Graduate Education Advisory Committee Meeting
November 19, 2010
Committee members attending:
Thomas Belinoski, Paul Brooke, Rian Carkhum, Elaine Charlson, Luis Cifuentes, Phil Cohen,
Austin Cunningham, Oney Fitzpatrick, Dorothy Flannagan, Jennifer Martin, James Meernik,
Bonnie Melhart, Peggy Gordon Miller, Mary Beth Sampson, Nancy King Sanders (representing
Ambrose Anoruo), Nancy Street, Kandi Tayebi, Debbie Thorne, Willie Trotty, Kevin Vichcales,
Dave Wentling, Emily Wilson, Patricia Witherspoon
Guest:
Bob Sewell, Council of Graduate Schools
CB staff:
Dominic Chavez, James Goeman, Kevin Lemoine, Allen Michie, Catherine Parsoneault, Anya
Sebastien, MacGregor Stephenson
I. Welcome and call to order
II. Introduction of new committee members
GEAC welcomed new members Elaine Charlson, Luis Cifuentes, Peggy Miller, James Meernik,
Bonnie Melhart, Kandi Tayebi, Willie Trotty, Kevin Vichcales, and Rian Carkhum.
III. Consideration of approval of Summary Notes from last meeting
The minutes from the June 30, 2010 meeting were approved.
IV. Discussion of the Coordinating Board legislative agenda related to graduate
education issues
Dominic Chavez (Senior Director of External Relations for the Coordinating Board) spoke to
GEAC members about the three major CB initiatives in the upcoming legislative session:
1. Changing formula funding. The existing system is based solely on enrollments,
thereby favoring those institutions that show growth. The CB’s proposed system
would keep 90 percent of the funding the way it is now, with 10 percent allocated to
performance-based funding. This would give institutions two metrics for garnering a
greater share of State funding. Extra weight would be given to institutions that offer
needed and STEM degrees, as well as institutions that graduate large numbers of
Pell grant students, non-traditional students, and academically underprepared
students. Graduate students would still be funded by enrollments only.
2. Changing the way grant awards are dispersed to students who need them.
3. Increasing cost efficiency. The CB will work with institutions to find ways to be
effective and productive while cutting costs.

V. Discussion of low-producing program reporting, policies, procedures
C. Parsoneault informed GEAC members that the deadline for institutions to look at reporting
errors or address low-producing programs is December 17, 2010. In February 2011, the CB will
run its first low-producing program report and will send that information to institutions. Plans
for how institutions will deal with their low-producing programs will be due on June 1, 2011.
M. Stephenson said that if there are low-producing programs that an institution feels are
necessary to support other programs, or if there are extenuating circumstances, then those
arguments will be considered in a discussion between the CB and the institution. Requests for
exemptions can be made after February 2011.
VI. Discussion of plans for academic program review
J. Goeman referred to a handout detailing the proposed master’s and doctoral program review
standards. The review period would be at least once every seven years. The review would
include a self-study, and there would need to at least two subject reviewers from outside the
state who come from the top national programs. The standards have not yet been taken to the
full Board, and GEAC’s input is solicited.
P. Gordon Miller asked if a SACS review would suffice as an amendment to the self-study, and
J. Goeman responded that the SACS review is more general whereas the proposed standards
are aiming at more specific subject matter reviews. The proposed standards also require a
seven-year review period, not the ten-year period of SACS. M. Stephenson suggested that
GEAC come up with a list of the programs that require extensive accreditation reviews and what
they require, and the CB will look to see if these can serve the same purpose.
P. Cohen said that GEAC previously recommended external reviewers for doctoral programs, but
not for master’s programs. M. Stephenson said that purpose of the reviews is to promote
growth and excellence, which is not exclusive to doctoral programs. It should not be a great
expense for institutions if the reviews are done every seven years. D. Flannagan asked if it
would be possible to do reviews of related master’s and doctoral programs at the same time,
and J. Goeman confirmed that all graduate programs in the same CIP code can be reviewed at
the same time. A. Cunningham stated that some institutions may wish to review programs on a
school-wide basis, and M. Stephenson replied that the CB can discuss this option with
institutions if they submit it as part of their planned schedule.
D. Thorne asked for clarification about whether professional doctoral programs are to be
included in the review cycle, and M. Stephenson responded that they should probably need to
be included and this will be made clearer in the rule language.
P. Cohen said that 60 days is too short a time for institutions to review the consultants’ report,
and M. Stephenson agreed to change the period to 90 days.

