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Mission of the Coordinating Board
The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board’s mission is to work with
the Legislature, Governor, governing boards, higher education
institutions, and other entities to help Texas meet the goals of the state’s
higher education plan, Closing the Gaps by 2015, and thereby provide the
people of Texas the widest access to higher education of the highest
quality in the most efficient manner.
Philosophy of the Coordinating Board
The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board will promote access to
quality higher education across the state with the conviction that access
without quality is mediocrity and that quality without access is
unacceptable. The Board will be open, ethical, responsive, and
committed to public service. The Board will approach its work with a
sense of purpose and responsibility to the people of Texas and is
committed to the best use of public monies. The Coordinating Board will
engage in actions that add value to Texas and to higher education. The
agency will avoid efforts that do not add value or that are duplicated by
other entities.
The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board does not discriminate on the basis of
race, color, national origin, gender, religion, age, or disability in employment or the
provision of services.

Foreword
This is the second edition of the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board’s (THECB)
Consolidated Annual Program Evaluation Report. This report presents information on
THECB funded programs. It is produced on an annual basis, enabling policy makers and
higher education leaders to make more informed judgments about the relative costs and
benefits of specially funded higher education programs.
The printed version of the report provides an overview of THECB’s funded programs and
projects that fall under each program. Its online companion enables anyone who is
interested in knowing more about a particular program or specific projects to obtain the
full evaluation report at the click of a button. The online report is now available on the
THECB’s website (www.thecb.state.tx.us) or by going directly to
http://www.thecb.state.tx.us/apps/APE/.
It is our goal to provide you with the best information possible. To that end, we invite
your comments. You can send us your comments via the online site or by e-mailing
Robin.Zuniga@thecb.state.tx.us.
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Executive Summary
In fiscal year 2009, the THECB funded and/or operated 51 special programs, totaling
more than $107 million dollars and provided direct services to more than 738,000
stakeholders.
o

This report includes compliance scores indicating when a project was
noncompliant in one or more of three areas: programming, evaluation and
financial. These compliance scores are available to THECB program directors so
they can research an institution's compliance history when making decisions
about new grant awards.

o

The legislative guidelines for program implementation are often very broad,
enabling projects to cover a wide range of populations and an even wider range
of interventions. The THECB staff is using program evaluations to identify
strengths and weaknesses and develop program interventions to improve the
implementation of these projects.

o

In FY 2009, THECB staff requested and received approval for multiple year grant
periods for some pilot programs. Not only are we better able to study these
interventions, it gives staff the opportunity to learn from and implement program
improvements in response to program evaluation.

There were 29 high-stakes pilot programs funded in FY 2009 – most of which are
directed at the goal of Closing the Gaps by 2015 and implementation of the College
Readiness standards:
o

The Summer Bridge and Intensive Summer programs have been in existence
since 2007. Final evaluation reports for the FY 2008 High School and Intensive
Summer Programs are included in this report. The FY 2008 program funded
individual projects for only one year. In FY 2009 approval was given to fund a
new set of projects for a three-year period. Each of these programs seek to
improve content and study skills for specific types of students: rising 11th and
12th graders, recent high school graduates, recent G.E.D. recipients and firstyear in college students.
In FY 2008 there were 11 High School Summer Bridge Program awards made
across the state and 10 awards in the Intensive Summer Program. The
Developmental Summer Bridge Program was not funded in FY 2008. Although
not all of the 2008 interventions were effective, several demonstrated highly
effective strategies for improving the college-readiness of these populations.
In FY 2009 five new High School Summer Bridge, four Developmental Summer
Bridge and seven new Intensive Summer Program sites received funding. In their
first year of operation, several of the awardees did not design effective
interventions. The 2009 program evaluation noted that one of the problems with
these interventions was a lack of innovation in the curriculum design. We found
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that the successful interventions across the years have been ones that: 1)
planned out a curriculum targeted at the specific needs of the population and for
the four-week intensive session; 2) involved student support and instructional
staff in the overall design; and 3) met as a team throughout the summer session
to assess their progress and make adjustments as needed. The THECB staff
concluded that the projects could be improved by encouraging administrative
and instructional staff to collaboratively design their content and learning
frameworks curriculum.
In response to these findings, the THECB brought administrative and
instructional staff from each funded site to Austin on March 1, 2010, for a
day long professional development session, and will make curriculum resources
available to all project sites as they develop their 2010 summer sessions.
Moreover, projects will be monitored to ensure that they are planning on
implementing appropriate, strong and innovative curricula during the summer of
2010.
o

The federally funded College Access Challenge Grant was in full swing during FY
2009. This two-year program focuses on four areas of outreach to high schools
and two-year postsecondary institutions to encourage the development of a
college-going culture in the state’s high schools and an overall increase in the
college-going and Federal Application for Student Financial Aid (FASFA)
completion rates. The four areas are: 1) College Connections 2+2 and 2+2+2
linking two-year institutions to high schools and four-year institutions to two-year
transfer centers; 2) Community Partnerships fostering collaboration between
community-based organizations and high schools across the state to encourage a
college-going culture and access to college-going services; 3) training of high
school counselors to better prepare them to advise students on preparing for and
applying to college; and 4) a statewide college-going marketing campaign to
inform high school students, their parents and communities across the state
about the advantages of a college education and how to prepare for college.
More than 27,700 high school students were served by these programs in FY
2009. Outcomes data for these programs are not yet available. They are being
evaluated based on their ability to increase FASFA completion and college-going
rates across the state.

o

The Course Redesign Program funded 27 projects in four phases. Phases 1
through 3 have concluded and Phase 4 will conclude in 2011. The goal of this
program was to 1) promote student success in the critical first year of college
and 2) reduce the delivery cost of courses by redesigning the delivery and
pedagogy of entry level college courses. Effectiveness was measured by the
ability of the redesign courses to increase student retention and grades and
reduce cost per student. The results have been mixed. Reducing the cost of
delivery was generally obtained by using technology and lower-paid instructional
staff to reduce the amount of time required from higher-paid instructional staff.
This strategy worked best in four-year institutions where graduate assistants and
instructors are available. Since they have a much narrower pay range for
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instructional staff and no graduate students, two-year institutions had a difficult
time reducing costs. They also were not able to increase class size substantially.
Nevertheless, a majority of the Phase 3 projects for which pilot test data are
complete (8 out of 9) were rated as “Effective” based on their ability to at least
marginally improve student persistence and course grades in the redesign
course, compared to the same course delivered in a traditional mode.
Eight programs were classified as Pilot, Low Stakes for FY 2009. These programs are
ones that are being conducted by a single contractor or that receive funding under
$100,000.
The THECB supported 14 Standing programs that provide services to higher
education institutions, students, faculty and staff.
o The Texas Governor’s Schools are part of a national network of Governor’s
schools. Their purpose is to provide a college enrichment experience for high
achieving Texas high school students from low income and/or previously
underserved populations. The four Governor’s Schools funded in 2009 served
approximately 320 students. All four programs were rated “Very Effective” by site
evaluators based on their program management/operation, curriculum,
enrichment and follow-up activities.
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Introduction
This report includes information on the evaluation of 51 programs funded and/or coordinated
by the THECB during the 2009 fiscal year (September 1, 2008 through August 31, 2009).
The first section of reports includes updates for programs that concluded in fiscal year 2008,
but for whom evaluation results were not available at the time the 2008 report was published.
The 2009 programs are organized into three basic types: pilot programs, high stakes and low
stakes, and standing programs. Pilot programs are then divided into two groups: those
programs for which the funding cycled concluded in 2009 and those that are funded across
multiple years and/or are still in progress.
Basic research programs are not reported this year. Basic research programs are not
systematically evaluated. Therefore, it was decided to drop the basic research category from
this report. Two of the three basic research programs reported in FY 2008 have changed their
focus and are now classified as pilot programs. The programs that fall into each of these types
call for different evaluation strategies and various degrees of evaluation effort and resources.
The types of programs and the typical type of evaluation applied to each include:
FY 2008 Updates (9) are programs for which the funding cycle concluded in or before
fiscal year 2008 but for which evaluation results were “in progress” in the 2008 report.
Pilot programs, High Stakes (25) are programs funded to encourage innovation and
test possible solutions to pressing problems. Evaluations of these programs are more
intensive, long-term, and are intended to gather evidence on best practices. Once a
program has been studied and shown to be of value it may be moved into the standing
programs category. High stakes pilots have annual funding of $100,000 or more.
Pilot programs, Low stakes (7) Low stakes pilots have annual funding of less than
$100,000, or are provided by a single contractor. Low stakes pilots receive less scrutiny
than those that are defined as high stakes.
Standing programs (10) are programs funded to provide a service to higher education
or postsecondary students in the state. Evaluations of these programs are primarily
summative, with some formative elements to help improve the programs over time.
Evaluation may be conducted by THECB staff or subcontracted in part to an external
consultant.
Within this report, programs are organized first by type of program. Within program type they
are then organized by type of funding and program dates. The earlier the program is in the
funding cycle the more likely that program evaluation data will still be “in progress.”
Program evaluations are on-going and continuous. Data on the success of THECB programs are
being collected throughout the year and are reported as they are completed. Since this hard
copy version of the report is only produced once per year, by necessity it is only a snapshot of a
dynamic, on-going process. Another limitation of the hard copy version is space. This hard copy
version only has space for the executive summaries of each program.
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We have overcome these limitations by creating a web-based, publicly accessible, reporting
system. Anyone can access the summaries and full evaluation reports for any THECB funded
program and the individual projects within that program. Throughout the year, as evaluations
are completed, reports are updated in the online system. To access this site go to the THECB
website (www.thecb.state.tx.us) or directly to http://www.thecb.state.tx.us/apps/APE/.
The executive summaries for each program include: 1) a program description; 2) a statement of
the issues and goals that support the program; 3) recommendations for the program; and 4) a
table with information on the effectiveness of each of the projects funded. Projects are rated on
their effectiveness and on their compliance with the program, evaluation, and financial
requirements of the grant.
The way in which effectiveness is determined varies by program. The effectiveness of pilot
programs are measured based on process and outcome measures specific to each program’s
goals and objectives. A note at the bottom of the table will indicate the basis for the ratings for
each program.
Programs that fund multiple projects are listed in the summary tables as “Mixed Results.” Each
project within these programs is ranked from “Very Effective” to “Not Effective” based on how
well they met the criteria established for that program. If a program with multiple projects has
concluded its current funding cycle an overall effectiveness rating for the program will be
included in the detail table followed by effectiveness ratings for each funded project. If a
project failed to collect the required data for the program’s cross-site evaluation, its
effectiveness rating will be “insufficient data” and the evaluation compliance score will likely be
a “1” or a “2” indicating they did not comply with the cross-site evaluation requirements of the
program. In rare cases data are not available because of some problem in collecting data that
was out of the control of the individual project sites. In these cases the compliance score will
reflect that.
For all types of programs compliance is important. The compliance scores indicate how well a
project has met its contractual obligations for the grant funds received. All programs are rated 1
through 3 in three areas – programming, evaluation, and financial – where 3 equals “in
complete accordance;” 2 equals “minor departures from program requirements,” and a 1 equals
“a serious departure from the requirements of the program.”
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Texas Higher Education Board Programs – Fiscal Year 2009
2008 Updates: These programs concluded in FY 2008 but data on their effectiveness were not available until after the publication of the
Consolidated Program Evaluation Report for FY 2008. Within this section the programs are divided into the three basic program types:
Pilot - High Stakes, Pilot – Low Stakes, and Standing programs.
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Participants
Source of
Ending
Ending
Program
Effectiveness
Total Funding
Served
Funding
Month
Year
Pilot-High Stakes
Course Redesign (Phase II) 2008 Update1
Mixed Results**
$128,367
476
State
August
2007
Course Redesign (Phase I) 2008 Update
Mixed Results**
$618,322
450
State
June
2008
High School Summer Bridge Program 2008
Update
Mixed Results**
$524,250
635
State
August
2008
Intensive Summer Program 2008 Update
Not Effective
$615,074
743
State
August
2008
Pilot-Low Stakes
College and Career Readiness Standards:
Facilitation and Development (Vertical
Teams Phase I) 2008 Update
Very Effective
$619,286
40
State
August
2007
Standing
Engineering Recruitment Program 2008
Mixed Results**
Update
$205,000
566
State
August
2008
**
*
Perkins Leadership Grants 2008 Update
Mixed Results
$3,033,702
Statewide
Federal
August
2008
Perkins Tech Prep Grants 2008 Update
Mixed Results**
$8,303,642
187,050
Federal
August
2008
**
Regional P-16 Council Enhancement Grants Mixed Results
2008 Update
$435,000
832
State
December
2008
* “NR”indicates that the number of participants was not available in time for this publication. “Statewide” indicates that this program is intended to have a statewide
impact. +CFAT indicates this program was sponsored by the College for All Texans Foundation. **Mixed Results indicates that the multiple projects are funded and
evaluated separately under this program. If the program has concluded the detailed program table will inlcude an overall effectivenss rating for the program and
individual rationgs for each funded project.

1

Phase II completed in August 2007 due to shorter duration than Phase I completed in June 2008

Pilot programs: These are programs funded to encourage innovation and test possible solutions to pressing problems. Evaluations of
these programs are more intensive, long-term and are intended to gather evidence on best practices. Once a program has been studied
and shown to be of value it may be moved into the on-going programs category.
High Stakes - represents a significant investment of state dollars, more than $100,000 for the program as a whole. Requests for
Proposals (RFPs) are issued by THECB. In most cases there are multiple contractors. The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board has
an active role in the evaluation but may subcontract the evaluation to an outside entity through an RFP.
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Program
Americorps College for All Texans GO
Center Initiative 2009
College Connections (Phase I)
Course Redesign (Phase III - Option A)
2009
Course Redesign (Phase III - Option B)
2009
Intensive Summer Program (General
Education) 2009
Local Vertical Curriculum Alignment (San
Antonio Pathways) 2009
Mathematics, Science, Technology Teacher
Preparation Academies (Cycle I) 2009
Workstudy Mentorship Program 2009
Teacher Quality Grants 2009
Americorps*Vista Program 2009
College Access Challenge Grant - College
Connections 2+2 and College Connections
2+2+2 2009
College Access Challenge Grant Community Partnerships 2009
College Access Challenge Grant –
Counselors’ Program 2009

Effective
Mixed Results**

$1,164,487
$934,000

33,076
59,868

Source of
Funding
CFAT+/
Federal
State

Mixed Results**

$2,065,019

1,458

Mixed Results**

$1,658,209

Mixed Results**
In Progress

Effectiveness

Total Funding

Participants
Served

Ending
Month

Ending
Year

August
August

2009
2009

State

August

2009

1,210

State

August

2009

$332,500

169

State

August

2009

$196,981

84

State

August

2009

Mixed Results**
Mixed Results**
Mixed Results**

$699,620
$2,631,500
$5,949,000

99
700
NR*

August
August
May

2009
2009
2009

Effective

$2,885,389

16,437

State
State
Federal
CFAT+/
Federal

August

2010

In Progress

$4,800,000

2,300

Federal

August

2010

In Progress

$880,013

18,472

Federal

August

2010

In Progress

$1,360,000

406

Federal

August

2010

Pilot programs: These are programs funded to encourage innovation and test possible solutions to pressing problems. Evaluations of
these programs are more intensive, long-term and are intended to gather evidence on best practices. Once a program has been studied
and shown to be of value it may be moved into the on-going programs category.
High Stakes - represents a significant investment of state dollars, more than $100,000 for the program as a whole. Requests for
Proposals (RFPs) are issued by THECB. In most cases there are multiple contractors. The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board has
an active role in the evaluation but may subcontract the evaluation to an outside entity through an RFP.
Program
College Access Challenge Grant - Marketing
Campaign 2009
College and Career Readiness Initiatives
Faculty Collaboratives 2009
Faculty Development Modules for Online
Learning 2009
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Gates GO Centers (Houston) 2009

Effectiveness

Total Funding

Participants
Served

Source of
Funding

Ending
Month

Ending
Year

In Progress

$1,500,000

Statewide*

Federal

August

2011

In Progress

$3,040,000

976

State

September

2010

In Progress

$988,842

Statewide*

May

2010

In Progress

$1,137,000

1,677

State
CFAT+/
Gates

August

2010

Minority Health Research and Education
Grant Program 2009
In Progress
$2,351,865
7,857
State
March
Nursing, Allied Health and Other HealthRelated Education Grant Program 2009
In Progress
$4,240,916
2,309
State
August
Course Redesign (Phase IV) 2009
Mixed Results**
$416,393
NR*
State
January
Developmental Education Summer Bridge
2009
Mixed Results**
$708,860
378
State
August
**
High School Summer Bridge Program 2009
Mixed Results
$1,094,498
214
State
August
Intensive Summer Program 2009
Mixed Results**
$797,250
195
State
August
Learning Objects Repository (Phases I & II)
2009
In Progress
$828,386
Statewide*
State
August
Transition Bridge Program 2009
In Progress
$623,073
NR*
State
August
*
“NR”indicates that the number of participants was not available in time for this publication. “Statewide” indicates that this program is intended to have a statewide
impact. +CFAT indicates this program was sponsored by the College for All Texans Foundation. **Mixed Results indicates that the multiple projects are funded
and evaluated separately under this program. If the program has concluded the detailed program table will inlcude an overall effectivenss rating for the program
and individual rationgs for each funded project.

2010
2010
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011

Pilot programs: These are programs funded to encourage innovation and test possible solutions to pressing problems. Evaluations of
these programs are more intensive, long-term and are intended to gather evidence on best practices. Once a program has been studied
and shown to be of value it may be moved into the on-going programs category.
Low Stakes - Represents either 1) an investment of state dollars less than $100,000 for the entire program; or 2) a single contractor is
involved in executing the program and is responsible for evaluation.
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Program
18 Graduate Hour Certificate Pilot Program
Academic Enrichment Summer Program at
Tarleton State University 2009
Pre-service Practicum, Induction and
Practice
College and Career Readiness Standards:
Validation and Alignment
Vertical Teams (Phases II and III) 2009
College Readiness Assignments:
Development, Refinement, and Alignment
2009
Data Fellows 2009
+

Total Funding
$69,300

Participants
Served
17

Source of
Funding
State

Ending
Month
May

Ending
Year
2009

Effective

$100,000

40

State

July

2009

Effective

$600,000

833

State

August

2009

Very Effective
In Progress

$1,112,084
$60,000

2,489
40

State
State

October
August

2009
2010

Very Effective
In Progress

$677,763
$90,000

2,775
20

State
CFAT+/Gates

January
January

2011
2011

Effectiveness
Effective

CFAT indicates this program was sponsored by the College for All Texans Foundation.

Standing programs: These are programs funded to provide a service to higher education or postsecondary students in the state.
Evaluations of these programs are primarily summative, with some formative elements to help improve the programs over time.
Evaluation may be conducted by THECB staff or subcontracted in part to an outside entity.
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Program
Engineering Recruitment Program 2009
Perkins Basic Grants 2009
Perkins Leadership Grants 2009
Perkins Tech Prep Grants 2009
Regional P-16 Council Enhancement Grants
2009
Statewide Preceptorship Program 2009
Texas Governor's Schools 2009
Texas Success Initiatve Test Alignment with
College Readiness Standards 2009
College Readiness Special Advisors 2009
African American Library and Museum 2009

Effectiveness
Mixed Results**
Mixed Results**
Mixed Results**
Mixed Results**

Total Funding
$200,000
$30,017,253
$2,308,113
$8,727,631

Participants
Served
663
82,604
Statewide*
260,292

Source of
Funding
State
Federal
Federal
Federal

Ending
Month
August
August
August
August

Ending
Year
2009
2009
2009
2009

Mixed Results**
Mixed Results**
Mixed Results**

$787,172
$452,145
$959,365

39,873
336
320

State
State
State

August
August
August

2009
2009
2009

$211,244
$2,955,000
$93,636

Statewide*
Statewide*
8

State
State
State

May
August
August

2009
2010
2010

Very Effective
Very Effective
Effective

“Statewide” indicates that this program is intended to have a statewide impact. **Mixed Results indicates that the multiple projects are funded and evaluated
separately under this program. If the program has concluded the detailed program table will inlcude an overall effectivenss rating for the program and individual
rationgs for each funded project.
*

FY 2008 Updates
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Course Redesign (Phase II) 2008 Update
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0763 of the Texas Education Code requires the Board to “implement a project
under which institutions of higher education selected by the Board will review and revise entrylevel lower division academic courses” to improve student learning and reduce the cost of
course delivery through the use of information technology.
Number of projects funded:

4

Total Program Funding:

$128,367

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$32,092

$19,948

$50,127

Program Dates:

06/01/2007 - 08/31/2007

Program Goals:
The goal of the Texas Course Redesign Project (TCRP) is to have widespread adoption of
course designs that promote student success, especially in the critical first year of college. The
course redesigns projects should both increase success in student learning while at the same
time reduce the delivery cost of courses.
Reason for Program:
Traditionally, introductory level, general education courses have been high-volume courses with
unacceptable dropout, failure, and withdrawal (DFW) rates. These courses are also often very
resource intensive for institutions. The course redesign program seeks to improve student
learning and thus decrease DFW rates while at the same time use technology to reduce the cost
of course delivery.
Program Operation:
Project proposals were received during spring 2007 and evaluated by THECB staff through the
use of a standardized rubric and scoring system. Grant awards for selected projects were made
May/June 2007. This program was a condensed, "fast track" grant meant to provide institutions
with small grants to expand, complete, or support existing redesign efforts. Four projects were
funded and completed August 31, 2007.
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Results:
Each of the four grant projects reported that the materials created during this "fast track" grant
were integrated into the institution's curriculum and being used by faculty and students. Two of
the four grants received continue funding under Phase III of the Texas Course Redesign Grant
Program. Two of the four grant programs reported significant cost reduction due to the ability
to increase class size through better use of technology and graduate teaching assistants.
Recommendations:
This phase is completed. However, participating sites are still using the materials at their
respective institutions. Additionally, three of the four projects developed materials from the
grants for inclusion in the Texas Learning Objects Repository.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Vanessa Davis (512) 427-6223
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site
Overall Program

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval.
Finance
$128,367

476

Effective

The University of
Texas at El Paso

$21,276

84

Effective

3

3

3

Del Mar College

$37,016

109

Effective

3

3

3

Austin Community
College

$19,948

48

Not Effective

3

3

3

Texas Tech
University

$50,127

235

Effective

3

3

3

1

The number of participants reflects the actual number of students participating in the course
redesign at each institution during the grant period. Each institution has continued to use the
materials and the number of impacted students has increased since the end of the grant
period.
2
Effectiveness is based on the ability of the project to increase persistence rates and successful
student course completion compared to a previous offering of the same course taught under
the traditional method.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Course Redesign (Phase I) 2008 Update
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0763 of the Texas Education Code requires the Board to “implement a project
under which institutions of higher education selected by the Board will review and revise entrylevel lower division academic courses...to improve student learning and reduce the cost of
course delivery through the use of information technology.”
Number of projects funded:
Total Program Funding:

4
$618,322

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$154,581

$124,714

$193,608

Program Dates:

01/01/2007 - 06/30/2008

Program Goals:
The goal of the Texas Course Redesign Project (TCRP) is to have widespread adoption of
course designs that promote student success, especially in the critical first year of college. The
course redesign projects should increase success in student learning, while at the same time
reducing the cost of course delivery.
Reason for Program:
Traditionally, introductory level, general education courses have been high volume courses with
unacceptable dropout, failure, and withdrawal (DFW) rates. The course redesign program seeks
to improve student learning and thus decrease DFW rates while at the same time uses
technology to reduce the cost of course delivery.
Program Operation:
Project proposals were received during fall 2006 and evaluated by THECB staff through the use
of a standardized rubric and scoring system. Grant awards for selected projects were made in
January 2007. Projects submitted annual reports to THECB staff throughout the grant period as
well as a final report at the completion of the grant. The grant period ended June 30, 2008.
Results:
After the first year of the project, participating sites’ effectiveness were measured based on
improvement in persistence rates and students completing the redesign courses with a C or
better. Three of the four sites’ initial pilot tests showed a statistically significant improvement in
student completion with a C or better. The evaluation of the pilots second year was mixed with
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some sites showing continued improved completion rates. Failure to demonstrate effectiveness
at this early stage of the process does not mean the project will not be effective as
development continues. National examples of course redesign projects seem to indicate that
success measures may improve over time as faculty and students become more comfortable
with the redesigned course.
Recommendations:
This phase is completed.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Vanessa Davis (512) 427-6223
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval.
Financ.

