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Progress on Goals, Activities and Timelines:
Texas’ productivity agenda has two major goals with associated strategies: 1) funding institutions
based on outcomes, and 2) developing learning outcomes first at the program level (Tuning) and
then learning objectives at the course level (horizontal and vertical alignment) for statewide
articulation agreements. There was a one month delay in execution of the contract between the
College for All Texans Foundation and Tides Foundation, which contributed to a subsequent delay in
the hiring of grant-funded staff, and targeted dates for some activities have been pushed back. A
major change to the second goal is to “Tune” four disciplines rather than two. Otherwise there are
no major changes in activities for either of the two goals from what was approved in the revised
scope of work. Attachment A provides a detailed listing of tasks accomplished and projected dates
to meet targets through the end of the year.
Goal One. Funding on Outcomes. Milestones and Progress:
Focus groups. CommunicationWorks issued a report based on a series of focus groups with policy
makers, higher education faculty and leadership, and business and community leaders in three
regions (Dallas, Houston, San Antonio).
Adding voices. One recommendation from CommunicationsWorks’ report was that the Coordinating
Board needed constituencies to carry the message promoting funding upon course completion
rather than enrollment. The Governor’s Business Council and Texas Association of Business have
agreed to make higher education a primary focus for their organizations over the next year, and
appointed new members to serve on the Texas Team. They have planned a series of editorial board
meetings across the state that will include funding on outcomes as a priority. Commissioner Paredes
will be involved in as many of these editorial board meetings as possible.
Regional Meetings. The first of seven planned Regional Meetings was delayed (until May 16) to
allow time for completion of additional data analysis. Strong resistance by institutions was
anticipated, but there was surprisingly little support from the business community at the first
Regional Meeting, held in Tyler. We believe this is due to two major factors. First, more institutional
representatives attended the meeting than were invited. They used table discussion time to “sell”
institutions’ position to business representatives sitting with them. Secondly, the meeting materials
could be more focused and provide very basic information understandable to an audience with no
background in higher education funding. Staff are modifying PowerPoint slides to present less data
and do a better job of explaining how institutions are currently funded, and the agenda will be
revised to allow time for questions to be raised during presentations (rather than afterward).
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Funding Recommendations. On April 29, the Coordinating Board adopted the Commissioner’s
Formula Funding Recommendations for the 2012-2013 biennium to address enrollment growth and
modify the formulas to increase course completion and degree/certificate attainment while
reducing costs to the state and students and their families. These recommendations were forwarded
to the Legislative Budget Board on June 3.
The recommended funding level for Community/Technical Colleges is equivalent to the FY 2010-11
formula funding amounts with an additional 19 percent for growth, based on attempted contact
hours. In addition, the recommendation includes adding a second formula, which constitutes 10% of
the base formula amount and would be allocated based on milestones of students’ progression
towards a degree/certificate or transfer to a four-year institution. The milestones will be defined in
consultation with a work group of stakeholders including community college faculty and
administrators along with Coordinating Board staff. The initial meeting was held on May 4, 2010,
and the work group will hold additional meetings to define the milestones and data associated with
those milestones.
The recommended funding level for the General Academic Institutions is equivalent to the FY 201011 amounts with an additional 4% for growth. The recommendation includes 1) modification of the
current allocation formula to phase-in completed semester credit hours 25 percent per year over
the next four years, and 2) inclusion of a supplement to the I&O formula to assist institutions with
at-risk students. The supplement would be a minimum of 5 percent of the base rate for lowerdivision liberal arts semester credit hours attempted by at-risk students.
Meetings with Regents. Commissioner Paredes has addressed seven Boards of Regents (Midwestern
State University, University of Texas System, Texas Tech University System, Texas A&M University
System, University of North Texas System, Stephen F. Austin University, and Texas State University
System) since December to give them an overview of funding recommendations and how our
proposal has changed to address concerns expressed in the last session. Specifically, the
Coordinating Board has modified its recommendation to a weighted formula that will assist fouryear institutions that educate large numbers of at-risk students.