VII. Discussion and consideration of Rule 5.46, criteria for new doctoral programs
A. Michie presented a summary of proposed new CB rules that would make the six-year
graduation rate for undergraduates a crucial criterion for the approval of new doctoral
programs. Institutions would need to meet the statewide average, minus The University of
Texas and Texas A&M University. The intention of the new rule is to encourage institutions with
sub-par undergraduate graduation rates to channel their resources toward the students they
already have before diverting resources to new doctoral programs that serve only a small
number of new students. Certain exceptions can be considered, M. Stephenson said, such as
programs that have significant external funding or when a graduate program makes
demonstrable improvements to undergraduate success.
D. Flannagan pointed out that a different formula is used for determining undergraduate
success for the proposed new formula funding rule. M. Stephenson responded that the two
formulas serve two different purposes: the 90/10 formula funding rule looks at the students an
institution has at the present time and says “you’re doing OK,” whereas the proposed rule for
doctoral programs takes a longer view and looks at how the allocation of resources could be
hindering efforts to improve undergraduate success rates.
P. Brooke asked if the rule would include new programs at health-related institutions. M.
Stephenson responded that the rule would only apply to the general academic institutions since
they are the only ones where six-year graduation rates for undergraduates are available. A.
Michie added that for the same reason the rule does not yet include the upper-division only
institutions, and the CB is soliciting input for how they may be incorporated.
P. Witherspoon stated that the rule contradicts Closing the Gaps, since improving the
participation rate of under-served populations depends heavily upon institutions who serve
these populations as part of their missions. The rule also does not take into consideration the
nature of the students: for example, at The University of Texas at El Paso, 40 percent of the
students are on financial aid, most are first-generation, and most work. Part of UTEP’s
commitment to these students is being able to offer them doctoral programs (including some
programs where UTEP is uniquely equipped, such as Borderlands History). M. Stephenson asked
P. Witherspoon if she sees no relationship between resources spent on doctoral programs and
resources that could be spent on undergraduates. P. Witherspoon responded that sometimes,
as in the case of the Psychology program at UTEP, there is ample federal funding which does
not draw upon undergraduate resources. J. Goeman asked P. Witherspoon if she would feel
differently if the proposal used the same formula for calculating undergraduate success as the
90/10 formula funding rule and took into account the demographics of the student population.
P. Witherspoon responded that it would make a difference only in a small way, since she does
not think that undergraduate graduation rates and the need for offering new doctoral programs
relate to one another.
L. Cifuentes stated that this rule would make it more difficult for some institutions to encourage
lesser-prepared students to go into doctoral programs and enter the faculty ranks. If Texas is
ever going to increase the number of Hispanic faculty, then we need to consider having
doctoral programs in the areas where these populations are living. P. Witherspoon emphasized
the point, adding that by 2050, one-third of the country will be Hispanic, and currently only
three percent of the Ph.D.s are Hispanic. We are under-educating a large percentage of our

citizenry and our student body, and we need to be thinking of the challenges faced by graduate
education over the next 30-40 years.
R. Carkhum said that current graduate students are often not being taken care of, so she
recommended that existing graduate students be considered as well as undergraduates when
institutions are evaluated for new doctoral programs. M. Stephenson responded that the CB is
trying to take that into account more clearly as part of its existing procedures.
VIII. Discussion of the impact of the Council of Graduate Schools’ “Path Forward”
report and of recommendations for improving doctoral program completion rates
Bob Sewell, Vice President for Programs and Operations at the Council of Graduate Schools,
gave a presentation summarizing “The Path Forward: The Future of Graduate Education in the
United States” report, as well as the Council of Graduate Schools’ “Ph.D. Completion Project.”
Copies of “The Path Forward” report were distributed to members in advance of the meeting.
During discussion afterwards, J. Meernik asked for suggestions about the roles of faculty and
graduate advisors. P. Cohen asked about the hours required to complete a dissertation and how
this contributes to an excessive time to degree, and L. Cifuentes mentioned the need to get
graduate students away from the new faculty members and into the high-profile laboratories. B.
Sewell said that the measure most often mentioned in student surveys is comprehensive
examinations: students often feel that they do not fully know the expectations of their
department, needed courses are not available, and there are differences in the way students
are treated in the same program. Mentors and advisors at some institutions offer voluntary
workshops targeting students who may need help writing a prospectus or dissertation. There is
a need for workshops to train faculty mentors, especially those mentors who are of a different
gender or nationality than their students.
IX. Discussion of the relation of the 18 Characteristics reporting to the National
Research Council doctoral study data
P. Cohen asked GEAC members if they would like to take a second look at the 18 Characteristics
in light of the National Research Council’s publications and the Chronicle of Higher Education’s
2010 Rankings of Doctoral Programs.
L. Cifuentes responded that it would be useful to align the two so that NRC data can be used in
the 18 Characteristics. P. Cohen replied that there is a range of types of institutions across
Texas, and there was no agreement on this issue. A. Cunningham added that there is also no
consistency across the disciplines about what constitutes relevant data.
A. Cunningham felt that the 18 Characteristics are more useful to us than the NRC data because
they are a reflection of what is happening in Texas. K. Sanders said that the 18 Characteristics
have been helpful to both existing and prospective students, and M.B. Sampson said that they
have been useful for program reviews. P. Cohen concluded saying that it appears that the 18
Characteristics in their present form appear to be doing their job in a variety of contexts.

X. Next meeting date and adjournment
J. Goeman said that because of the upcoming legislative session, there will be a longer interval
until the next GEAC meeting. CB staff will contact GEAC members in February to plan for a
meeting in June.