Overall
Program

$618,322

450

Effective

University of
North Texas

$193,608

48

Effective

3

3

3

Dallas County
Community
College District

$125,000

206

Not Effective

3

3

3

Texas Tech
University

$124,714

139

Effective

3

3

3

The University of
$175,000
Texas at Austin

92

Effective

3

3

3

1

The number of participants reflects the actual number of students participating in the course
redesign at each institution.
2
Effectiveness is based on the ability of the project to increase persistence rates and successful
student course completion compared to a previous offering of the same course taught under the
traditional method.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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High School Summer Bridge Program 2008 Update
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0762, Texas Education Code, “Programs to Enhance Student Success,” Third
Special Session of the 79th Texas Legislature requires the THECB to develop programs designed
to enhance the success of students at institutions of higher education and decrease the need
for developmental education. Paragraph (1) under Section §61.0762 provides for summer
higher education bridge programs in the subject areas of mathematics, science, and
English/Language Arts.
Number of projects funded:

11

Total Program Funding:

$524,250

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$43,687

$18,250

$79,000

Program Dates:

06/02/2008 - 08/08/2008

Program Goals:
The program goal is to determine if intensive and accelerated academic instruction and support
can positively affect college readiness for rising 11th grade, rising 12th grade, or recent high
school graduates.
Reason for Program:
In Texas, only 20 percent of the 2008 high school graduating class who took the ACT test
passed the College Readiness Benchmarks in all four subject areas (english, math, reading, and
science). In fall 2000, 28 percent of entering freshmen in the U.S. were enrolled in one or more
developmental education courses. According to an analysis by the Alliance for Excellence in
Education (2006), the state of Texas would save $88.5 million per year by eliminating the need
for developmental education.
Program Operation:
The 2008 High School Summer Bridge Program (HSSBP) targeted rising 11th and/or Rising 12th
grade students who had attained a score of = 2000 in ELA and mathematics on the 10th or
11th grade TAKS test, but < 2200 in ELA with a writing score of 3 and < 2200 on mathematics.
Funds went to institutions of higher education (IHEs) who collaborated with local Independent
School Districts (ISDs).
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Results:
Overall, this program is effective. We learned these programs can be successful in improving:
1) participant's college readiness in mathematics; and 2) participant awareness and use of
learning and study strategies. Two sites demonstrated medium to large positive effects on the
mathematics post-TAKS and demonstrated medium-large positive gains in at least 8/10 learning
and study strategies assessed by the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI). The
three sites that demonstrated medium to large positive effects on the post-TAKS used a variety
of approaches to curriculum and instruction. Four of the five sites with medium-large positive
gains in at least 8/10 learning and study strategies had college-going instruction built into the
curriculum. Each of these sites approached the problem somewhat differently, but all utilized
regularly scheduled time for the instruction.
Recommendations:
We recommend that: 1) Curriculum and instruction be specifically designed for high school
students and not be the traditional developmental or dual enrollment curriculum offered by the
college; 2) The curriculum should include planned instruction and activities designed to improve
learning strategies (research has shown these skills promote motivation and self-efficacy and
are important for success); 3) Sites should be urged to promote a college-going culture by
encouraging students to enroll in dual credit courses in the fall; 4) Instructional time should be
a minimum of 5.5 hours per day at least four days/week for a minimum of four weeks; 5) Sites
should have an active advisory council composed of ISD personnel, college personnel, parents,
and community representatives to plan, oversee, and evaluate the program. One key task of
the advisory council would be to make recommendations for improvement in the program; 6)
Tutors should be embedded in the classroom.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Tom Graca, UT Arlington

THECB Contact:

Belinda Perez-Hernandez (512) 427-6209
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site
Overall Program

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval. Finance
$524,250

635

Very Effective

Blinn College

$79,000

100

Not Effective

3

3

3

Coastal Bend College

$63,250

79

Effective

3

3

3

Richland College

$18,250

19

Effective

2

1

3

Palo Alto College

$31,000

36

Very Effective

3

3

3

Sul Ross State
University

$53,500

66

Effective

2

2

3

Texas A&M UniversityCorpus Christi

$40,750

49

Not Effective

3

3

3

Texas State Technical
College-Harlingen

$31,000

36

Effective

2

3

3

Texas State Technical
College-Waco

$46,750

57

Insufficient
Data

3

1

3

The University of Texas
at El Paso

$36,250

43

Effective

3

2

3

The University of TexasPan American

$43,000

52

Effective

2

3

3

The Victoria College

$46,000

56

Very Effective

3

3

3

1

The number of participants reflects participants enrolled on the 5th day of the program.
Effectiveness is based on the project’s ability to achieve statistically significant improvement
in participants Texas
Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) scores and scores on the Learning Strategies
and Skills Inventory (LASSI), both pre/post and against a control group.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the
extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the grant. That is, did they
do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which the project followed
the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete all of the required
evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the extent to which
the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant. That is, did
they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a timely
and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance; 2=minor
departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the requirements of
the program.
2
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Intensive Summer Program 2008 Update
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §29.098 of the Texas Education Code, entitled “Intensive Summer Programs,” provides
for the establishment of grants and programs for dropout prevention, high school success, and
college and workforce readiness. From funds appropriated for that purpose, the Commissioner
of Education and the Commissioner of Higher Education are to establish Intensive Summer
Programs for students identified as being at risk of dropping out of school or college.
Number of projects funded:

10

Total Program Funding:

$615,074

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$61,507

$24,750

$99,750

Program Dates:

06/02/2008 - 08/15/2008

Program Goals:
This program has four goals: 1) Promote high academic expectations leading to college
readiness or completion; 2) Encourage student motivation, academic efficacy, and persistence;
3) Create or expand social and academic support systems; 4) Promote effective public or higher
education teaching.
Reason for Program:
In fall 2000, 28 percent of entering freshmen in the U.S. enrolled in one or more developmental
education courses. In Texas, only 20 percent of the 2008 high school graduating class who took
the ACT passed the College Readiness Benchmarks in all four subject areas (english,
mathematics, reading, and science). According to an analysis by the Alliance for Excellence in
Education (2006), the state of Texas would save $88.5 million per year by eliminating the need
for developmental education.
Program Operation:
The 2008 Intensive Summer Bridge Program (ISP) included first-time college students identified
as at-risk of dropping out defined as having a SAT or ACT score equal to or less than the
national mean, awarded a Pell grant, at least 20 years old at time of enrollment, or has enrolled
as a part-time student. Funds went to institutions of higher education (IHEs) who collaborate
with school districts (ISDs).
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Results:
Overall, this program is rated “not effective.” From the program evaluation, we learned
programs for this target population can: 1) improve the college readiness of participants in
reading and mathematics; 2) improve participant awareness about and use of learning and
study strategies related to skill, will and self-regulation; 3) help increase overall learning by
providing a low tutor-student ratio. More effective sites were those that were better organized,
engaged in planning and provided an innovative curriculum and learning strategies. Lower rated
programs seemed to have problems with the quick turnaround from award announcement to
program implementation. Using pre-developed curriculum instead of attempting to derive new
curriculum or learning strategies was not effective. While not every new technique worked, only
those sites with innovative curriculum and instruction demonstrated success.
Recommendations:
Staff recommend that: 1) Future participants should be urged to promote a college going
culture by helping students with registration for fall courses as part of the program; 2) A college
skills class or student success class is necessary for these borderline students; 3) Administrators
should review student progress data weekly at a minimum; 4) Tutoring should be mandated, or
continue to be mandated, as part of the program; 5) Extensive recruiting seems to lead to
greater success.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Tom Graca, UT Arlington

THECB Contact:

Belinda Perez-Hernandez (512) 427-6209
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval. Finance
$615,074

743

Not Effective

Austin
Community
College

$46,715

52

Effective

2

2

3

Cedar Valley
College

$37,500

53

Not Effective

2

2

3

El Paso
Community
College
District

$99,750

133

Very Effective

3

3

3

San Antonio
College

$24,750

33

Insufficient
Data

2

1

3

Texas A&M
International $57,750
University

77

Effective

2

3

3

Texas
Southern
University

$92,300

116

Very Effective

3

2

3

Texas State
UniversitySan Marcos

$98,059

70

Very Effective

2

3

3

Trinity
Valley
Community
College

$24,750

31

Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at
Brownsville

$99,750

133

Not Effective

1

2

3

The
University of
Texas at El
Paso

$33,750

45

Not Effective

2

3

3

1

Participants numbers reflect 5th day enrollments reported by the project sites.
Effectiveness is based on the project’s ability to achieve statistically significant
improvement in participants Texas Higher Education Assessment (THEA) scores
and scores on the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI), both pre/post
and against a control group.
2
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3

Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in
three areas. Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated
programming requirements of the grant. That is, did they do what they were paid
to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which the project followed the cross-site
program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete all of the required
evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the extent
to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the
grant. That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all
financial information in a timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score
of 3 = in complete accordance; 2=minor departures from requirements noted,
and a 1= serious departure from the requirements of the program.
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College and Career Readiness Standards:
Facilitation and Development (Vertical Teams Phase I) 2008 Update
Program Type:

Low Stakes (less than $100,000)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The 79th Texas Legislature, Third Called Session, passed HB 1, which included the addition to
the Texas Education Code Section §28.008, entitled “Advancement of College Readiness in
Curriculum.” Vertical teams shall recommend for approval by the commissioner of education
and the THECB college readiness standards and expectation that address what students must
know and be able to do to succeed in entry-level college courses.
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$619,286

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

06/21/2007 - 08/31/2007

Program Goals:
As Phase I of a four phase project, the goals of this phase of the project are to facilitate the
development of a comprehensive set of TCCRS for the state of Texas.
Reason for Program:
The development of TCCRS by four Vertical Teams (English/language arts, mathematics,
science, and social studies) was mandated by HB 1, 79th Legislature, to identify what students
must know and be able to do to succeed in entry-level college courses at Texas public
institutions of higher education.
Program Operation:
The Educational Policy Improvement Center (EPIC) facilitated meetings of the vertical teams
(VTs) charged with developing TCCRS that specified the knowledge and skills necessary to
succeed in entry-level courses at Texas colleges and universities. These teams, composed of
secondary and postsecondary faculty, met four times between March and October 2007 and
completed interim online homework assignments independently to reach agreement on the
standards. At its October 2007 meeting, Board members approved posting of the draft
standards for public comment. Over 1,000 comments were received, and these were reviewed
when the VTs prepared their final drafts. The final drafts of the TCCRS were recommended for
adoption by the THECB and the Commissioner of Education. Final adoption by the Board
occurred January 2008 with the Commissioner of Education approval received in spring 2008.
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Results:
The results were the adoption of the College and Career Readiness Standards themselves. The
CCRS can be found on the THECB website at
http://www.thecb.state.tx.us/collegereadiness/TCRS.cfm. These standards are the foundation
of the THECB’s and TEA’s current and future college readiness work.
Recommendations:
With the completion of Phase I and the adoption of the TCCRS, THECB and TEA staff
recommend reconstitution of Vertical Teams to complete Phase II, TEKS-TCCRS gap analysis,
and Phase III, development of instructional strategies, professional development, and online
support materials. Phase II and Phase III are to be completed so that curricula and online
materials are in the classroom as follows: - ELA: fall 2009 - Math: fall 2010 - Science: fall 2011 Social Studies: fall 2012 THECB staff may recommend a statutory amendment to Texas
Education Code Section §28.008 to include a review of the TCCRS by content area to coincide
with the curriculum review conducted by the State Board of Education (currently every 10
years).
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Dave Conley, EPIC

THECB Contact:

Lynette Heckmann (512) 427-6120
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Effectiveness of Program
Compliance Scores4
Project
Number of
Program
1
Funding
Site
Participants2 Effectiveness3 Programming Evaluation Financial
Overall
$619,286
Program

40

Very Effective

1

3

3

3

Of the total $619,286, EPIC received $79,286 to facilitate the development of the TCCRS. The
institutions represented by 36 of the 40 VT members received $15,000 for VT member
expenses (release time, travel expenses). The institutions of the 4 VT co-chairs received
external funding for related expenses -- not included in the funding totals.
2
Represents the number of participants in the vertical teams responsible for developing the
TCCRS.
3
This program’s effectiveness was determined by the THECB program director based on the
outcome of receiving from EPIC the draft TCCRS, compilation of public comments, and revision
of the TCCRS based on public comments, and that the final TCCRS were adopted by the Board
and Commissioner of Education.
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Engineering Recruitment Summer Program 2008 Update
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The Engineering Recruitment Program (ERP), Engineering Summer Program (ESP), was
established by the 80th Texas Legislature through passage of HB 2798, codified as Texas
Education Code §61.791-61.793. The State appropriation for the program was $1,000,000 per
fiscal year for the 2008/09 biennium. The THECB used $800,000 for scholarships and $200,000
for summer projects per fiscal year, after consultation with the bill sponsor Representative
Morrison’s office.
Number of projects funded:

11

Total Program Funding:

$205,000

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$18,636

$8,398

$20,000

Program Dates:

01/25/2008 - 08/31/2008

Program Goals:
The goal of ESP is to enhance student interest in engineering as a potential career, develop
middle and high school students’ analytical skills, and help students prepare for college-level
courses. Students participating in an ESP receive instruction in math, science, and engineering
concepts. Student admission to the ESP is selective and participation reflects the demographic
diversity of the state. Students underrepresented in engineering programs include minorities
and females.
Reason for Program:
CTG includes an increase in STEM degrees. ESP aims to foster student interest in engineering.
Misconceptions about the profession may cause students, especially female and first generation
students, not to major in STEM fields. ESP provides information about what it means to be an
engineer, how the profession aids society, and what educational preparation is needed to
pursue a successful undergraduate degree. Timely awareness is important for student
preparedness for STEM education.
Program Operation:
In 2008, the THECB administered the program as a competitive grant program. Funding for
each one-week program was capped at $20,000. The THECB issued the program
announcement on October 26, 2007, by web posting and sent email notifications to all eligible
institutions. By the December 12, 2007, submission deadline, the THECB received 16 proposals
from 16 institutions, with a total request of $317,441. One review panel of three workforce
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experts from academia, state, and industry discussed the proposals during a teleconference
meeting in January 2008. The panel ranked all proposals and recommended budget changes.
Staff assigned funding to all proposals in rank order until the funding allocation was reached.
On January 25, 2008, the Commissioner of Higher Education announced the awards.
Results:
For ESP 2008, 566 students participated in summer programs at 11 institutions. The average
summer program had 44 participants. 56 percent were female students, African American
participation was 21 percent, and Hispanic participation was 45 percent. Three programs
included middle-school students. Program components that institutions reported as successful
included: student team competitions; project presentations; field trips; industry site visits; panel
or luncheon discussions with professional engineers and scientists; and parent/guardian
information that covers the Texas university application process, financial aid system, and
scholarship opportunities.
Recommendations:
Most institutions reported that it would more efficient to hold two weeks of summer programs
in succession and doubling of funding would allow this efficiency.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Reinold Cornelius (512) 427-6156
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Programming Evaluation Financial

Overall
Program

$205,000

566

Effective

Lamar
University

$20,000

50

Effective

3

3

3

Prairie
View A&M
University

$19,000

20

Effective

3

3

3

University
of Houston

$20,000

78

Effective

3

3

3

The
University
of Texas at
Arlington

$8,398

35

Effective

3

3

3

The
University
$20,000
of Texas at
Austin

203

Effective

3

3

3

The
University
$19,331
of Texas at
Brownsville

20

Effective

3

3

3

The
University
of TexasPan
American

$20,000

43

Effective

3

3

3

The
University
$20,000
of Texas at
Tyler

31

Effective

3

3

3

South
Texas
College

$19,041

37

Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
University- $20,000
Kingsville

30

Effective

3

3

3

Texas
Tech
University

19

Effective

3

3

3

$19,230

30

1

The number of participants reflects the number of students enrolled at each site during the
summer of 2008, as reported in their final project reports.
2
No cross-site evaluation was conducted this year. Each project submitted a self-evaluation. All
projects were rated as effective based on their ability to meet the enrollment and programming
expectations of the grant.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Perkins Leadership Grants 2008 Update
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Leadership activities are federally funded under the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical
Education Improvement Act of 2006, Public Law 109-270, Title I.
Number of projects funded:

19

Total Program Funding:

$3,033,702

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$159,669

$62,670

$495,000

Program Dates:

09/01/2007 - 08/31/2008

Program Goals:
State leadership activities require statewide impact. The Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical
Education Improvement Act of 2006 establishes required, as well as permissible uses of the
funds. The state’s community, technical, and state colleges determine the activities that best
help achieve their goals. In Texas, Perkins’ goals have been aligned to the goals of Closing the
Gaps by 2015.
Reason for Program:
The state has established the following assumptions: 1) career and technical education (CTE)
and academic education must be integrated in a more comprehensive way; 2) postsecondary
and work readiness are one and the same; and 3) all students need at least some
postsecondary education or training. All education spending must be tied to appropriate student
outcomes.
Program Operation:
State Leadership Funds are allocated in a competitive request for applications process and
include comprehensive professional development activities, development of innovative
curriculum and/or course/module redesign in high-skill, high-wage, or high-demand
occupations, and activities that increase the academic performance of special population
students, including students in nontraditional fields of study. These projects are required by
federal law to have statewide impact on career and technical education by increasing excellence
in programs, teaching methodology, or student outcomes.
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Results:
An evaluation system for Perkins Leadership projects is being developed. Currently, Perkins
Leadership projects are required to submit amendments, expenditure reports, and quarterly
reports as part of the reporting requirements and deliverables. State Leadership projects are
required to include plans for statewide implementation. Each project is monitored on a quarterly
basis by THECB staff. The value to the state from the funded projects is an enhanced body of
knowledge and techniques that have proven successful in the use of technology, in the sharing
of effective teaching strategies, the recruitment of CTE students, and the formation of skill
standards.
Recommendations:
Restore the funding split between the TEA and the THECB to 60/40.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Gabriela Borcoman, THECB

THECB Contact:

Susan Hetzler (512) 427-6220
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site
Overall
Program

Funding

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval.
Finance

$3,033,702

Statewide

Effective

THECB - ID Institutional
Effectiveness
and Eval.

$334,696

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Austin
Community
College

$495,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Coastal Bend
College

$150,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

North Lake
College

$234,014

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Dallas County
Community
College
District

$122,277

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Del Mar
College

$123,225

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Midland
College

$210,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Cy-Fair
College

$95,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Cy-Fair
College

$95,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

$98,064

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Tomball
College

$100,996

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Tomball
College

$116,976

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Tomball
College

$178,201

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

San Jacinto
College
District

$105,417

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

South Texas
College

$78,892

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Kingwood
College
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Del Mar
College

$215,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Northeast
Texas
Community
College

$68,274

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Northeast
Texas
Community
College

$62,670

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
UniversityCommerce

$150,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

1

Participant counts are not applicable and not reported. The projects are designed to support
CTE programs across the state upon completion, so while the projects will benefit a large
number of students, they will only do so after completion.
2
Projects submitted quarterly reports on their progress toward stated goals and objectives, use
of funds, and amendments. Projects were reviewed and monitored by THECB staff. All projects
that met their stated goals and objectives were given an evaluation rating of "Effective."
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Perkins Tech Prep Grants 2008 Update
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Tech Prep activities are federally funded under the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical
Education Improvement Act of 2006, Public Law 109-270, Title II.
Number of projects funded:

27

Total Program Funding:

$8,303,642

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$319,371

$221,033

$960,263

Program Dates:

09/01/2007 - 08/31/2008

Program Goals:
Federal Title II Tech Prep funds are intended for regional Tech Prep Consortia to support
regionally developed plans that meet federal, state, and regional goals for improving career and
technical education.
Reason for Program:
Tech Prep programs are intended to develop seamless transitions from secondary to
postsecondary education.
Program Operation:
The funding formula includes five percent which is used for state administration of Tech Prep
activities and the remaining 95 percent is distributed to the consortia using a 65/35 formula.
Specifically, 65 percent of the funds are distributed equally among the 26 consortia as a base
operating fund and the remaining 35 percent is distributed among the consortia based upon the
grades 9-12 student population served by each consortium region. The funding formula was
developed and approved by the Tech Prep Directors in 1999, and has been reapproved each of
the following years. Texas receives approximately $8.3 million each year in federal funds for
Tech Prep activities.
Results:
The state must meet or exceed 90 percent on each of nine federally negotiated performance
measures. Each of the 26 Tech Prep Consortiums contribute to the overall state performance.
The state is performing at or above the 90 percent level on each of the performance measures.
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Recommendations:
At present, Texas has chosen to keep Tech Prep separate from the Perkins Basic Title I Grant
funds. This results in duplication of overhead costs. It is recommended that Texas: 1) find ways
to share administrative functions and services without merging Tech Prep with the Basic Grant
program; or 2) increase state funds for administrative costs; or 3) set a limit on administrative
costs at 30 percent of an individual Tech Prep consortia’s budget.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Gabriela Borcoman, THECB

THECB Contact:

Susan Hetzler (512) 427-6220
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site

Funding

Number of
Participants1

Compliance Scores3
Program
Effectiveness2 Program Eval. Finance

Overall Program $8,303,642

187,050

Effective

Alamo Tech Prep

$438,753

13,347

Effective

3

3

3

Capital Area Tech
Prep Consortium

$365,674

8,308

Effective

3

3

3

Coastal Bend

$271,388

6,474

Effective

3

3

3

Concho Valley

$221,033

3,764

Effective

3

3

3

Deep East Texas

$243,262

3,484

Effective

3

3

3

East Texas

$296,379

11,508

Effective

3

3

3

Global EDGE

$309,294

7,432

Effective

3

3

3

Golden Crescent

$226,921

3,423

Effective

3

3

3

Gulf Coast

$960,263

40,551

Effective

3

3

3

Heart of Texas

$239,768

6,337

Effective

3

3

3

North Central
Texas

$782,444

27,237

Effective

3

3

3

North Texas

$227,445

2,862

Effective

3

3

3

Top of Texas

$258,860

8,379

Effective

3

3

3

Permian Basin

$250,650

5,395

Effective

3

3

3

Rio Grande Valley

$375,463

24,324

Effective

3

3

3

South Plains

$252,774

6,609

Effective

3

3

3

South Texas

$245,132

9,236

Effective

3

3

3

Southeast Texas

$249,868

4,605

Effective

3

3

3

STAR

$229,038

2,333

Effective

3

3

3

Texoma

$291,038

9,886

Effective

3

3

3

Upper East Texas

$240,373

6,146

Effective

3

3

3

Upper Rio Grande

$320,848

5,813

Effective

3

3

3

Weatherford Area

$242,034

3,708

Effective

3

3

3

West Central
Texas

$241,678

5,513

Effective

3

3

3

Central Texas
Tech Prep
Consortium

$265,827

3,627

Effective

3

3

3

Brazos Valley Tech
Prep Consortium

$232,694

2,377

Effective

3

3

3
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State
Administration

$412,926

232,678

Effective

1

3

3

3

Participants includes the number of enrolled Tech Prep students in secondary education
courses grades 9-12 plus the number of Tech Prep students in postsecondary education.
2
Effectiveness is based on the state’s performance on the nine Tech Prep performance
measures that is negotiated with the United States Department of Education. Each Tech Prep
Consortium contributes to the state’s performance. The state met all nine performance
measures in 2008-2009; therefore, the projects received a score of “Effective” for contributing
to the state’s overall performance.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they
complete all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial
refers to the extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements
of the grant. That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial
information in a timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete
accordance; 2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from
the requirements of the program.
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Regional P-16 Council Enhancement Grants 2008 Update
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The councils were created under the authority of Section §61.0762 of the Education Code,
which authorizes the THECB to develop “other programs as determined by the Board that
support the participation and success goals in Closing the Gaps, the state’s master plan for
higher education.”
Number of projects funded:

22

Total Program Funding:

$435,000

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$15,000

$5,000

$30,000

Program Dates:

09/01/2007 - 12/31/2008

Program Goals:
The goal of this program is to create a network of P-16 regional councils in order to help the
THECB meet its goals for participation and success in Closing the Gaps by 2015. The councils
are designed to foster systemic change in the manner in which educational institutions and
communities work together to create and sustain a college-going culture.
Reason for Program:
The Regional P-16 Council Grants are designed to support and advance the work of P-16
Councils. The challenges that P-16 Councils faced included: no full-time or part-time staff for P16 Council; lack of funding for initiatives; lack of regional and statewide data;
training/professional development; and representation from community and business sectors on
councils.
Program Operation:
For FY 2008, there was no RFP process. Eleven existing P-16 Councils were awarded funds to
continue their work, and 11 new P-16 Councils were awarded grants to further the development
of their P-16 Council. There were a total of 22 awards to IHEs; 19 were fully funded, and three
received travel awards to attend the HB 400 Summit/P-16 Institute. P-16 Councils carry out
tasks necessary to further the development of its P-16 regional council in a good and
satisfactory manner. P-16 Councils membership includes: leaders from public school districts,
community colleges, and at least one public or private four-year institution of higher education;
community business representatives who are members of local workforce boards or chambers
of commerce; and representatives from civic and/or community organizations. The P-16
Councils work collaboratively with the THECB P-16 field specialists.
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Results:
Based on the P-16 Councils’ long term plans, 100 percent of the P-16 Councils included in its
membership leaders from local public school districts, community colleges, and at least one
public or private four-year institution of higher education; community business representatives
who are members of local workforce boards or chambers of commerce; and representatives
from civic and/or community organizations. One hundred percent of the P-16 Councils sent
three representatives from the regional council to three P-16 Regional Council Network
meetings sponsored by the THECB. One hundred percent of the P-16 Councils worked
collaboratively with the THECB P-16 Field Specialists. One hundred percent of the P-16 Councils
that were required to submitted a long-range plan by June 30, 2008.
Recommendations:
Alignment of P-16 Councils with State P-16 Council is highly recommended to provide structure
to new, developing, and existing P-16 Councils. Professional development is also needed to
further the development of councils. There is a need to establish common P-16 data indicators
for P-16 Councils to assess their regional needs and evaluate their progress. The P-16 Councils
also need assistance developing strategies to address the critical success factors of P-16
Councils.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Priscilla Martinez (512) 427-6443
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site

1

Overall
Program

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants Effectiveness2 Program
Eval.
Finance
$435,000

832

Effective

Abilene
Regional P-16
Council

$25,000

33

Effective

3

3

3

Coastal Bend
Partners
(Corpus Christi)

$25,000

32

Effective

3

3

2

Council for
Educational
Excellence
(Laredo)

$15,000

69

Effective

3

3

3

Crossroads Area
P-16 Council
(Victoria)

$20,000

26

Effective

3

3

3

Deep East
Texas P-16
Council
(Nacogdoches)

$25,000

20

Effective

3

3

3

E3 Alliance
(Austin)

$20,000

70

Very Effective

3

3

3

El Paso
Collaborative for
$20,000
Academic
Excellence

12

Effective

3

3

2

Greater
Houston P-16+
Council

$30,000

50

Effective

3

3

3

Lower Rio
Grande P-16
Council
(Harlingen)

$15,000

24

Effective

3

3

3

North Texas
Regional P-16
Council
(Denton)

