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A. Institutional Effectiveness Defined

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board’s State-Level Institutional Effectiveness (IE) Process is a comprehensive initiative designed to evaluate and verify the effectiveness of public community and technical colleges in Texas. The IE process permits colleges to make systematic use of evaluation results to continuously improve institutional performance, services, and the quality of workforce education programs.

B. Statutory Authority

1. Authority to conduct the institutional effectiveness process is derived from state and federal law, including these specific references:

a) Texas Education Code, Title 3, Subtitle B, Chapter 61, Subchapter C, Section 61.051(e) states:

“The Board shall review periodically the role and mission statements, the table of programs, and all degree and certificate programs offered by the public institutions of higher education to assure that they meet the present and future needs of the state and the counties in which they are located. The Board’s review shall be performed at least every four years and shall involve the chairperson of the institution’s board of regents.”

b) U.S. Public Law 105-332 (Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act of 1998)

c) Texas Education Code, Sections 130.003 and 135.01

2. Program and services quality expectations are further stipulated in:

a) Criteria for Accreditation, Commission on Colleges, Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS); {Note: Beginning January 2004, this item will be replaced with Principles of Accreditation.};

b) Texas Academic Skills Program Policy Manual, 1999; and other chapters found in this edition of the GIPWE. 

C. Purpose of State-Level Evaluation

The purpose of state-level institutional effectiveness evaluation is to:

1. encourage continuous improvement of Texas community and technical colleges in meeting state and federal goals and mandates for higher education, including workforce education and training goals;

2. ensure accountability for expenditure of public funds to the Texas Legislature, the Governor of Texas, and the U.S. Department of Education, and,

3. demonstrate and promote the quality and responsiveness of Texas’ community and technical colleges in developing a well educated citizenry and highly trained workforce.

D. Institutions Subject to the Institutional Effectiveness Evaluation Process

All public community and technical colleges and other public higher education institutions in Texas offering Coordinating Board-approved workforce education programs are evaluated using the institutional effectiveness process described in this chapter.

Career schools and colleges with one or more Coordinating Board-approved degree programs are also subject to review.  However, the information contained in this chapter does not apply to review of career schools and colleges (formerly called “Proprietary Institutions”).  For specific information about career schools and colleges review, see Chapter Seven of these guidelines and the information appearing on the Coordinating Board’s website at http://www.thecb.state.tx.us/ctc/ip/proprietary/index.htm.

E. The Institutional Effectiveness Evaluation Process
Two methods of evaluating colleges have been approved by the Board. Each year, the president of each college or the chancellor of each college district is asked to select:
· an on-site evaluation conducted by peer reviewers from public community and technical colleges from across the state, led by a Coordinating Board staff member; 
or
· an information and data review (informally referred to as a desk review) conducted by Coordinating Board staff members. The desk review examines certain elements of the college’s activities that have been identified as indicative of program and services quality.
All colleges are automatically scheduled for a desk review unless the chancellor or president requests an on-site peer review. As a courtesy, the chancellor or presidents of colleges scheduled for review in a given year are contacted in advance and given the opportunity to stipulate which type of review they would prefer. Both evaluation methods provide valuable information about institutional status and progress toward meeting state and institutional goals. 
1. Data Source

The Coordinating Board produces and publishes on its internet website, an Annual Data Profile (ADP) for each community and technical college. The ADP contains a summary of college programs and services and serves as a foundation for the institutional effectiveness review.  The ADP also establishes baseline information that colleges can use to self-assess their progress and achievements.  The institutional effectiveness review process uses additional data reported by the colleges, other state agencies and organizations.

2. Review Cycle and Types of Reviews

Once every four years, the Coordinating Board conducts either an on-site peer review or an information and data review (desk review) of each public community and technical college and other public institutions of higher education offering workforce education programs.

An advisory committee composed of public community and technical college executive officers, deans, and department heads reviews the institutional effectiveness measures and standards each year.  The committee may recommend revisions, additions or deletions.  The most current Measures and Standards for the desk review and peer review site-visit processes can be viewed and downloaded from the Coordinating Board’s Internet Website:

http://www.thecb.state.tx.us/ctc/ie/default.htm

 
3. On-Site Peer Review 

The on-site review involves a two and one-half day visit to the campus.  On-site reviews are conducted by a team lead by one or more Coordinating Board Staff members and are composed of faculty members and administrators from community and technical colleges and degree-granting career schools or colleges throughout the state.

The focus of the on-site review is to:

a) identify institutional and programmatic strengths and needs for improvement,

b) verify data reported by community and technical colleges to the Coordinating Board,

c) make recommendations for improvement of programs and services,

d) identify any exemplary programs and innovative ideas, and

e) review compliance and progress toward goals established by colleges in their Carl D. Perkins annual and discretionary grant applications and Office of Civil Rights (OCR) and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance reports.

4. Information and Data Review (Desk Review) 

The information and data review process is conducted by the Coordinating Board staff using data previously reported by the colleges and from other sources.  The intent of the desk review is to evaluate the most critical factors indicative of institutional effectiveness without visiting the campus.  The desk audit is the default process for all public colleges.  An on-site peer review is conducted only if requested by a college.

a) Required Site Visits: The following institutional evaluation activities require a visit to campus even if the college requests a desk review in lieu of an on-site peer review:

· Verification of ADA Compliance  

Titles VI & IX Civil Rights Act; Section 504 Rehab Act of 1973; ADA Act of 1990

· Monitor Perkins Funds Use

US Office of Management & Budget Circular A-133, Section 400

· Evaluation of Local Improvement Plans

Carl Perkins Act, Section 123(c)(1)(c)

b) Further Inquiry:  Further inquiry by the Coordinating Board staff is triggered , if a college fails to meet standards in any two of the following three critical success factor areas:

1. A workforce education program must produce at least 15 graduates in the three-year period under review.

2. Each workforce education program must place in the workforce at least 90 percent of program graduates within one year following graduation.

