Houston-
Downtown

$4,153

$12,327

$1,020

$8,222

$3,140

$3,588

$20,123

$28,297

University of
Houston-
Victoria

$4,520

$12,630

$800

$5,758

$2,192

$1,882

$15,152

$23,262

University of
North Texas

$6,181

$14,400

$1,030

$5,800

$1,650

$1,700

$16,361

$24,580

West Texas
A&M
University

$3,956

$11,434

$850

$4,742

$924

$1,618

$12,090

$19,568

Public
University
Average

$4,933

$12,953

$930

$6,322

$1,637

$1,895

$15,716

$23,735
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Texas private institutions also are required to report annually the cost of
education to the Coordinating Board. This information is published for
student budgeting purposes and is provided below:

Cost of Education at Texas Private Institutions

SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION REPORT, DECEMBER, 2006

2004-2005 ACADEMIC YEAR

2003-2004 ACADEMIC YEAR

2002-2003 ACADEMIC YEAR

[CUT Institutions Tuition& Room& | .~ Tuiton  Room& | .. Tuition & g""m Total
Fees Board & Fees Board Fees Board
Abilene Christian University $14,200 $5,270 $19,470  $13,290 $5,080 $18,370 $12,430 $4,830 | $17,260
Amberton University (1) $6,000 $0 $6,000 $6,000 $0 $6,000 $4,950 $0 $4,950
Austin College $18,980 $7,089 $26,069 $17,925 $6,822 $24,747 $16,562 $6,497 | $23,059
Baylor University $19,780 $5,713 $25,493  $18,430 $5,434 $23,864 $17,214 $6,002 | $23,216
College of St. Thomas More $12,000 $2,850 $14,850  $9,000 $3,780 $12,780 $9,646 $3,780 | $13,426
Concordia University $16,160 $6,570 $22,730  $15,410 $6,350 $21,760 $14,410 $6,150 | $20,560
Dallas Baptist University $11,610 $4,644 $16,254  $11,010 $4,290 $15,300 $10,350 $4,159 | $14,509
East Texas Baptist University $12,000 $3,873 $15,873  $10,290 $3,624 $13,914 $9,800 $3,456 | $13,256
Hardin-Simmons University $13,376 $3,922 $17,298  $12,176 $3,699 $15,875 $11,250 $3,515 | $14,765
Houston Baptist University $11,850 $4,566 $16,416  $12,180 $4,443 $16,623 $11,355 $4,443 | $15,798
Howard Payne University $12,000 $4,615 $16,615  $11,150 $4,026 $15,176 $10,500 $4,000 | $14,500
Huston-Tillotson College $8,190 $5,542 $13,732  $8,190 $3,000 $11,190 $8,110 $5,376 | $13,486
Jacksonville College $4,886 $3,170 $8,056 $4,723 $1,248 $5,971 $4,500 $2,630 | $7,130
Jarvis Christian College $6,330 $3,485 $9,815 $6,330 $3,485 $9,815 $5,550 $3,485 | $9,035
LeTourneau University $15,430 $6,050 $21,480 $14,010 $5,820 $19,830 $13,240 $5,610 | $18,850
Lon Morris College $7,000 $5,200 $12,200  $6,500 $4,600 $11,100 $7,600 $4,600 | $12,200
Lubbock Christian University $11,088 $5,279 $16,367  $11,452 $4,380 $15,832 $10,992 $5,100 | $16,092
McMurry University $13,680 $5,255 $18,935 $12,930 $5,047 $17,977 $11,968 $4,838 | $16,806
Our Lady of the Lake University ~ $15,932 $5,230 $21,162  $15,356 $5,032 $20,388 $13,682 $4,812 | $18,494
Paul Quinn College $6,410 $4,725 $11,135  $5,210 $3,925 $9,135 $5,210 $3,850 | $9,060
Rice University $19,223 $8,380 $27,603  $19,662 $7,880 $27,542 $17,691 $7,430 | $25,121
St. Edward's University $15,960 $5,968 $21,928 $14,710 $5,718 $20,428 $13,620 $5,560 | $19,180
St. Mary's University $17,756 $6,498 $24,254  $16,492 $5,435 $21,927 $15,016 $5,286 | $20,302
Schreiner University $14,043 $6,880 $20,923  $13,640 $6,300 $20,440 $13,002 $6,654 | $19,656
Southern Methodist University $25,358 $8,852 $34,210  $23,588 $8,391 $31,979 $21,942 $7,954 | $29,896
Southwestern Adventist
University $11,859 $5,534 $17,393  $11,156 $5,270 $16,426 $10,628 $5,020 | $15,648
Southwest Assemblies of God
University $8,198 $4,798 $12,996  $8,430 $4,470 $12,900 $8,400 $4,470 | $12,870
Southwestern Christian College $5,600 $3,456 $9,056 $5,334 $3,290 $8,624 $5,334 $3,290 | $8,624
Southwestern University $20,220 $6,870 $27,000 $18,870 $6,540 $25,410 $17,570 $6,240 | $23,810
Texas Christian University $19,740 $5,880 $25,620  $17,590 $5,780 $23,370 $16,340 $5,302 | $21,642
Texas College $8,276 $5,682 $13,958  $7,680 $4,730 $12,410 $5,920 $2,930 | $8,850
Texas Lutheran University $16,600 $5,030 $21,630 $15,470 $4,780 $20,250 $14,550 $4,442 | $18,992
Texas Wesleyan University $11,950 $4,475 $16,425  $10,950 $4,325 $15,275 $11,276 $4,160 | $15,436
Trinity University $20,635 $7,580 $28,215  $19,176 $7,290 $26,466 $17,364 $6,990 | $24,354
University of Dallas $19,162 $6,736 $25,898  $18,104 $6,494 $24,598 $17,024 $6,302 | $23,326
University of the Incarnate Word ~ $16,082 $5,746 $21,828  $15,248 $5,586 $20,834 $14,328 $5,510 | $19,838
University of Mary Hardin-
Baylor $12,380 $5,728 $18,108  $11,540 $5,728 $17,268 $10,650 $4,210 | $14,860
University of St. Thomas $16,312 $5,607 $21,919  $15,112 $5,454 $20,566 $13,912 $5,127 | $19,039
Wayland Baptist University $9,250 $3,668 $12,918  $8,650 $3,384 $12,034 $8,600 $3,668 | $12,268
Wiley College $6,782 $4,214 $10,996  $6,376 $4,092 $10,468 $5,960 $3,824 | $9,784
ICUT INSTITUTIONS
AVERAGE $18,307 $5,401 $18,573  $12,484 $5,013 $17,372 $11,711 $4,910 | $16,499

(1) Amberton University has no
housing.
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Raymund Paredes, Commissioner, Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board, testified that higher education in Texas remains affordable because
the average tuition and fees are more than $1,100 below the national
average, but that the cost of higher education is rising faster than financial
aid. Federal financial aid still accounts for approximately 70 percent of
student financial aid, but this aid has shifted from grants to loans. He stated
that increases in tuition and fees at community colleges are a larger concern
because community colleges will educate approximately 70 percent of
students in the future and that these students typically are the most
vulnerable financially.

Dr. Paredes also testified that Pell grants have declined as a percentage of
the cost of tuition and fees from 90 percent in the early 1970s to 30 percent
now. He said that the Coordinating Board estimates that the funding for
TEXAS Grants will support only renewal students in the next several years
unless additional funding is provided.

TUITION EXEMPTIONS AND WAIVERS

Texas currently has 56 exemption and waiver programs that reduce the
amount of tuition and/or fees paid by certain students as they enroll in Texas
public institutions. The tuition and fee revenues foregone through these
awards totaled more than $251 million in FY 2005. The programs range in
value from a single fee for one term to all tuition and fees for the life of an
eligible person. The oldest program, authorized in 1929, mentions veterans

of the Spanish American War; the most recent programs were authorized in
2005.%

These programs were not created as a part of a single long-term plan for
higher education. They were created independently as different concerns and
needs were identified. Their inconsistent terminology and requirements
indicate little or no attention to other similar programs. Therefore, the state
faces the task of deciding if or how to meld the programs created to benefit
certain populations with its current strategic plan for closing the gaps in
higher education.'

Tuition exemptions and waivers are reflected in Appendix B-7 and B-8.
Jane Caldwell, Director of Grants and Special Programs, Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board, testified that there is a lack of consistency

regarding how universities operate the 42 exemption and 28 waiver
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programs and that in 2004, 76 programs served 146,000 students, costing
$233 million in foregone tuition and fees.

Ms. Caldwell suggested that the exemption programs can be made more
cost-effective by restricting eligibility to undergraduate students and to
students who satisfy academic progress requirements similar to the state
financial aid programs. She said that the exemption programs are
inconsistent as to the eligibility requirements and the value of the exemption.
She also cautioned against imposing the same modifications on the waiver
programs given that they serve a different purpose and affect different
students.

STATE AUDITOR'S REPORT:

THE REASONABLENESS OF TUITION INCREASES

In response to the Legislative Audit Committee, the State Auditor completed
an audit of the reasonableness of tuition increases at the state's four largest
public institutions of higher education, namely, The University of Texas at
Austin, Texas A&M University, Texas Tech University, and the University
of Houston.

The State Auditor's report includes the following conclusions:

Higher education institutions' unique accounting methods
restrict fiscal analysis of tuition increases at four of the state's
largest higher education institutions.”> However, when assessed
by other types of criteria such as peer group comparisons,
tuition increases at these four institutions appear reasonable.”

Institutions' unique accounting methods also restricted the State
Auditor's Office's ability to draw a conclusion, based on fiscal
audit analysis alone, regarding the need for tuition increases or
for the amount of the increases implemented during the 2004-
2005 biennium at the four institutions audited: The University
of Texas at Austin, Texas A&M University, Texas Tech
University, and the University of Houston.**

Only one audited institution—Texas Tech University—
established separate budget, revenue, and expenditure accounts
that enabled the State Auditor's Office to identify the specific
expenditures that were made with the revenue from increased
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tuition. Although the University of Houston did not establish
separate accounts, it maintained records that allowed the
verification that the increased tuition was spent as planned.”
The two other audited institutions budgeted and, in most cases,
spent the amount of funds they intended to spend in the areas
for which they stated that tuition increases were necessary.

Texas Tech University was the only audited institution that
performed the statutorily required calculation to identify
students to whom priority must be given in awarding student
financial aid from the funds set aside from the increased tuition
revenue.”’ A statewide survey of four-year institutions of higher
education that raised tuition above the $46 per semester credit
hour indicated that no other institution in the state performed
this calculation.”® It is important to note that the audited
institutions appear to have acted in good faith in attempting to
meet their understanding of student need in awarding financial
aid.”’ In addition, some institutions set aside significantly more
than they were required to set aside.™

House Bill 3015 (2003 Regular Session) amended the Texas Education Code
to permit Texas higher education institutions to charge the amount of

designated tuition they consider necessary.”'