$20,000

38

Effective

3

3

3
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P-16+ Council
of Greater
Bexar City (San
Antonio)

$25,000

24

Effective

3

3

2

Region 9 P-16
Council (Wichita
Falls)

$25,000

25

Effective

3

3

3

$5,000

20

Effective

3

3

3

Closing the
Gaps P-20

$25,000

118

Effective

3

3

2

Southeast
Texas P-16
Council
(Beaumont)

$5,000

19

Effective

3

3

3

Texarkana
P-16 Council

$20,000

19

Effective

3

3

3

UT Arlington
Metropolis
P-16 Council

$20,000

60

Effective

3

3

3

$5,000

14

Effective

3

3

2

Upper Rio
Grande Valley
P-16 Council
(Edinburg)

$25,000

34

Effective

3

3

3

Lower Rio
Grande Valley
P-16 Council
(Brownsville)

$15,000

25

Effective

3

3

3

West Texas
Regional P-16
Council
(Odessa)

$25,000

19

Effective

3

3

2

Western
Metroplex
P-16 Council
(Weatherford)

$25,000

81

Effective

3

3

3

San Angelo
P-16+
Partnership
(Big Spring)
South Plains
(Lubbock)

Tyler P-16
Council

43

1

The number of participants represents the total number of regional P-16 council members.
Program effectiveness is based on P-16 Councils’ long term plans and compliance scores.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2

44

Pilot Programs
High-Stakes
($100,000 or more)
Completed Fiscal Year 2009
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AmeriCorps College for All Texans Go Center Initiative
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Funds authorized by the Corporation for National and Community Service passed through to
OneStar National Service Commission for carrying out AmeriCorps programs under the National
and Community Service Act of 1990, as amended (42 U.S.C. SS12501 et seq.); CFDA No.
94.006; Award No. 11.0609.110-3
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$1,164,487

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

09/01/2007 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The goals of the program are to: 1) increase college-going rates in target high schools; 2)
encourage AmeriCorps participants to continue into a "Lifetime of Service" to their communities;
and 3) mobilize local communities to advocate for higher education issues.
Reason for Program:
The goals are based on the low college-going rates among Hispanic and African American
students. Schools were identified based on consideration of the following criteria: 1) a
graduating class of more than 150 students; 2) the overall or minority student college-going
rates; 3) the level of economic disadvantage; 4) the percentage of ethnic minorities; 5) a
negative trend in the college-going rate from fall 2003 to fall 2004; and 6) a lack of financial
resources needed to establish Go Centers.
Program Operation:
AmeriCorps members are assigned to Go Centers in one or more targeted schools. High school
principals agree to provide a Go Center “sponsor" to staff the Center, space for the Center, and
computer and Internet connectivity. The Go Center Sponsor works with and supervises the
AmeriCorps member in his or her daily activities to achieve grant goals. AmeriCorps members
will plan, organize and/or recruit participants for the Go Center activities and events including
college admission, financial aid, test prep, and career exploration. AmeriCorps members will
help familiarize students with requirements for the post-secondary institutions they are
interested in attending and scholarship opportunities for which they can apply. Members will
serve approximately twenty to twenty-five hours a week, four to five hours a day.
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Results:
The program set targets for each of its three main goals. First, the program strived to increase
the average college-going rates at target schools by 10 percent annually over the 2006 average
of 48 percent. This target was met in FY 2009 with an average college-going rate of 67 percent
from participating schools. Second, one hundred percent of the AmeriCorps participants were to
receive training on ethic of service and history of national service. At least 85 percent were to
correctly answer questions on the Texas National Service Assessment and at least 75 percent
who complete their service will report a desire to continue to serve their communities. One
hundred percent of the AmeriCorps participants achieved these objectives. Finally, we sought to
mobilize communities by creating GO Center advisory boards at each school. The infrastructure
and resources were not sufficient to meet this goal.
Recommendations:
Starting in FY2010, the AmeriCorps State program will be hosted at institutions of higher
education in conjunction with the Work-Study Mentorship program.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Claudette Jenks (512) 427-6529
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site
Overall Program

Funding
$1,164,487

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval. Finance
33,076

Effective

1

3

3

3

The number of participants reflects an unduplicated count of students served in the college
access/GO Centers staffed by Americorps members/volunteers in the target area over the life
of the program to date. It does not include persons who attended special events.
2
Effectiveness is based on the program's ability to meet the expectations for serving students in
the target area.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in
a timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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College Connections (Phase I)
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0762, Texas Education Code, “Programs to Enhance Student Success,” Third
Special Called Session of the 79th Texas Legislature requires the THECB to develop programs
designed to enhance the success of students at institutions of higher education and decrease
the need for developmental education. Section §61.0762 (Appendix A) also authorizes the
Board to develop programs that support the participation and success goals of Closing the Gaps
by 2015.
Number of projects funded:

15

Total Program Funding:

$934,000

Average award:
$90,000
Program Dates:

Smallest award:
$5,000

Largest award:
$100,000

08/15/2007 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The goals of the College Connections Program are to: 1) build awareness of the importance of a
college education; and 2) increase rates of college participation among high school seniors. This
is done by: guaranteeing admission to the participating college; providing free pre-college
services at the participating high schools, such as admission, financial aid, college-readiness
assessments, and enrollment services.
Reason for Program:
Over 90 percent of new jobs that will be available to students in the 21st century require some
postsecondary education. We cannot afford to have any student unprepared for this reality.
This project is one strategy for creating a college-going culture in public high schools to
encourage all students to achieve some postsecondary education.
Program Operation:
Special consideration is given to postsecondary institutions that partner with House Bill (HB)
400 schools (77th Texas Legislature, codified under Texas Education Code, Section §29.904.)
Each participating postsecondary institution agrees to provide, at minimum: 1) College
Connections Program overview, 2) assistance with admissions application, 3) college readiness
assessments as needed at no charge to the student, 4) assistance with financial aid applications
(FAFSA or TASFA), and 5) documentation of acceptance into postsecondary education for each
graduating senior. The school district partners: 1) guarantee access to their seniors for a
minimum amount of time, 2) appoint a coordinator, and 3) award college acceptance letters
along with diplomas at high school graduation ceremonies.
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Results:
Grantees proposed to serve 53,353 students during the grant period. Grantees final numbers of
students served totalled 59,868. Five of the grantees were given planning grants for training to
prepare them to be future grantees. Paris Junior College and Northeast Texas College were the
only planning grantees who did not receive College Connections funding. Outcome Data indicate
the program was able to increase the number of graduates from participating high schools
enrolling in college the following fall.
Recommendations:
This phase of the program is complete. However, additional funding for expansion has been
received from the U.S. Department of Education, College Access Challenge Grant program.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Natalie Coffey (512) 427-6227
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site

1

Overall Program

Number of
Funding
Participants3
2

Program
Effectiveness4

Compliance Scores5
Program Eval. Finance

$934,000

59,868

Very Effective

Houston Community
$100,000
College System

2,000

Very Effective

1

1

2

South Texas College $100,000

3,800

Not Effective

2

2

2

Del Mar College

$100,000

3,118

Not Effective

3

2

2

Alamo Community
College District

$100,000

26,500

Very Effective

3

3

2

Blinn College

$100,000

1,270

Effective

3

2

3

Tarrant County
College District

$99,948

2,000

Very Effective

3

3

3

Richland College

$99,203

2,000

Very Effective

2

3

1

Odessa College

$99,319

1,500

Very Effective

3

3

2

Lee College

$88,596

2,000

Not Effective

3

2

3

Weatherford College $21,934

1,959

Very Effective

3

3

3

Paris Junior College

$5,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Northeast Texas
Community College

$5,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Cisco College

$5,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Cedar Valley College

$5,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The Victoria College

$5,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

1

The number of sites for the full grants reflects the number of community colleges funded to
run a College Connection Program. The five planning grants were for one year and did not
provide any direct services during the planning year. The planning grant recipients were
prepared to apply for future College Connection funding and/or start their own College
Connection Program.
2
Community Colleges were funded based on the proposed number of students to be served,
proposed matching funds, program design, and evaluation plan. The funding was to be used for
staff salaries, student testing and placement, materials and supplies.
3
The number of participants includes the number of high school students served by the 10
projects. NR indicates planning grant recipients. The planning grant recipients did not provide
any direct services during the planning year. The planning grant recipients were prepared to
apply for future College Connection funding and/or start their own College Connection Program.
4
Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to increase the ability (knowledge and skills) of
students and their parents from underrepresented populations to apply to, enroll, and pay for
college. The students and high schools served showed an increase in college going rates for
2007 and 2008.
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5

Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Course Redesign (Phase III, Option A) 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0763 of the Texas Education Code requires the Board to implement a project under
which institutions of higher education selected by the Board will review, revise entry-level lower
division academic courses to improve student learning, and reduce the cost of course delivery
through the use of information technology.
Number of projects funded: 11
Total Program Funding:

$2,065,019

Average award:
$187,729

Smallest award:
$55,054

Program Dates:

09/01/2007 - 08/31/2009

Largest award:
$379,000

Program Goals:
The goal of the Texas Course Redesign Project (TCRP) is to have widespread adoption of
course designs that promote student success, especially in the critical first year of college. The
course redesign projects should both increase success in student learning while at the same
time reduce the delivery cost of courses.
Reason for Program:
Traditionally, introductory level, general education courses have been high volume courses with
unacceptable drop-out, failure and withdrawal (DFW) rates. These courses are often very
resource intensive. The course redesign program seeks to improve student learning and
decrease DFW rates, while simultaneously using technology to reduce delivery costs. This phase
of the program has concluded.
Program Operation:
Option A programs agreed to work with the National Center for Academic Transformation
(NCAT) and follow their course design, evaluation and advising process. Project proposals were
received during summer 2007 and evaluated by THECB staff through the use of a standardized
rubric and scoring system. Grant awards for selected projects were made August 2007. Key
project staff participated in three workshops on course redesign provided by NCAT including a
final workshop where the results of the grants were presented and sustainability discussions
took place. Project directors submitted biannual reports to THECB that included progress
towards the project’s goals, as well as updated expenditure reports. The THECB staff conducted
site visits during spring 2008. Projects also turned in annual assessment information to both
NCAT and the THECB.
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Results:
The THECB staff is still in the process of assessing final student learning assessment and cost
effectiveness data to determine program effectiveness. Interim evaluation data showed mixed
results with some programs reporting increased student learning outcomes when compared to
the traditional non-redesigned courses. Failure to demonstrate effectiveness at this early stage
of the process does not mean the project will not be effective as development
continues. National examples of course redesign projects seem to indicate that success
measures may improve over time as faculty and students become more comfortable with the
redesigned course.
Recommendations:
This phase is completed. Participating projects will be contacted by the Texas Learning Object
Repository to submit learning objects and other relevant materials from the projects for
inclusion in the Texas Learning Object Repository. The Texas Learning Object Repository will
serve as the primary dissemination mechanism for the Texas Course Redesign Project.
Additionally, highly successful projects may be asked to present a workshop to interested
faculty hosted by the THECB.
Evaluation
Subcontractor:
THECB Contact:

Carol Twigg, National Center Academic Transformation
(NCAT)
Vanessa Davis (512) 427-6223
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site

Overall Program

Funding

$2,065,019

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval. Financ.

1,458

Effective

National Center for
Academic Transformation

$379,000

NR

Effective

3

0

3

University of North Texas

$190,927

324

Effective

3

3

3

Texas Woman's
University

$114,771

96

Effective

3

3

3

The University of Texas
at El Paso

$61,588

292

Effective

3

3

3

The University of Texas
at El Paso

$55,054

NR

In Progress

3

IP

3

Richland College

$122,752

216

Effective

3

3

3

Dallas County Community
College District

$256,445

NR

In Progress

3

IP

3

Dallas County Community
College District

$140,737

116

Effective

3

3

3

The University of Texas
at Brownsville

$249,730

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

The University of Texas
at Brownsville

$249,645

414

Effective

3

3

3

The University of Texas
at Brownsville

$244,370

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

1

The number of participants reflects students enrolled in redesigned courses during the pilot
phase. NR indicates that the number of participants has not yet been reported.
2
The number of participants reflects students participating in redesigned pilot courses through
summer 2009. Some programs that did not pilot until fall 2009 are still in the process of
submitting data. The NCAT grant was for services provided to the sites and therefore does not
have a participant count.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in
a timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Course Redesign (Phase III, Option B) 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0763 of the Texas Education Code requires the Board to “implement a project
under which institutions of higher education selected by the Board will review, revise entry-level
lower division academic course to improve student learning, and reduce the cost of course
delivery through the use of information technology.”
Number of projects funded:

6

Total Program Funding:

$1,658,209

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$218,063

$173,570

$349,287

Program Dates:

09/01/2007 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The goal of the Texas Course Redesign Project (TCRP) is to have widespread adoption of
course designs that promote student success, especially in the critical first year of college. The
course redesign projects should both increase success in student learning and at the same time
reduce the delivery cost of courses.
Reason for Program:
Traditionally, introductory level, general education courses have been high volume courses with
unacceptable drop-out, failure and withdrawal (DFW) rates. These courses are often very
resource intensive. The course redesign program seeks to improve student learning and
decrease DFW rates, while simultaneously using technology to reduce delivery costs. This phase
of the program has concluded.
Program Operation:
Option B projects are not following the National Center for Academic Transformation design and
advising processes. However, they agreed to collect the same assessment and cost data as the
Option A projects. Project proposals were received during summer 2007 and evaluated by
THECB staff through the use of a standardized rubric and scoring system. Grant awards for
selected projects were made August 2007. Project directors had the option to participate in two
workshops presented by the National Center for Academic Transformation. Project directors
submitted biannual reports to THECB that included progress towards the project’s goals, as well
as updated expenditure reports. The THECB staff conducted site visits during spring 2008.
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Results:
The THECB staff is still in the process of assessing final student learning assessment and cost
effectiveness data to determine program effectiveness. Interim evaluation data showed mixed
results with some programs reporting increased student learning outcomes when compared to
the traditional non-redesigned courses. Failure to demonstrate effectiveness at this early stage
of the process does not mean the project will not be effective as development continues.
National examples of course redesign projects seem to indicate that success measures may
improve over time as faculty and students become more comfortable with the redesigned
course.
Recommendations:
This phase is completed. Participating projects will be contacted by the Texas Learning Object
Repository to submit learning objects and other relevant materials from the projects for
inclusion in the Texas Learning Object Repository. The Texas Learning Object Repository will
serve as the primary dissemination mechanism for the Texas Course Redesign Project.
Additionally, highly successful projects may be asked to present a workshop to interested
faculty hosted by the THECB.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Vanessa Davis (512) 427-6223
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval. Finance

Overall Program

$1,658,209

1,210

Effective

Austin Community
College

$279,545

472

Not Effective

3

3

3

Mountain View
College

$173,570

0

In Progress

3

IP

3

Texas A&M University

$349,827

0

In Progress

3

IP

IP

Del Mar College

$253,479

633

Effective

3

3

3

The University of
Texas at San Antonio

$264,900

0

In Progress

3

IP

IP

University of North
Texas

$336,888

105

Effective

3

3

IP

1

The number of participants reflects the actual number of students participating in the course
redesign at each institution. NR indicates that the number of participants has not yet been
reported.
2
Effectiveness is based on the ability of the project to increase persistence rates and successful
student course completion compared to a previous offering of the same course taught under
the traditional method. A few projects received extensions or are still in the process of
submitting data for fall 2009.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Intensive Summer Program (General Education) 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §29.098 of the Texas Education Code, entitled “Intensive Summer Programs”,
provides for the establishment of grants and programs for dropout prevention, high school
success, and college and workforce readiness. From funds appropriated for that purpose, the
Commissioner of Education and the Commissioner of Higher Education are to establish
Intensive Summer Programs for students identified as being at risk of dropping out of school
or college.
Number of projects funded:

11

Total Program Funding:

$332,500

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$30,227

$20,000

$50,000

Program Dates:

06/01/2009 - 08/24/2009

Program Goals:
The purpose of the Intensive Summer Program (ISP) is to promote successful transition and
college success for recent GED graduates. Successful ISPs will provide academically at-risk
students opportunities to gain skills associated with persistence and success in college. At-risk
students eligible to participate in ISPs have earned a GED certificate in the last 24 months.
Reason for Program:
Texas faces unique educational challenges for many adults that require immediate attention. As
examples: Over 21 percent of adults in Texas have less than a high school diploma, as
compared to 14.8 percent nationally; More than 40 percent of adults who lack a high school
diploma also have less than an 8th grade education. The Adult Basic Education transition efforts
in Texas are woefully inadequate. Improving Adult Basic Education transitions is an important
strategy to meet the state's goals in Closing the Gaps by 2015.
Program Operation:
ISPs will conduct no less than 80 hours of intensive academic instruction and support in
English/Language Arts (reading/writing) or Math in either a day or residential program over a
minimum of four weeks. Of the 80 hours, a minimum of 10 and no more than 20 hours must
include college going and success information and activities, within or in addition to a learning
frameworks curriculum. The Texas College and Career Readiness Standards (TCCRS) must be
incorporated into the curriculum and instruction. Eligible Students include only recent General
Education Development (GED) recipients who have earned a GED within the last 24 months.
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Fifty percent of student participants must be 20 years of age on the date the student initially
enrolls. Ten to 50 eligible students can enroll, must participate in orientation, conduct intensive
instruction and programming, collect evaluation data, and report to debriefing meeting to share
information.
Results:
Effectiveness of this program was measured by the ability of the funded projects to 1) increase
student's scores on the Texas Higher Education Assessment (THEA), one of the state's
recognized developmental education assessment tests; and 2) increase student's self-efficacy
and learning skills as measured by the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI).
Mathematics THEA scores increased significantly at 4 of the 11 sites; Reading THEA scores
increased significantly at only 1 of the 11 sites; and only 1 of the 11 sites demonstrated
improvement in half or more of the LASSI subscales measuring self-efficacy and learning skills.
This was the first year for this program and many of the project sites had difficulty recruiting.
Due to the small size of most of the programs the lack of a significant increase in test scores is
not surprising.
Recommendations:
This project was funded as a pilot to increase the enrollment of GED graduates into
postsecondary education. In order to improve student outcomes, the following actions are
recommended: 1) provide grantees with technical assistance especially in the area of
recruitment and formative evaluation. This is the first time most of the grantees have provided
this type of program. Additional technical support is needed. Grantees are required to submit a
strategic recruitment plan; 2) increase the minimum number of students served each grant
period. The minimum student enrollment has been raised from 10 students to 25 students.
Higher student enrollment is needed to measure effect; 3) use program data to research
student characteristics that should be targeted for participation; 4) require that applicants
provide students with differentiated instruction with the classroom setting. While students are
not ready for college level coursework, they are not all at the same level.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Tom Graca, UT Arlington

THECB Contact:

Tamara Clunis (512) 427-6262
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval. Finance

Overall Program

$332,500

169

Not Effective

Austin Community
College

$27,500

23

Effective

3

3

3

Alamo Community
College District

$50,000

29

Not Effective

3

3

3

Hill College

$20,000

9

Effective

3

3

3

Kilgore College

$20,000

9

Effective

3

3

3

Lone Star College
System

$23,750

12

Not Effective

3

3

3

Midland College

$27,500

18

Not Effective

3

3

1

Paris Junior College

$23,750

13

Not Effective

3

3

3

Texarkana College

$31,250

21

Very Effective

3

3

3

Tyler Junior College

$27,500

14

Not Effective

3

3

3

The Victoria College

$31,250

16

Not Effective

3

3

3

Wharton County
Junior College

$50,000

5

Not Effective

3

3

1

1

Participants are based on the 5th day enrollment count reported by each project.
Effectiveness is based on each project's ability to improve student's scores on the Texas
Higher Education Assessment in Reading and Mathematics; and student's self-efficacy and
learning skills as measured by the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of
the grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to
which the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they
complete all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial
refers to the extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements
of the grant. That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial
information in a timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete
accordance; 2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from
the requirements of the program.
2
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Local Vertical Curriculum Alignment (San Antonio Pathways) 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §28.008, Texas Education Code, “Advancement of College Readiness in Curriculum,"
Third Called Session of the 79th Texas Legislature requires the Texas Education Agency (TEA)
and THECB establish vertical teams to “recommend how the public school curriculum
requirements can be aligned with college readiness standards and expectations.”
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$196,981

Location:

San Antonio, Texas

Program Dates:

06/16/2008 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
There are three goals: 1) promote high academic expectations leading to college readiness and
completion, 2) develop a pilot data collection system aligning educational segments (grades 812, community college, and four-year universities) to identify and address issues related to
student transitions, and 3) develop P-16 within-discipline faculty teams to address transition
issues and develop aligned curriculum in specific fields of study to improve instruction and
student outcomes.
Reason for Program:
Student achievement is inconsistent, in part because secondary school exit expectations do not
match postsecondary entrance expectations and similar courses within and across educational
segments are not equivalent. Moreover, faculty are not aware of other educational segments,
standards, curricula, placement methods, and other factors affecting student transitions. For the
most part faculty operates independently, without the power that comes from a community of
education professionals.
Program Operation:
There are two parts to this program. First, an intersegmental database was developed to
provide information on student transition and curriculum linkages across sectors. Data analysis
is an iterative process conducted in partnership between the database administrator and/or
research team conducting analyses and the local educational entities engaged in the faculty
councils and other educational improvement efforts. This was especially true in the early stages
of system development. Second, vertical alignment teams were formed in four subject areas:
English, mathematics, science and history. Faculty members who are instructional leaders were
identified to participate in the vertical team discussions. These vertical teams were charged with
developing interventions or causing systemic policy change to increase student success.
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Results:
The evaluation of this program's outcomes is still in progress. The first year was productive for
the faculty vertical alignment teams. They addressed process issues. Faculty learned more
about the classroom milieu, expectations, and constraints each segment faces. Each team
identified issues to address and developed plans to implement that are designed to ameliorate
the identified issues. Using information from a survey of Pathways participants, the need for
clearer team goals and objectives was identified. Multiple strategies to address this issue are
being implemented such as worksheets designed help faculty teams better identify goals and
objectives and including local experts in P-16 collaboration in faculty meetings. In addition,
these new strategies will be implemented in locations selected for new Pathway Models to
address team goals and objectives. Although faculty attendance decreased throughout the year,
the teams remained positive about continuing their work.
Recommendations:
Identify the issues and obstacles to effective collaboration. Provide consistent and systematic
support to the local regional coordinator. Ensure vertical team members understand what data
are available to them and the limitations on the data due to privacy requirements. Have a
representative of the THECB conduct trainings to the faculty vertical alignment teams about
how to use the Texas Pathways website. Ensure resources are available to support the
development, implementation, and evaluation of interventions and innovations proposed by the
vertical alignment teams. Ensure the TEA, Texas State Legislature, THECB and other key
stakeholder groups are aware of the lessons learned by the faculty teams. Vertical teams need
to focus on developing and implementing interventions to address the issues they identified in
the first year.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Jordan Horowitz, CalPass

THECB Contact:

Colby Stoever (512) 427-6452
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Funding

1

$196,981

Compliance Scores4
Number of
Program
Participants2 Effectiveness3 Program Eval.
Finance
84

In Progress

1

2

3

3

Most of the funds were a contract to Cal-PASS for development, support, and evaluation of
vertical alignment teams.
2
Represents the number of faculty and staff participating in the initial vertical alignment teams
(direct contact). However, total impact to students in the region was not included in this figure.
3
This program is still in progress.
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Mathematics, Science and Technology Teacher Preparation Academies (Cycle I)
2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §21.462 Texas Education Code, “Mathematics, Science and Technology Teacher
Preparation Academies,” enacted by the 80th Texas Legislature says THECB shall establish
teacher preparation academies at institutions of higher education to improve the instructional
skills of certified teachers and to train students enrolled in teacher preparation programs to
perform at the highest levels in mathematics, science, and technology. Additional requirements
are found in TAC Section §5.111-5.115.
Number of projects funded:

2

Total Program Funding:

$699,620

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$349,810

$349,620

$350,000

Program Dates:

09/01/2008 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The primary goals of this program are to promote effective public and higher education
teaching and increase the percentage of teachers who have advanced training in mathematics,
science and/or technology. This is done by creating learning communities of teachers who can
continue to expand their expertise in teaching and learning.
Reason for Program:
Research has shown that the content knowledge of teachers impacts the learning outcomes of
students. There is a shortage of teachers who have advanced content and pedagogical
knowledge in mathematics, science and technology.
Program Operation:
Awarded projects are required to offer one of the following: 1) Teacher Certification Programs
focusing on increasing the number of student teachers pursuing education degrees in
mathematics, science or technology; 2) Master Teacher Programs designed to strengthen the
content knowledge and skills of experienced teachers by providing programs in which they will
obtain their Master Teaching Certificate in mathematics, science or technology; or 3) Masters of
Education Programs designed to strengthen the content knowledge and skills of Master
Teachers in mathematics, science, and/or technology by providing a program that enables them
to obtain their Masters of Education Degree in mathematics, science, or technology.
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Results:
Results at The University of Texas at El Paso (UT-El Paso): Eleven pre-service teachers
graduated (six mathematics, five science). One is an instructor in the Army and the others are
certified and teaching in their fields. Enrollment in the Masters of Arts in Teaching Science has
increased from nine students prior to the MSTTP Academy, to 39 students after the completion
of the MSTTP Academy. The pre-service participants have taken knowledge gained in the
academies and used it to initiate an outreach effort for area 5th graders. They met monthly
with these students and took them on field trips related to mathematics and science. TAKS
results at the school increased from 78 percent to 92 percent in mathematics and from 66
percent to 86 percent passing rate in science. Results at Texas State University: ten courses
were provided during fall 2008 through summer 2009. Of the six undergraduate courses, four
saw significant student improvement (t-test, a=.05) in both mathematics and science pre/post
test scores. Participants produced over 100 correlated lessons in mathematics and science.
Recommendations:
We recommend that the Mathematics, Science, Technology Teacher Preparation Academies
continue to be funded. It is recommended that funding periods be at least 24-30 months in
length to allow cohorts of students to complete the course work and certification goals.
Moreover, a conference to share best practices should be established for all MSTTPA grant
recipients.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Todd Sherron, UT Austin