3. If a license or other professional credential is required for entry into an occupation, the number of students who take and pass the license or other required credentialing exam must be at least 90 percent,

or

the number of students who take and pass the exam must be no more than five percent lower than the number of students who 
took and passed the exam statewide for the preceding three years for which complete data are available.

c) Limited Site Visit:  Whenever possible, the Coordinating Board Staff will attempt to resolve “triggered” success factor issues without visiting the college campus.  If the issue(s) cannot be resolved without a visit to the college, the visit will be limited in nature and will focus specifically on the issue(s) that resulted in the trigger(s), not on all programs and services offered by the college.  Typically, a limited site visit team would consist of a Coordinating Board staff member and one or more peer reviewer(s) who are experts in the relevant subject area(s).  A limited site visit would generally last no longer than one day. 

F. Evaluation Timeline

According to statute, each public two-year institution of higher education must be reviewed periodically.  The number of public community and technical colleges in Texas dictates that each college is evaluated for institutional effectiveness once every four years.  To view the list of colleges scheduled for review through the year 2006, go to: http://www.thecb.state.tx.us/ctc/ie/Cycle3_2002-2006.pdf 

G. Organizing an Institutional Effectiveness Peer Review On-Site Visit

A college choosing the peer review on-site visit evaluation option should appoint an appropriate individual to serve as the site visit coordinator.  That individual becomes the primary contact for Coordinating Board staff members in organizing and preparing for the visit.  The site visit coordinator should download the Site Visit Coordinator’s Handbook from the THECB website at the URL listed above.  The handbook contains important information about organizing the visit.  

H. Institutional Effectiveness Evaluation Outcomes

Following the completion of an institutional effectiveness review, the college will receive a written report of review results.  The report of an on-site peer review contains the team’s findings and specific recommendations for improvement.  Desk review reports contain the findings of the THECB staff member who conducted the review, including any recommendations that arise from a program or activity’s failure to meet standards.

Each workforce education program evaluated in an institutional effectiveness review will receive one of the following status ratings:

· EP Exemplary Program – The program met all and exceeded most standards, including the Advisory Committee activities standard, and has received local, state, or national recognition/awards, or is considered a model program by the peer reviewer.

· CO Continue the Program – The program meets all standards.

· CI Continue the Program with Improvement – Some standards were not met but formal revision is not required.  The college is expected to improve the program to meet all standards.

· CR Continue the Program with Revision – Completion of the electronic revision forms is required and action plans for revision must be filed with the Coordinating Board within three months.  CR status is recommended for degrees and certificates that fail to meet standards or for programs that need to be revised to update program inventories.

· DE Deactivate – The program does not meet most standards.  New students may not be enrolled in the program.  The college must submit an action plan to the Coordinating Board within three months outlining how the program will be deactivated.  Students currently enrolled in the program may be “taught-out”.

· CL Closure  –  Within three months, the program must be closed by submitting appropriate forms to the Coordinating Board and the program must be removed from the inventory.

· SR Sunset Review  – This classification has been deleted and is no longer in use.

I. Response to Institutional Effectiveness Reports

Within three months after receipt of the report, the college must:  

1. respond in writing to all recommendations made in the General Observations section;

2. file revision forms or action plans for revision for all programs identified as CR;

3. submit appropriate forms for all programs identified as DE and CL.

J. Institutional Effectiveness Evaluation Follow-Up Procedures

1. One year after an institutional effectiveness review, Coordinating Board staff will review progress toward compliance with all recommendations and implementation of plans outlined in college’s response to the report.  

2. As part of the review of applications for new workforce education programs, the Coordinating Board staff will review the college’s implementation of recommendations and compliance with program standards. 

K. Evaluation of Skills Development Fund (SDF) Grants

The Skills Development Fund (SDF) is administered by the Texas Workforce Commission (TWC).  Chapter 303, Section 303.004 of the Texas Labor Code mandates that the "Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board shall review all customized training programs biennially to verify that state funds are being used appropriately by public community and technical colleges under this chapter."

The Coordinating Board staff responded to that mandate by developing the following measures and standards for evaluation of SDF grants. Self-evaluation instruments are mailed to the SDF contact persons at community and technical colleges when notified by TWC that a project has been completed.  In addition, review of current SDF projects is incorporated in the Institutional Effectiveness On-Site Review Process, using the same measures and standards developed for the self-evaluation instrument.

Measures and Standards for the

Skill Development Fund

A. Measure:  Appropriate Use of Skill Development Fund Allocation

Standard 1:  Assessment of employer needs for this program was conducted and is documented

Standard 2:  Labor shortage data for trainees enrolled in this program was collected and documented

Standard 3:  Evidence is available indicating that this training program is not duplicated by an existing program at another institution in the area

Standard 4:  Documentation is available indicating that SDF funds are not used for intrastate worksite relocation

B. Measure:  Quality of Customized Training Programs

Standard:  Documented evidence that program adds to workforce or prevents reduction in workforce

C. Measure:  Increase in Skills Level

Standard:  Documented evidence that skills levels of program completers have increased

D. Measure:  Equity of Wages

Standard:  Documented evidence that wages of those completing this training program are equivalent to prevalent wages in the local labor market

PAGE  

Chapter Eight, Page 1