Percentage increases in tuition and mandatory fees (adjusted for inflation)
during the 2004-05 biennium at the four institutions were as follows:>>

e The University of Texas at Austin: 38 percent
e Texas A&M University: 20 percent
e Texas Tech University: 44 percent
e University of Houston: 49 percent
The following chart shows the percentage increases in tuition and mandatory

fees and the percentage increases in the cost of education for the four
institutions: >
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The University of Texas 545 7 8% 7% 9% 3.5%
at Austin

Texas ABM University 33 3% 20 2% 3% 643
Texas Tech University 34 £5% 4% 15% 2% 4.6%
University of Housten 40% 1% a5 3% 4% B.6%

? Cost of attendance is for resident students tving on campus and includes tuition and fees, books, supplies, transporiation, miscelianecus
personal expenses, room and board, and student ioan fees,

Sourcss: Tuition and mandatory fees figures are from each institution’s common data sets posied on thelr Web sites, The cost of
attendancs was provided by each institution’s student financial aid office, sxcept for Texas ARM University, which posted all five academic
years on its student financial aic Web site.  Adjustrments in cost for inflation were based an the Corsumer Price Indey from the ULS.
Department of Labor Statistics,

Increases in tuition at these institutions generated $176.2 million in
additional revenue from Spring and Fall, 2004 and Spring, 2005 (excluding
Summer, 2004 and 2005).”* The net amount of new revenue from these three
semesters available for general operating expenses after deducting the
required 20 percent financial aid set-aside was $133.2 million.”® Some
institutions set aside more than the minimum required, such as the

29 percent The University of Texas at Austin set aside.’®

Minus the student financial aid set-aside, each institution had the following
amounts of revenue for general operating expenses from increased tuition in
2004-05 (including Summer tuition for 2004-05):*’

e The University of Texas at Austin: $60.4 million

o Texas A&M University: $28.9 million

e Texas Tech University: $17.5 million

e University of Houston: $26.4 million
The following table presents enrollments and operating expenses for the four

audited institutions and their tuition and fees, cost of attendance, and
revenue from increases in designated tuition:*®
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Enrollments, Oper nses, luition and Cost of Attendanc ncreased Tuition Revenues

Stet million
Sl biion 8.5 pillion

Tota 5846 million
Spring 2004: 5 4.8 million

Texas AW ) P & g Fall 2004 and e
University 44,435 $B42 mitlion 55,955 518,967 Sgring 2005 29.8 million
Total: 5346 million
% 3.2 million
23725 5426 puillion 55 848 5800 129 million
523t milbion
Spring 2004 4 7.1 erilkion

Uniwersity of . -— - . Fall 2004 and " -~
Hiouston 35,180 5500 million 54,973 517,582 Spring 2006: 24.8 million
Total: 523.% million
Tatat Revenue S174.2 mitlion
Student Financiat &3d Set-Aside $43.0 mittion
MNet Increased Revenue for General Operating Expenses 5133.2 mitlion
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Charge Two—Cost of Education

Recommendations

Based on the testimony received by the subcommittee and the findings of the
State Auditor's report and the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board's
report regarding exemption and waiver programs, the subcommittee makes
the following recommendations regarding Interim Charge Two for the
Legislature's consideration:

Recommendation 1

Require that institutions of higher education address consistency in higher
education financial reporting by incorporating applicable requirements and
accounting standards of the Governmental Accounting Standards Board
(GASB), Texas state laws, and the guidelines and policies of the Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board and the National Association of
College and University Business Officers. Institutions should continue to
cooperate with efforts by the THECB to develop uniform "total academic
cost" information.

Recommendation 2

Hold institutions accountable for uses of tuition monies resulting from
increases in tuition by continuing to require the Report Concerning
Designated Tuition (General Appropriations Act, Special Provisions Related
only to State Agencies of Higher Education, Section 59, SB 1,

79th Legislature) and continue efforts to implement an accountability system
that focuses on outcome measures.

Recommendation 3

Continue to utilize the FAFSA and each institution's cost of attendance to
determine students with unmet needs and prioritize tuition set-aside funds to
provide assistance to students whose cost of tuition and required fees is not
met through other non-loan and self-help financial assistance programs.

Recommendation 4

Require institutions to review, certify, and report their fund balances to their
governing board annually.
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Recommendation 5
Repeal and re-write current exemption and waiver statutes, bringing all
relevant statutes together for easy access and reference.

Recommendation 6
Raise the requirements for students to continue receiving tuition exemptions
and waivers.

Recommendation 7
Limit the exemptions to apply only to tuition and mandatory fees, excluding
optional or discretionary fees.

Recommendation 8
Require each institution to designate an office to function as a clearinghouse
for tuition exemptions and waivers.

Recommendation 9
Require the Coordinating Board to work with institutional representatives to
develop application templates for tuition exemption and waiver programs.

Recommendation 10

Provide a two-year lead time for implementation when new exemption and
waiver legislation is passed.
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CHARGE THREE

Study what impact any changes to the percentage requirement of
the Top 10% Law could have on students currently in the
educational pipeline, discuss developing a uniform transcript and a
standard methodology for calculating GPAs, and make
recommendations for relating to the application of the Top 10%
Law, including to children of Texas residents in the military.

TOP TEN PERCENT LAW
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Charge Three—Top Ten Percent

Introduction

House Bill 588 (1997 Regular Legislative Session) allows for any student
who is graduated in the top 10 percent of his or her class from an accredited
high school in the State of Texas to be admitted into the Texas public
university of his or her choice within two years of graduation and upon
completion of the university's admission requirements. The policy has
improved student diversity at both The University of Texas at Austin (UT-
Austin) and at Texas A&M University (TAMU). What's more, the law is an
incentive for students to perform well in high school and has been a
recruiting tool for students in the top 10 percent of their class and who
otherwise might not have considered pursuing higher education.

Despite numerous benefits of the policy, the Legislature may consider
revising the law to address several unintended consequences. Challenges
associated with the Top Ten Percent Law include a capacity problem at UT-
Austin, in which the number of top ten percent students admitted each year
is expected to outgrow classroom space. Similarly, some critics argue that
the single criterion for automatic admission does not provide institutions
with the flexibility needed to pursue goals of increasing educational
diversity and remaining competitive with the country's best universities.

Because the law has benefited many students from diverse communities and
ethnic groups throughout Texas, a repeal is unlikely. Possible modifications
to the law include establishing uniformity in high school class rank policies;
ensuring that military families who are Texas residents can benefit fully
from the law; allowing institutions to rescind admissions if a student's
academic performance is inadequate during his or her senior year in high
school; or lowering the percentage of students who are automatically
admitted as long as levels of student diversity are maintained or increased.

The Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education heard testimony regarding
Interim Charge Three on September 14, 2006, from the following persons:

e Raymund Paredes, Commissioner of Higher Education, Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board
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e Bill Powers, President, The University of Texas at Austin

e Kedra Ishop, Associate Director of Admissions, The University of
Texas at Austin

e Gary Lavergne, Admissions Program Manager, The University of
Texas at Austin

e Alice Reinarz, Assistant Provost for Enrollment, Texas A&M
University

e Tito Guerrero, Vice President and Associate Provost for Diversity,
Texas A&M University

e Lorenzo Garcia, Superintendent, EI Paso ISD

e Reece Blincoe, Superintendent, Stockdale ISD

e Roy Knight, Superintendent, Lufkin ISD

e Nola Wellman, Superintendent, Eanes ISD

e Cathy Bryce, Superintendent, Highland Park ISD

e Criss Cloudt, Associate Commissioner for Accountability and Data
Quality, Texas Education Agency

e Karen Dvorak, Director, Accountability Research, Texas Education
Agency

e George Rislov, Director of Curriculum, Texas Education Agency

Raymund Paredes, Commissioner, Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board (THECB), testified that while THECB has not taken an official
position regarding the Top Ten Percent Law, two concerns are worth noting:
1) It gives an unfair advantage to some students over others and 2) An
admissions policy that has a single criterion dominate does not provide
institutions with the flexibility needed to pursue goals of increasing
educational diversity.
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According to Dr. Paredes, the Top Ten Percent Law has had the most
dramatic impact at The University of Texas at Austin (UT-Austin) and at
Texas A&M University (TAMU). He said that diversity has improved at
both institutions but that not all improvement can be attributed to the Top
Ten Percent Law. Other programs also have had an effect on increasing
racial and ethnic diversity. Dr. Paredes said that there have been benefits, but
the admission of a large number of students by a single criterion is not ideal
public policy.

Dr. Paredes testified that UT-Austin and TAMU are scrutinized because they
are perceived to be better than other state institutions. He said that the state
has an obligation to raise the profile of other quality programs and raise the
standards of all public institutions, including two-year colleges. Dr. Paredes
added that due to the great variability in the quality of high schools, not all
high schools have the same level of academic rigor.

The Commissioner suggested that any reform of the Top Ten Percent Law
should aim to increase access to higher education by motivating all students
to pursue an advanced degree. He urged that a mechanism to calculate a
standard grade point average be developed and that the same high school
curriculum should be required for all applicants eligible for admission under
the Top Ten Percent Law. He stated that whether the Top Ten Percent Law
1s eliminated or modified, the state should hold institutions accountable for
recruitment and retention efforts. Dr. Paredes recommended that universities
develop an admissions policy that would allow institutions to rescind
admissions if a student's academic performance is inadequate during his or
her senior year in high school. The lack of rigor in the senior year, he said,
results in increased remediation and refresher courses. Dr. Paredes also said
that "senioritis" could be reduced by encouraging dual-credit classes and
advanced placement (AP) courses.

Testifying on behalf of UT-Austin were Bill Powers, President; Kedra Ishop,
Associate Director of Admissions; and Gary Lavergne, Admissions Program
Manager. Mr. Powers explained that the Top Ten Percent Law is crucial for
UT-Austin's diversity efforts, along with outreach efforts and scholarship
programs. He stated that the law is an uncapped entitlement and has created
a capacity problem at UT-Austin. He explained that the Top Ten Percent
Law was enacted act a time when institutions had limited tools for creating
diversity, but now limits the institution's ability to recruit students with
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extraordinary skills and proficiencies. Mr. Powers testified that the
university would like a larger portion of its admissions to be conducted
under a holistic review. Currently, one-forth of students admitted to UT-
Austin are minority students.

Mr. Powers said that he does not favor repealing the Top Ten Percent Law,
but supports limiting it to a workable percentage of students. He stressed that
any modification that includes a cap should strive to maintain some level of
certainty for students. He suggested that modifying the law to guarantee
admission to only students in the fifth to eighth percentile of his or her
graduating class would be a temporary fix.

Ms. Ishop testified that the growth and performance of students who were
graduated in the top 10 percent of their classes have been steady but that the
SAT scores and grade point average of students who are not enrolled under
the Top Ten Percent Law have improved due to increased competition. She
said that top 10 percent students generally outperform and outpace other
students in retention and graduation rates. Ms. Ishop stated that competition
for spaces has increased, capacity is dwindling, and a single criterion for
admission is not good policy.

Testifying on behalf of Texas A&M University were Robert Gates,
President; Alice Reinarz, Assistant Provost for Enrollment; and Tito
Guerrero, Vice President and Associate Provost for Diversity. In a written
statement presented to the Subcommittee, Dr. Gates indicated that the Top
Ten Percent Law does not significantly impact TAMU, but could in the
future, and that the law encourages students to perform well in high school
and is an effective recruiting tool for students who otherwise might not have
considered pursuing higher education. Dr. Reinarz explained that TAMU's
situation is different from UT-Austin's in that the number of students
admitted under the Top Ten Percent Law has hovered below 50 percent
while the law has been in effect. Dr. Reinarz added that top 10 students
perform well at TAMU. She said that TAMU favors early and consistent
reporting of high school rank, endorses the concept of using advanced
curriculum, and supports rescinding admissions to high school students due
to poor academic performance during their senior year. Dr. Reinarz added
that the Top Ten Percent Law has helped increase geographic diversity, with
1,000 high schools represented in TAMU's freshman class in 2006-07.
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Lorenzo Garcia, Superintendent, El Paso Independent School District (ISD),
stated that he is pleased to hear testimony about the success of students
admitted under the Top Ten Percent Law, but urged that if the law is
modified, recruiting students who are not enrolled under the law needs to be
enhanced.

Reece Blincoe, Superintendent, Stockdale ISD, testified in favor of retaining
the Top Ten Percent Law due to the opportunity it has provided students,
especially those from rural districts.