THECB Contact:

Araceli Ortiz (512) 427-6253
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Effectiveness of Program
Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval.
Finance

Project Site

Funding

Overall
Program

$699,620

99

Effective

The
University of
Texas at El
Paso

$350,000

59

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
UniversitySan Marcos

$349,620

40

Effective

3

3

3

1

The number of participants reflects the number of pre-service and in-service teachers enrolled
in the summer programs.
2
This program is still in progress. Effectiveness for this phase of the program was based upon
each project’s ability to serve the expected number of participants and their ability to impact
educational outcomes in the schools they serve.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Workstudy Mentorship Program 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Senate Bill 1050, passed by the 80th Texas Legislature provides $5 million for the biennium for
the development of Work-Study Mentorship Programs. Eligible college students work as
Collegiate G-Force members in GO Centers, community centers, high schools, and institutions of
higher education (IHEs). The funding authority is §56.079 of the Texas Education Code.
Number of projects funded:

35

Total Program Funding:

$2,631,500

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$75,750

$40,000

$175,000

Program Dates:

09/01/2008 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The goal of this program is to close the gaps by 2015 by helping to create a college-going
culture among high school students and provide mentoring and tutoring to secondary and
college students.
Reason for Program:
The goals are based on low college-going rates among Hispanic and African American students.
The majority of Collegiate G-Force members (about 61 percent of institutions reporting in
FY 09) were minority students serving in high schools with a large population of other minority
students. By law, institutions are required to provide a 10 percent match to receive work-study
mentor funds, are required to report data on mentors and mentees, and are not allowed to
apply any of the funds to administration.
Program Operation:
Institutions of Higher Education’s (IHEs) interested in funding must submit an application. Once
approved, they are expected to fund Collegiate G-Force mentors each year of the program. The
majority of IHEs choose to serve high schools. IHEs are required to recruit college students as
mentors who demonstrate financial need. The majority of IHEs partner with low college-going
rate high schools, where they provide high school students with college information.
Participating IHEs must provide at least a 10 percent match in funds to establish "additional GO
Centers or similar high-school based recruiting centers designed to improve student access in
higher education."
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Results:
For the 2008-09 school years, just over 700 college-students were hired as Collegiate G-Force
mentors. Almost 60 percent of the institutions reported the race of the mentors. In these
institutions, more than half (56 percent) of the mentors in 2007-08 were Hispanic; 24 percent
were African American and the remaining 20 percent were unidentified. More data on the
mentors, such as demographic and academic characteristics, will be gathered from the sites in
the future, including identifying information that will enable us to track the persistence of the
Collegiate G-Force mentors. Using the 2008 high school graduates in the high schools targeted
by these programs we will analyze one-year changes in the completion of the Free Application
for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) and college-going rates. The FAFSA completion rate should
increase for the targeted schools.
Recommendations:
Addition of the AmeriCorps component will improve the programmatic oversight at the local
level, leading to improved outcomes for a greater number of students. Specifically, the
improved oversight (addition of coordinators at each institution) and training (AmeriCorps Ethic
of Service, quarterly training at each site, and two statewide summits for all participants) will
result in intermediate, organizational outcomes of improved reporting of data and improved
program compliance. Currently work-study mentors work an average of 300 hours per year,
less than half that which would be required of AmeriCorps members. The current rate translates
to about eight hours per week, which is inadequate for reliable, consistent availability. A mentor
who is working 20 hours per week is more available to students and more likely to implement
the program as designed than two to three mentors working a combined total of 20 hours of
service. Increasing the hours served per mentor increases the quality.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Natalie Coffey (512) 427-6227
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site

1

Funding

2

Overall Program $2,631,500

Compliance Scores5
Number of
Program
Participants3 Effectiveness4 Program Eval. Finance
700

Effective

Brookhaven
College

$40,000

2

Effective

2

2

2

Cedar Valley
College

$40,000

10

Very Effective

3

3

3

College of the
Mainland

$40,000

10

Very Effective

3

3

3

Del Mar College

$70,000

12

Very Effective

3

3

3

Eastfield College

$40,000

5

Effective

2

2

3

Houston
Community
College System

$70,000

24

Effective

3

2

2

Laredo Community
College

$90,000

15

Very Effective

3

3

3

Mountain View
College

$40,000

11

Effective

2

2

3

North Lake College

$40,000

9

Very Effective

3

2

3

Paul Quinn

$90,000

NR

Not Effective

1

1

1

Prairie View A&M
University

$140,000

50

Very Effective

3

3

2

San Jacinto
College District

$100,000

17

Very Effective

3

3

2

Tarleton State
University

$31,000

11

Very Effective

3

3

3

Tarrant County
College District

$70,000

6

Effective

2

2

2

$120,000

20

Very Effective

3

3

3

$70,000

14

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
University-Corpus
Christi

$125,000

43

Very Effective

3

3

2

Texas A&M
UniversityKingsville

$137,500

60

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
Technical CollegeHarlingen
Texas A&M
UniversityCommerce

70

Texas Christian
University

$15,000

10

Very Effective

3

3

3

$150,000

20

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas Southern
University

$25,000

NR

In Progress

3

IP

IP

Texas State
University-San
Marcos

$40,000

8

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas Tech
University

$26,000

29

In Progress

3

2

IP

Texas Wesleyan
University

$40,000

8

Effective

2

2

2

Texas Woman's
University

$125,000

42

Very Effective

3

3

3

University of
Houston

$25,000

NR

In Progress

3

IP

IP

University of
Houston-Victoria

$70,000

5

Effective

2

2

2

University of North
Texas

$132,000

34

Very Effective

3

3

3

University of North
Texas at Dallas

$70,000

1

Effective

2

1

1

University of North
Texas Health
Science Center at
Fort Worth

$60,000

4

Effective

2

2

2

The University of
Texas at El Paso

$100,000

21

Effective

3

2

2

The University of
Texas-Pan
American

$150,000

40

Very Effective

3

3

3

The University of
Texas at San
Antonio

$120,000

38

Very Effective

3

3

3

The Victoria
College

$60,000

21

Very Effective

3

3

2

West Texas A&M
University

$70,000

20

Effective

2

2

2

The University of
Texas at
Brownsville

71

1

Thirty-five sites were selected for funding and represented all regions of Texas and all
institutional types.
2
Grantees were provided 100 percent of the funding upfront and this has proved to be a
challenge for the program. The FY 2010 program will provide the funding on a costreimbursement basis.
3
The number of participants reflects the number of mentors served by each project. NR
indicates the number of mentors was not reported.
4
Effectiveness is based on three measures: (1) Fifty percent or more of the mentors served
were from underserved populations; (2) They serve at least 50 students per mentor; and (3)
They provided mentor services in a cost-effective manner. Projects that did not submit data
upon which to measure these points receive a designation of "Insufficient Data."
5
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in
a timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Pilot Programs
High-Stakes
($100,000 or more)
Multiple Year/In Progress
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Teacher Quality Grants 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2002; Public Law 107-110; CFDA 84.367B
Number of projects funded:

75

Total Program Funding:

$5,949,000

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$86,181

$77,000

$87,000

Program Dates:

05/01/2008 - 05/31/2009

Program Goals:
The overall program goal is to promote improved instruction in mathematics and science for
Texas school children by providing long-term, sustained professional development for their
teachers using research-based approaches.
Reason for Program:
Funding is designed to help address the unequal distribution of effective teachers across Texas
Intermediate School Districts (ISDs) by providing content and pedagogical training. Less
effective teachers are more likely to teach in high need districts, and students in those districts
are less likely to meet college and career readiness standards. The TQGP projects help
mathematics and science teachers in high need districts become more effective so that students
in those districts are better prepared for college and the workforce.
Program Operation:
The TQGP makes awards through a competitive review process with the most highly ranked and
recommended projects being selected for funding. External reviewers with content expertise in
mathematics and science, and in designing effective professional development determine which
projects are most likely to meet program goals. The RFP focuses in the areas of greatest need
for teacher professional development in the state of Texas, which is determined jointly with TEA
staff. A local external evaluator assists each project with assessing teachers' growth in content
knowledge, changes in teachers' instructional practices, and when possible, student
achievement.
Results:
An analysis is in process and will be submitted upon completion.
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Recommendations:
Any recommendations will be based on changes in the federal law, which is scheduled for
reauthorization in 2010.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Elizabeth Powers (512) 427-6535
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Effectiveness of Program
Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval.
Finance

Project Site

Funding

Overall
Program

$5,949,000

NR

Very Effective

388 Algebra
I, Abilene
Christian
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

394 Middle
School
Mathematics,
Abilene
Christian

$86,999

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

425 Middle
School
Mathematics,
Baylor
University

$86,990

NR

Very Effective

3

IP

3

437 Algebra
I, Jarvis
Christian
College

$87,000

NR

Effective

3

3

3

Lamar State
CollegeOrange

$86,858

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Lamar State
CollegeOrange

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Lamar State
College-Port
Arthur

$86,992

NR

Effective

3

3

3

399 Algebra
II,
LeTourneau
University

$87,000

NR

Effective

3

3

3

398 Middle
School
Mathematics,
LeTourneau

$87,000

NR

Effective

3

3

3

Midwestern
State
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3
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Paris Junior
College

$87,000

NR

Effective

3

3

3

380 Middle
School
Mathematics,
Rice
University

$86,941

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

381 Precalculus,
Rice
University

$86,941

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

377
Elementary
Mathematics,
Rice
University

$86,949

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

379
Elementary
Mathematics,
Rice
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Sam
Houston
State
University

$86,927

NR

Very Effective

3

2

3

Texas A&M
International
University

$87,000

NR

Not Rated

3

IP

3

Texas A&M
University

$82,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
University

$82,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
UniversityCommerce

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
UniversityCommerce

$86,769

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
UniversityCorpus
Christi

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3
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Texas A&M
UniversityCorpus
Christi

$86,990

NR

Very Effective

3

IP

3

Texas State
UniversitySan Marcos

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas
Woman's
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas
Woman's
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

University of
HoustonClear Lake

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

University of
North Texas

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at
Arlington

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at
Brownsville

$86,793

NR

Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at
Brownsville

$86,922

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at El
Paso

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at El
Paso

$86,988

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3
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The
University of
Texas at San
Antonio

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at San
Antonio

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas of the
Permian
Basin

$77,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas of the
Permian
Basin

$77,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas-Pan
American

$86,990

NR

Effective

3

2

3

429
Chemistry,
Abilene
Christian
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

430 Middle
School
Science
Grade 8
Abilene
Christian

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Angelo State
University

$86,604

NR

Very Effective

3

2

3

447 Middle
School
Science
Grade 8
Abilene
Christian

$86,764

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3
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Lamar
University

$86,840

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

North
Central
Texas
College

$86,410

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

417
Integrated
Physics &
Chemistry,
OLoLU

$80,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

416 Physics,
Our Lady of
the Lake
University

$80,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

427
Elementary
Science, Rice
University

$86,998

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

428
Elementary
Science, Rice
University

$86,998

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

424
Elementary
Science, Rice
University

$86,998

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

434 Middle
School
Science
Grade 8,
Rice
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

405
Elementary
Science, Rice
University

$86,998

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

426
Elementary
Science, Rice
University

$86,998

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3
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412 Middle
School Sci
Grades 6-7
Southern
Methodist

$86,242

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Stephen F.
Austin State
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
UniversityTexarkana

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

406 Biology,
Texas
Christian
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

411
Elementary
Science,
Texas
Christian
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
UniversitySan Marcos

$86,999

NR

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
UniversitySan Marcos

$87,000

NR

Effective

3

3

3

Texas Tech
University

$86,841

NR

Effective

2

2

3

439 Biology,
Texas
Wesleyan
University

$86,998

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

397 Middle
School
Science
Grades 6-7,
TxWesU

$86,987

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

University of
HoustonVictoria

$86,881

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

University of
HoustonVictoria

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3
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University of
North Texas

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at
Brownsville

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at
Brownsville

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at El
Paso

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

385 Middle
School
Science
Grade 8,
UIW

$80,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

386 Middle
School
Science
Grade 8,
UIW

$80,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

440 Biology,
Wayland
Baptist
University

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

3

3

3

409
Integrated
Science and
Mathematics,
LeTourneau

$87,000

NR

Effective

2

1

3

Texas A&M
UniversityCorpus
Christi

$87,000

NR

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
UniversitySan Marcos

$87,000

NR

Effective

3

2

3
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The
University of
Texas at
Brownsville

$87,000

NR

Very Effective

1

3

3

3

The reports are under review, and the number of participants will be updated as the reviews
are completed. NR indicates the numbers are not yet available.
2
Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to meet the goals and objectives established to
help teachers become more effective in their classrooms.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Americorps*VISTA Program 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
SEC. 101. This part provides for the Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA) program of fulltime volunteer service, together with appropriate powers and responsibilities designed to assist
in the development and coordination of such program (42 U.S.C. 4951).
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$2,885,389

Location:

Houston, Texas and San Antonio, Texas

Program Dates:

08/01/2006 - 08/28/2010

Program Goals:
The AmeriCorps*VISTA project created GO Centers in low-income high schools and their feeder
middle schools in San Antonio and Houston. Project goals for fiscal year 2009 included: 1)
Increase of community volunteers recruited, trained and placed to provide college access
services to students and parents; 2) Increase of targeted schools' population utilizing the GO
Centers; and 3) Increase of college applications completed by students at targeted schools.
Reason for Program:
To close the gaps in participation and success in higher education, College for All Texans'
objective is to enroll an additional 630,000 academically prepared people in Texas' colleges and
universities, and to raise the annual number of graduates to over 210,000 by 2015. The College
for Texans' mission aligns with the AmeriCorps*VISTA mission of giving many more firstgeneration families a new tradition of higher education with its associated higher financial
rewards and expanded opportunities.
Program Operation:
The College for All Texans Foundation recruits, trains and places AmeriCorps*VISTA members
with partnering agencies in San Antonio and Houston, Texas. VISTA members serve in k-12
schools, providing capacity building activities that support the statewide higher education plan.
Communities In Schools Project Coordinators serve as the site supervisors for VISTA volunteers
in San Antonio GO Centers. Communities In Schools-San Antonio (CIS-SA) Project Coordinators
provide guidance, support and supervision on a full-time basis to AmeriCorps*VISTA volunteers
and CIS-SA case managers. Site Supervisors for the Houston GO Center programs are the
Houston INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL DISTRICT College Access Coordinators at each high school
and other staff as identified by each principal at each feeder middle school. College Access
Coordinators (CACs) provide guidance, support and supervision on a full-time basis to
AmeriCorps*VISTA volunteers.
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Results:
In FY 2009 the project reached 72 percent of its target to recruit, train and place community
volunteers in targeted GO Centers to provide college access services to students and their
parents. VISTA members recruited, trained and placed 608 volunteers in GO Centers, 28
percent below the target of 840 volunteers. The project met and exceeded its target of reaching
30 percent of the total student population at the targeted intervention campuses. Forty-five
percent (16,437 unduplicated student counts out of 36,774 total student population) utilized the
College Access Center or GO Center at least once. The project also met and exceeded its target
of increasing the percent of completed college applications at targeted GO Center campuses.
Sixty-eight percent (2,600 seniors out of 3,824 total 12th grade population) of high school
seniors at targeted GO Center campuses in San Antonio and Houston completed and submitted
an Apply Texas application.
Recommendations:
For organizations who would like to support a related AmeriCorps*VISTA program, the following
are recommended: K-12 schools need a dedicated staff/volunteer to operate the GO Center. In
many cases, one person is not sufficient. Community volunteers are a great asset to a school,
providing additional support to school staff and providing one-on-one guidance to students on
college access. Partnering with community-based organizations, like Communities In Schools of
San Antonio, provides easier access to school districts, provides direct supervision of
AmeriCorps*VISTA members, and also provides support and resources for the project.
AmeriCorps*VISTA programs provide a two-prong approach to addressing key issues in a
community. VISTA volunteers provide a year (12 months) of full-time service to a community in
need and in turn they receive a $5,350 Education Award.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Jennifer Pandya (512) 427-6198
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site1
Overall
Program

Funding

2

$2,885,389

Number of
Participants3

Program
Effectiveness4

16,437

Effective

1

Compliance Scores5
Program Eval.
3

3

Finance
3

The AmeriCorps*VISTA program recruited, trained and placed full-time volunteers in College
Access Centers (GO Centers) in Houston and San Antonio, Texas.
2
No funds are given directly to any organizations in San Antonio or Houston. Funding represents
grant monies provided by the Corporation for National & Community Service and College for All
Texans Foundation to place AmeriCorps*VISTA members in College Access Centers.
3
The number of participants reflects the unduplicated number of students served in FY 2009 in
College Access Centers (GO Centers)where VISTA members/volunteers are placed. Does not
include attendees at events.
4
Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to meet and exceed the goals and targets set in
the AmeriCorps*VISTA grant. Preliminary data provided is from FY 2009 as the project will not
be completed until August 2010.
5
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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College Access Challenge Grant - College Connections 2+2 and
College Connections 2+2+2 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
U.S. Department of Education College Access Challenge Grant Program (CACGP) PR Award
Number: P378A080023
Number of projects funded:

23

Total Program Funding:

$4,800,000

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$184,615

$90,000

$215,450

Program Dates:

01/01/2009 - 08/13/2010

Program Goals:
To increase awareness of the importance of postsecondary education; to prepare for
postsecondary education academically; to provide knowledge and skills to students and their
parents enabling them to apply to and pay for community college or four-year institutions of
higher education. The goals are to: 1) increase number of FAFSA applications; 2) increase
number of college admissions applications; 3) increase number of articulation and partnership
agreements; and 4) increase transfer rate from two-year to four-year schools.
Reason for Program:
Research shows that it is not a lack of desire for first generation students to attend higher
education but more a lack of understanding in the process of college admissions that hold these
students back. With this in mind, the College Connections 2+2 and College Connections 2+2+2
programs set out to systematically walk students through the college admissions process even
providing assistance for garnering financial aid and class selection.
Program Operation:
The operation of the College Connections 2+2 program is to send community college advisors
into high schools to hands-on assist the senior class in college selection and planning, FASFA
completion, and other college enrollment activities such as visiting various college campuses,
mapping out classes to take upon high school completion, providing free assessment testing for
course placement, providing parents of these students with financial literacy classes including
funding sources for college. College Connections 2+2+2 program continues the relationship
with the students in community college and bridges them into a four-year institution. When
providing the pre-college services at the high school, advisors representing both two-year and
four-year institutions provide information on the benefits of, procedures for, and academic
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advising to students who want to start at the community college and then transfer to a
university. Develop Transfer Centers on two-year campuses.
Results:
Example of what is working well: Tyler Junior College sends the same college counselors into
the high schools for multiple visits for assisting with college applications, filling out FASFA
forms, class selection. For students who then attend Tyler Junior College they receive similar
assistance from the same counselor team that saw them in high school for the transfer process
to a four-year institution. This continuum of hands-on assistance is showing great promise.
Thus far, the program is meeting its goals. The evaluation of this program's outcomes is still in
progress.
Recommendations:
Have a consistent program director throughout the program: provide parent sessions in the first
language of parents: provide after hours or weekend parent workshops: substantial relationship
building with school districts prior to program implementation is preferred: embed a community
college counselor at each high school: the Transfer Academy looks promising: provide after
hours advising for transfer students.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Kimberly Christian (512) 427-6437
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site
Overall
Program

Funding

1

Compliance Scores4
Program
Effectiveness3 Program Eval. Finance

Number of
Participants2

$4,800,000

2,300

In Progress

Blinn College

$277,197

1,301

In Progress

3

3

3

Cedar Valley
College

$120,000

1,000

In Progress

3

3

3

Central Texas
College

$180,000

1,000

In Progress

3

3

3

Del Mar College

$180,000

3,118

In Progress

3

3

3

Laredo
Community
College

$100,000

1,386

In Progress

3

3

3

College of the
Mainland

$90,000

1,231

In Progress

2

2

2

North Central
Texas College

$100,000

1,395

In Progress

3

3

3

Odessa College

$180,000

1,500

In Progress

3

3

2

Palo Alto College

$180,000

1,000

In Progress

2

2

2

South Texas
College

$90,000

25,000

In Progress

3

3

3

Tyler Junior
College

$168,000

1,000

In Progress

3

3

3

Texas Southmost
College District

$100,000

1,000

In Progress

3

3

3

The University of
Texas at El Paso

$180,000

1,000

In Progress

2

IP

3

The Victoria
College

$90,000

1,000

In Progress

3

2

3

Weatherford
College

$161,916

1,959

In Progress

1

3

3

Austin
Community
College

$199,998

2,000

In Progress

3

IP

3

Cisco College

$215,450

1,000

In Progress

3

IP

3

Lamar State
College-Orange

$180,000

1,000

In Progress

3

IP

3

North Central
Texas College

$178,906

1,000

In Progress

3

IP

3
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The University of
Texas at San
Antonio

$180,000

1,000

In Progress

3

IP

3

University of
Houston-Clear
Lake

$147,600

1,000

In Progress

3

IP

NA

University of
North Texas

$270,000

1,000

In Progress

3

IP

3

1

Funding was given in two rounds of a RFA process. The total funding amount is $4,800,000,
but the program is in progress and currently $3,569,067 has been allocated. The remaining
funds will be spent on student scholarships.
2
Participants are the total number of students served by all sites.
3
Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to: 1) Increase the number of FAFSAs submitted;
2)Increase the number of college admission applications; 3) Increase the number of articulation
and partnership agreements; 4) Increase the transfer rate from two-year to four-year
institutions.
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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College Access Challenge Grant - Community Partnerships 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Public Law 110-315 authorized the Higher Education Opportunity Act enacted on August 14,
2008. This law reauthorizes and extends the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended. The
Higher Education Act (HEA) provides the statutory authority for the College Access Challenge
Grant Program administered by the U.S. Department of Education's Office of Postsecondary
Education (OPE), as well as for the Federal Student Aid Programs.
Number of projects funded:

14

Total Program Funding:

$880,013

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$62,868

$34,940

$99,888

Program Dates:

01/01/2009 - 08/13/2010

Program Goals:
The goals of this program are to provide information to high school students and families
regarding postsecondary education and career preparation; promote financial literacy and debt
management with parents and students; conduct outreach activities; and assist students in
completing the Free Application for Student Financial Aid (FASFA).
Reason for Program:
The college-going rates of minority and underserved students in Texas are extraordinarily low
compared to other states. Research has shown that while low-income Hispanic students make
up the fastest growing demographic group, many Hispanic students lack a college-going
tradition. The start of the program was delayed because projects were awarded on a
competitive basis with a lengthy Request for Proposals process and unanticipated staff and
management changes.
Program Operation:
Awarded projects are community-based organizations (CBOs), institutions of higher education,
or local/regional non-profit educational organizations that meet statutory requirements (i.e.,
who, as of September 27, 2007, were providing services to increase access to higher education)
and work collaboratively with their Regional P-16 Councils to facilitate access to higher
education. The College Access Challenge Grant (CACG) funds support activities taking place in
new and existing college-promoting GO Centers in high schools, new and existing satellite and
mobile GO Centers in the community, one-on-one mentoring, financial aid and financial literacy
workshops, college tours, and financial aid events.
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Results:
The program evaluation is in progress. Outcomes will be measured by the number of FASFAs
completed and the college-going rate for each site. Thus far we have baseline data. We are also
building a tracking database so that we can follow these students through their college going
career at IHEs.
Recommendations:
There are no recommendations at this time.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Pamela Rogers (512) 427-6236
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Programming Evaluation Financial

Overall
Program

$880,013

18,472

In Progress

AB
Christian
Learning
Center

$47,839

222

In Progress

2

2

2

Austin
Chamber
of
Commerce

$67,500

1,061

In Progress

2

2

2

Cisco
College

$34,940

64

In Progress

2

2

2

College
Forward

$50,000

633

In Progress

2

2

2

Concho
Valley
$37,210
Partnership

1,498

In Progress

2

2

2

Howard
College

$80,350

2,316

In Progress

2

2

2

Midwestern
State
$98,000
University

1,241

In Progress

2

2

2

Northeast
Texas
$50,000
Community
College

1,072

In Progress

2

2

2

$82,102

165

In Progress

2

2

2

Texas Tech
$49,190
University

542

In Progress

2

2

2

Texas
Woman's
University

$70,772

337

In Progress

2

2

2

The
University
of Texas at
Dallas

$62,222

125

In Progress

2

2

2

Texas
State
UniversitySan
Marcos
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The
University
of TexasPan
American

$50,000

916

In Progress

2

2

2

West
Texas A&M
University

$99,888

8,280

In Progress

2

2

2

1

Total number of students served by all the sites.
Effectiveness will be based on the project’s ability to meet programming commitments, such as
an increase in FASFA completion and college-going rates.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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College Access Challenge Grant – Counselors’ Program 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The College Access Challenge Grant Program () is a federal formula grant program. The
legislative authority is Title VII, Part E of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, 20
U.S.C., Section §1141.
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$1,360,000