Interim Committees and Legislative Briefings. Commissioner Paredes testified at a joint hearing of
the House Higher Education Committee and House Appropriations Subcommittee on Education on
May 20. Four-year institution representatives testified against funding on completed hours, and
two-year institution representatives gave tentative support to funding on “Momentum Points.” It
was clear that the Joint Committee members agree that “business as usual” in higher education
funding will not be supported going forward, but Representative Dan Branch, Chairman, House
Higher Education Committee, expressed doubt that funding on completed hours was going to be the
best way to achieve better productivity. In addition to legislative testimony, CB staff has held various
legislative aides briefings to discuss the CB’s formula funding recommendations as they relate to
completed hours and momentum points.
Adjustments moving forward: Due to the level of pushback—unexpected from businesses—at the
first regional meeting, we are 1) reducing the number of invited institutional representatives, and 2)
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modifying presentation content and delivery. To deal with the continued resistance from
institutions, THECB is issuing a letter to all Boards of Regents with detailed information on the
funding increases their institutions will have, based on the CB’s recommendations.
Major Changes Affecting the Work:
Fiscal Environment. Texas had escaped the effects of the national economic downturn until recently.
Now the state is projecting a budget deficit of $15 to $18 billion going into the next legislative
session. State agencies, including institutions of higher education, have already been required to
make budget cuts of 5 percent and have now been asked to plan for an additional 10 percent cut.
Of the first round of state budget cuts, 43 percent came from higher education. (Some state
agencies such as prisons and health/human services were excluded from the budget cuts.) THECB’s
funding formula recommendations have been based on projections of the state being able to fund
enrollment growth but in the current environment, it is questionable whether that will happen. If
enrollment growth is not funded, it will be even more difficult for institutions to support the
proposed changes. The worst case scenario for an institution would then be an actual loss in funding
rather than a smaller increase.
Team/Personnel Changes. Members representing the business community have been added to the
Texas Team. Steve M. Banta, President & CEO of Concero Global, LLC, in Dallas, Texas will represent
the Governor’s Business Council (GBC). Mr. Banta is very active with the GBC and with the Dallas
Chamber’s higher education initiatives. In addition, Justin Yancy, Director of the GBC, will attend
Texas Team meetings regularly and has been assisting with outreach to the business community to
solicit participation in Regional Meetings.
The two grant-funded staff positions were filled in May, which should greatly facilitate the progress
of work on both goals.
Public Agenda. Lumina is providing funding for Public Agenda to assist two Making Opportunity
Affordable grantee states, and Texas is being evaluated as potentially one of the states to receive
this additional resource. With their assistance, we may be able to add the student voice to support
for funding based on outcomes, or find other avenues to support greater stakeholder engagement.
Goal One: Tuning at Program and Course Levels. Milestones and Progress:
The revised scope of work projected the delivery of final Tuning documentation on two disciplines in
November 2010. We now estimate that it will be January 2011 before that work is completed, but
rather than two disciplines, it will include four: Electrical, Mechanical, Civil, and Industrial
Engineering. A “Tuning Plan” with more detailed target dates is being submitted to Lumina
Foundation; details are included in Attachment A. Committees are being encouraged to do much of
their work online between face-to-face meetings to minimize travel costs (which will increase with
the increased number of disciplines being Tuned).
Introducing Tuning to Texas. Meetings were held to introduce the concept and processes of Tuning
to Texas Business Leaders, then to Chancellors and Presidents (February 25), and to Engineering
Deans and Department Chairs (February 26). This introduction was designed to increase the
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board Six-Month Report

Page 3 of 5

awareness of higher education administrators and the engagement of the business community in
the Tuning process. Lumina staff Kevin Corcoran and Marcus Kolb and consultants Bill Evenson
(Utah) and Tim Birtwistle (United Kingdom) provided an overview of Tuning and insights as to how
the process was applied in three states in the U.S. Although a formal evaluation was not done, the
usefulness of these meetings is in hindsight questionable. One benefit was that the presenters were
able to fine-tune their presentations based on feedback prior to the first Tuning Organizational
Meeting.
Selection of Disciplines. After extensive discussions, it was decided to “Tune” four engineering
disciplines this first year, in the belief that the work would be leveraged across similar disciplines
and build on momentum gained from the course-level work already accomplished in Mechanical
Engineering during the learning year. It was decided to form a “Tuning Oversight Council”
comprised of representatives of all four disciplines (mechanical, civil, industrial and electrical) with
discipline-specific subcommittees.