Roy Knight, Superintendent, Lufkin ISD, argued that it is a myth that the
Top Ten Percent Law creates a single admissions criterion because it reflects
a full curriculum of study and increased credit requirements for graduation.
He said that it actually provides a holistic approach to education and that
SAT scores are the least reliable indicator for academic success.

Nola Wellman, Superintendent, Eanes ISD, testified that there have been
unintended consequences of the Top Ten Percent Law and explained that the
number of Eanes ISD students who attended UT-Austin and TAMU has
decreased by one-half because many Eanes ISD students apply to those
institutions but choose to go elsewhere.

Cathy Bryce, Superintendent, Highland Park ISD, also testified about the
unintended consequences of the Top Ten Percent Law. She explained that
most Highland Park ISD students who are in the top 10 percent of their
classes do not enroll at UT-Austin or TAMU, but apply to these universities
as a "back-up." She said that many Highland Park graduates enroll at out-of-
state institutions and that many other qualified students are not accepted
because so many top 10 percent students from other high schools are
admitted.

Criss Cloudt, Associate Commissioner for Accountability and Data Quality,
Texas Education Agency (TEA); Karen Dvorak, Accountability Research,
TEA; and George Rislov, Director of Curriculum, TEA; testified regarding
the exchange of student records. Ms. Cloudt described the deployment of a
web-based application for the exchange of student records between public
school districts and for the submission of transcripts to higher education
institutions. Such an automated system would have the following benefits:
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e more efficient use of school districts' and higher education institutions'
resources;

continuity of services;

correct academic placements;

increased security of student record transmissions;

increased security of student transcript transmission; and
decreased delays in transmitting student data and transcripts.

Ms. Dvorak said that standards for exchanging student records and
electronic standards for high school transcripts must be developed and that
the system should be completed no later than the 2007-08 academic year.

Regarding a uniform GPA, TEA has requested information about similar
proposals from other states. Mr. Rislov said TEA representatives have
discussed the issue with the Urban Curriculum Council and Alliance and that
other surveys are being conducted on a statewide basis. A meeting of
stakeholders will be convened to discuss the idea and its implementation.

The following graphs regarding admission and enrollment data were
provided by The University of Texas at Austin and Texas A&M University:
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The University of Texas at Austin:

v

History of HB 588:
1998-
2004
2005-
2006 not automatically admitted.

Table 1
Admitted and Enrolled Freshmen

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

HB 588 implemented statewide. Admissions did not include race consciousness.

HB 588 still in effect. Race conscious admission resumed for that portion of the freshman class

Variations on Computing Percentage of HB 588 Automatic Admits

Summer/Fall, 2002-2005 and Preliminary 2006*

Admitted

Enrolled

Summer/Fall, 2002, we admitted 13,476 students

- 11,416 were from Texas high schools

- 6,313 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
55.3% of the admitted Texas high school graduates and
46.8% of all admits.

Summer/Fall, 2002, we enrolled 7,935 first-time
freshmen

- 7,234 were from Texas high schools

- 3,932 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
54.4% of the enrolled Texas high school graduates and
49.6% of all first-time freshmen.

Summer/Fall, 2003, we admitted 11,504 students

- 10,107 were from Texas high schools

- 7,132 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
70.6% of the admitted Texas high school graduates and
61.9% of all admits.

Summer/Fall, 2003, we enrolled 6,544 first-time
freshmen

- 6,093 were from Texas high schools

- 4,289 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
70.4% of the enrolled Texas high school graduates and
65.5% of all first-time freshmen.

Summer/Fall, 2004, we admitted 11,788 students

- 10,602 were from Texas high schools

- 7,089 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
66.9% of the admitted Texas high school graduates and
60.1% of all admits.

Summer/Fall, 2004, we enrolled 6,796 first-time
freshmen

- 6,398 were graduates of Texas high schools

- 4,241 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
66.3% of the Texas high school graduates and 62.4% of
all first-time freshmen.

Summer/Fall, 2005, we admitted 12,207 students

- 10,769 were from Texas high schools

- 7,466 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
69.3% of the admitted Texas high school graduates and
61.2% of all admits.

Summer/Fall, 2005, we enrolled 6,912 first-time
freshmen

- 6,388 were graduates of Texas high schools

- 4,391 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
68.7% of the Texas high school graduates and 63.5% of
all first-time freshmen.

Summer/Fall, 2006*, as of 4th Class Day we admitted

13,307 students

- 11,625 were from Texas high schools

- 8,354 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
71.8% of the admitted Texas high school graduates and
62.8% of all admits.

Summer/Fall, 2006, as of 4™ Class Day we enrolled
7,421 first-time freshmen

- 6,864 were graduates of Texas high schools

- 4,902 were automatically admitted HB 588 students or
71.4% of the Texas high school graduates and 66.1% of
all first-time freshmen.
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Table 2
Admitted Freshmen
Variations on Computing Percentage of HB 588 Automatic Admits
Summer/Fall, 2002-2005, including 2006 estimate (4™ Class Day)

Note: This is the same data reported in Table 1, but without verbiage.

HB 588 % of

1 . Admits from HB 588 HB 588 % of .
Year Total Admits TX HS? Admits All Admits Admits from
TX HS

1999 11,949 10,689 4911 41% 46%
2000 13,256 11,553 5,579 42% 48%
2001 12,733 10,845 5,623 44% 52%
2002 13,476 11,416 6,313 47% 55%
2003 11,504 10,107 7,132 62% 71%
2004 11,788 10,602 7,089 60% 67%
2005 12,207 10,769 7,466 61% 69%
2006* 13,307 11,625 8,354 63% 72%

! Statistical Handbook(s), 1999-2005, UT Office of Institutional Research.
2 UT Office of Admissions
3 UT Office of Admissions
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Texas A&M University:

Texas A&M University

Admitted

Enrolled

Summer/Fall, 2002 we admitted 11,777
students

10,824 were from Texas high schools

5,629 were automatically admitted HB 588
students or 52.0% of the admitted Texas High
school graduates

This is 47.8% of total admits

Summer/Fall, 2002, we enrolled 6,949
students

6,614 were from Texas high schools
3,369 were automatically admitted HB 588

students or 50.9% of the enrolled Texas high
school graduates

This is 48.5% of total enrollees

Summer/Fall, 2003, we admitted 11,639
students

10,749 were from Texas high schools

5,714 were automatically admitted HB 588
students or 53.2% of the admitted Texas High
school graduates

This is 49.1% of total admits

Summer/Fall, 2003, we enrolled 6,726
students

6,396 were from Texas high schools
3,324 were automatically admitted HB 588

students or 52% of the admitted Texas High
school graduates

This is 49.4% of total enrollees

Summer/Fall, 2004, we admitted 12,426
students

11,575 were from Texas high schools

5,682 were automatically admitted HB 588
students or 49.09% of the admitted Texas High
school graduates

This is 45.73% of total admits

Summer/Fall, 2004, we enrolled 7,068
students

6,780 were from Texas high schools
3,301 were automatically admitted HB 588

students or 48.69% of the enrolled Texas high
school graduates

This is 46.70% of total enrollees

Summer/Fall, 2005, we admitted 12,503
students

11,344 were from Texas high schools

5,932 were automatically admitted HB 588
students or 52.29% of the admitted Texas High
school graduates

This is 47.44% of total admits

Summer/Fall, 2005, we enrolled 7,104
students

6,770 were from Texas high schools
3,672 were automatically admitted HB 588

students or 54.24% of the enrolled Texas high
school graduates

This is 51.69% of total enrollees

Texas A&M University
First-Time in College Student Enrollment by Top 10% Entry Status

Fall Semester

2002 2003 2004 2005
Non- Non- Non-

Top Top Top Top Top Top Non-Top

10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% Top 10% 10%
White 2778 2980 2754 2784 2617 3023 2593 2850
Native American 12 15 12 15 14 24 11 17
African American 87 95 71 87 104 109 129 127
Asian American 125 105 109 125 140 127 121 200
Hispanic 346 318 365 327 418 447 568 433
International 8 48 13 54 5 35 9 42
Unknown/Other 12 20 0 10 3 2 1 3
All Students 3368 3581 3324 3402 3301 3767 3432 3672
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Charge Three—Top Ten Percent

Recommendations

Based on expert testimony, the subcommittee makes the following
recommendations regarding Interim Charge Three for the Legislature's
consideration:

Recommendation 1

Consider modifying the Top 10 Percent Law to ensure uniformity in high
school class rank policies and to support the flexibility that colleges need to
enroll a highly qualified and diverse class, ensuring that military families
who are Texas residents have full participation in the benefits of the law.

Recommendation 2

Require the Texas Education Agency to develop and implement a method
for calculating a uniform Grade Point Average.
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CHARGE FOUR

Monitor the progress of Closing the Gaps goals and recommend
any legislative action needed to ensure we stay on target to meet
the goals by 2015.

CLOSING THE GAPS
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Charge Four—Closing the Gaps

Introduction

Closing the Gaps by 2015, was adopted in October, 2000, by the Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board with strong support from the state's
educational, business, and political leaders. The plan, which is directed at
closing educational gaps within Texas as well as between Texas and other
states, has four goals: to close the gaps in student participation, student
success, excellence, and research.

Steve Murdock, State Demographer, has made predictions about the
education level of Texas future workforce. He projects that the number of
Texas residents in public colleges and universities will double in the next
40 years. If Texas does not increase the educational attainment of the fastest
growing population segments, the future labor force will be less educated.

Significant difficulties and challenges have to be addressed to meet these
goals, including affordability, student preparation, and funding. Increased
costs of higher education, coupled with stagnant student financial aid and
state and federal funding, have made college less affordable for many
families and hampered the state's efforts to increase access to higher
education, especially among low-income residents. Poor alignment between
high school and college curricula causes many students to be unprepared for
the rigors of college education when they are graduated from high school.
Consequently, fewer students remain in college and complete their degrees
timely. Lack of sufficient revenue hinder institutions' efforts to recruit and
retain quality faculty by offering competitive salaries. It also impedes the
state's progress in meeting its goals of improving excellence and increasing
research activities of higher education institutions.

Higher education is vital to the economic growth of the state and the social
well-being its citizens. In 2005 median earnings for bachelor’s degree
holders between the ages of 25 and 34 working full-time were $13,900
higher than median earnings of high school graduates working full-time. For
workers between the ages of 45 and 54, the median earnings gap was
$22,900.* Over a lifetime, a person with a bachelor’s degree will earn an
average of $2.1 million—nearly twice as much as someone with only a high
school diploma.*’ The transformation of the world economy increasingly
demands a more highly educated workforce with postsecondary skills and
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credentials. Ninety percent of the fastest-growing jobs in the new
information and service economy will require some postsecondary
education.”’

The Legislature must continue to address issues regarding student financial
aid, college readiness, and higher education funding to ensure that Texas
remains competitive economically, endowed culturally, and active civically.

CLOSING THE GAPS
The following is taken from the executive summary of Closing the Gaps:*

Texas is profiting from a diverse, vibrant growing economy."
Yet this prosperity could turn to crisis if steps are not taken
quickly to ensure an educated population and workforce for the
future.** At present, the proportion of Texans enrolled in higher
education is declining.”” Too few higher education programs
are noted for excellence and too few higher education
institutions reach their full potential.*

Texas must take bold steps for the future success of its people.*’
This higher education plan outlines the goals of closing the
gaps in higher education participation and success, in
educational excellence, and in funded research over the next 15
years.”® It is by no means a list of all desirable actions in Texas
higher education, but rather outlines the four challenges that are
the H}SSt critical to overcome for the future well-being of the
state.