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

09/01/2009 - 08/13/2010

Program Goals:
The goal of this program is to increase the ability of guidance counselors at middle and
secondary schools to help parents and students with the college preparation and application
process, to promote an understanding of what the student must do to successfully complete the
coursework required for a postsecondary credential or degree.
Reason for Program:
The role of the counselor needs to be transformed; counseling activities should be based on the
best practices discovered by research and data, including policy statements produced by this
project. Counselors need to understand the importance of encouraging minority and low-income
students to see college degrees as desirable and attainable. Counselors must help students and
their parents understand the importance of preparing academically to meet college readiness
standards.
Program Operation:
Texas Counseling Association (TCA) has created a professional development session for middle
and high school counselors, teachers, and administrators on developing a college and career
ready culture in Texas schools. Texas Counseling Association conducted a training-of-trainers
session for approximately 100 representatives from the 20 regional education service centers
(ESCs) and regional P-16 Councils (who form regional training teams) on August 26 and 27,
2009. The THECB has contracted with the ESCs to conduct at least four sessions of this training
in each region throughout the state during the next fiscal year. Texas Counseling Association is
currently developing College Readiness professional development for college and university
counselors. A training-of-trainers session for college and university counselors will occur at the
state college counselor’s conference in June 2010.
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Results:
There were 31 ESC Trainings from October 2, 2009, through December 31, 2009. There were
803 Counselor and Administrator participants at the sessions. Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board Evaluation and Assessment for this project is in progress as there will be
many more training sessions in coming months. Proposed outcome: 90 percent of the
counselors that participate in the train-the-trainer workshops are satisfied with the workshops
and actively engage in transferring this information to other counselors in their regions upon
returning to their communities. The evaluation of this program's outcomes is still in progress.
Recommendations:
Update Modules--Review and update existing College Access Challenge Grant “College and
Career Readiness Professional Development Modules” (2009 edition) to include FY 2009-2010
implementation feedback. Develop Web Based Training--Develop and promote online courses to
distribute the updated “College and Career Readiness Professional Development Modules” to
school counselors, administrators, and teachers. Expand the Train the Trainer Program--Certify
School Counselor College Educators as train-the-trainers, to train graduate students. Develop
new modules to include: 1) programs of Study and Perkins 4 / Achieve Texas; 2) early college
credit, dual credit/enrollment, articulation credit; 3) end-of-course exams, English III and
Algebra II requirements; 4) personal graduation plans; 5) counselor / teacher in-classroom
collaboration activities related to the TCCRS; and 6) opportunities and strategies that build
partnerships between school districts and institutions of higher education.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Natalie Coffey (512) 427-6227
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Project
Site1

Funding2

Overall
$1,360,000
Program

Compliance Scores5
Number of
Program
Participants3 Effectiveness4 Programming Evaluation Financial
406

In Progress

1

IP

IP

IP

The State of Texas 20 Regional Education Service Centers (ESC) provided counselor and
administrator professional development at all levels P-20. The ESC staff will continue to train
after the grant funding ends and the training will be web based.
2
The funding included a base amount plus additional funds according to the size of their student
population. The funding will be provided through August 13, 2010. Funding for continued
training will be provided through fees paid by the school districts and Higher Education
Institutions (IHEs).
3
Participants included Texas school district and postsecondary counselors and administrators.
4
Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to train a majority of Texas counselors and
administrators (P-20) to help parents and students with the college preparation and application
process and to promote an understanding of what the student must do to successfully complete
the coursework required for a postsecondary credential or degree. The counselors and
administrators will have an understanding of data collection and analysis, the guide for the
newly adopted counseling program, and resources for college and career readiness and
strategic planning.
5
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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College Access Challenge Grant - Marketing Campaign 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The Campaign to Develop a College-Going Culture in Texas is funded through a 2008 federal
College Access Challenge Grant.
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$1,500,000

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

06/30/2009 - 08/31/2011

Program Goals:
The three major objectives of the Campaign to Develop a College-Going Culture in Texas are:
1) to increase awareness of and build support for the Texas College and Career Readiness
Standards; 2) to develop a commitment among stakeholders to create a college-going culture in
Texas public schools that prepares all students for a post-secondary education; and 3) to clarify
the processes of applying for admission and student financial aid.
Reason for Program:
The campaign is a joint federal and state project to increase awareness of and build support for
the Texas College and Career Readiness Standards, to develop a commitment to prepare all
students for all post-secondary options, and to clarify the processes of applying for admission
and financial aid. Students, particularly those who are the first in their families to go to college,
will need to understand the admission and student financial aid process for attending and
paying for college.
Program Operation:
The campaign is executed with the support of a Texas-based marketing communications agency
and managed through a THECB staff member in the agency’s Office of External Relations. A
master statement of work outlines work to be executed during the campaign timeframe.
Materials will be developed under the direction of THECB staff and leadership to meet the key
objectives of the awareness and marketing initiative.
Results:
The development and execution of the campaign is scheduled to begin in 2010, no evaluation
data is available at this time. The anticipated result of the effort to create a college-going
culture throughout Texas will be that students from pre-kindergarten through the 12th grade,
their parents, educators, and business and community leaders will understand the importance
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of post-secondary participation and success, as well as what students must know and be able to
do to succeed in entry-level college courses and the skilled workplace.
Recommendations:
The key recommendations are to implement the program with currently available federal funds
and to seek additional sources of funding beyond year two of the program to continue
communicating the college-going culture message to Texas.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Andy Kesling (512) 427-6119
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Overall
$1,500,000
Program

Statewide

In Progress

1

IP

IP

IP

This will be a statewide marketing communication campaign that has not begun yet. A specific
participant number is not available.
2
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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College and Career Readiness Initiatives Faculty Collaboratives 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Texas Education Code §61.0762(4), added by the 76th legislative session, requires the Board to
develop professional development programs for faculty of institutions of higher education on
college readiness standards and the implication of such standards on instruction.
Number of projects funded:

4

Total Program Funding:

$3,040,000

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$760,000

$715,000

$895,000

Program Dates:

02/02/2009 - 09/30/2010

Program Goals:
The College and Career Readiness (CCR) Initiative Faculty Collaboratives is a P-16 initiative that
seeks to engage faculty members from Texas institutions of higher education associated with
educator preparation programs in program improvement. Collaboratives sponsor large-scale
symposia, smaller scale seminars and task group meetings, support small research and
development activities focused on implementation of CCR Standards, and provide wider
dissemination of information through the website.
Reason for Program:
The CCR Initiative impacts educator preparation by providing professional development to IHE
faculty who are preparing educator candidates. It is important that new educators exit their
preparation programs ready to implement instructional strategies and deliver content at levels
that prepare their students for college and career success.
Program Operation:
Four collaboratives, one in each of the content areas included in the CCR Standards, have been
established: English/Language Arts at The University of Texas at Austin (UT-Austin),
Mathematics at Texas State University, Social Studies at The University of Texas at Arlington
(UT-Arlington), and Science at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi (TAMU-Corpus Christi).
Each collaborative has established an advisory committee of stakeholders who have input on
appropriate programming for the respective content area. Several large-scale programs have
been co-sponsored by collaboratives when content lent itself to such synergy: english/language
arts (ELA) paired with social studies and mathematics paired with science for large scale
symposia for community college faculty. Leadership of the four collaboratives meets quarterly
with THECB staff for progress monitoring and future planning.
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Results:
The evaluation of this program is still in progress.
Recommendations:
Staff recommend that collaboratives be extended for two additional years of activities since
statewide programs of this complexity require multiple years to reach peak performance. This
recommendation will be taken to the spring 2010 THECB meeting after mid-progress program
reports have been received and reviewed. Two collaboratives were established at universities
with long-standing centers, which enabled them to provide high quality professional faculty
development at a faster pace than the two collaboratives without this historical advantage.
Many state initiatives had already been in place for ELA and mathematics, but the science and
social studies collaboratives were breaking new ground.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Hersh Waxman, TAMU ERC

THECB Contact:

Susan Barnes (512) 427-6563
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site

Funding

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Programming Evaluation Financial

Overall
$3,040,000
Program

976

In Progress

Texas
A&M
UniversityCorpus
Christi

$715,000

138

In Progress

3

3

3

The
University
of Texas
at Austin

$715,000

389

In Progress

3

3

3

Texas
State
University
System

$895,000

342

In Progress

3

3

3

The
University
of Texas
at
Arlington

$715,000

107

In Progress

3

3

3

1

The number of participants reflects the number of faculty attending symposium and other
faculty collaborative events.
2
This program evaluation is still in progress.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Faculty Development Modules for Online Learning 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0762 of the Texas Education Code gives the THECB the charge to develop, in part,
“professional development programs for faculty of institutions of higher education on College
Readiness Standards and the implications of such standards” as well as “other programs as
determined by the Board that support participation and success goals in Closing the Gaps, the
state’s master plan for higher education.”
Number of projects funded:

4

Total Program Funding:

$988,842

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$247,211

$244,256

$249,602

Program Dates:

08/01/2007 - 05/01/2010

Program Goals:
The goal of the Professional Development Modules project is to create readily available, online
professional development opportunities for faculty to learn the most effective strategies and
best practices for improving teaching and student learning. The project has awarded grants that
target the following areas: critical thinking, reading comprehension, foreign language
instruction, and college mathematics instruction.
Reason for Program:
Traditionally, faculty receives little training during their graduate education that addresses
pedagogy and teaching skills. As a result, faculty may enter the classroom as content experts
but without the hard and soft skills that make effective teachers. The modules created by these
grants will provide faculty around the state with professional development opportunities that
will be readily accessible through online delivery.
Program Operation:
The first project, University of North Texas college mathematics, was funded as a part of the
Phase III Course Redesign grant cycle. A subsequent RFP focusing exclusively on professional
development for second language instruction, reading comprehension, and critical thinking was
issued in spring 2008. The THECB staff reviewed grant proposals and awarded three grants to:
The University of Texas at El Paso for reading comprehension, UT-Austin for second language
instruction, and UT-Austin for critical thinking.
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Results:
Final reports will be available in March 2010. Results will be ongoing as the modules get
distributed through the Texas Digital Learning Objects Repository and other channels.
Recommendations:
Staff recommends that the Learning Objects Repository be used as a place for disseminating
these materials. This will provide the widest possible dissemination to instructions along the P16 continuum.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

James Parsons, UTDallas ERC

THECB Contact:

Joseph Michie (512) 427-6518
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
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Effectiveness3

Overall
Program

$988,842

Statewide

In Progress

University of
North Texas

$244,256

Statewide

In Progress

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at El
Paso

$245,389

Statewide

In Progress

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at
Austin

$249,602

Statewide

In Progress

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at
Austin

$249,595

Statewide

In Progress

3

3

3

1

Program Eval.

Finance

The University of Texas Austin has two separate projects. One on Foreign Language
Instruction and another on Teaching Critical Thinking.
2
Each of the projects is developing materials that are intended to have statewide impact.
3
These projects are still in progress. Results will be reported when the projects are completed
and have been pilot tested.
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Gates GO Centers (Houston) 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation made an award to the College for All Texans Foundation in
support of a two year project to create partnerships between eight Houston INTERMEDIATE
SCHOOL DISTRICTS high schools and Houston area institutions of higher education.
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$1,137,000

Location:

Houston, Texas

Program Dates:

06/01/2008 - 08/31/2010

Program Goals:
This program has two specific goals in line with the THECB overall goal of Closing the Gaps by
2015: 1) To increase the college-going rates of students from participating schools in 2009 and
2010 by 20 percent from the 2007 baseline; 2) To create a college-going culture that will have
influence on current graduating classes and those beyond 2009-2010.
Reason for Program:
The Houston Independent School District (HISD) is the seventh largest district in the nation,
and ties as thirteenth nationally for the lowest graduation rates. Its average college-going rate
in 2006 was only 36.3 percent, approximately 28 percent below the state average.
Program Operation:
The HISD is operating College Going/GO centers based on the THECB GO Center model in all
HISD schools beginning in the 2008-09 school year. The Gates Foundation has supplied funding
to augment the staffing and services provided in these eight HISD high schools. In addition,
Gates is funding an evaluation study of these eight high schools to determine what works best
in developing a college-going culture and assisting high school students to make the transition
to college.
Results:
Our preliminary findings suggest that coordination and cooperation, data-driven accountability,
and an emphasis on success for all students are some of the qualities that make successful GO
Centers. Effective GO Centers in treatment and control high schools have good coordination and
cooperation of all staff members. At some schools, however, there is clearly both physical
separation and role differentiation between coordinators and advisors. The record-keeping
function of the Centers appears to be related to the perceived data-driven accountability that
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some Centers maintain. Some Centers know exactly how many students are graduating, how
many students are going to college, and how much scholarship monies their students have
received. Other schools admitted that they did not maintain up-to-date records on those
variables.
Recommendations:
College Access Coordinators (CACs) should be provided with greater opportunities to interview
and hire VISTA volunteers. The Academic Advisors (AAs) appear to be well-qualified for their
positions, but there still is some ambiguity about what their actual roles should be. A meeting of
all AAs might be useful to reiterate their roles and determine what types of training they might
still need. CACs have not been able to be involved in extensive training with teachers and
students. A meeting of all CACs might be useful to explore some of ways they can extend
training sessions in their schools. Efforts to standardize the record keeping at the GO Centers
should be explored. A meeting of all CACs and AAs might be useful to explore some of the
successful strategies that some GO Centers use to track students. A successful practices guide
for GO Centers might be useful to highlight the variety of different activities that Centers used
to motivate their students and enhance the college-going climate at their schools.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Hersh Waxman, TAMU ERC

THECB Contact:

Christopher Alvarado (512) 427-6207
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This number reflects the number of seniors at the 8 intervention high schools in 2008-09. The
primary goal is to increase the college-going rate at each school.
2
This program is still in progress. Effectiveness will be rated on increases in the college-going
rate and FASFA completion rates from the baseline two to three years after the start of the
project.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Minority Health Research and Education Grant Program 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Texas Education Code, Sections §63.301-302.
Number of projects funded:

9

Total Program Funding:

$2,351,865

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$261,318

$171,000

$341,057

Program Dates:

01/01/2008 - 03/31/2010

Program Goals:
Under this program, the THECB provides grants to “institutions of higher education, that
conduct research or educational programs that address minority health issues or form
partnerships with minority organizations, colleges, or universities to conduct research and
education programs that address minority health issues.” The THECB funds educational and
research projects that promote the number of minority students applying to enrolling in, and
graduating with health degrees.
Reason for Program:
Minorities are under-represented in the state’s health professions. That under-representation
contributes to health disparities among the state’s minority populations. Research and
educational projects funded under this grant program attempt to respond to many of the issues
linked to education, including: career exposure and exploration, educational preparation, skills
assessment, curriculum redesign, and retention efforts at all levels of the K-16 pipeline.
Program Operation:
This program receives an estimated biennial appropriation based on the expected interest
earnings from the 1997 Multi-State Tobacco Lawsuit Settlement permanent fund. For the last
biennium, THECB held a competition in the summer and fall of 2007. The competition is
announced in a request for applications (RFA). Applications were reviewed by academic and
industry peers in Texas based on a standard set of criteria. Those proposals receiving the
highest scores were recommended to the full Board for funding. Two-year grant awards were
made in January 2008. Grant contracts require that each grantee submit an interim progress
report in September 2008 and a final narrative and financial report after the grant period ends
on August 31, 2009, unless the grant is extended.
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Results:
Final reports collect narrative information and statistical data on the results of the grant
projects. With five projects still pending for narrative and /or financial results, Board staff can
only provide partial results and analysis at this time. Those results show that all grant projects
will continue after the grant period ended (August 31, 2009). Approximately 7,857 persons
participated in the grant projects, including 3,109 K-12 students and 3,216 college students.
Approximately 190 K-12 schools participated in the projects which emphasized collaborations.
Recommendations:
The 2010/2011 Request for Applications will continue to emphasize collaborations among high
schools, community colleges, universities, and health-related institutions in building educational
pipelines to promote greater participation of under-represented students in health degree
programs.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Margaret Fowler (512) 427-6217

111

Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site1
Overall
Program

Compliance Scores4
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants2 Effectiveness3 Program Eval.
Finance
7,857

In Progress

$293,247

959

In Progress

3

3
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Texas Tech
University
Health
Sciences
Center

$338,002

787

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas Tech
University
Health
Sciences
Center

$341,957

1,525

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas at
Dallas

$251,686

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

The
University of
Texas Health
Science
Center at
Houston

$198,884

2,688

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

The
University of
Texas Health
Science
Center at San
Antonio

$183,327

80

Insufficient
Data

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas Health
Science
Center at San
Antonio

$290,243

1,743

Very Effective

3

3

3

The
University of
Texas M.D.
Anderson

$283,519

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

Texas A&M
University

$2,351,865
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Cancer
Center
The
University of
Texas
Southwestern
Medical
Center at
Dallas

$171,000

75

In Progress

1

IP

IP

IP

Five projects received grant extensions that exceed this reporting period.
"Participants" represent 1) educators and other workers that provided services or a product in
the grant, and 2) recipients of services or products such as students, parents, health care
professionals, faculty and teachers, and the general public. NR indicates projects that are in
progress and that have not yet reported all information.
3
Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to prepare minorities to successfully apply to and
or graduate from degree programs in allied health, biomedical sciences, dentistry, medicine,
nursing, pharmacy, and/or public health
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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Nursing, Allied Health and Other Health-Related Education Grant Program 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Texas Education Code, Sections §63.201-202 as amended by Senate Bill 992, 80th Texas
Legislature.
Number of projects funded:

13

Total Program Funding:

$4,240,916

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$326,224

$66,345

$1,270,897

Program Dates:

01/01/2008 - 08/31/2010

Program Goals:
The Texas Education Code states that the THECB shall provide grants to “public institutions of
higher education that offer upper-level academic instruction and training in the fields of nursing,
allied health, or other health-related education.” However, the statute has been amended since
2004 to redirect all available grant funds to support initial licensure nursing education at
hospitals, public and private universities, health-related institutions, and community colleges.
Reason for Program:
All funds were directed to initial registered nurse (RN) licensure programs and to nursing faculty
who would be teaching in those programs. Projects that are funded under the program are
expected to test new models for increasing enrollment capacity and student success in nursing
education. The ultimate goal is to produce more graduates and help relieve the state’s current
and projected nursing shortage.
Program Operation:
This program receives an estimated biennial appropriation based on the expected interest
earnings from the 1997 Multi-State Tobacco Lawsuit Settlement permanent fund. After each
legislative session, THECB holds one or more grant competitions within the first fiscal year of
the biennium. The competition is announced in a request for applications (RFA). Applications
are evaluated by academic and other professional peers based on a standard set of criteria.
Proposals receiving the highest scores and rankings are recommended to the full Board for
funding. A total of thirteen awards were made between January 2008 - March 2008. Eleven
grants require each grantee to submit an interim progress report and a final narrative and
financial report after the grant period ends. Two institutions with three-year grants are required
to submit interim reports in September 2008 and 2009, and a final narrative and financial report
after the grant period ends on August 31, 2010.
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Results:
Final reports collect narrative information and statistical data on the results of the grant
projects. With two, two-year grant projects and two, three-year grants still pending for
narrative and/or final results, Board staff can only provide results for nine of the 13 grant
projects. Those results show that 2,309 persons participated in the grant projects, including 514
educators and health care professionals, and 1,795 college students and/or recipients of nursing
education.
Recommendations:
Upcoming competitions will continue to emphasize educational partnerships among nursing
programs and service providers to increase student capacity and retention in initial licensure
programs. New Requests for Applications seek projects that will use simulation-based education
to "break the bottleneck" in clinical education and that replicate best practices in using nontraditional faculty and tracking "at-risk" students.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Margaret Fowler (512) 427-6217
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2,309

In Progress

$66,345

104

Effective

3

3

3

$1,270,897

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

Austin Community
College

$196,903

511

Very Effective

3

3

3

Lee College

$273,144

102

Not Effective

3

3

3

Kingwood College

$298,561

98

Very Effective

3

3

3

Stephen F. Austin
State University

$265,970

933

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas Tech
University Health
Sciences Center

$298,411

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

Texas Tech
University Health
Sciences Center

$94,809

300

Effective

3

3

3

Texas Woman's
University

$249,777

34

Effective

3

3

3

The Victoria
College

$150,324

92

Very Effective

3

3

3

The University of
Texas at Arlington

$577,287

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

The University of
Texas-Pan
American

$278,781

170

Effective

3

3

3

The University of
Texas Medical
Branch at
Galveston

$219,707

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

Alvin Community
College
Angelo State
University

1

Four projects received grant extensions or were funded for a grant period that exceeds this
reporting period.
2
"Participants" represent 1) educators and other workers that provided services or a product in
the grant, and 2) recipients of services or products such as students, parents, health care
professionals, faculty and teachers, and the general public. NR indicates that a number has not
been reported yet.
3
Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to develop a new or expanded partnership
between the grantee institution and one or more hospitals and/or other institution of higher
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education with the goal of increasing enrollment capacity and graduation rates in initial
licensure programs.
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Course Redesign (Phase IV) 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0763 of the Texas Education Code requires the Board to “implement a project
under which institutions of higher education selected by the Board will review and revise entrylevel lower division academic courses to improve student learning and reduce the cost of course
delivery through the use of information technology.”
Number of projects funded:

3

Total Program Funding:

$416,393

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$129,124

$91,872

$149,996

Program Dates:

02/28/2008 - 01/31/2011

Program Goals:
The goal of the Texas Course Redesign Project (TCRP) is to have widespread adoption of
course designs that promote student success, especially in the critical first year of college. The
course redesign projects should increase success in student learning, while simultaneously
reducing delivery costs of courses.
Reason for Program:
Traditionally, introductory level, general education courses have been high volume courses with
unacceptable dropout, failure, and withdrawal (DFW) rates. These courses are also often very
resource intensive for institutions. The course redesign program seeks to improve student
learning and thus decrease DFW rates while at the same time use technology to reduce the cost
of course delivery.
Program Operation:
Project proposals were received during fall 2008 and evaluated by THECB staff through the use
of a standardized rubric and scoring system. Project directors submitted biannual reports to
THECB that included progress towards the project’s goals, as well as updated expenditure
reports. The THECB staff conducted site visits during
2008-09 to assess progress.
Results:
Projects are ongoing, and THECB staff is still in the process of assessing student learning and
cost effectiveness data as it comes in to determine program effectiveness. Interim
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evaluation data showed mixed results with some programs reporting increased student learning
outcomes when compared to the traditional non-redesigned courses. Failure to demonstrate
effectiveness at this early stage of the process does not mean the project will not be effective
as development continues. National examples of course redesign projects seem to indicate that
success measures may improve over time as faculty and students become more comfortable
with the redesigned course.
Recommendations:
This phase is ongoing. Participating projects will be contacted by the Texas Learning Object
Repository to submit learning objects and other relevant materials from the projects for
inclusion in the Texas Learning Object Repository. The Texas Learning Object Repository will
serve as the primary dissemination mechanism for the Texas Course Redesign Project.
Additionally, highly successful projects may be asked to present a workshop to interested
faculty hosted by the THECB.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Joseph Michie (512) 427-6518
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Effectiveness of Program
Compliance Scores3
Project
Number of
Program
Funding
Site
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Programming Evaluation Financial
Overall
$416,393
Program

NR

In Progress

Angelo
State
$145,503
University

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

Texas
Tech
$149,996
University

NR

Not Effective

1

2

3

Texas
A&M
$91,872
UniversityTexarkana

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

1

These projects are just beginning piloting courses. NR indicates no student counts are
available at this time.
2
Funding for the Texas Tech University grant was rescinded. Due to a change in personnel on
that grant, funds were spent but no course redesign was implemented. The other two projects
are proceeding based on revised schedules. Evaluation of these two programs is in progress.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Developmental Education Summer Bridge 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0762, Texas Education Code, “Programs to Enhance Student Success,” Third
Special Session of the 79th Texas Legislature requires the THECB to develop programs designed
to enhance the success of students at institutions of higher education and decrease the need
for developmental education. Paragraph (1), Section §61.0762 provides for summer higher
education bridge programs in the subject areas of mathematics, science, and
English/Language Arts
Number of projects funded:

4

Total Program Funding:

$708,860

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$177,000

$152,365

$296,226

Program Dates:

04/01/2009 - 08/31/2011

Program Goals:
The program goal is to determine if intensive and accelerated academic instruction and support
can positively affect college readiness for recent high school graduates.
Reason for Program:
In Texas, only 20 percent of the 2008 high school graduating class who took the ACT test
passed the College Readiness Benchmarks in all four subject areas (English, math, reading, and
science). In fall 2000, 28 percent of entering freshmen in the U.S. were enrolled in one or more
developmental education courses. According to an analysis by the Alliance for Excellence in
Education (2006), the state of Texas would save $88.5 million per year by eliminating the need
for developmental education.
Program Operation:
A Request for applications was issued in October 2008, 15 applications were received and
reviewed by staff. Four programs were funded and operated five-week interventions in June
2009.
Results:
Effectiveness of this program was measured by the ability of the funded projects to 1) increase
student's scores on the Texas Higher Education Assessment (THEA), one of the state's
recognized developmental education assessment tests; and 2) increase student's self-efficacy
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and learning skills as measured by the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI).
Mathematics THEA scores increased significantly at three of the four sites; Reading THEA scores
increased significantly at two of the four sites; and two of the three sites that reported pre/post- LASSI scores demonstrated improvement in half or more of the LASSI subscales
measuring self-efficacy and learning skills.
Recommendations:
We recommend that: 1) All programs in collaboration with their institutional faculty redesign
their curriculum and instruction, so that it is not the traditional developmental or dual
enrollment curriculum offered by the college; 2) Learning frameworks be integrated into the
English Language Arts and Math curriculum; and 3) All program administrators evaluate the
effectiveness of the new curriculum design and report the results to THECB. To support the
colleges in their efforts to improve the curriculum and instruction design, THECB is providing a
Professional Development Training in the spring of 2010. Training will include instruction and
guidance from faculty experts in the fields of Mathematics, English Language Arts, and Learning
Frameworks. Attendance at the Professional Development Training is required of all grantees.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Tom Graca, UT Arlington

THECB Contact:

Belinda Perez-Hernandez (512) 427-6209

122

Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site1

Compliance Scores4
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants2 Effectiveness3 Program Eval.
Finance