Initial Tuning Organizational Meeting. The Tuning Oversight Council met for the first organizational
meeting on April 20. Lumina staff and guest faculty (with experience in Tuning physics in Utah)
provided an introduction to Tuning and described how the process had evolved in Utah. In spite of
staff and presenters’ best efforts, a perceived potential conflict between ABET criteria for evaluating
engineering programs and Tuning continued to be a concern of some engineering faculty.
Disciplines met separately and reported out at the end of the meeting.
Discipline Specific Meetings. Some disciplines have begun meeting individually, and are progressing
at different paces. It is proving difficult to keep groups focused on the program-level Tuning, rather
than course-level learning objectives alignment. Industrial Engineering is progressing well with their
program level work plan, with the assistance of a THECB employee (Araceli Ortiz) who is an
industrial engineer with a doctorate in engineering education. The industrial engineering group has
established a SharePoint site through which they communicate and share working documents, and
members each have specific tasks to work on between meetings. Mary Smith, project coordinator,
and the evaluation team, will be observing this process to 1) ensure that THECB staff do not
inadvertently usurp the roles of faculty in any way, and to 2) determine whether this may actually
be a good model to facilitate the work of future Tuning efforts (having one staff facilitator assigned
to each group).
Evaluation
Mary Smith, Texas’ project coordinator, attended the national evaluation meeting in Detroit and has
hired two local evaluators (Gary Hanson and Charlotte Biggerstaff) to coordinate the qualitative and
quantitative evaluations. National evaluation materials, including a “roadmap” developed by SPEC
Associates have been disseminated to all Texas Team members and shared with stakeholders.
Melanie Hwalek and Claudia VonDrak attended a Texas Team meeting to give all members an
orientation to the evaluation goals of the project, and to receive their input. MacGegor Stephenson,
Assistant Commissioner for Academic Affairs and Research, attended a Thought Leaders meeting in
Indianapolis in June. Local evaluators have been attending Tuning and Regional Team Meetings,
providing timely evaluation findings to help inform the work as it moves forward.
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Communication
The communications plan is being implemented as outlined in the proposal, although the starting
date for regional meetings was delayed from February to May in order to allow for completion of
focus groups and spend more time than planned in additional data analysis linking wages. As an
initial task, Travis Reindl of CommunicationWorks completed a series of focus groups with
stakeholders, including policymakers, business leaders, and higher education leaders in three major
markets (Dallas, Houston, San Antonio). Several recommendations were made in the
CommunicationWorks report received in March:
Make it clear that “business as usual” will make it impossible to even come close to
achieving the goals of Closing the Gaps by 2015.
Ensure that we are clear about how proposed policy changes will advance progress toward
meeting the goals of Closing the Gaps. (Changing the census date will bring us how much
closer to achieving the goals.)
Avoid the tendency for the conversation to drift to the need to “fix” the K-12 system and
focus on what needs to happen with students on postsecondary campuses.
Weave the idea of incentives more fully into the policy conversation: What are the
prevailing incentives in existing policies, and what is needed to change those incentives?
Draw clear distinctions between the Performance Incentive Fund and proposed changes in
base funding.
Be proactive in addressing misconceptions, and engage earlier and more often with
legislators.
THECB has used these recommendations to guide communications activities. Other activities
outlined in the proposed communications plan were described in the “milestones” section for the
first goal (pages 1—2) and will not be repeated here.
Learning
Changes made or planned in light of what staff have learned have been described in previous
sections and will not be repeated here due to space constraints.
Links with other Lumina grants. 1) Coordinating Board staff made the decision to Tune the discipline
of History in 2011, in the hopes of working in conjunction with Lumina’s new Tuning initiative. 2)
Lumina is engaging Public Agenda to work with two states on the productivity agenda, and THECB
leadership and staff have met with them to help determine how their efforts in Texas could best
inform the work of this grant. Commissioner Paredes expressed an interest in student engagement.
3) Rich Novak, with the Association of Governing Boards, has offered to assist THECB in addressing
productivity issues at our Governing Board Conference in December.
Sustainability
Potential changes in state leadership. The Coordinating Board is fortunate to have the strong
support of Governor Rick Perry in achieving both goals of this project. His only viable competitor is
Bill White, a Democrat from Houston. Mr. White is known as a pragmatic businessman, who relies
greatly on analysis of data to guide his decision-making. If this is indeed the case, it would follow
that the Coordinating Board would have his support for both initiatives addressed by this grant.
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