In Closing the Gap by 2015: 2005 Progress Report the Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board Staff provides a detailed
statistical analysis of the state's progress toward achieving these
goals:
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Goal 1. Close the Gaps in Participation — By 2015, close the gaps in participation rates across
Texas to add 630,000 more studenis.

Goal and Target Revisfon:

SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION REPORT, DECEMBER, 2006

The participation goal and targels were revised to reflect the updated

demographic projections by the Texas State Data Center. The

participation rate goal remains at the original 5.7 percent for the stale as a
whole and for Whites, African-Americans, and Hispanics. The targets
represent minimum expectations, not barriers to higher participation rates.

2005 and 2010 Participation Targets’ Analyses

Growth
Enroliment to
Public and Actual Percentage Reach
independent | Actual Fall Fall Change 2005 2016 2040 2016
Institutions 2000 2005 2008-20056 Targets Target Target Target
Statewide 1019517 | 1220487 19 7% | 1168000 | 1423000 16.6% | 1650000
African-
American 108,463 139,734 Z88% 132 600 158 300 13.3% 172,700
Hispanic 237,384 318 450 34 6% 340 000 474 000 43 4% 874 100
White 570,042 629 211 104% 591,600 860 500 50% 871,300

¥ Fall 2005 data for Cenirat Texas College has not been certified.

Analysis:

s With enrollment growth of 19.7 percent, or more than 200,000 students, from fall 2000 to fall 2005,

the state has exceeded its Closing the Gaps statewide enroliment target for 2005, An additional
16 6 percent growth is needed o reach the fall 2010 target.

*» Afncan-American and White student participation targels for 2005 were exceeded. African-
American enroliment rose by 28.8 percent between fall 2000 and fall 2005, and White participation

increased 10.4 percent. Despite the comparatively low percentage increase among Whites, their
increasing number significantly boosted overall enroliment.

« From fall 2000 to fall 2005, Hispanic enroliment increased by 34 6 percent, or over 81,000
additional studenis. Despite its magnitude, this growth was not sufficient to reach the 2005 Hispanic

enroliment target. An increase of 43.2 percent was needed.

« Examination of only the 2000 and 2005 data provides some disturbing trends. The percentage of
enrcliment growth peaked from fall 2001 1o fall 2002 statewide and for most ethnic/racial groups,

hut has been falling since. In fact, fewer White students were enrolled in fall 2005 than in fall 2004,
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= Institutional targets offer additional Institutional Enrollment Targets Are Not Enough
concern. Even with revisions, they fall

short of the state’s 2010 participation

target by approximately 50,000 1,506,000
students and, even more dramatically, 4,508,000
for Hispanic students by 100,000, 1,200,000
« Between FY 2001 and FY 2005, 500,000 7
unduplicatad first-time undergraduate 808,000 -
enroliment grew by only 3.5 percent. 360,000 -
The increase at universities (10.7 o . ' P
percent) outpaced that at community 060 2005 2016 2615
and technical colleges {1.3 percent). o o
1 Actual?CB Proj B instit 1 Target BCTG Target

The number of White first-time
enrollees actually dropped by 5.2
percent, whereas Hispanic
snrollments were up 21 percent and African-American enroliments by 10 4 percent.

« First-time undergraduate enroliment dropped at public universities and at community/technical
colleges between fall 2004 and fall 2005, Equally concerning is that drops were experienced in all
ethnic and racial categonies. The number of White first-timers decreased the most (down 6.3
percent), but Hispanics (down 3.3 percent) and African-American enrolless (down 2.6 percent) fell
as well. For additional information on university enroliments and applicants, see Appendix A

Conclusion:

The 2005 Closing the Gaps targets for total enrollment and for African-American and White
anrollment were achieved; but the target for Hispanic enroliment was not met. Although Hispanies
accounted for the most enroliment growth from 2000 to 2005, revised enroliment targsts adopted
because of remendous Hispanic population growth will make the 2010 target of about 475,000
students even harder {0 achieve. Hispanic participation must increase by 50 percent in the next five
years 1o reach the 2010 target.

in addition, the percentage of recent high school graduatas who enter directly into college is not
increasing, suggesting a need to enhance efforts to encourage high school students o prepare for,
enroll in, and suceeed in coliege.

The state must be willing to fund programs designed to help attract and retain students,
especially those that have been historically undersarved. Al the same time, institutions must be willing
to commit to the state and students, fo provide a quality education and help those students who are not
prepared academically and/or financially.
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Goal 2. Close the Gaps in Success — By 2015, award 210,000 undergraduate degrees,
certificates and other identifiable successes from high quality programs.

Success Target Revision: Level and Race/Ethnicity

The onginal success goal was 1o increase by 50 percent the number of
undergraduale degrees, ceftificates and other identifiable student
successes from high quality programs. The revised goal changed the
undergraduate award objective o 210,000 degrees and cerlificates
awarded in 2015, nearly an 80 percent increase.

2005 and 2010 Success Targets” Analyses

Type of Buccess

{Pubtic and Percentage Growth to
Independent FY FY Change 2005 2010 | Reach 2810 2015
Institutions) 2600 20056 2000-2005 | Targets | Target Targst Target
Certificates,
Associate’'s and 116,244 | 145212 24 8% 134 000 | 171,006 17 8% 210,000
Bachelor's Degrees
Associate’s ' )
Dearees 25588 | 35980 40 7% 28000 | 43400 20.6% 55,500
Bachelor's Degrees | 74,0906 | 86,932 16.1% B7 500 | 100,000 15.0% 112,500
Doctoral Degrees 2 829 2 879 133% 2 800 3,350 125% 3800
Afrigan-American
Certificates, 11217 | 14811 | 320% | 13000 | 19800 | 337% 24,300

Associate's and
Bachelor's Degrees

Hisqqnic

oAt nd 23360 | 33708 | 442% | 31,000 | 50000 | 483% 67.000
Bachelor's Degrees

éi‘g:::;"’wﬂe‘“*ed 12411 | 14102 | 136% | 19000 | 24000 | 702% 29,000
éﬂi‘fﬂg‘g:‘;@:ﬁ 13644 | 16,054 | 177% | 13500 | 20300 |  26.4% 26,100
Teachers Certified 11,763 | 23,059 96 0% 19.000 | 34 B00 A0 0% 44 700
Math & Science 2566 | 2.520 1.8% 5,500

Teacher Certificates ’

Analysis:

s In FY 2001, the number of credentials awarded to undergraduates (certificates, associale’s and
bachelor's degrees) increased by only 528 awards over FY 2000. During the following four years,
the number of academic awards increased by more than 5,000 annually. These increases moved
the state past the 2005 Closing the Gaps success target of 134 000 awards, as institutions awarded
145 212 undergraduate degrees and cetlificates in FY 2005 — more than 8 percent over the
Closing the Gaps target. During the next five vears, growth of 17.8 percent is required {0 achieve
the 2010 target.
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The 2010 success target and 2015 goal were raised to mirror the higher Closing the Gaps
participation measures associated with

updated population projections. With the

higher success targets set by the More Bachelor's Degrees are Needed
Coordinating Board, the revised institutional
targets fall short of the statewide targets. New

Rk

. . - . Rk
strategies are needed 1o help instiulions
further increase the number of awards they BO200
make. BU25E

4900
Bachelor's degrees accounted for only 41 6
percent of the increase in undergraduate
awards from FY 2000 to FY 2005, accounting ¥
for nearly 87,000 diplomas awarded in 2005,
Baccalaureate awards must maintain a 15
percent increase 1o achisve the 2010 target of
100,000 degrees.

20,980 A

) Betzzal @i Instifutional Target BTG Target

increases in bachelor's awards were not distributed evenly across racial and ethnic groups. The
number of African-American and Hispanic students receiving bachelor's must increase by 27
percent and 31 percent, respectively, to meet the 2010 institutional targets.

The emphasis on undergradusate awards has encouraged two-year institutions to award associate
degrees o studenis who have completed their degree requirements but did not apply 1o receive the
award. Ths high 40 percent growth rate for associate degrees between FY 2000 and FY 2005
might not be maintained, but a growth of only 20 percent is required to mest the 2010 target.

The number of certificates and undergraduate degrees awarded to African-Americans has
increased significantly, and the 2005 target of 13,000 awards was exceeded in FY 2003, By 2005,
the five-year growth rate reached 32 percent, but the rate of increasse must be exceeded slightly to
maich the 2010 target of 19,800 awards.

The number of certificates and undergraduate degrees awarded 1o Hispanics increased by over
2,000 awards annually from FY 2002 to FY 2005, for a five-year rate of 44 2 percent. The 2005
intermediate target of 31,000 was surpassed in FY 2004, and 33,708 degrees and certificates were
conferred in FY 2005, Reaching the 2010 target of 50,000 awards will require a 48 3 percent
increase.

The number of doctoral degrees awarded during the five-year window began with two years of
increases totaling less than 50 per year and ancther with a 132-degree decrease in awards.
Achisvement of the 2005 target seemed unlikely despite an increase of 150 degrees from FY 2003
and FY 2004 But in FY 2005, 2 979 degrees were awarded, an increase of 250 over the prior year,
and the 2005 target of 2,800 was surpassed.

Six-year graduation rates for first-time, full-time university students slowly increased over the past
five years from 48.2 percent 1o 55.5 percent statewide, a positive sign but still a relatively low rate
compared with other states. Although not specifically identified in Cloaing the Gaps, the time that
students take to eam degrees should be reduced to improve graduation rates, reduce costs for
students and parents, and better ulilize enrcliment capacity al institutions. The four-year graduation
rate also increased modestly from 189 percent in FY 2000 to 24 3 percent in FY 2005.
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« Of students receiving financial aid, those with work/study graduate in six years at a higher rate than
those receiving other types of financial aid. Appendix B provides information on the six-year
graduation rates for the fall 1999 cohort based on the type of financial aid received.

Success Target Revision: Programmatic Fields

The target for the number of students complating allied health and
nursing bachelor's and associate's degrees and certificates was raised
from 18,700 to 20,300 by 2010; and from 20,000 to 26,100 by 2015, The
target related to new teachers certified was reframed from counting only
students graduating from university programs o new certifications from all
routes, including alternative certification programs. The target for the
critical teaching fields of math and science was also changed from
certifications from university praograms to teachers certified through all
types of routes.

Analysis of Programmatic Fields

»  Technology awards are important for the stale’s business climate. Unfortunalely, undergraduate
degrees and certificates in computer science, engineerning, engineering technology, and physical
science programs have been stagnant. The five-year rate of increase was only 14 percent fo
14 102, far short of the 2005 target of 19,000, Meeting the 2010 target of 24,000 will require a five-
year growth rate of 70 percent.

« Allied health and nursing undergraduate awards exceeded the 2005 target of 13, 500, which was set
to stop a steady drop in awards. The awards increased by 18 percent over the five years {o a iotal
of 16,054 in FY 2005, A large portion of these awards were eamed by two-year college students.
This promising turn-around for a field that had experienced many years of decline may be the result
of support provided by the Legislature, such as the Nursing Enrcliment Growth Funding and
Professional Nursing Shortage Reduction Program. Achievement of the 20110 target will require
sven more robust growth of 26 percent.

s Teacher preparation has changed tremendously sinee Closing the Gaps was adopted in 2000,
According o the State Board of Educator Certification, 70 percent of newly certified teachers in
2000 were prepared in traditional university undergraduate programs. By 2005, raditionally
prepared teachers represented 40 percent of new certifications, alternative certification programs
accounted for 44 percent, and post-baccalaureate programs were responsible for 16 percent.