Overall
Program

$708,860

378

In Progress

West Texas
A&M
University

$296,226

55

Effective

3

2

1

El Paso
Community
College
District
El Paso
Community
College
District

$283,809

164

Very Effective

3

3

3

Lamar
University

$152,365

32

Not Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
International
University

$259,985

98

Very Effective

2

3

3

1

Pre- and post analysis of the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory were not possible for
West Texas A&M due to insufficient data.
2
The number of participants reflects 5th day enrollment as reported by the sites.
3
Effectiveness is based on each project's ability to improve student's scores on the Texas Higher
Education Assessment in Reading and Mathematics; and student's self-efficacy and learning
skills as measured by the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory.
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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High School Summer Bridge Program 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0762, Texas Education Code, “Programs to Enhance Student Success,” Third
Special Session of the 79th Texas Legislature requires the THECB to develop programs designed
to enhance the success of students at institutions of higher education and decrease the need
for developmental education. Paragraph (1), Section §61.0762 provides for summer higher
education bridge programs in the subject areas of mathematics, science, and English/Language
Arts.
Number of projects funded:

5

Total Program Funding:

$1,094,498

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$219,000

$152,161

$300,000

Program Dates:

04/01/2009 - 08/31/2011

Program Goals:
The program goal is to determine if intensive and accelerated academic instruction and support
can positively affect college readiness for rising 11th grade, and/or rising 12th grade.
Reason for Program:
In Texas, only 20 percent of the 2008 high school graduating class who took the ACT test
passed the College Readiness Benchmarks in all four subject areas (English, math, reading, and
science). In fall 2000, 28 percent of entering freshmen in the U.S. were enrolled in one or more
developmental education courses. According to an analysis by the Alliance for Excellence in
Education (2006), the state of Texas would save $88.5 million per year by eliminating the need
for developmental education.
Program Operation:
A Request for applications was issued in October 2008, 13 applications were received and
reviewed by staff. Five programs were funded and operated five week interventions in June
2009.
Results:
Effectiveness of this program was measured by the ability of the funded projects to: 1) increase
student's scores on the Texas Higher Education Assessment (THEA), one of the state's
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recognized developmental education assessment tests; and 2) increase student's self-efficacy
and learning skills as measured by the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI).
Mathematics THEA scores did not increase significantly at any of the sites; Reading THEA scores
increased significantly at two of the five sites; and only two of the five sites demonstrated
improvement in half or more of the LASSI subscales measuring self-efficacy and learning skills.
Recommendations:
We recommend that: 1) All programs in collaboration with their institutional faculty redesign
their curriculum and instruction, so that it is not the traditional developmental or dual
enrollment curriculum offered by the college; 2) Learning frameworks be integrated into the
English Language Arts and Math curriculum; and 3) All program administrators evaluate the
effectiveness of the new curriculum design and report the results to THECB. To support the
colleges in their efforts to improve the curriculum and instruction design, THECB is providing a
Professional Development Training in the spring of 2010. Training will include instruction and
guidance from faculty experts in the fields of Mathematics, English Language Arts, and Learning
Frameworks. Attendance at the Professional Development Training is required of all grantees.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Tom Graca, UT Arlington

THECB Contact:

Belinda Perez-Hernandez (512) 427-6209
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Funding

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval.
Finance

$1,094,498

214

In Progress

Houston
Community
College
System

$152,390

33

Effective

3

3

3

Sul Ross
State
University

$152,161

54

Not Effective

3

3

3

San Antonio
College

$189,978

25

Not Effective

2

2

3

The
University
of Texas at
Arlington

$300,000

50

Effective

3

3

3

The
University
of Texas at
El Paso

$299,969

52

Not Effective

3

3

3

1

Participants are based on the 5th day enrollment count reported by each project.
Effectiveness is based on each project's ability to improve student's scores on the Texas Higher
Education Assessment in Reading and Mathematics; and student's self-efficacy and learning
skills as measured by the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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Intensive Summer Program 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0762, Texas Education Code, “Programs to Enhance Student Success,” Third
Special Session of the 79th Texas Legislature requires the THECB to develop programs designed
to enhance the success of students at institutions of higher education and decrease the need
for developmental education. Paragraph (1), Section §61.0762 provides for summer higher
education bridge programs in the subject areas of mathematics, science, and English/Language
Arts.
Number of projects funded:

7

Total Program Funding:

$797,250

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$113,893

$56,250

$153,000

Program Dates:

04/01/2009 - 08/31/2011

Program Goals:
This program has four goals: 1) Promote high academic expectations leading to college
readiness or completion; 2) Encourage student motivation, academic efficacy, and persistence;
3) Create or expand social and academic support systems and; 4) Promote effective public or
higher education teaching.
Reason for Program:
To determine if intensive and accelerated academic instruction and support can positively affect
college readiness for rising 11th grade, rising 12th grade, or recent high school graduates who
have scored below the required college readiness standard on the Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) as outlined in Texas Administrative Code, Title 19, Part 1, Chapter
4 concerning the Texas Success Initiative
Program Operation:
The 2009 Intensive Summer Bridge Program (ISP) included first-time college students identified
as at-risk of dropping out defined as having a SAT or ACT score equal to or less than the
national mean, awarded a Pell grant, at least 20 years old at time of enrollment, or has enrolled
as a part-time student. Funds went to IHEs who collaborate with school districts (ISDs).
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Results:
Effectiveness of this program was measured by the ability of the funded projects to: 1) increase
student's scores on the Texas Higher Education Assessment (THEA), one of the state's
recognized developmental education assessment tests; and 2) increase student's self-efficacy
and learning skills as measured by the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI).
Mathematics THEA scores increased significantly at three of the six sites for which data are
available; Reading THEA scores increased significantly at two of the six sites ; and four of the
six sites for which data are available demonstrated improvement on half or more of the LASSI
subscales measuring self-efficacy and learning skills.
Recommendations:
We recommend that: 1) All programs in collaboration with their institutional faculty redesign
their curriculum and instruction, so that it is not the traditional developmental or dual
enrollment curriculum offered by the college; 2) Learning frameworks be integrated into the
English Language Arts and Math curriculum; and 3) All program administrators evaluate the
effectiveness of the new curriculum design and report the results to THECB. To support the
colleges in their efforts to improve the curriculum and instruction design, THECB is providing a
Professional Development Training in the spring of 2010. Training will include instruction and
guidance from faculty experts in the fields of Mathematics, English Language Arts, and Learning
Frameworks. Attendance at the Professional Development Training is required of all grantees.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Tom Graca, UT Arlington

THECB Contact:

Belinda Perez-Hernandez (512) 427-6209
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Effectiveness of Program
Compliance Scores3
Program
Effectiveness2 Program Eval. Finance

Funding

Number of
Participants1

$797,250

195

In Progress

Austin
Community
College

$56,250

28

Effective

1

3

3

Cedar Valley
College

$90,000

21

Effective

3

3

3

Lamar University $130,500

34

Not Effective

3

3

3

Palo Alto College $124,500

36

Very Effective

2

3

3

Richland College $153,000

21

Insufficient Data

3

2

3

Trinity Valley
Community
College

$130,500

29

Very Effective

3

3

3

The University of
$112,500
Texas at El Paso

26

Effective

3

3

3

Project Site
Overall
Program

1

Participants are based on the 5th day enrollment count reported by each project.
Effectiveness is based on each project's ability to improve student's scores on the Texas Higher
Education Assessment in Reading and Mathematics; and student's self-efficacy and learning
skills as measured by the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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Learning Objects Repository (Phase I & II) 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0763 of the Texas Education Code requires the Board to “implement a project
under which institutions of higher education selected by the Board will review, revise entry-level
lower division academic courses to improve student learning, and reduce the cost of course
delivery through the use of information technology.”
Number of projects funded:

2

Total Program Funding:

$828,386

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$414,193

$378,386

$450,000

Program Dates:

05/01/2007 - 08/31/2011

Program Goals:
This program has two goals: 1) demonstrating the capability of a learning object repository to
leverage redesigned course content for reuse and repurposing; 2) providing a solid technical,
organizational, and policy foundation for a Texas Learning Object Repository seeded with
materials from the Texas Course Redesign Project that can be accessed by faculty throughout
the state.
Reason for Program:
The use of online resources in teaching opens the possibility of sharing learning
resources/objects. Higher education faculty needs a low-cost accessible means through which
to share resources. The Learning Objects Repository (LOR) is being developed to respond to
that need. By seeding the LOR with materials from Texas Course Redesign grants, the LOR will
also act as the primary dissemination tool for course redesign.
Program Operation:
The current project has two phases. In Phase I, the contractor at the University of North Texas
(UNT) provided research and development of the feasibility of creating a statewide digital
learning objects repository. The University of North Texas tested an open source software
platform on which the learning objects repository could operate, disaggregated materials
created for THECB funded course redesign projects for inclusion in the repository and began
research on various legal and technical issues such as copyright, metadata tagging, and
learning management system requirements. In Phase II, the contractor at the The University of
Texas Telecampus (UTTC) is involved in a three-year project to scale up the prototype LOR for
statewide use. Additionally, UTTC will oversee hosting of the LOR, develop and enforce
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appropriate policies, promote and populate use of the LOR, investigate alternative revenue
streams, and develop a plan for long-term sustainability.
Results:
Phase I of this project was scheduled to end on December 31, 2009, but has been extended
until April 1, 2010, so that UNT may complete research on copyright and other relevant legal
issues regarding the fair use of digital learning objects. The University of North Texas has
already begun to transmit learning objects and other digital content and relevant technical and
policy documents to The University of Texas TeleCampus. Phase II of this project is scheduled
to end on August 31, 2011. During the first year of this phase of the project, the following items
were completed: establishment of the TxLOR Advisory Commission, approval of Statement of
General Principles, establishments of working groups (technical, metadata, work flow, peer
review, policy and governance), creation of metadata standards, and development of
partnership with Texas Digital Library for hosting and DSpace platform development.
Recommendations:
Continue funding and development of the Texas Learning Objects Repository. Phase II of the
TxLOR is on schedule and a beta version of the expanded repository will become available for
testing during February 2010. Phase III course redesign projects will begin to work with UTTC
to submit learning objects and materials for inclusion. During fall 2009 arrangements were
made for the Education Research Center at The University of Texas at Dallas to provide
assistance in evaluating the overall usability of the TxLOR by postsecondary faculty in Texas
and the impact of having access to these modules on teaching and learning in Texas public
institutions of postsecondary education. This evaluation has not been completed but upon
completion the results should be reviewed by UTTC and incorporated into the ongoing work on
Phase II of the TxLOR.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

James Parsons, UT Dallas ERC

THECB Contact:

Vanessa Davis (512) 427-6223
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site Funding

Number of
Participants1

Compliance Scores3
Program
Effectiveness2 Program Eval.
Finance

Overall
Program

$828,386

Statewide

In Progress

University of
North Texas

$378,386

Statewide

In Progress

3

IP

IP

The University
of Texas
$450,000
System

Statewide

In Progress

3

IP

3

1

This program has a statewide impact.
This program is still in progress. Effectiveness cannot be determined until the Learning Objects
Repository is launched.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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Transition Bridge Program 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, High Stakes ($100,000 or above)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §61.0762, Texas Education Code, “Programs to Enhance Student Success,” Third
Special Session of the 79th Texas Legislature requires the THECB to develop programs designed
to enhance the success of students at institutions of higher education and decrease the need
for developmental education. Paragraph (1), Section §61.0762 provides for summer higher
education bridge programs in the subject areas of mathematics, science, and English/Language
Arts.
Number of projects funded:

3

Total Program Funding:

$623,073

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$208,000

$184,272

$223,806

Program Dates:

04/01/2009 - 08/31/2011

Program Goals:
The goal of the Program is to determine if intensive and accelerated academic instruction and
support can positively affect college readiness for rising 11th grade, and/or rising 12th grade.
Reason for Program:
In Texas, only 20 percent of the 2008 high school graduating class who took the ACT test
passed the College Readiness Benchmarks in all four subject areas (English, math, reading, and
science). In fall 2000, 28 percent of entering freshmen in the U.S. were enrolled in one or more
developmental education courses. According to an analysis by the Alliance for Excellence in
Education (2006), the state of Texas would save $88.5 million per year by eliminating the need
for developmental education.
Program Operation:
A Request for applications was issued in October 2008, four applications were received and
three projects were funded to operate during a summer, after school, weekends, or other nontraditional timeframes for 2009-2011.
Results:
The program evaluation is still in progress.
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Recommendations:
This program is still in progress. Recommendations will be forthcoming at the end of the
2009-10 academic year.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Tom Graca, UT Arlington

THECB Contact:

Belinda Perez-Hernandez (512) 427-6209
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Funding
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Programming Evaluation Financial
$623,073

NR

In Progress

Houston
Community
$223,806
College
System

41

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

San
Antonio
College

$214,995

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

Sul Ross
State
University

$184,272

NR

In Progress

IP

IP

IP

1

Two programs are operating during the academic year. NR indicates final participant counts
are not yet available.
2
The program is in progress.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Pilot Programs
Low-Stakes
(Less than $100,000)
Completed Fiscal Year 2009
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18 Graduate Hour Certificate Pilot Program
Program Type:

Pilot, Low Stakes (below $100,000)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Sec §61.0762, part 5 of the Texas Education Code, Programs to Enhance Student Success,
authorizes the THECB to implement “other programs as determined by the board that support
the participation and success goals in Closing the Gaps, the state master plan for higher
education.”
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$69,300

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

02/01/2008 - 05/31/2009

Program Goals:
There are five goals: 1) recruit and develop support teams for the three-year project; 2)
prepare a cadre of math faculty for teaching via video and/or online; 3) establish curriculum for
an eighteen-credit hour graduate math certificate; 4) recruit Independent School District faculty
as students and identify teaching sites; and 5) identify resources for continuing the program
into years two and three.
Reason for Program:
There is a need for more educators qualified to teach dual credit courses in mathematics and
science. The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) require that dual credit
instructors have a masters degree with 18 hours of graduate coursework in the teaching
discipline. With the increase in dual credit offerings, many high school teachers do not meet the
SACs requirement. Funding and time constraints are the greatest barriers to advanced graduate
instruction for educators.
Program Operation:
The THECB funding for the program was provided only for the first year of operation. With the
assistance of a national advisory team of mathematics and science specialists, a local team of
mathematics faculty from the participating universities reached an agreement on the 18 hours
required for certification of the participants for mathematics instruction. In addition, a six hour
mathematics review course of the undergraduate curriculum (to be taught as MTE 564,
Mathematics Education: Advanced Topics in Mathematics) was developed to ensure teacher
candidates have the appropriate prerequisite knowledge to enter the graduate sequence. The
addition of the six hour mathematics review would add up to two semesters to the length of the
total sequence. Curriculum materials for the review course have been developed and are
available for each participating institution.

137

Results:
The 18-graduate-hour mathematics courses have been identified and the six hour review course
curriculum fully developed. However, the THECB did not provide funding beyond the planning
and development phase of the program. Funding will be the primary element to assuring the
success of the initiative as a collaborative project whether it occurs from major sources or
occurs by funds provided by the individual student.
Recommendations:
The THECB staff recommends that the Northeast Texas Consortium continue to work with the
Consortium institutions and local ISDs to identify funding sources that will assist qualified
teacher candidates with the cost of participating in the program. Once funding is secured, the
project could be piloted with a cohort of teachers and recent teacher education graduates to
determine efficacy for full implementation.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Mickey Slimp, UT Tyler

THECB Contact:

Lynette Heckmann (512) 427-6120
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Effectiveness of Program
Compliance Scores3
Project
Number of
Program
Funding
Site
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Programming Evaluation Financial
Overall
Program

$69,300

17

Effective

1

3

3

3

Represents the number of faculty who participated as members of the curriculum development
teams or the national advisory committee.
2
THECB provided start up costs for this program. Effectiveness is based on the programs ability
to meet the expectations for program development.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Academic Enrichment Summer Program at Tarleton State University 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, Low Stakes (below $100,000)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Texas Education Code, §Sec 61.0762 (5), Programs to Enhance Student Success, authorizes the
THECB to implement “other programs as determined by the board that support the participation
and success goals in Closing the Gaps, the state master plan for higher education.”
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$100,000

Location:

Tarleton State University (Tarleton)

Program Dates:

07/12/2009 - 07/31/2009

Program Goals:
The program has three stated goals/objectives: 1) enhance academic knowledge and skills; 2)
improve personal effectiveness in the ability to make independent judgments, gain social and
cultural understanding, and develop leadership ability; and 3) increase college-going skills and
knowledge.
Reason for Program:
To determine if accelerated academic support will positively affect college readiness for highachieving rising 11th grade, rising 12th grade students, particularly those in Texas Rural Areas
who may not be viewed or view themselves as “College Material” due to their ethnicity or
economic status. Students are provided opportunities to develop and enhance their intellectual
and creative pursuits at a level not typically available in the high school classroom.
Program Operation:
The Tarleton Rural HALOS Academic Enrichment Summer Program, renamed at startup as Get
REAL (Real-world Experiences Applied to Learning), operated as a summer residential program
for high achieving high school students providing students with the opportunity to earn three
semester credit hours of college credit. Originally applying as a Governor's School, Tarleton's
program did not meet the statewide impact required of a Governor's School but was rated
highly by external reviewers and considered to have potential for statewide impact for rural
students if successful. Therefore, the program was funded as a pilot for one year to determine
its future potential as a Governor's School.
Results:
The program evaluation for this standing program consisted of a site visit to the project site.
The effectiveness is based on the scores given by the site evaluator on project
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operations/management, collaboration, curriculum, enrichment, and follow-up activities. In
addition, staff reviewed the final program report submitted by Tarleton for self-reported
outcomes. While the program operation, curriculum, enrichment, and follow-up activities were
determined to be effective by the site evaluator, the program impacted only a small number of
rural students. In addition, the awarding of college credit to program completers is not an
allowable activity for a Governor's School so the pilot would not be eligible for expansion
statewide.
Recommendations:
This program has concluded and will not be continued. In its current form, it would not be
eligible for consideration as a Governor's School under future program announcements based
on low student enrollment and offering of college credit.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

James Kallison, UT Arlington/Independent

THECB Contact:

Belinda Perez-Hernandez (512) 427-6209
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Effectiveness of Program
3

Compliance Scores
Project
Number of
Program
Funding
1
2
Site
Participants Effectiveness Program
Eval.
Financial
Overall
$100,000
Program

40

Effective

1

3

2

2

The number of participants reflects the number of students enrolled in the three week summer
program.
2
Effectiveness is based on the site evaluators rating of the program on program operations,
collaboration, curriculum and follow-up activities and on final program report submitted by 's
program coordinator.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Pre-Service Practicum, Induction and Practice
Program Type:

Pilot, Low Stakes (below $100,000)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Sec §61.0762(4) of the Texas Education Code, Programs to Enhance Student Success,
authorizes the THECB to implement “professional development programs for faculty of
institutions of higher education on College Readiness Standards and the implications of such
standards on instruction.”
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$600,000

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

12/17/2007 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The program goals are to: 1) contribute in a timely, cost-effective, evidence-based way to preservice education, induction, and practice of middle school and secondary math and science
educators; 2) focus on Hispanic and African American educators; 3) use technology to enhance
quality, lower cost, and support continuous feedback and improvement; 4) quadruple the
number of middle and high school math and science educators in the pipeline; 5) improve
quality of teacher preparation; 6) improve professional support programs.
Reason for Program:
Hispanic and African American students are disproportionately represented among the
economically disadvantaged, and are disproportionately taught by teachers who have the least
knowledge and experience. Studies suggest that teachers’ mathematical knowledge has a
significant effect on achievement. Many Texas teachers do not have enough mathematics and
science knowledge to enable them to adopt effective instructional practices and assess student
learning.
Program Operation:
The project is a collaborative effort between: The Charles A. Dana Center at UT-Austin; Texas
Southern University (TSU) in the Houston area; The University of Texas at Brownsville in the
Rio Grande Valley; Intermediate School Districts (ISDs) serving large populations of African
American and Hispanic students; and technology providers. This initiative involves the use of
research-based online and face-to-face tools developed in a long-term research and
development initiative by the Charles A. Dana Center at UT- Austin and Agile Mind, Inc. The
tools offer comprehensive support for teachers of middle school mathematics, Algebra I,
Geometry, Algebra II, Pre-calculus, Calculus, and Statistics, as well as for the students they
serve.
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Results:
Promising outcomes of the 18+ month pilot (January 2008-August 2009) include the following:
1) identification of some successful components of online tools; 2) from summer 2008 through
summer 2009, faculty from The University of Texas at Brownsville (UT-Brownsville) and TSU
used project resources and online services with 833 students, with the majority of student and
faculty participants from UT-Brownsville; 3) secondary certification exam preparation provided
for 11 pre-service elementary teachers at UT-Brownsville; 4) TSU capacity for full
implementation of the pilot was impacted by limited institutional support and faculty
commitment to the project (i.e., only one math faculty participated); and 5) eighty-three
percent (34 of 41) of pre-service teachers who participated in a Dana Center survey indicated
that they viewed the project resources and online services as a significant resource for their
teaching careers, if available.
Recommendations:
Fund phase II with a replacement for TSU. The goals of Phase II would be to identify successful
components of online tools across various software platforms to ensure scalability for teacher
preparation and induction that can be replicated by other institutions. Any successful
components identified or products developed would be required by the THECB to be made
available to other educator prep programs through statewide briefings and the CCRI Faculty
Collaboratives.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Susan Hull, UT Dana Center

THECB Contact:

Lynette Heckmann (512) 427-6120
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Funding
$600,000

Compliance Scores3

Number of
Participants1

Program
Effectiveness2

Program

Eval.

Finance

833

Effective

3

3

3

1

Represents the number of students using the Agile Minds online services at UT-Brownsville and
Texas Southern University.
2
Effectiveness is based on the project's ability 1) to get pre-service teachers to use the online
tools to increase their knowledge of mathematics and, on a limited basis, biology and 2) to
increase the number of undergraduates enrolled in elementary education certification programs
to migrate to the certification programs for secondary mathematics.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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College and Career Readiness Standards: Validation and Alignment
Program Type:

Pilot, Low Stakes (less than $100,000)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The 79th Texas Legislature, Third Called Session, passed HB 1, which included the addition to
the Texas Education Code Section §28.008, entitled ”Advancement of College Readiness in
Curriculum.”
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$1,112,084

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

09/01/2007 - 10/15/2009

Program Goals:
The goals of this program are: 1) to validate the TCCRS through an alignment analysis in which
they are compared with the content of actual entry-level, credit-bearing courses at Texas
colleges and universities; 2) to ascertain the common components of entry-level courses that
are well aligned with the TCCRS and highly representative of common practice; 3) to
disseminate information to stakeholders on the TCCRS and their validation through regional
meetings.
Reason for Program:
The meetings addressed the need to increase awareness of the TCCRS. Secondary partners did
not have a sense of urgency to prepare for TCCRS implementation, not perceiving a mandate.
The three studies were needed to validate the relevance of the TCCRS for academic and CTE
preparation. Lack of course-alignment across and within institutions made determining
"common practice" difficult; CTE courses and pathways were often not common across
institutions and participation rates by CTE faculty were low.
Program Operation:
EPIC undertook an alignment analysis based on 20 credit-bearing college courses, which had
high enrollment statewide among entry-level students or were “gatekeeper” courses. Course
instructors nominated by College Readiness Special Advisors (CRSAs) at their institutions were
asked to submit syllabi and rate how necessary relevant TCCRS were to preparing students for
success in their courses. Eight hundred and thirteen instructors submitted 960 syllabi and selfratings, the latter validated by expert review. The same methodology was used to analyze the
validity of the cross-disciplinary TCCRS for preparation for nine similarly selected CTE courses
(CTE-Phase 1)--136 instructors completed 157 submissions. The same methodology was used
to analyze the validity of all TCCRS for successful completion of entire course pathways for
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nursing and computer programming associate degrees (CTE-Phase 2)--115 instructors
completed 138 submissions. EPIC, assisted by CRSAs, conducted 14 regional meetings in FY09.
Results:
Results from the analysis showed that the TCCRS are well aligned with entry-level, creditbearing courses in Texas. Rates of alignment were: 99 percent - social studies; 97 percent english/language arts; 87 percent - mathematics; and 85 percent - science. One hundred
percent of cross-disciplinary skills are aligned with at least one course in all four subjects. These
findings validate TCCRS content. The CTE Phase 1 study showed 100 percent of crossdisciplinary TCCRS were aligned with nine CTE courses analyzed. Based on determined common
components of surveyed courses and the collected course materials, EPIC developed reference
courses profiles, describing common practice for all 29 courses (academic and CTE). The
profiles posted on the THECB web site by February 2010. The CTE Phase 2 study shows 87
percent of Science TCCRS and 100 percent of all remaining TCCRS are necessary for successful
completion of the two pathways. The meetings reached 1311 stakeholders who developed 84
TCCRS action plans.
Recommendations:
The low rates of participation by CTE faculty and the inconsistency of CTE pathways across
institutions argue for increased outreach to CTE stakeholders regarding the TCCRS and for
consideration of streamlining the state's associate degree plans. The lack of course-alignment
across and within institutions that makes determining "common practice" and thus vertical
alignment difficult argues for a consideration of determining common learning outcomes for
entry-level college courses. EPIC is currently revising all reports, and expects to adjust the rate
of science alignment upwards by a point or two in the original validation study.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Dave Conley, EPIC

THECB Contact:

Kristen Kramer (512) 427-6216
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Compliance Scores2

Funding

Number of
Participants

Program
Effectiveness1

Program

Eval.