Conciusion:

Progress toward some success targets is encouraging. The state continues to award more
degrees and certificates to Afncan-American and Hispanic students. Doctoral degrees, allied health and
nursing, and teacher education certifications have all passed their 2005 intermediate targels. The
mutlliple legislative actions taken to encourage the production of additional nurses has succesded.

Technology awards remain a cause for concemn. The number of awards increased by about 2,000
between FY 2000 and FY 2005, far short of the 6,500 additional awards needed to meel the Closing
the Gaps target.

MNew strategies must be developed and implemented to encourage students to not only enroll, but
complete awards 1o receive the full benefit of education.
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Goal 3. Close the Gaps in Excellence — By 2015, substantially increase the number of nationally
recognized programs or services at colleges and universities,

The excellence goal and targets were nof revised.

Progress Toward 2010 Excellence Targets

increase the number of. 2000 | 2005 | 2010
Ressarch institutions ranked in the top 10 0 0 1
Public research universities in the top 10 a 0 2
Public liberal arts universities ranked in the top 30 0 0 2
Health Science Cenlers ranked among the top 10 0 8 1

7Cfasfng the Gaps by 2015 identifies only one intermediate excellence target — for 2010,
Analysis:

« All Texas public higher education institutions have identified at least one program to develop for
national recognition. All but six public institutions have also identified atl least one type of
national recognition that they have received recently {accessible at
hitpiweww theoh state I us/Closing TheGaps!). The list of recognitions continues to increase,
with notable awards to faculty and for instifutional accomplishments.

»  Texas Southern University (TSU) and Prairie View A&M University are making progress related
to the benchmarks established in The Priority Plan fo Strengthen Education at those institutions.
Some areas continue 1o need attention. Prairie View A&M University has received approval for
all academic programs in the Priority Plan and is continuing to pursue expansion of its
enrcliment. Degreess in eight of 13 program areas listed for TSU in the Priority Plan have been
approved. TSU has submitted proposals for two of the other degree programs.

« in the absence of a national ranking system for community and technical colleges, the
Coordinating Board will work with the colleges to develop guidelines to assist them in meeting
the intent of the excellence goal.

« Richland College of the Dallas County Community College District is the first educationat
nsiitution in the nation to receive the prestigious Baldrige Award, the highest Presidential honor
for guality and organizational performance excellence.

« Texas mnstitutions reported that two additional faculty members were inducted into the Academy
of Science in 2006, two more into the Academy of Engineering, with one current Academy of
Engineering member expected (o relocate to Texas next year; and two new inductees into the
ristitute of Medicing.

Frogress toward the 2000 excellence target — Conclusion:

Texas public and independent higher education institutions are home o approximately 100
programs identified among the "Top 107 in various categories of the .5, News & World Report national
rankings. In addition, the state’s public and independent instifutions consistently appear in a variety of
education-related rankings and some faculty members are honored recipients of the National Science
Foundation’s Medal of Science and Medat of Technology.
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Goal 4. Close the Gaps in Research — By 2015, increase the leve! of federal science and
engineering research and development obligations to Texas institutions to 6.5 percent of
obligations to higher education institutions across the nation.

Goal and Target Revision:

The research goal was restated from increasing the level of federal
science and engineering research funding to Texas institutions by 50
percent — 1.3 hillion {in constant dollars) fo increasing the level of federal
stcience and engineering research and development obligations {o Texas
institutions to 6.5 percent of obligations 1o higher education institutions
across the nation. This revision neutralizes fluctuations in the amount of
federal research funding nationwide, and focuses on the intent of the
measure; to improve funding 1o Texas instifutions relative to other stales.

Progress Toward 2010 Research Targets
Federal Science and Engineering Obligations, and

Federal Science and Engineering Research and Development Obligations'

{in millions)
Federal Science & Engineering Research &
Development Obligations
Current § 1008 3 % of Federal

1968 $7300 $7193 53%
1959 $834 6 $822 3 5 4%
2000 $a58.2 %884 4 55%
2001 $1.147.8 $1.0652 5.5%
2002 $12023 31,103 4 5.8%
2003 $13852 $1.2337 B6.1%
2010 6.2%

150UTC&Z National Science Foundation.

Progress Toward 2010 Research Targets
Research Expenditures

Funding by Texas increase
public universities from 2007
and health-related FY2000 | FY2005 | eyonngto | Target?
institutions’ FY 2005

Actual

Research and
Bevelopment
Expenditures
Constant 1998 §
Research and
Development
Expenditures
‘'source: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board's Research Expenditures annual reports.

Qcissing the Gaps by 2015 provides only an intermediate target for 2007. The target represents an increase of 5 percent
per year.

$1.60 billion | $2.47 billion | $870 million

$1.54 billion | $2.10 billion | $557 million | $2.2 billion
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Analysis:

In FY 2003 {the most recent dala available}, Texas institulions of higher educatlion ranked fourth
in federal obligations for science and engineering research and development. Texas with
£1,385 .2 million followed California {$3,193.4 million), New York (31,857 .6 million), and
Pennsylvania ($1,417.3 million).

Federal science and engineering research and development obligations gamered by Texas
higher education instifutions increased by 13.5 percent between FY 2002 and FY 2003,
compared to 8.3 percent in California and 2 8 percent in Pennsylvania.

Despite the increase in faderal R&D obligations to Texas institutions, California with 14 percent
and New York with 8.1 percent of total obligations remain firmly ahead of Texas and
Pennsylvania, which have just over 6 percent of the ohligations.

in FY 2005, research expenditures reported by public Texas institutions o the Coordinating
Board totaled $2.47 million, an increase of 9.6 percent over FY 2004, Public universities and
health-related institutions’ research expenditures grew $133.1 million {12 percent) and $82.7
million (7.2 percent), respectively, compared to FY 2004.

in FY 2005, the federal government provided 60.3 percent of the research funds expended - an
increase from 58 1 percent of funds in FY 2004,

The Mational Institutes of Health provided Texas higher education institulions with 64 percent of
the federal research support for science and engineering received in both FY 2002 and FY
2003, National Institutes of Health funding is not expected 1o increase significantly.

Progress toward the 2000 research target — Conclusion:

Texas institutions have made significant progress in oblaining federal funds and are better

positioned to sustain the higher percentage of federal obligations for science and engineering. Despite
this progress, the research funding gap between California and New York and Texas remains
essentially unchanged.
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The Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education heard testimony regarding
Interim Charge Four on June 29, 2006, from the following persons:

e Robert Shepard, Chair, Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board

e Teri Flack, Senior Advisor to the Commissioner, Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board

e David Gardner, Deputy Commissioner and Chief Operating Officer,
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board

Dr. Gardner testified that the latest demographic projections require the 2015
college enrollment goal to increase by 130,000 students to 630,000 students.
He added that the enrollment growth for Hispanic students fell 20,000 short
of the 2005 goal and that since 2002, the number of graduates has increased
by more than 7,000 per year.

Universities have surpassed the 2005 goal for federal research dollars in
2002, according to Dr. Gardner. As a result, the Coordinating Board has
increased the goal to 6.5 percent of total federal grant awards. Texas
universities secured 5.3 percent of total federal grants in 1998 and

6.1 percent in 2003.
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Charge Four—Closing the Gaps

Recommendations

Based on data collected by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board,
the Subcommittee makes the following recommendations regarding Interim
Charge Four for the Legislature's consideration:

Recommendation 1

Develop a strategic plan for higher education to improve planning and
coordination from across campuses and systems and to deploy higher
educational resources in an educationally-sound and cost-efficient manner.

PARTICIPATION
By 2015 close the gaps in participation rates to add 630,000 students.

Recommendation 2

Identify and expand early-childhood (0-4 years) education programs in the
state. Develop a statewide early childhood education strategy that includes
parental training and information outreach, school-based programs, faith-
based activities, and other institutions such as children’s museums.

Recommendation 3

Improve rigor of senior year in high school for all students: Develop strong
remediation programs jointly between public education and higher education
for low achievers; expand dual-credit and Advanced Placement
opportunities for high achievers.

Recommendation 4

Align high school exit and college readiness standards (HB 1, 2006 Third
Called Special Session). Align workforce readiness and college-readiness
standards.

Recommendation 5

Increase funding for state financial aid programs (TEXAS Grant, B-on-
Time, Work Study, Texas Education Opportunity Grant Program, Tuition
Equalization Grant Program) in a manner that creates incentives to perform
at a high level academically and be graduated in a timely manner. Develop
through incentives, relatively low-cost programs for financing baccalaureate
training (dual admissions programs, 2-plus-2 plans, etc.).
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STUDENT SUCCESS
By 2015 award 210,000 undergraduate degrees, certificates and other
identifiable student successes from high quality programs.

Recommendation 6

Strengthen the developmental education programs in both two- and four-
year institutions. Strengthen assessment and diagnostic tools and apply
innovative pedagogies such as accelerated learning and on-line instruction.

Recommendation 7
Strengthen the culture of transfer at every community college in Texas.
Strengthen and expand articulation agreements with four-year institutions.

Recommendation 8
Increase accountability for all institutions of higher education to improve
transfer and completion rates.

Recommendation 9

Develop a statewide initiative to redesign lower-division instruction in an
educationally-sound and cost-efficient manner (HB 1, 2006 Third Called
Special Session).

Recommendation 10
Establish strong accountability criteria for measuring learning outcomes at
every institution of higher education.

EXCELLENCE
By 2015 substantially increase the number of nationally recognized
programs or services at colleges and universities in Texas.

Recommendation 11
Develop standards and criteria for academic excellence in conformity with
institutional missions and for different groups in accountability system.

Recommendation 12
Develop strong and uniform campus review processes for all academic
programs, undergraduate and graduate.
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Recommendation 13
Develop formula-funding models that include both incentives and
performance-based criteria.

RESEARCH

By 2015 increase the level of federal science and engineering research and
development obligations to Texas institutions to 6.5 percent of obligations to
higher education institutions across the nation.

Recommendation 14
Increase funding for basic research through the Advanced Research Program
(ARP).

Recommendation 15

Strengthen alignment among institutional research priorities, statewide
initiatives, and business interests and needs.
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CHARGE FIVE

Study the relationship of College of Education coursework on teacher
effectiveness and student performance. Examine the State's role in the
accountability of these teacher preparations programs in delivering the most
effective instruction strategies recommended or validated by scientifically-
based research, particularly in the area of reading. Examine past and current
studies linking teacher preparedness with student performance and identify
any barriers to conducting such research. Make recommendations for
legislative changes to improve programs

COLLEGES OF EDUCATION
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Charge Five—Colleges of Education

Introduction

Teacher quality is one of the most important factors in improving student
achievement and is critical for maintaining America’s standing in the global
economy. Accordingly, the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB) mandates that all classes be taught by a highly qualified teacher by
the end of the 2005—-06 school year. To be considered highly qualified under
NCLB, teachers must hold a bachelor’s degree, be fully certified by the state,
and demonstrate competency in the core academic subjects they teach.”

Unfortunately, a significant number of teachers are teaching subjects out of
their field, and it is becoming increasingly difficulty to attract and retain
quality teachers. The quality of teacher preparation programs, therefore, is
integral to ensuring that our nation’s schools are staffed with skilled
professionals capable of raising student achievement. Given the increasing
number of persons who are pursuing teaching certification through
alternative certification programs, it is important that the state develop
systems to measure the effectiveness of education preparation programs.