Finance

$1,112,084

2,489

Very Effective

3

3

3

1

Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to validate and show the applicability of the
TCCRS to academic and CTE postsecondary readiness and to share this information statewide
with education stakeholders.
2
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Pilot Programs
Low-Stakes
(Less than $100,000)
Multiple Year/In Progress
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Vertical Teams (Phases II and III) 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, Low Stakes (below $100,000)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
To ensure that students are able to perform college-level course work, Texas Education Code
§28.008 directed the Commissioner of Education and Commissioner of Higher Education to form
Vertical Teams (VT) composed of public school teachers and higher education faculty. NOTE:
For information on VT Phase I, see College and Career Readiness Standards: Facilitation and
Development (Vertical Teams Phase I).
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$60,000

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

07/01/2008 - 08/31/2010

Program Goals:
The goals of VT Phase II are to: 1) evaluate whether secondary curriculum align with the
TCCRS; and 2) recommend how the curriculum can be aligned with the TCCRS. The goals of VT
Phase III are to: 1) develop instructional strategies for teaching courses to prepare students to
successfully complete college-level coursework, and 2) to develop or establish minimum
standards for curricula, professional development materials, and online support development
materials, in the four content areas.
Reason for Program:
The creation of VTs to incorporate college readiness standards into the curriculum address the
concern that many high school graduates from Texas public schools are not college-ready (i.e.
they do not have the knowledge and skills to be success in entry-level college courses). VTs of
secondary teachers and college/university faculty were established in four content areas by the
THECB and TEA staff to create the standards, conduct the gap analysis, and develop materials
for teachers and students.
Program Operation:
In fall 2006 rules were adopted by both the Commissioner of Education and the THECB setting
forth each phase of the VTs. The THECB was the lead for VT Phase I and creation of the
TCCRS; the lead agency for facilitating the curriculum alignment and pedagogy activities moved
to TEA. Through a process similar to Phase I, Phase II/III VTs were selected consisting of 10
members each in mathematics, ELA , science, and social studies. Phase I were 60/40 higher
education faculty to secondary teachers, while Phase II/III were 40/60 higher education faculty
to secondary teachers. Because of the timeframe established by the State Board of Education
for review of the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS), TEA determined the gap analysis
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and alignment work would be completed sequentially. Phase II 2-day meetings were held July
2008 through June 2009. English/Language Arts Phase III VT met in a 2-day meeting in
December 2008; TEA to schedule remaining Phase III VTs meetings in 2010.
Results:
Phase II: Each VT conducted a gap analysis of the TEKS and the TCCRS for use by TEA's
curriculum writing teams responsible for providing recommendations to the State Board of
Education (SBOE) for TEKS revisions. The SBOE has reviewed and revised the TEKS for
mathematics, ELA, and science and will completes its work on social studies spring/summer
2010. Insofar as the SBOE adopts TEKS revisions based on the recommendations of the
curriculum writing teams, the work of the VTs was useful in incorporating the TCCRS into the
TEKS. Phase III: Results of VT Phase III will not be available until professional development
and online student support materials are developed in all four content areas and training
provided for in-service teachers. Phase II and Phase III are to be completed so that curricula
and online materials are in the classroom as follows: - ELA: fall 2009 - Math: fall 2010 Science: fall 2011 - Social Studies: fall 2012
Recommendations:
THECB staff recommends that the VT Phase III professional development training materials
provided to in-service teachers through the Educational Service Centers be made available to
the CCRI Faculty Collaboratives for use by Colleges of Education in preparing pre-service
teachers.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Lynette Heckmann (512) 427-6120
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Funding1
$60,000

Number of
Participants2

Program
Effectiveness3

40

In Progress

1

Compliance Scores4
Program Eval.
IP

IP

Finance
IP

$1,500 is provided each individual faculty member (1500 x 40) for release time and travel
expenses. Each faculty member serves on a vertical team related to their academic discipline.
2
The number of participants reflects the number of faculty participating on the vertical teams.
3
Effectiveness was determined for the program as a whole based work product of each team as
follows: Phase II: gap analysis outcome used by TEA's curriculum writing teams. Phase III:
professional development materials and online student support materials incorporated into the
training materials to be used by Educational Service Centers for in-service teachers (TEA
responsibility)
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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College Readiness Assignments: Development, Refinement, and Alignment 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, Low Stakes (less than $100,000)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The 79th Texas Legislature, Third Called Session, passed HB 1, which included the addition to
the Texas Education Code Section §28.008, entitled “Advancement of College Readiness in
Curriculum.”
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$677,763

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

9/01/2008 - 01/31/2011

Program Goals:
The THECB's vendor, EPIC, is tasked to develop College Readiness Assignments intended to be
used to teach the TCCRS in high school senior seminars, in developmental education courses,
and in entry-level college courses. The assignments developed in the four content areas of
English Language Arts, mathematics, science, and social studies/sciences are project-based and
share a common scoring system to be developed and refined along with the assignments
through a two-phase pilot.
Reason for Program:
Secondary faculty requires a means to explicitly teach the TCCRS, especially in the case of
students in their senior year who are not yet deemed college-ready. As the TCCRS are designed
such that students are considered more college-ready the more standards they have mastered,
many first-year postsecondary students will require further instruction for full mastery of the
TCCRS. Assignments and scoring rubrics that are valid for use across the three levels of
instruction will assist in alignment.
Program Operation:
THECB staff with the assistance of EPIC and TEA recruited faculty of English, American
government and history, algebra, chemistry, biology, physics and who taught developmental
writing, reading, and math to develop college readiness assignments based on the TCCRS. EPIC
trained faculty and facilitated development of the assignments, their templates, and their
refinement. THECB staff with the assistance of TEA and Educational Service Centers (ESCs),
EPIC staff, and participating faculty recruited secondary and postsecondary pilot faculty. EPIC
trained pilot faculty and will survey and support these faculty throughout the pilot. Faculty
feedback gained through the initial pilot in spring 2010 will be used to refine the assignments
and develop scoring rubrics in summer 2010. The refined assignments and new scoring rubrics
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will be field tested in fall 2010 by the same faculty cohort. Assignments and rubrics will pass
through a final review by EPIC staff by the end of the contract period in January 2011.
Results:
Effectiveness of the assignments themselves is not yet measurable. Assignments, however,
have been developed by faculty at all three levels of instruction. Thirty faculty recruited for
assignment development attended training in April and completed a total of 85 assignments in
the four content areas by September 2009. An additional 45 faculty recruited to pilot the
assignments attended training in Austin in October 2009. Twenty of the faculty are
postsecondary, six of which will pilot assignments in a developmental education course.
Evaluations of the trainings were positive overall. Field testing begins in January 2010. Scoring
rubrics are expected to be completed in the summer of 2010, ready for the second field test
scheduled for fall 2010.
Recommendations:
While the vast majority of faculty recruited to develop assignments completed assignments and
participated in the revision process, meeting a high standard of work, that some faculty either
dropped out after the training or failed to complete assignments (or completed substandard
assignments), was concerning. A longer contract timeline would be recommended for similar
future projects, as it might make possible a more comprehensive nomination and review
process, perhaps providing an even stronger faculty cohort. There is strong interest in the field
test and in the assignments among faculty, beyond the cohort of testers, likely in anticipation of
the roll-out of the EOC assessments in secondary schools. An additional, expanded pilot that
included the means to develop additional assignments, coupled with a Pathways Program
providing data evaluating the effectiveness of the assignments for college readiness might be
considered after this initial pilot of the assignments and rubrics.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Dave Conley, EPIC

THECB Contact:

Kristen Kramer (512) 427-6216
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Funding
$677,763

Compliance Scores2

Number of
Participants

Program
Effectiveness1

Program

Eval.

Finance

2,775

Very Effective

3

3

3

1

Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to develop and refine college readiness
assignments and rubrics based on the TCCRS that are usable across the 3 intended levels of
instruction. Subsequent projects will evaluate the effectiveness of the products for improving
students' college readiness and establish their appropriateness for inclusion in TEA's College
Preparatory Courses.
2
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Data Fellows 2009
Program Type:

Pilot, Low Stakes (below $100,000)

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The Data Fellows Program is funded for two years by the College for All Texans Foundation
(CFAT) through a grant from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (BMGF). This program is
one of several components funded under the larger BMGF grant received by CFAT entitled,
"Enabling Data-driven P-20 Policy and Practice in Texas." This evaluation applies to the first
year of the Data Fellows Program.
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$90,000

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

02/02/2009 - 01/31/2011

Program Goals:
The goals of this program are to: 1) increase school district administrators' knowledge and use
of currently available high school-to-postsecondary data and online systems by training 16-20
administrators per year using data of specific interest to each; 2) provide opportunities during
training for both participants and THECB staff to learn how high school-to-postsecondary data
and systems may be improved to meet district needs and to promote data-driven policy and
practice.
Reason for Program:
As P-20 data systems are developed, agency experience and feedback from external sources
suggest that secondary school administrators do not use and are largely unaware of data
reports that link K-12 with higher education data. The Data Fellows Program is designed to
begin identifying reasons for lack of the P-20 data use so that changes can be made to facilitate
greater knowledge and use of these data.
Program Operation:
In Year 1, two training sessions (June 15 - 18 and June 29 - July 1, 2009) were offered to a
total of 20 administrators designated by school district leadership for the Data Fellows training.
Training consisted of presentations, hands-on demonstrations, question and answer focus
groups, and the option to discuss possible data projects with staff. One pre-training and three
post-training surveys of Data Fellows have been conducted. Staff also was interviewed posttraining for their suggestions on improving future training in Year 2.
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Results:
In Year 1 the Data Fellows training served a diverse set of administrators from 16 large districts
representative of the major geographic regions of the state. Regardless of their positions, they
use data for tracking student performance trends, program evaluation, making program or
curricular decisions, accountability, and educational research. They were familiar with and used
most TEA websites prior to the training, except for the LONESTAR and TPEIR sites. However,
before training the majority was relatively unfamiliar with and did not use THECB data
resources. After training they were more familiar with and expected to use THECB resources
more frequently. Their ratings for the usefulness of various training topics remained relatively
high, even three months later when asked again. The majority also had shared training
information or materials with other administrators - most often with researchers or evaluators
and superintendents or assistant superintendents.
Recommendations:
Staff recommends that: 1) all online data and reports relevant to district administrators should
be grouped together for easy access and search ability; 2) regular communications regarding
availability and updates to relevant online data and reports should be provided to district
administrators via general TEA correspondence lists. Additional dissemination should occur at
major education administrator conferences and by providing training materials and/or online
tutorials for a wider audience of administrators, THECB and TEA staff, and the public, as
appropriate; 3) Data Fellows need a user-friendly mechanism for networking and
communicating with each other, as well as with THECB staff and others; and 4) District
administrators need access to the higher education student data as soon as it is available to
inform their own early warning systems and research and evaluation of student programs.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Linda Hargrove (512) 427-6122
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site

Funding

Overall
Program

$90,000

Number of
Participants1

Program
Effectiveness2

20

In Progress

1

Compliance Scores3
Program Eval.
3

IP

Finance
3

The number of participants reflects the number of attendees at the two Data Fellows summer
sessions in 2009. Through these attendees, who are employees of the Texas High School
Project's "Big 8" school districts (Week 1) and of another set of 8 large school districts from
geographically diverse areas in the state (Week 2), this program in Year 1 was intended to
assess high school to postsecondary transition data needs for data-driven decision making for
the 20 administrators (Data Fellows) who represented the 16 districts served.
2
This program is still in progress. The overall effectiveness of the program is being assessed
through surveys of the participants regarding the usefulness of the training and the extent to
which they report using and sharing the TEA, and primarily, THECB data discussed in training in
their own districts to inform policy and practice. New enhancements to the content and
approaches used in the Year 1 training will be incorporated into Year 2 of the training. Along
with findings from other studies funded by the same grant, Data Fellows' suggestions for
improving and promoting broad-scale accessibility and use of the P-16 data will be considered
for implementation by agency leadership.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Engineering Recruitment Program 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The Engineering Recruitment Program (ERP), Engineering Summer Program (ESP), was
established by the 80th Texas Legislature through passage of HB 2798, codified as Texas
Education Code 61.791-61.793. The State appropriation for the program was $1,000,000 per
fiscal year for the 2008/09 biennium. The THECB used $800,000 for scholarships and $200,000
for summer projects per fiscal year, after consultation with the bill sponsor Representative
Morrison’s office.
Number of projects funded:

18

Total Program Funding:

$200,000

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$111,111

$111,111

$111,111

Program Dates:

01/29/2009 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The goal of ESP is to enhance student interest in engineering as a potential career, develop
middle and high school students’ analytical skills, and help students prepare for college-level
courses. Students participating in an ESP receive instruction in math, science, and engineering
concepts. Student admission to the ESP is selective and participation reflects the demographic
diversity of the state. Students underrepresented in engineering programs include minorities
and females.
Reason for Program:
CTG includes an increase in STEM degrees. ESP aims to foster student interest in engineering.
Misconceptions about the profession may cause students, especially female and first generation
students, not to major in STEM fields. ESP provides information about what it means to be an
engineer, how the profession aids society, and what educational preparation is needed to
pursue a successful undergraduate degree. Timely awareness is important for student
preparedness for STEM education.
Program Operation:
The CB issued a Request for Applications on January 29, 2009, posted it on its ERP website,
and sent email notifications to all general (public) academic teaching institution that offer an
engineering degree program. The CB received 18 applications from 26 eligible institutions and
set the award amount for each program at $11,111.11. All applicants finalized a budget for the
set award amount. By end of May, 2009, the CB executed contracts with 18 institutions. 663
students participated in one-week summer programs at 18 institutions. The average summer
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program had 37 participants. 39 percent were female students, African American participation
was 15 percent, and Hispanic participation was 40 percent. Seven programs included middleschool students.
Results:
Overall this program was effective. Individual institutions were rated as very effective, effective
or not effective based on their ability to increase students interest in an engineering career
based on pre and post program surveys. Due to some problems with collecting the post
program surveys some institutions were not able to be rated. Program components that
institutions reported as successful in their final reports include: student team competitions;
project presentations; field trips; industry site visits; panel or luncheon discussions with
professional engineers and scientists; and parent/guardian information that covers the Texas
university application process, financial aid system, and scholarship opportunities.
Recommendations:
The program, per statute, will allow independent engineering departments to participate in the
2010-2011 biennium. The THECB staff recommended dividing the appropriated funds with
$500,000 for summer projects and $500,000 for scholarships per fiscal year.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Reinold Cornelius (512) 427-6156
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site
Overall
Program

Funding

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program Eval.
Finance

$200,000

663

Effective

$11,111

20

Very Effective

3

3

3

Prairie View A&M
$11,111
University

24

Effective

3

3

3

$11,111

8

Very Effective

1

3

2

Texas A&M
University

$11,111

22

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
UniversityCommerce

$11,111

62

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
University at
Galveston

$11,111

21

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
UniversityKingsville

$11,111

32

Insufficient Data

3

2

3

Texas A&M
UniversityTexarkana

$11,111

24

Effective

3

3

3

Texas Tech
University

$11,111

36

Insufficient Data

3

2

3

The University of
Texas at Austin

$11,111

50

Insufficient Data

3

3

3

The University of
Texas at
Brownsville

$11,111

20

Insufficient Data

3

2

3

The University of
Texas at Dallas

$11,111

40

Very Effective

3

2

2

The University of
Texas at El Paso

$11,111

24

Insufficient Data

3

2

2

Lamar University

State University
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The University of
Texas at Tyler

$11,111

25

Insufficient Data

3

3

3

The University of
Texas-Pan
American

$11,111

42

Insufficient Data

3

1

2

The University of
Texas of the
Permian Basin

$11,111

39

Insufficient Data

3

3

3

University of
North Texas

$11,111

29

Insufficient Data

3

3

3

West Texas A&M
University

$11,111

153

Very Effective

3

3

3

1

The number of participants reflects the number of students registered on the first day of the
summer program as reported by each institution.
2
Individual program sites were rated as effective based on their ability to increase participants
interest in an engineering career and their satisfaction with the program. Some program sites
could not be rated due to problems with data collection for the post-survey.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in
a timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Perkins Basic Grants 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Basic Grant activities are federally funded under the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical
Education Improvement Act of 2006, Public Law 109-270, Title I.
Number of projects funded:

57

Total Program Funding:

$30,017,253

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$526,618

$50,000

$2,470,525

Program Dates:

09/01/2008 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The Perkins Basic Grant goal is to assist the public community, state, and technical colleges in
providing relevant and rigorous academic and technical education and career preparation for all
populations in Texas by raising the quality of instruction so that it meets industry standards.
Meeting this goal helps the state reach its participation and success Closing the Gaps by 2015
goals.
Reason for Program:
The state has established the following assumptions: 1) career and technical education (CTE)
and academic education must be integrated in a more comprehensive way; 2) postsecondary
and work readiness are one and the same; and 3) all students need at least some
postsecondary education or training. All education spending must be tied to appropriate student
outcomes.
Program Operation:
As part of the responsibility delegated to the THECB by the State Board of Education, the Board
annually awards Title I Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act funds
to the state’s public two-year colleges. Funds must be expended according to federal and state
rules and regulations governing Perkins activities. In addition, and as part of the Commissioner
of Higher Education’s work with staff in aligning all activities and resources with Closing the
Gaps by 2015, some policy and funding changes were implemented to ensure Perkin’s funds
support these goals and objectives.
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Results:
Institutions use Perkins Basic Grant funds to purchase equipment to supplement their CTE
programs and they use funds to support CTE students. Each of the projects must submit
quarterly reports, amendments, and expenditure reports which are reviewed by THECB program
and fiscal staff. Progress toward goals is monitored and all projects have contributed to the
state's meeting the required goals in all areas. Data related to the number of students served is
collected as is performance on the required core indicators.
Recommendations:
Restore the funding split between the TEA and THECB to 60/40.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Gabriela Borcoman, THECB

THECB Contact:

Susan Hetzler (512) 427-6220
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Funding

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program
Eval.
Finance

$30,017,253

82,604

Effective

Alamo
Community
College
District

$2,470,525

8,423

Effective

3

3

3

Alvin
Community
College

$162,710

774

Effective

3

3

3

Amarillo
College

$795,102

2,115

Effective

3

3

3

Angelina
College

$523,058

1,193

Effective

3

3

3

$1,076,224

3,952

Effective

3

3

3

$380,646

1,029

Effective

3

3

3

$90,006

187

Effective

3

3

3

Central
Texas
College

$590,372

1,544

Effective

3

3

3

Cisco
College

$290,141

677

Effective

3

3

3

$76,229

78

Effective

3

3

3

Coastal
Bend
College

$348,921

761

Effective

3

3

3

College of
the
Mainland

$171,052

553

Effective

3

3

3

Collin
County
Community
College

$151,458

532

Effective

3

3

3

Austin
Community
College
Blinn
College
Brazosport
College

Clarendon
College
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District
Dallas
County
Community
College
District

$2,121,219

6,013

Effective

3

3

3

Del Mar
College

$798,657

2,230

Effective

3

3

3

El Paso
Community
College
District

$890,720

2,722

Effective

3

3

3

$97,584
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Effective

3

3

3

Galveston
College

$127,482

345

Effective

3

3

3

Grayson
County
College

$245,989

705

Effective

3

3

3

Hill College

$223,713

410

Effective

3

3

3

Houston
Community
College
System

$1,823,915

4,994

Effective

3

3

3

Frank
Phillips
College

Howard
College

$334,233

961

Effective

3

3

3

Kilgore
College

$398,183

1,256

Effective

3

3

3

Lamar
Institute of
Technology

$394,717

897

Effective

3

3

3

Lamar State
CollegeOrange

$213,222

507

Effective

3

3

3

Lamar State
College-Port
Arthur

$219,434

511

Effective

3

3

3

Laredo

$794,221

2,067

Effective

3

3

3
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Community
College
Lee College

$470,006

1,286

Effective

3

3

3

Lone Star
College
System

$902,616

3,278

Effective

3

3

3

McLennan
Community
College

$740,846

2,283

Effective

3

3

3

Midland
College

$405,968

678

Effective

3

3

3

Navarro
College

$514,333

1,342

Effective

3

3

3

North
Central
Texas
College

$263,996

684

Effective

3

3

3

Northeast
Texas
Community
College

$160,712

434

Effective

3

3

3

Odessa
College

$318,554

728

Effective

3

3

3

Panola
College

$166,999

364

Effective

3

3

3

Paris Junior
College

$293,019

713

Effective

3

3

3

San Jacinto
College
District

$680,227

1,815

Effective

3

3

3

South Plains
College

$654,240

1,164

Effective

3

3

3

South Texas
College

$1,519,881

5,129

Effective

3

3

3

Southwest
Texas Junior
College

$421,155

936

Effective

3

3

3
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Tarrant
County
College
District

$568,942

2,998

Effective

3

3

3

Temple
College

$209,681

688

Effective

3

3

3

Texarkana
College

$273,837

715

Effective

3

3

3

Texas
Southmost
College
District

$652,309

1,594

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
Technical
CollegeHarlingen

$809,320

1,965

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
Technical
CollegeMarshall

$130,486

288

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
Technical
CollegeWaco

$1,197,839

2,369

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
Technical
CollegeWest Texas

$520,032

995

Effective

3

3

3

Trinity
Valley
Community
College

$594,381

1,231

Effective

3

3

3

Tyler Junior
College

$709,121

1,079

Effective

3

3

3

Vernon
College

$268,982

488

Effective

3

3

3

The Victoria
College

$256,949

672

Effective

3

3

3
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Weatherford
College

$140,678

304

Effective

3

3

3

Wharton
County
Junior
College

$261,411

561

Effective

3

3

3

Ranger
College

$50,000

105

Effective

3

3

3

Western
Texas
College

$50,000

117

Effective

3

3

3

1

Participants is the number of students enrolled in CTE programs in postsecondary education in
each district.
2
Effectiveness is based on the state’s performance on the six Perkins Basic Grant performance
indicators that is negotiated with the United States Department of Education. Each institution
contributes to the state’s performance. The state met all six performance measures in 20082009; therefore, the projects received a score of “Effective” for contributing to the state’s
overall performance.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Perkins Leadership Grants 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Leadership activities are federally funded under the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical
Education Improvement Act of 2006, Public Law 109-270, Title I.
Number of projects funded:

12

Total Program Funding:

$2,308,113

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$151,139

$68,474

$378,378

Program Dates:

09/01/2008 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
State leadership activities require statewide impact. The Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical
Education Improvement Act of 2006 establishes required as well as permissible uses of the
funds. The state’s community, technical, and state colleges determine the activities that best
help achieve their goals. In Texas, we have aligned the Perkin’s goals to the goals of Closing
the Gaps by 2015.
Reason for Program:
The state has established the following assumptions: 1) career and technical education (CTE)
and academic education must be integrated in a more comprehensive way; 2) postsecondary
and work readiness are one and the same; and 3) all students need at least some
postsecondary education or training. All education spending must be tied to appropriate student
outcomes.
Program Operation:
State Leadership Funds are allocated in a competitive request for applications process and
include comprehensive professional development activities, development of innovative
curriculum and/or course/module redesign in high-skill, high-wage, or high-demand
occupations, and activities that increase the academic performance of special population
students including students in nontraditional fields of study. These projects are required by
federal law to have statewide impact on career and technical education by increasing excellence
in programs, teaching methodology, or student outcomes.
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Results:
An evaluation system for Perkins Leadership projects is being developed. Currently, Perkins
Leadership projects are required to submit amendments, expenditure reports and quarterly
reports as part of the reporting requirements and deliverables. State Leadership projects are
required to include plans for statewide implementation. Each project is monitored on a quarterly
basis by THECB staff. The value to the state from the funded projects is an enhanced a body of
knowledge and techniques that have proven successful in the use of technology, in the sharing
of effective teaching strategies, the recruitment of CTE students, and the provision of technical
assistance and support to CTE programs in the state.
Recommendations:
Restore the funding split between the TEA and the THECB to 60/40.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Gabriela Borcoman, THECB

THECB Contact:

Susan Hetzler (512) 427-6220
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Effectiveness of Program
Compliance Scores3

Number of
Participants1

Program
Effectiveness2

$2,308,113

Statewide

Effective

THECB IE
Evaluation and
Technical
Assistance

$600,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Austin Community
College

$378,378

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Midland College

$145,580

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Dallas County
Community
College District

$324,020

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

McLennan
Community
College

$68,474

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
UniversityCommerce

$150,681

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
Technical College
System

$75,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
Technical CollegeWaco

$111,104

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

South Plains
College

$125,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

$95,766

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Del Mar College

$120,000

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Dallas County
Community
College District

$114,110

Statewide

Effective

3

3

3

Project Site
Overall
Program

Texas State
Technical CollegeWaco

Funding
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Program Eval.

Finance

1

Participant counts are not applicable and not reported. The projects are designed to support
CTE programs across the state upon completion, so while the projects will benefit a large
number of students, they will only do so after completion.
2
Projects submitted quarterly reports on their progress toward stated goals and objectives, use
of funds, and amendments. Projects were reviewed and monitored by THECB staff. All projects
that met their stated goals and objectives were given an evaluation rating of "Effective."
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Perkins Tech Prep Grants 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Tech Prep activities are federally funded under the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical
Education Improvement Act of 2006, Public Law 109-270, Title II.
Number of projects funded:

26

Total Program Funding:

$8,727,631

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$335,678

$228,612

$931,068

Program Dates:

09/01/2008 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
Federal Title II Tech Prep funds are intended for regional Tech Prep Consortia to support
regionally developed plans that meet federal, state, and regional goals for improving career and
technical education.
Reason for Program:
Tech Prep programs are intended to develop seamless transitions from secondary to
postsecondary education.
Program Operation:
The funding formula includes five percent which is used for state administration of Tech Prep
activities and the remaining 95 percent is distributed to the consortia using a 65/35 formula.
Specifically, 65 percent of the funds are distributed equally among the 26 consortia as a base
operating fund and the remaining 35 percent is distributed among the consortia based upon the
grades 9-12 student population served by each consortium region. The funding formula was
developed and approved by the Tech Prep Directors in 1999, and has been re-approved each of
the following years. Texas receives approximately $8.3 million each year in federal funds for
Tech Prep activities.
Results:
Tech Prep Consortia are required to submit quarterly reports of progress on goals and
objectives as well as amendments and expenditure reports for review and approval by THECB
program and fiscal staff. Effectiveness is based on the state’s performance on the nine Tech
Prep performance measures that is negotiated with the United States Department of Education.
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Each Tech Prep Consortium contributes to the state’s performance. The state met all nine
performance measures in 2008-2009.
Recommendations:
At present, Texas has chosen to keep Tech Prep separate from the Perkins Basic Title I Grant
funds. This results in the duplication of some of the overhead costs. The Tech Prep consortia
should find ways to collaborate with their fiscal agent colleges which would allow them to share
some of the costs of administrative functions and services, thus increasing the amount of funds
going to support programs and students.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Gabriela Borcoman, THECB

THECB Contact:

Susan Hetzler (512) 427-6220
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Effectiveness of Program
Project Site
Overall
Program

Funding

Compliance Scores3
Number of
Program
Participants1 Effectiveness2 Program
Eval.
Finance

$8,727,631

260,292

Effective

Alamo Tech
Prep
Consortium

$458,365

13,156

Effective

3

3

3

Top of Texas
Tech Prep
Consortium

$262,601

8,502

Effective

3

3

3

Deep East
Texas Tech
Prep
Consortium

$252,431

3,489

Effective

3

3

3

Capital Area
Tech Prep
Consortium

$382,848

9,624

Effective

3

3

3

Brazos Valley
Tech Prep
Consortium

$241,290

2,577

Effective

3

3

3

Global EDGE
Tech Prep
Consortium

$321,526

7,538

Effective

3

3

3

North Central
Texas Tech
Prep
Consortium

$737,801

30,045

Effective

3

3

3

Texoma Tech
Prep
Consortium

$296,735

9,507

Effective

3

3

3

Southeast
Texas Tech
Prep
Consortium

$255,866

5,225

Effective

3

3

3

South Texas
Tech Prep
Consortium

$251,425

9,581

Effective

3

3

3
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Gulf Coast
Tech Prep
Consortium

$931,068

46,185

Effective

3

3

3

Upper East
Texas Tech
Prep
Consortium

$245,949

6,719

Effective

3

3

3

South Plains
Tech Prep
Consortium

$256,533

7,202

Effective

3

3

3

STAR Tech
Prep
Consortium

$243,049

6,310

Effective

3

3

3

Central Texas
Tech Prep
Consortuim

$273,355

4,623

Effective

3

3

3

Rio Grande
Valley Tech
Prep
Consortium

$392,045

25,656

Effective

3

3

3

Heart of Texas
Tech Prep
Consortium

$250,254

4,728

Effective

3

3

3

West Central
Texas Tech
Prep
Consortium

$247,847

5,634

Effective

3

3

3

East Texas
Tech Prep
Consortium

$299,884

11,266

Effective

3

3

3

North Texas
Tech Prep
Consortium

$235,408

2,789

Effective

3

3

3

Golden
Crescent Tech
Prep
Consortium

$233,971

3,350

Effective

3

3

3

Weatherford
Area Tech Prep
Consortium

$247,580

4,591

Effective

3

3

3
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Permian Basin
Tech Prep
Consortium

$245,544

4,395

Effective

3

3

3

Coastal Bend
Tech Prep
Consortium

$264,452

6,950

Effective

3

3

3

Concho Valley
Tech Prep
Consortium ESC Region 15

$228,612

3,661

Effective

3

3

3

Upper Rio
Grande Tech
Prep
Consortium ESC 19

$333,043

9,062

Effective

3

3

3

1

Participants is the number of students enrolled in Tech Prep in secondary grades 9-12 plus the
number of Tech Prep students in CTE programs in postsecondary education.
2
Effectiveness is based on the state’s performance on the nine Tech Prep performance
measures that is negotiated with the United States Department of Education. Each Tech Prep
Consortium contributes to the state’s performance. The state met all nine performance
measures in 2008-2009; therefore, the projects received a score of “Effective” for contributing
to the state’s overall performance.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Regional P-16 Councils Enhancement Grants 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The councils were created under the authority of Section §61.0762 of the Education Code,
which authorizes the THECB to develop “other programs as determined by the Board that
support the participation and success goals in Closing the Gaps, the state’s master plan for
higher education. “
Number of projects funded:

17

Total Program Funding:

$787,172

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$46,304

$25,000

$50,000

Program Dates:

09/01/2008 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The goal of this program is to create a network of P-16 Regional Councils in order to help the
THECB meet its goals for participation and success in Closing the Gaps by 2015. The councils
are designed to foster systemic change in the manner in which educational institutions and
communities work together to create and sustain a college-going culture.
Reason for Program:
The Regional P-16 Council Enhancement Grants are designed to support and advance the work
of P-16 Councils in any one or a combination of the following areas of work: staff support to the
P-16 council to advance the council's overall goals; support Regional P-16 Council professional
development sponsored efforts to promote TCCRS in area schools; initiate and create P-16 data
collection and use; and create a college-going culture in HB 400 schools.
Program Operation:
For FY 2009, there was a Request for Application (RFA) process. P-16 Councils applied for
grants of up to $50,000 each to assist them in advancing their work to close gaps in collegegoing rates. P-16 Councils provided 20 percent matching dollars and created action steps to
improve and advance their respective regional efforts to dramatically increase participation and
success in schools and colleges, with particular attention to traditionally underrepresented
students in higher education. Fifteen existing P-16 Councils were awarded funds to continue
their work, and two new P-16 Councils were awarded grants to further the development of their
P-16 Councils. There were a total of 17 awards to IHEs and non-profit organizations. The IHEs,
ISDs, businesses, and communities from the following regions were served: Abilene; Corpus
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Christi; Laredo; Nacogdoches; Austin; Marshall; Galveston; Houston; Harlingen; Denton;
Wichita Falls; Lubbock; Texarkana; Tyler; Edinburg; Odessa; and Weatherford.
Results:
One hundred percent of the P-16 Councils submitted their quarterly expenditure reports, midyear program report, and final program report. One hundred percent of the P-16 Councils
reported on: each data point agreed upon at the THECB 2008 Summer Institute and completed
a survey on further data to direct P-16 Councils activities; the implementation of 4-6 essential
element characteristics of an effective P-16 Council; submitted a sustainability plan, outlining
regional efforts (fundraising, amount raised, etc.) and how partner resources/funds will be used
to sustain P-16 Councils activities past August 31, 2009, and publicly reported their progress on
mutually agreed upon measures and indicators of success and agreed to post interim and final
reports online. One hundred percent of the P-16 Councils sent three representatives from the
regional council to three P-16 Councils Institutes (professional development) sponsored by
THECB.
Recommendations:
P-16 Councils need to align their council goals to the objectives in the P-16 College Readiness
and Success Strategic Plan (State P-16 Council's objectives). P-16 Councils should continue to
use data to drive regional P-16 Initiatives. The efforts of P-16 Councils should focus on
increasing Hispanic college participation and completion rates, improving parental outreach and
engagement in their region, and increasing awareness of the College and Career Readiness
Standards. Next year's funding should be on the further development of P-16 Councils with a
focus on using data to drive initiatives that address the following: Hispanic college participation
and completion rates; parental outreach; and awareness of College and Career Readiness
Standards.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Priscilla Martinez (512) 427-6443
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Effectiveness of Program
Number of
Participants

Program
Effectiveness1

$787,172

39,873

Very Effective

Cisco College

$50,000

515

E3 Alliance

$50,000

Midwestern
State
University

Project Site Funding

Compliance Scores2
Program

Eval.

Finance

Very Effective

3

3

3

7,505

Very Effective

3

3

3

$50,000

5,781

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
International
University

$50,000

286

Effective

3

3

2

Texas A&M
UniversityCorpus Christi

$45,000

410

Effective

2

3

3

Texas Tech
University

$50,000

6,278

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
Technical
CollegeMarshall

$49,775

145

Very Effective

3

3

3

Tyler P-16
Council

$45,000

85

Effective

3

3

3

University of
Houston

$50,000

736

Very Effective

3

3

3

University of
North Texas

$47,706

2,457

Very Effective

3

3

3

The University
of Texas-Pan
American

$50,000

364

Very Effective

3

3

3

The University
of Texas of
the Permian
Basin

$50,000

2,169

Very Effective

3

3

3

Weatherford
College

$49,779

3,052

Effective

3

3

2

Stephen F.
Austin State
University

$37,676

291

Very Effective

3

3

3

Overall
Program
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Texas A&M
University at
Galveston

$25,000

3,351

Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
UniversityTexarkana

$37,236

3,607

Effective

3

3

3

Texas State
Technical
CollegeHarlingen

$50,000

2,841

Very Effective

3

3

3

1

Effectiveness is based on the project's ability to meet the project deliverables of training
teachers, serving students, holding events, starting interventions in schools, data analysis, and
forming partnerships with community, businesses, school districts and IHEs.
2
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
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Statewide Preceptorship Program 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Pursuant to Section §58.006, Texas Education Code, the THECB shall disburse appropriated
state funds to approved organizations to operate a statewide preceptorship program in general
internal medicine and in general pediatrics for medical students enrolled in Texas medical
schools.
Number of projects funded:

3

Total Program Funding:

$452,145

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$150,715

$138,440

$175,265

Program Dates:

09/01/2008 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The Preceptorship Programs provide direct funding to Texas medical students to encourage
them to choose primary care careers by offering a month-long experience in one of three
primary care specialties: family practice, general internal medicine, or general pediatrics. The
guiding premise of the preceptorship experience is that early exposure to a primary care
medical specialty may positively influence future career decisions and practice patterns.
Reason for Program:
Due to the decline in primary care physicians in Texas, this program is intended to give medical
students an opportunity to experience a primary care field with the potential that they will
choose a primary care specialty upon completing medical school. Since primary care specialties
are not as lucrative as many other specialties most medical students are not interested in
pursuing a primary care field.
Program Operation:
The preceptorship program in family practice was established in 1978 and served as a model for
the development in 1995 of the preceptorship programs in internal medicine and pediatrics.
Since 1981, the THECB has contracted with The University of Texas Health Science Center at
Houston to operate the preceptorship program in family practice, and since 1996, the THECB
has contracted with two non-profit organizations, the Texas Academy of Internal Medicine and
the Texas Pediatric Society, to establish and operate the programs in internal medicine and
pediatrics, respectively.
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Results:
The Family Practice Preceptorship program matched 125 students, the General Internal
Medicine Preceptorship program matched 119 students, and the General Pediatric Preceptorship
program matched 92 students, totaling 336 matched students for the 2009 fiscal year. Although
the number of students matched was slightly below the 2008 level (five percent), these
programs are meeting their goals. Students from these programs have reported that due to
their experience they are more likely to enter a primary care field, which is the intent of the
program.
Recommendations:
These programs provide state funding to support on-going efforts to encourage Texas medical
students to choose careers in primary care. The funding for these programs should be
maintained.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Robin Zuniga, THECB

THECB Contact:

Elizabeth Mayer (512) 427-6418
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Effectiveness of Program
Compliance Scores4
Project
Number of
Program
1
Funding
Site
Participants2 Effectiveness3 Programming Evaluation Financial
Overall
$452,145
Program

336

Very Effective

The
University
of Texas
Health
$175,265
Science
Center at
Houston

125

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas
Academy
of
Internal
Medicine

$138,440

119

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas
Pediatric
Society

$138,440

92

Very Effective

3

3

3

1

Total funding includes THECB administrative funds.
Represents the number of preceptors participating at each project site.
3
Program effectiveness is measured by staff review of student participation, recruitment of
volunteer preceptors from across the state, participation by medical school, distribution of
students throughout Texas (rural and metro areas), and future selection of a primary care
residency program.
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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Texas Governor's Schools 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Section §29.124, Texas Education Code, “Texas Governor’s Schools,” Third Special Called
Session of the 79th Texas Legislature created the program. Section §61.07621, 80th Texas
Legislature transferred authority for the Texas Governor's Schools to the THECB.
Number of projects funded:

4

Total Program Funding:

$959,365

Average award:

Smallest award:

Largest award:

$239,841

$209,439

$250,000

Program Dates:

04/01/2009 - 08/31/2009

Program Goals:
The goal of the program is to enhance the intellectual and creative pursuits of academically
high-achieving students at a level not typically available in the high school classroom. A Texas
Governor’s School shall offer its students academic services and relevant activities that blend
intellectual explorations with practical applications of theory.
Reason for Program:
Many states offer Governors Schools for academically-gifted high school students who might not
otherwise have opportunities to engage in academic pursuits at the university level. As a result
of specific legislation and appropriations, Texas is able to offer programs for gifted students to
experience challenging academic and relevant activities on university campuses with an
emphasis in one or more of the following: mathematics, science, humanities, fine arts, or
leadership and public policy.
Program Operation:
A Request for Applications was released in November 2008. Eight institutions applied and four
were awarded funding. TGS Programs operate as three (3) week summer residential programs
for high-achieving rising 11th and 12th grade high school students in the subjects of
mathematics and science; humanities; fine arts; or leadership and public policy. Texas Govenor
Schools (TGS) programs are required to have statewide impact with each TGS drawing students
from across Texas. A TGS shall reflect the same percentage of rising 11th and/or rising 12th
grade students as are attending public high schools in each of the twenty (20) regional
Educational Service Centers.
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Results:
The program evaluation for this standing program consisted of site visits to the project sites.
The effectiveness of each project is based on the scores given by the site evaluator on project
operations/management, collaboration, curriculum, enrichment, and follow-up activities.
Recommendations:
TGS Program Recommendations: 1) Collaborate with fellow TGS Directors for a best practices
meeting in 2010; 2) Collaborate with THECB to consider how the TGS curriculum and instruction
practices may be applicable to the Summer Bridging Programs; and 3) Collaborate with THECB,
TEA, and other state entities to organize/improve statewide recruitment efforts.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

James Kallison, UT Arlington/Independent

THECB Contact:

Belinda Perez-Hernandez (512) 427-6209
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Effectiveness of Program
Compliance Scores3

Funding

Number of
Participants

Program
Effectiveness2

Overall
Program

$959,365

320

Very Effective

Lamar University

$209,439

100

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
University

$250,000

87

Very Effective

3

3

3

Texas A&M
University-Corpus $249,926
Christi

53

Very Effective

3

3

3

University of
North Texas
System

80

Very Effective

3

3

3

Project Site

1

$250,000

1

Program Eval. Finance

The number of participants represents students enrolled in the project during summer 2009.
Program effectiveness is based on student’s pre and post program self-assessments of college
knowledge including knowing how to apply to college and for financial aid; academically
prepare for college; and finding the right colleges for themselves individually.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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Texas Success Initiative Test Alignment with
College Readiness Standards 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
Under Objective 2 of the P-16 College Readiness and Success Strategic Action Plan, the THECB
and TEA are to “align exit-level assessments of public education with entry-level expectations of
higher education and the skilled workforce.” Also, Texas Education Code, §Sec 61.0762(5),
Programs to Enhance Student Success, authorizes the THECB to implement “other programs as
determined by the board that support the participation and success goals in Closing the Gaps,
the state master plan for higher education.”
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$211,244

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

06/20/2008 - 05/31/2009

Program Goals:
The goal of this project is to determine the extent to which the TCCRS are aligned with six
college admission and placement exams commonly used in Texas (ACT, SAT, COMPASS, ASSET,
ACCUPLACER, THEA) in terms of both content and cognitive demand.
Reason for Program:
The Texas Success Initiative (TSI) college readiness assessments must be analyzed and aligned
to the new College and Career Readiness Standards to ensure accurate measurement of a
student’s ability to successfully complete entry-level college coursework.
Program Operation:
Phase I of the Test Alignment Project involved an alignment analysis, in which EPIC was to
determine the extent to which the TCCRS are aligned with the six TSI college admission and
placement exams. This first stage of the analysis focused on obtaining test items from the
relevant test developers and developing an online reviewer tool. In the next stage of the
analysis, ten reviewers (five for English/language arts and five for mathematics) were trained
on how to use the tool and complete their ratings. A field test was conducted to establish interrater reliability. EPIC then launched the online tool, and reviewers had eight weeks to complete
their work. In the final stage of the Phase I portion of the project, EPIC analyzed the reviewer
data to determine the degree of alignment between each of the TSI exams and the TCCRS.
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Results:
EPIC's findings indicate that admissions and placement tests provide coverage of some, but not
all, the knowledge and skills specified in the TCCRS. To assess all of the TCCRS, additional
measures will be needed. Other findings include: 1) overall the TCCRS were more rigorous and
cognitively demanding than the test items; 2) highest average cognitive demand: - Math: SAT,
ACT, and THEA - SAT and ACT is the most similar in cognitive demand to the standards they
assessed - ELA: ACCUPLACER and THEA - ACCUPLACER and THEA are the most similar in
cognitive demand to the standards they assessed; 3) highest average rigor - Math: All tests
were nearly identical - ELA: THEA, ACCUPLACER, and SAT - THEA is most similar in rigor to the
standards it assessed; 4) tests were more similar than different; 5) multiple methods may be
needed to assess the TCCRS; 6) TCCRS may not be assessable via mostly-multiple-choice tests;
and 7) some standards are not sufficiently assessed by any tests.
Recommendations:
Based on the results of the review and analysis conducted by EPIC and the limited funding
available under the College Readiness Initiative (TSI) strategy, THECB staff is considering
several options for future TSI assessments. Two specific considerations for future college
readiness assessments and policy include: 1) the implications of Texas K-12 End of Course
assessments on current TSI requirements; and 2) what changes to the TSI statute and rules
would be appropriate to ensure alignment of Board-recognized college readiness assessments
with the TCCRS.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Dave Conley, EPIC

THECB Contact:

Lynette Heckmann (512) 427-6120
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site
Overall
Program

Funding
$211,244

Compliance Scores3

Number of
Participants1

Program
Effectiveness2

Program

Eval.

Finance

Statewide

Very Effective

3

3

3

1

This program has statewide impact.
Effectiveness was determined by the program director based on the performance of the
contractor in determining alignment, in terms of rigor and cognitive demand, of current college
readiness assessments with TCCRS.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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College Readiness Special Advisors 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
This program was established to assist the THECB in implementing its College Readiness
Initiatives, such as: Texas Education Code §28.008, Advancement of College Readiness in
Curriculum, in developing, promoting, and implementing the College Readiness Standards; and
Texas Education Code §61.0762, Student Success Initiatives, to enhance the success of
students in higher education and reduce the number of students enrolling in developmental
education.
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$2,955,000

Location:

Statewide

Program Dates:

08/31/2007 - 08/31/2010

Program Goals:
The purpose of the program is to provide support for P-16 college readiness initiatives.
Postsecondary staff acts as liaisons between THECB staff and their institutions. College
Readiness Special Advisors (CRSAs) provide information about entry-level courses, participate in
THECB college readiness meetings, coordinate and report on institutional college readiness
initiatives, coordinate college readiness meetings of faculty at their institution, and provide and
encourage faculty feedback to THECB.
Reason for Program:
There is a need to increase community and educator awareness of the approved TCCRS and
strengthen P-16 efforts. Moreover, CRSAs report that their secondary partners are largely
unaware of the TCCRS and do not have a sense of urgency to prepare for their implementation,
as secondary educators do not perceive a mandate on the TCCRS. CRSAs typically from
academic offices at their institutions often do not have strong connections to Career and
Technical Education (CTE) staff, which inhibits effective outreach for CTE-related TCCRS work
Program Operation:
College Readiness Special Advisors are academic liaisons representing institutions of higher
education in Texas--120 Advisors, at 114 public and private (unfunded) institutions, including:
colleges, universities, and university system offices. Each participating university system (five
total) received $15,000, having joined the network in FY 09. All other public institutions,
irrespective of the number of CRSAs, have received $30,000 to be expended by August 30,
2010, to cover the costs of staffing, of participation in TCCRS related meetings organized by the
THECB or its vendor, of TCCRS related materials to be disseminated to their communities, and
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of other TCCRS related programming organized by the CRSAs, the THECB, or its vendor(s).
Financial reports are due to the THECB within 45 days of the contract closing date. All public
institutions participate, except Sul Ross State-Rio Grande College and Southwest Collegiate
Institute for the Deaf, which chose not to designate a CRSA.
Results:
College Readiness Special Advisors have been an effective means to solicit information on
institutional practice and faculty involvement necessary to the THECB or its vendor for
completion of validation studies, the development of Reference Course Profiles, and the
creation and piloting of College Readiness Assignments. College Readiness Special Advisors are
expected to attend semiannual THECB hosted meetings. Eighty-nine percent of CRSAs attended
in fall 2008. Eighty-seven percent of funded institutions sent at least one representative to the
summer 2009 meeting. Seventy-five percent of CRSAs have responded that they will attend the
February 2010 meeting. For CTE-Phase 1 study, 74 percent of the requested CRSAs nominated
211 faculty for participation. For CTE-Phase 2 study, 47 percent of requested CRSAs nominated
232 faculty (see TCCRS: Validation and Alignment for context). Ninety percent of CRSAs have
submitted faculty emails for a THECB survey of faculty awareness of the TCCRS. Select CRSAs
hosted ten regional TCCRS meetings in fall 2009, with a majority of CRSAs attending a meeting
Recommendations:
CRSAs represent a significant conduit to the higher education institutions in Texas. They provide
information and references for a variety of projects and queries that originate in the THECB, a
service that is not easily measurable. Their contribution to the refinement and dissemination
(and in some instances, implementation) of the TCCRS has been significant. The vast majority
are active members of their P-16 councils, initiating many of the council-sponsored TCCRS
activities. Their effectiveness regarding CTE-related TCCRS work is limited, which argues for
exploring other means of extending the TCCRS to the CTE arena. CRSAs that effectively and
fully expended their funds in the service of TCCRS work at the end of the contract period should
be considered for further funding, or instead more limited statewide funding should be
extended to cover the costs of meetings and travel in order to maintain the network.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Kristen Kramer (512) 427-6216
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site1

Funding

2

Overall
$2,955,000
Program

Compliance Scores4
Number of
Program
Participants Effectiveness3 Programming Evaluation Financial
Statewide

Very Effective

1

3

3

3

Private institutions are included in the program, but do not receive funding.
This program has a statewide impact.
3
Effectiveness is based on the College Readiness Special Advisors' ability statewide to
communicate with THECB staff and assist in the development, refinement, and implementation
of the TCCRS.
4
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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African American Library and Museum 2009
Program Type:

Standing

Legislative Citation or External Funding Source:
The General Appropriations Act, HB 1, 80th Texas Legislative Session, (Strategy E.1.4., III-42)
appropriated funds to the Texas Higher Education THECB for the purpose of supporting an
internship program at the African American Museum (AAM) of Dallas, Texas.
Number of projects funded:

1

Total Program Funding:

$93,636

Location:

Dallas, Texas

Program Dates:

09/01/2008 - 08/31/2010

Program Goals:
The internship program at the African American Museum was established to provide
opportunities for college students/graduates to work in a unique cultural environment that
preserves and presents the African American Experience through exhibitions, programs and
cultural enrichment programs. Another goal of the program is to interest women and minorities
in careers in museology and museum management.
Reason for Program:
The internship program at the African American Museum was established to provide
opportunities for college students/graduates to work in a unique cultural environment that
preserves and presents the African American Experience through exhibitions, programs and
cultural enrichment programs. Another goal of the program is to interest women and minorities
in careers in museology and museum management.
Program Operation:
The internship program is open to students who are currently enrolled in institutions of higher
learning. The program is advertised at colleges and universities throughout the country. Each
applicant is required to submit a statement of interest, three letters of recommendation and
transcripts. Most interns are employed during the summer months of June, July, and August.
During the school year, interns work an average of twenty hours per week. In the summer,
interns work between thirty to thirty-five hours per week for an average of eight weeks.
Results:
The museum reported the following in the 2009 annual report: six former interns are now
employed by museums or cultural institutions three former interns are now employed by service
learning and cultural outreach organizations two former interns are now employed in the field of
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cultural communication four former interns were employed by the AAM and have since accepted
positions at other museums six former interns are pursuing graduate study
Recommendations:
The museum should retain a consultant or request assistance from the Texas Historical
Commission, which is a statutorily required partner in the internship program, to develop and
implement a more comprehensive and meaningful evaluation process.
Evaluation Subcontractor:

Katharine Mason, THECB

THECB Contact:

Robert Couch (512) 427-6231
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Effectiveness of Program
Project
Site1
Overall
Program

Funding
$93,636

Compliance Scores3

Number of
Participants

Program
Effectiveness2

Program

Eval.

Finance

8

Effective

2

2

3

1

Represents the number of interns working at the museum in Fiscal Year 2009.
Effectiveness is based on the report prepared by The University of Texas at Dallas and the
Museum. The data included in the report about the effect of the program on individuals
involved in the internships is not adequate to establish its overall effectiveness for the interns.
3
Compliance scores measure a project's compliance with their grant contract in three areas.
Programming refers to the extent the project met the stated programming requirements of the
grant. That is, did they do what they were paid to do? Evaluation refers to the extent to which
the project followed the cross-site program evaluation requirements. That is, did they complete
all of the required evaluation instruments and submit all required data? Financial refers to the
extent to which the project followed all budget and other financial requirements of the grant.
That is, did they use the funds for what they were intended and file all financial information in a
timely and accurate manner? Compliance Scale: a score of 3 = in complete accordance;
2=minor departures from requirements noted, and a 1= serious departure from the
requirements of the program.
2
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This document is available on the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
Website: http://www.thecb.state.tx.us
For more information contact:
Robin Zuniga, Senior Program Evaluator
Planning and Accountability
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
P. O. Box 12788
Austin, Texas 78711
(512) 427-6536 FAX (512) 427-6147
robin.zuniga@thecb.state.tx.us
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