Colleges of Education

Texas has led the nation in teacher preparation reform. Examples of reforms
in the 1980s and 1990s to improve teacher preparedness and enhance student
achievement include the following:

e Establishing a monitoring body to assist with oversight of
accountability (State Board for Educator Certification)

e Developing state standards and test frameworks (Examination for the
Certification of Educators in Texas (ExCET) now Texas
Examinations of Educator Standards (TEXES))

e Shifting from traditional to field-based programs (Centers for
Professional Development for Technology)

e Designing a statewide system for supporting teacher induction and
retention spanning P-16 (The Texas Beginning Educator Support
System)
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e Requiring collaboration in teacher preparation among community
colleges and four-year institutions of higher education

e Funding for the design of research centers and collaborative
partnerships to promote statewide research about the effectiveness of
teacher preparation programs.

These measures have significantly increased rigor and strengthened
accountability in the design, delivery, and evaluation of all teacher education
programs.

While the numbers of university-based programs have been reduced from
87 to 56 during this time frame, those that remain are committed to
excellence are aligned with best practices for instruction based upon valid
empirical research in teacher education, and demonstrate visibly their

accountability regarding Accountability System for Educator Preparation
(ASEP) and Title II rankings.

Educational reform in Texas has and continues to be characterized and
supported by collaboration with educators in P-16 public and private
education sectors and with input from business and industry.”’

There is an increasing body of evidence indicating that superior teaching
trumps parental involvement and motivation in achieving student academic
success.

A recent report found on the Excellence in Education Trust website™
suggests that the characteristics of the most successful teachers include
mastering their disciplines; engaging in lifelong learning; adapting to the
individual needs of their students; following a curriculum that addresses
individual needs; teaching that is not tailored to a test; validating their
students' backgrounds; and expecting success from every child.

State Board for Educator Certification

House Bill 1116 (2005 Regular Legislative Session) required teacher
certification administration functions to be integrated into TEA. Effective
September 1, 2005, State Board of Education Certification (SBEC)
employees became part of TEA under a new department, Educator Quality
and P-16 Initiatives. The SBEC board still exists and maintains governance
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authority over certification matters. The Texas Education Agency is
conducting an extensive review of the implemented processes and functions
of the certification agency transition.

Teacher Certification

Certification in Texas is completed either through a traditional or alternative
certification program. As of August 18, 2006, according to the TEA
Division of Educator Standards, there were 143 educator preparation
programs in Texas, including 87 alternative teacher preparation programs.
Traditional educator programs are usually university-based, while alternative
programs may be administered through a university, community college,
education service center, school district, private entity, or county program.

An entity desiring to become an educator certification program must submit
an application and proposal supplying information proving that it has met
certain standards. Once the required information is compiled, it is submitted
to the certification staff for review, and the staff conducts an on-site pre-
approval visit to the new program. After this information is reviewed, an
approved recommendation goes to SBEC for final approval. If SBEC
approves the program, there is additional coordination that occurs with the
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board for final authorization. The
program also is subject to a post-approval visit within a year of initial
approval.

A flowchart provided to the Subcommittee titled, "Pipeline to Preparation of
Teachers in Texas," is shown in Appendix E-1.

Educator Preparation Accountability

To address educator preparation programs' quality and accountability, the
Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education heard testimony regarding
Interim Charge Five on August 24, 2006, from the following persons:

e Raymund Paredes, Commissioner of Higher Education, Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board

e Patricia Hayes, Associate Commissioner, Educator Quality and P-16
Initiatives, Texas Education Agency

e Raymond Glynn, Deputy Associate Commissioner, Educator Quality
and P-16 Initiatives, Texas Education Agency
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e Karen Loonam, Director, Division of Educator Standards, Texas
Education Agency

e Karen Embry Jenlink, Dean, School of Education, St. Edward's
University

e Mary Ann Rankin, Dean, College of Natural Sciences, The University
of Texas at Austin

e Kathy Hargrove, Associate Dean, School of Education and Human
Development, Southern Methodist University

e Robert Wimpelberg, Dean, College of Education, University of
Houston

e Mike Hudson, Executive Director, National Center for Educational
Accountability (NCEA)

e William Reaves, Executive Director, Center for Research, Evaluation,
and Advancement of Teacher Education (CREATE)

Patricia Hayes, Associate Commissioner, Educator Quality and P-16
Initiatives, Texas Education Agency, testified that the Accountability
System for Educator Preparation (ASEP) program's purpose is to ensure that
entities are held accountable for the certification readiness of individuals
who complete teacher certification programs. Accreditation is based on the
candidates' performance on examinations and beginning educators'
performance on the appraisal system for beginning teachers adopted by
SBEC. She pointed out that there are annual reporting requirements of data
elements that do not affect the accreditation status of a program.

According to Ms. Hayes, ASEP uses cohorts of "completers" from an
academic year as a basis for measuring the effectiveness of educator
preparation programs. Completers are students who, during an academic
year, complete all program requirements, excluding the certification exams.
ASEP uses initial and final pass rates, and the data are disaggregated
according to ethnicity and gender, as required by the law. Students as a
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whole and all ethnic and gender groups perform at either the minimum
initial (70 percent) or final (80 percent) pass rate.

A program has three years to bring teachers to the acceptable level for
certification in a special curriculum area. If the program does not meet this
state accountability standard, according to Ms. Hayes, it will not be allowed
to train a teacher for that area (for example, the life sciences curriculum).

Dr. Karen Embry Jenlink, Dean, School of Education, St. Edward's
University, presented an overview of the teacher preparation program at
St. Edward's University, stating that 37 percent of the students in teacher
preparation are Hispanic. She stated that St. Edward's works closely with
Austin Independent School District high schools in high-need areas.

Dr. Jenlink suggested the following legislative changes: heighten support for
carefully designed research in conjunction with TEA to utilize database
information in a confidential manner; sustain and increase funding for
establishing large-scale research centers and collaboratives whose findings
are more likely to be amenable to a wide scope of teacher education
programs such as CREATE; and support research initiatives that will
examine social contexts and cultural factors for a diverse workforce.

Dr. Mary Ann Rankin, Dean, College of Natural Sciences, The University of
Texas at Austin, explained the teacher preparation program for mathematics
and science majors at The University of Texas at Austin. She noted that
since the inception of UTeach in 1997, the number of mathematics majors
has doubled, and the number of certified science majors has increased
approximately sixfold. She also reported that the National Research Council
and the United States Department of Education cited UTeach as a model
program. She said that many other institutions in Texas, Louisiana,
Colorado, and elsewhere are exploring ways to create similar programs and
that California has just begun an initiative based on the UTeach model that
will be the largest in the nation.

Dr. Kathy Hargrove, Associate Dean, School of Education and Human
Development, Southern Methodist University, and Dr. Robert Wimpelberg,
Dean, College of Education, University of Houston, gave overviews of their
teacher preparation programs. Dr. Wimpelberg stated that the University of
Houston requires teachers to train in urban classrooms for three semesters
before they can be hired full-time by school districts. Dr. Hargrove cited the
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problems with data collection and said that there is a general consensus
among the panel members regarding the Family Education Rights and
Privacy Act's (FERPA) data restriction and the problems associated with the
inability to access teacher evaluations and student test scores.

Mike Hudson, Executive Director, NCEA, and Dr. William Reaves,
Executive Director, CREATE, testified regarding the importance of data
collection for quality teacher preparation programs. They agreed that access
to data is critical to assess student performance and that every teacher
preparation program should be involved in the NCEA data study.

Dr. Reaves said that he is monitoring Ohio and Louisiana initiatives to
determine what teaching preparation practices lead to high levels of
achievement. He stated that those states are accessing data in ways that
Texas currently cannot.
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Charge Five—Colleges of Education

Recommendations

Based on expert testimony, including recommendations provided by the
Texas Education Agency, the Subcommittee makes the following
recommendations regarding Interim Charge Five for the Legislature's
consideration:

Recommendation 1

Clarify Texas Education Code, Section 21.045, to provide the State Board of
Educator Certification with a comprehensive suite of options to pursue
sanctions against non-compliant educator preparation programs.

Recommendation 2

Authorize the State Board of Educator Certification to collect fees from
educator preparation programs for the cost of administration involved in the
support of the creation and maintenance of these programs.

Recommendation 3

Clarify in statute that school districts are authorized to release evaluation
documents to the Texas Education Agency and the State Board for Educator
Certification for purposes of enforcing the educator preparation
accountability system, with the proper confidentiality measures in place.

Recommendation 4

Clarify in statute that law enforcement agencies may provide the appropriate
information from a criminal investigation or prosecution to the Texas
Education Agency for the designated function.

Recommendation 5

Consider sustaining and increasing funding for establishing large-scale
research centers and collaboratives whose findings are more likely to be
generalizable to a wide scope of teacher education programs.

Recommendation 6

Support research initiatives that will examine the social contexts and cultural
factors specific to enhancing success in preparing a highly qualified, diverse
teacher workforce, particularly among teacher education programs in
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historically black, Hispanic-serving, and culturally diverse institutions of
higher learning.

Recommendation 7

Support the dissemination and implementation of findings related to College
of Education coursework and teacher effectiveness in relation to student
performance.

Recommendation 8

Provide funds to replicate research about effective teacher education to be
applied in diverse educational settings, including two- and four-year
institutions and alternative programs.
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JOINT CHARGE WITH SENATE FINANCE

Monitor changes made during the 79th Legislature, Regular
Session, to adjust higher education funding formulas by adopting

a cost-based formula matrix. Make recommendations for
continuing improvements.

COST-BASED FORMULA MATRIX
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Joint Charge—Cost-Based Matrix

Introduction

Higher education institutions receive state support primarily through formula
funding. In 1997 Senator Bill Ratliff tried to simplify the formulas used to
fund general academic institutions by developing and implementing an
Instruction and Operations matrix that was intended to represent the
statewide average cost of instruction for the various disciplines and levels
offered at Texas public universities.

In 2002 the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board directed its
University Formula Advisory Committee to conduct a cost study to validate
the relative weights contained in the matrix. The 79th Legislature adopted
this cost-based matrix, but elected to phase-in the matrix over three biennia,
with the goal of full implementation in 2010. The decision to phase-in the
matrix was based on the desire to transition institutions into the new cost-
based matrix and allow the Legislature to monitor the effects of these
changes.

Because it is the goal of the Legislature to maintain a fair and effective
methodology to fund institutions of higher education, it is important to study
closely the effects of the cost-based matrix and make adjustments as
necessary.

Formula Funding

In Fiscal Year 2006-07, General Academic Institutions receive 59.4 percent
of all general revenue support through the formula. The formula comprises
two components: instruction and operation (I&0) and infrastructure. In the
current biennium, 83 percent of the formula funds are allocated to 1&O,
which is based on weighted semester credit hours. Infrastructure accounts
for the remaining 17 percent and is based on predicted square foot needs of
an institution, as determined by the Higher Education Coordinating Board.
Each institution's relative share of formula funding is determined by these
two components.

The total amount of formula funding is allocated based on each institution's
relative share of the I&O and infrastructure components. This amount is
referred to as All Funds. The All Funds amount is the sum of the general
revenue, as determined by the Legislature, statutory tuition and certain fees
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collected by the institutions. The amount that each institution is projected to
collect in statutory tuition and applicable fees is subtracted from the All
Funds amount to determine the amount of general revenue each institution
receives.

Additional information about formula funding calculations are including in
the Legislative Budget Board's materials in Appendix F-1.

Cost-Based Formula Matrix

The Senate Finance Subcommittee and the Senate Subcommittee on Higher
Education on September 14, 2006, heard testimony regarding their Joint
Interim Charge related to the cost-based formula matrix. The committees
hearing invited testimony from the following persons:
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Rick Travis, Higher Education Team Manager, Legislative Budget
Board

Susan Sherman, Higher Education Analyst, Legislative Budget Board

Raymund Paredes, Commissioner of Higher Education, Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board

Mark Yudof, Chancellor, The University of Texas System
Bill Jones, Board Vice Chair, Texas A&M University System
Jay Gogue, Chancellor, University of Houston System
Gretchen Bataille, President, University of North Texas

Phil Diebel, Vice President for Finance and Business Affairs,
University of North Texas

Donald Haragan, Interim Chancellor, Texas Tech University System
Charles R. Matthews, Chancellor, Texas State University System

Jesse Rogers, President, Midwestern State University
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e Baker Pattillo, Interim President, Stephen F. Austin State University

e Danny Gallant, Associate Vice President for Budget and Finance,
Stephen F. Austin State University

e Bobby Wilson, Interim President, Texas Southern University
e Ann Stuart, Chancellor, Texas Woman's University

Commissioner Raymund Paredes, Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board, and Susan Brown, Assistant Commissioner, Planning and
Accountability, Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, provided
information about the development of the cost-based formula matrix and
discussed possible modifications.

Ms. Brown explained that the weights adopted by the 78th Legislature were
developed in 1997 as a means to simplify the complex system of formulas
that had been used to distribute funding to the institutions for instruction,
operations, and physical plant operations and maintenance. This matrix is
referred to as the original matrix. In 2002 the Coordinating Board directed
its University Formula Advisory Subcommittee to conduct a cost study to
validate the relative weights contained in the matrix. The workgroup
determined that the matrix should reflect an objective analysis of
universities' actual costs and that the most appropriate methodology for
calculating the weights was an "all funds" approach based on each
institution's financial report. The weights in the matrix are intended to
represent the ratio of total educational costs to total semester credit hours, by
level and discipline. The cost-based matrix is updated every two years based
on expenditure data from the previous two years.

Ms. Brown said that in addition to faculty costs, the workgroup agreed that
five additional elements of the cost should be included because the

1&O formula funds these activities as well. These additional elements are
academic support, institutional support, student services, other instruction,
and research. The Coordinating Board recommended that the cost based
matrix be phased-in over three biennia, with the weights being recalculated
every two years based on updated actual expenditures. The recommended
phase-in is 50 percent the first biennium, 75 percent the second biennium,
and full implementation occurring in the 2010-11 biennium. The first phase
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of the cost-based matrix was adopted by the 79th Legislature and included in
the General Appropriations Act (GAA).

The current matrix, the cost-based matrix with no phase-in, and the cost-
based matrix with phase-in and hold harmless limited to three percent are as

follows:>

Table 1: Current Instruction & Operations Matrix

LIBERAL ARTS*
SCIENCE

FINE ARTS
TEACHER ED
AGRICULTURE
ENGINEERING
HOME ECONOMICS
LAW

SOCIAL SERVICE
LIBRARY SCIENCE
VOCATIONAL TRAIN
PHYSICAL TRAINING
HEALTH SERVICES
PHARMACY
BUSINESS ADMIN

OPTOMETRY
TEACHER ED-PRACT.
TECHNOLOGY
NURSING

VET MED

Lower- Upper- Special
Division Division = Master’s Doctoral Professional
1.00 1.96 3.94 12.04
1.53 3.00 7.17 19.29
1.85 3.11 6.51 17.47
1.28 1.96 3.23 9.95
2.05 2.54 6.64 16.37
3.01 3.46 8.20 21.40
1.58 2.12 4.34 10.79
3.22
1.64 1.84 5.80 11.92
1.45 1.52 422 12.26
1.45 2.59
1.36 1.36
2.87 3.46 6.47 15.98
4.00 4.64 9.00 19.11 9.00
1.41 1.59 4.59 13.91
Lower- Upper- Special
Division Division = Master’s Doctoral Professional
5.46 19.12 7.00
2.43 2.57
1.99 2.56 6.61
491 5.32 6.49 16.32
16.72

*Lower division undergraduate Liberal Arts is the rate applied to Developmental Education

semester credit hour.
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Table 2: Cost-Based Instruction & Operations Matrix, No Phase-In

Lower- Upper- Special

Division Division Master’s Doctoral  Professional
LIBERAL ARTS 1.00 1.77 4.20 9.74
SCIENCE 1.79 3.01 8.08 20.15
FINE ARTS 1.41 2.37 5.30 7.16
TEACHER ED 1.40 1.86 2.55 6.88
AGRICULTURE 2.06 2.70 7.63 10.49
ENGINEERING 1.85 3.10 6.21 15.30
HOME ECONOMICS 1.06 1.82 3.05 6.15
LAW 3.56
SOCIAL SERVICE 2.39 2.76 3.37 12.28
LIBRARY SCIENCE 1.12 1.14 2.97 5.44
VOCATIONAL TRAIN 2.83 2.45
PHYSICAL TRAINING 1.34 1.25
HEALTH SERVICES 1.32 2.14 3.70 9.52
PHARMACY 0.91 3.32 18.51 26.34 3.74
BUSINESS ADMIN 1.07 1.63 3.30 19.26
OPTOMETRY 5.46 19.12 7.00
TEACHER ED-PRACT 1.08 1.82
TECHNOLOGY 1.87 2.37 4.57
NURSING 2.24 2.66 5.28 10.66
VET MED 14.16

Table 3: Cost-Based Instruction & Operations Matrix, with
Phase-In and Losses Limited to 3 Percent

Lower- Upper- Special
Division Division Master’s  Doctoral  Professional
LIBERAL ARTS 1.00 1.86 4.07 10.89
SCIENCE 1.66 3.00 7.63 19.72
FINE ARTS 1.63 2.74 5.91 12.31
TEACHER ED 1.34 1.91 2.89 8.41
AGRICULTURE 2.06 2.62 7.14 13.43
ENGINEERING 2.43 3.28 7.21 18.35
HOME ECONOMICS 1.32 1.97 3.70 8.47
LAW 3.39
SOCIAL SERVICE 2.01 2.30 4.59 12.10
LIBRARY SCIENCE 1.28 1.33 3.59 8.85
VOCATIONAL TRAIN 2.14 2.52
PHYSICAL TRAINING 1.35 1.30
HEALTH SERVICES 2.10 2.80 6.10 12.75
Lower- Upper- Special
Division Division Master’s  Doctoral  Professional
PHARMACY 2.45 3.98 13.75 22.72 6.37
BUSINESS ADMIN 1.24 1.61 3.95 16.59
OPTOMETRY 5.46 19.12 7.00
TEACHER ED-PRACT 1.75 2.19
TECHNOLOGY 1.93 2.46 5.59
NURSING 3.58 4.96 5.89 13.49
VET MED 15.44
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Dr. Paredes testified that current formulas do not include specific incentives
to achieve specific outcomes important to the state and that the Legislature
should consider creating incentive funding. He said that the state should
provide a base level of funding to enable institutions to plan strategically and
that the formula is an objective method for allocating funding in a systematic
manner based on verifiable data. Dr. Paredes suggested that modifications be
made to tie formula funding to the goals of Closing the Gaps and that
funding be linked to desired outcomes. For example, instead of funding
based on semester credit hours enrolled on the 12th class day of each
semester as currently done, the funding could be based on semester credit
hours completed.

Dr. Paredes suggested that another area for reconsideration is developmental
education courses, which are funded at the Liberal Arts weight. Institutions
have indicated cost associated with developmental educational, such as
tutoring and counseling, are expensive and so developmental education
should be considered its own weight. Additional weights could be given to
successful completion of entry level credit bearing courses by developmental
educational students. He also recommended that funding should be linked to
elements of the accountability system embedded in the formula, such as
funding based on the growth in the number of baccalaureate degrees
awarded. Incentives also could be created to encourage enrolling transfer
students from community colleges or to promote graduates in critical fields
such as the STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics)
fields.

Mark Yudof, Chancellor, The University of Texas System, testified in
support of the cost-based formula funding. He expressed some concerns
about how data are collected by the Coordinating Board, but agreed that
using costs associated with providing education is a sensible methodology.

Chancellor Yudof remarked that the state must try to align its funding with a
long-term strategic plan to keep Texas competitive and provide incentives to
expand high-priority programs in areas such as education, engineering, and
nursing. He suggested that funding be provided for enrollment growth,
inflation, utilities, and infrastructure, as emphasized in institutions'
legislative appropriations requests.

Bill Jones, Vice Chair, Texas A&M University System Board of Regents,
testified that the cost-based matrix is sound state policy. Mr. Jones said that
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using updated actual expenditure data to validate the weights is good policy
and that phasing in the matrix over three biennia allows institutions to make
any necessary adjustments. He also supports hold harmless funding for
institutions that would otherwise experience a significant loss in formula
funds as part of the transition to the cost-based matrix. However, hold
harmless funds should be provided outside the formula.

Jay Gogue, Chancellor, University of Houston (UH) System, testified that
the UH System opposes the cost-based matrix even though UH's institutions
received more funding through the cost-based matrix as compared to the
original matrix. UH remains concerned that the new matrix was developed
based on a study of university expenditures rather than actual educational
costs. He also noted that the weights for critical areas, such as teacher
education, engineering, health services, and nursing, were lowered.
Chancellor Gogue added that pharmacy and optometry would be more
appropriately funded through the health-related institution formula.

Gretchen Bataille, President, University of North Texas (UNT), said that the
cost-based matrix phase-in had no significant impact on UNT operations.
She testified that the matrix is a fair and equitable method for distributing
1&0 funding. Dr. Bataille added that she supports incentive funding outside
the formulas.

Donald Haragan, Interim Chancellor, Texas Tech University (TTU) System,
said that he supports the matrix as a fair, unbiased, and equitable method for
distribution of funding. Dr. Haragan said that TTU believes that the new
matrix reflects positive changes to the basic core academic programs and
recognizes the importance of undergraduate lower division courses in
science and liberal arts.

Charles Matthews, Chancellor, Texas State University (TSU) System,
testified that he supports the new matrix, as it works well for TSU System
universities. However, he pointed out that Lamar University, which has a
high enrollment in nursing and engineering programs, was the single
university within the system to lose formula funds as a result of the new
matrix.

Jesse Rogers, President, Midwestern State University (MSU), testified that
MSU is unaffected by the change in methodology and that he believes that in
the long term, the new matrix will serve higher education needs well.
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Dr. Rogers emphasized that it is important that the state use a matrix ratio
that is related to costs as opposed to historical precedent.

Baker Pattillo, Interim President, Stephen F. Austin University (SFA), said
that SFAU supports the cost-based matrix funding process because it reflects
the costs associated with undergraduate education. He added that SFAU
recommends that incentive funding for critical needs areas, such as teacher
education and nursing, be addressed outside the formulas.

Bobby Wilson, Interim President, Texas Southern University (TSU),
expressed concern that the methodology of the cost study used to develop
the matrix weights favor programs with low credit hour production, which,
in effect, penalizes programs that may be more cost-efficient. Dr. Wilson
stated average salaries for both law and business faculty members are
significantly higher than the faculty in agriculture and education; likewise,
these areas are more likely to generate higher credit hour production to make
them more cost efficient with regard to cost per credit hour produced. In
addition he said a major concern for TSU is the disparity in funding between
university-based pharmacy programs and those either located in or
designated as being part of a health science center. Dr. Wilson pointed out
all colleges of pharmacy are required to compete for new faculty and to
adhere to accreditation guidelines that call for expansion of the quality of the
experiential programs. He suggested Doctor of Pharmacy programs located
on general academic campuses should be funded using the same model used
for Doctor of Pharmacy programs that are associated with health-related
institutions. Dr. Wilson also added that special item funding should be made
available to assist institutions adversely affected by the formula change.

Ann Stuart, Chancellor, Texas Woman's University (TWU), testified that the
cost-based matrix is fair to the extent that it is based on actual costs and
applies equally to all universities. Chancellor Stuart requested additional
formula funding to address declining state support per student, additional
GR funds for rising utility rates, enrollment growth, and inflation.
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Joint Charge—Cost-Based Matrix

Recommendations

Based on expert testimony The Senate Finance Subcommittee and the
Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education make the following
recommendations regarding the cost-based formula matrix for the
Legislature's consideration:

Recommendation 1
Continue the phase-in of the cost-based matrix with the goal of full
implementation by 2010.

Recommendation 2

Review the effectiveness of the teaching experience supplement and
consider increasing the weight up to 50 percent for lower-division courses
only.

Recommendation 3

Direct the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board to study the
feasibility of developing a cost-based formula matrix for health-related
institutions.

Recommendation 4

Direct the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board to report the
80th Legislature no later than March 1, 2007, on the appropriate level of
funding for instruction & operations at general academic institutions as
reflected in the cost study.
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Conclusion

In response to the charges issued by Lieutenant Governor David Dewhurst,
the Senate Education Subcommittee on Higher Education has identified
these various recommendations for the 80th Legislature.

Addressing Texas higher education needs is critical for the future of our
great state. Ensuring that campuses grow to accommodate enrollment, that
higher education is affordable, and that every student in this state has an
opportunity to a secondary education is a responsibility that requires
collaboration among legislators and the higher education community.
Research, economic development, and general improvements to quality of
life can be attributed to post secondary education. The state's investment in
higher education is a key component to ensuring competitiveness, both
nationally and globally, and meeting the increasing demands of a growing
population and a diversified workforce. As other demands of state
government continue to compete for limited resources, higher education
institutions and future Legislatures must continue to be creative and
proactive in funding higher education.
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Appendix A-1 Texas Association of Community
Colleges
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rtual xas

Mission: The Virtual College of Texas (VCT) is a consortium of all accredited, public Texas
community and technical colleges. It includes the 50 community college districts and the four

colleges of the Texas State Technical College system. The mission of VCT is o provide distance

learning access to all Texans wherever they may live, regardless of geographic, distance, or
time constrainis.

Host - Provider Model: Member institutions of the Virtual College of Texas share distance

learning courses under the terms of a statewide WVCT Memorandum of Understanding, which is

based upon an operational mode! referred to as the Host-Provider Model.

The host {local) college:

. Enrclis students locally o take courses from remote {provider) colieges.
Provides VCT-enrolied students with the same slate of student services it
piovides it other students.

. Administers tests az directed by provider colleges’ instructors.

Aawards course credit and Includes the courses on its own ranscripts.
The provider (remote) college:

. Provides instructors who define course content and instructional methodologies;
directs gl class activities, including assignments and tests, and awards iinal
grades.

. Establishes the academic calendar for courses # offers through VCT

Created in 1998 with funding from the Abell-Hanger Foundation and Meadows Foundation.
VCT is also supported in part with trusteed funds from the Higher Education Cocrdinating
Board

- in FY 2006, 44 Community College Districts and the Texas State Technical College System
participated in VCT.

For FY 2006, 6740 students have enrolled in courses through VCT.

Since its creation, VCT has served over 27,000 students.

in FY 2006, VCT has offered 1240 courses.

-

$3.9 million in grants have been awarded t colleges for projects supported by VOT.

-

Student surveys indicate the majority of participants choose courses through VCT based on
the enhanced availability and flexibility VCT offers.

- VCT is currenily undergoing a scheduled assessment by the Southern Association of Col-

leges and Schools {SACS), the regional accrediting agency, to ensure quality of its programs.

« VCT will continue to work with SACS to complete its review and will continue to provide gquality

distance educational opportunities for community college students in Texas.
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L

» STARLINK links all of the community and fechnical colleges in the state through its
statewide satellite and Internet-based teleconference network. STARLINK Is formally
governed by TACC through a contractual arrangement with the Dallas County Com-
munity College District.

» STARLINK was was established in 1989 with an initial three-year Perkins State Lead-
ership grant and became a trusteed fund at the Coordinating Board in 1997.

« As an agency of TACC, STARLINK produces and distributes programming o benefit
higher education, stale agencies, and other public entities.

» Since becoming operational in the fall of 1989, STARLINK has been rated as one of
the top 3 raining networks in the United Stales by the U.S. Distance Leaming
Association.

» STARLINK has produced and/or distributed 150 professional development and
informational videoconferences targeted primarily to community and technical
colleges, reaching more than 90,000 audience members.

- In FY 2008, STARLINK provided 6152 viewers with feleconferencing training and 2600
viewers with internet streamed training.

« STARLINK has produced andior distributed information and training videoconferences
that served over 30,000 employees of state agencies and other public entities.

- FY 2006, survey of members/users indicates that 91% found their overall experience
with STARLINK to have been Excellent or Good.

- For 2008-2007, STARLINK plans include:
- § Faculty development teleconferences/seminars
» 31 Teaching sirategy videos
- 6 Leadership broadcast teleconferences for students, faculty, & administrators.
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Executive Summary
This document presents a proposal for additional funding for the Centers for

Teacher Education (CTE), a collaborative program of the Texas Association of
Developing Colleges (TADC). The TADC consortium is composed of five private
Texas Historically Black Institutions: Huston-Tillotson University, Jarvis Christian
College, Paul Quinn College, Wiley College, and Texas College. For nearly a
decade, the TADC Consortium has successfully delivered distance education
courses leveraging video-teleconferencing technology to enable collaboration
between pre-service faculty, staff and students at the participating schools.

Research performed by Educause, a nonprofit association whose mission is to
advance higher education by promoting the intelligent use of information

technology, indicates that

e Higher education and the business infrastructure cannot accommodate
the growing diverse population and enrollments, making distance
education programs necessary.

e On-line resources are increasingly becoming more important for recruiting
and retaining students because students are shopping for courses that
meet their schedules and circumstances

e The accepted past practices for educating is being challenged, allowing
for more non-traditional faculty roles in distance education.

¢ Instruction is becoming more learner-centered, non-linear, and self-
directed.

¢ Academic emphasis is shifting from course-completion to competency

Utilizing these findings, the TADC Consortium developed a Three-Year Strategic
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Plan to attract an increased number of potential educators and to achieve
improved learning outcomes for the CTE program. The Consortium identified a
collaborative system that will enhance our Distance Education program and more
particularly improve our ability to train and prepare educators in mathematics and
science. Thunder™, a virtual flip chart platform developed by PolyVision (a
division of Steelcase), is the enabling technology selected. It is our belief that by
using this tool to refine our pedagogical processes, we will improve the ability of
remote students to engage in real-time collaborative learning environments with

their instructors and students at distant sites.

To implement the technology at the five participating institutions, the estimated
total cost is $1.3 million.  Project costs include indirect costs for technology
infrastructure preparation, such as electric and network wiring, as well as the
costs for Thunder™ installation and integration services. The TADC participating
schools currently have $380K allocated to the project, leaving $920K to be

obtained from other sources.

The remainder of this document presents a more detailed background on the

TADC program in general and an overview of the Linking Learning with

Thunder™ Project implementation plan.
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2 Background Information

2.1 TADC

TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF DEVELOPING COLLEGES

The Texas Association of Developing Colleges (TADC) is a multi-service consortium of five
privately supported liberal arts colleges and universities throughout the state of Texas. The
TADC was established in 1967 as a nonprofit corporation with a purpose of servicing and
supporting initiatives designed to improve educational opportunities at Huston-Tillotson University
in Austin, Jarvis Christian College in Hawkins, Paul Quinn College in Dallas, Texas College in

Tyler and Wiley College in Marshall.

The Centers for Teacher Education (CTE) program was established by the 74th Texas
Legislature and is managed by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB). The
THECB provides funds to support programs under contract to the five member institutions of the
TADC.
The CTE Programs at the participating colleges are designed to:

e Recruit, train, and place qualified individuals into the teaching profession;

¢ Integrate the use of technology into the colleges’ teacher preparation programs;

o Deliver distance education and technology training opportunities to pre-service

teacher education candidates; and
e Provide or participate in offering teacher preparation courses via distance education

technologies.
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2.2 CTE Program Overview

2.2.1 Current State
The TADC institutions leverage technology to deliver teacher education

preparation courses using the following methods.

1.

2.

Online: A method in which instruction is supplemented, either
partially or fully, using courseware, such as “BlackBoard,”
“WebCT,” or “Jenzabar Internet Campus Solution (JICS),” and is
delivered through desktop computing communications. Note: In
many cases, the primary mode of instructional delivery is via e-mail
if courseware is not available (i.e., University of Phoenix Online
Program).

Video conferencing: A method in which instruction is delivered via
streaming technologies, through live conferencing (point-to-
point/multipoint) or by the instructional delivery of pre-recorded
media elements, such as slides, film, audio or videotape.

Hybrid course delivery: This method represents a formalized
combination of the three (correspondence, online and video

conferencing) delivery modes.

In most configuration scenarios researched, video conferencing systems, such

as the Polycom VS4000 (currently being employed in the TADC model), utilize

compressed video for the transmission of images over the institution’s network.
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The video compression process is designed to decrease the amount of data

being transmitted. Although this process has the potential to impact the quality of

video and/or sound, it decreases the amount of bandwidth required to transmit

and reduces the associated cost of the communication, thus making it a viable

means for instructional delivery.

2.2.2 Challenges

Though the VTC platform effectively supports pedagogy and interaction for

lecture intensive courses, issues frequently arise surrounding the need to present

ad-hoc content at the time of instruction. Additionally, to improve academic

learning, our collaborative strategic planning indicates:

¢ A need to review instructional best practices in order to redefine pedagogy
for teacher education and delivery must be undertaken to achieve the

desired learning outcomes.

e Development of assessment methods and tools for ongoing
documentation of specific outcomes will improve our ability to

constructively redesign curricular and

e According to SACS, electronically offered programs both support and
extend the roles of educational institutions. Increasingly they are integral
to academic organization with growing implications for institutional

infrastructure.

Similar to other postsecondary institutions, TADC institutions are also

experiencing an increasing number of nontraditional students. Recruitment of

this population is essential if private institutions are to remain competitive

providers of quality educational experiences.
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According to the National Center for Educational Statistics, The Condition of
Education 2006 report, only 40% of private higher education institutions offered
distance learning courses. Online course offerings are an invaluable resource for
our institutions to serve this population. The report also indicates the enroliment
rate of individuals between 25 and 29 years of age increased from 8 to 13%
between 1970 and 2004.

Initial research on the effect of advanced software and student outcomes

suggests:

... that the use of advanced software facilitated communication features, which
provide an environment that fosters more sophisticated and feature rich
interaction, is important in terms of determining student outcomes. It is not
sufficient to create online interaction; rather it is the inherent quality of that
interaction which is important in determining student outcomes.”

(Gold, S., The Effect of Software Facilitated Communication on Student Outcomes in

Online Classes, The Journal of Educators Online, Volume 1, Number 1, July 2004).
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3. Project Overview

The proposed enhanced distance learning design for TADC is a five-site
implementation of Thunder, using PolyVision's proven Thunder authentic room
design model and its Thunder technology. The design is intended to support
enterprise collaboration while increasing overall network scalability. Thunder
Virtual Flipchart System is the world’s most innovative emergent technological
product in enterprise collaboration and distance learning.

rat, ar g
progress, PolyVision’s ground-breaking Thunder system redefines the

Solving a critical need at the heart of all orga

collaborative process, providing teams with the essential environment and tools
to work or learn together, regardless of physical location.

Thunder Virtual Flipchart provides an entirely new dimension of collaboration in
which any data and information, in any format, can be communicated, stored,
displayed, and organized — all captured on an unlimited, shared group canvas, in
real time.
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Thunder is a series of large-format displays whose content can be
simultaneous