Graduate Education Advisory Committee Meeting
June 30, 2010
Committee members attending:
Rian Carkhum, Phil Cohen, Jason Cooper, Austin Cunningham, Clifford Fedler, Oney Fitzpatrick,
Dorothy Flanagan, Linda Jones, Jennifer Martin, Victor Prybutok, Mary Beth Sampson, George
Stancel, Nancy Street, Debbie Thorne, Jamboor Vishwanatha, David Wentling, Emily Wilson,
Patricia Witherspoon

CB staff:
David Couch, James Goeman, Kevin Lemoine, Allen Michie, Raymund Paredes, Anya Sebastien,
MacGregor Stephenson

I. Welcome and Call to Order
II. Nominations for Vice-chair
Nominations were taken from the floor for the new vice-chair of GEAC. G. Stancel nominated
Jennifer Martin, who was approved by acclamation.

III. Summary Notes from Last Meeting
Mary Beth Sampson: On the last page, last paragraph, next to last sentence, “graduation”
should read “graduate education.” The correction was approved and has been made to the
March 26, 2010 minutes.

IV. Discussion of the Recommendations from the Subcommittee on Periodic
Review of Existing Master’s Programs
The recommendations from the Undergraduate Education Advisory Committee (UEAC) were
included in the documents for review.
A discussion followed on the most salient features of a possible framework for periodic review
of existing master‟s programs.
P. Cohen stated that programs that already have rigorous external accreditation would be
exempted from review.
M. Stephenson said that it is not realistic to have everyone‟s internal review schedules
synchronized with the Coordinating Board‟s review schedule. A five-year review cycle is
planned, but it may take a 10-15 year cycle to get through the high volume of programs. A
review of all similar disciplines would happen at the same time. GEAC and UEAC would be
consulted before any changes are made.

J. Vishwanatha asked if a SACS review would suffice, and P. Cohen responded that SACS does
not pay enough rigorous attention to the content of programs. K. Lemoine added that the
review would require external consultants in the discipline.
Discussion followed on the best items to include in a program review. D. Flanagan said that the
list of measures provided by the subcommittee was not meant to be exhaustive. K. Lemoine
said that UEAC had already discussed measures for review of undergraduate programs,
including the number of declared majors, completion rates, persistence rates of junior and
seniors, graduation rates, certification and licensure pass rates, time to degree, baccalaureate
graduate success (employment data from the Texas Workforce Commission, class size in the
disciplines, and faculty workload. Measures for master‟s programs can be drawn from these
UEAC measures, as well as from the 18 Characteristics of Doctoral Programs data that
institutions are already reporting.
J. Martin, C. Fedler, M.B. Sampson and others pointed out the difficulties of separating data
from undergraduate and master‟s programs when the courses are often taught by the same
faculty, when 4+1 programs mix the same students, or when interdisciplinary programs range
across several CIP codes.
G Stancel made the motion: “The list of Academic Program Review criteria should be amended
to include the following: „There be some consideration of total faculty workload no matter what
kind of program is being reviewed at all faculty levels.‟ For item #2, amend with the language
„Institutions must do program reviews at all levels, but they have the option of separating
undergraduate and graduate levels‟.”
In discussion of the motion, M. Stephenson said that this will involve getting clear definitions of
“faculty workload,” such as the ratio of research, teaching, and service. Distinctions will also
need to be made between programs, departments, and CIP codes. K. Lemoine stated that if
there is going to be requirement to have at least one external reviewer for master‟s degree
program reviews, it will need to be clear if this means one reviewer per program, per
department, or per CIP code. M. Stephenson said that much will depend upon the specific
degree programs that Coordinating Board staff are looking at during any point in time. The
same reviewer wouldn‟t be evaluating both Mechanical and Electrical Engineering, for example,
but one reviewer could evaluate Sociology and Criminal Justice. P. Cohen agreed that there may
be some cases where there should be flexibility in the number of reviewers.
The motion passed.
K. Lemoine said that text in criteria #5, “program(s),” could be amended to “…or set of related
programs.” This would give flexibility for reviewers. G. Stancel countered that this would cause
problems, since people may not understand the definition of “related set of programs.” After
some discussion of the appropriate number of reviewers and how they will be selected, D.
Thorne made a motion: “At least one external reviewer will be on the review team.” After
discussion, the motion was retracted.
G. Stancel made the motion that the recommendation #5 be changed from “Recommend a
mandatory requirement that at least one external (to campus) reviewer participate in the APR
of a program(s)” to “Recommend a mandatory requirement that at least one appropriate

external (to campus) reviewer participate in the APR of a program or programs.” [Emphasis
added.] The motion passed.
G. Stancel made a motion to change the language of recommendation #9 from “Recommend
that an institution‟s APR process flow into its academic planning and budget processes” to
“Recommend that an institution‟s APR process and outcomes be considered in the institution‟s
academic planning and budget processes.” [Emphasis added.] The motion passed.
A motion was made, and passed, to accept the whole document of recommendations on
program review as amended.

V. Discussion of Subcommittee Recommendations on Maximum and
Minimum Credit Hour Requirements for Master’s and Doctoral Degrees
L. Jones reported that the subcommittee was charged with examining minimum/maximum
requirements beyond the undergraduate for doctoral programs. Most requirements fall within
the 30-39 semester credit hour (SCH) requirement. There is a minimum of 30 SCH for most
programs. Maximums varied by CIP code. Other states were similar to Texas: the minimum SCH
for all states was 30, and most states had no stated maximum. The subcommittee
recommended that faculty should compare their programs with peer programs and discuss any
variants as part of their regular program review. Reviewers should ask their programs why
there are differences from peer programs. The subcommittee recommended no maximum caps
for masters or doctoral programs. Prior academic experience, research experience, and
customized programs for students weighs against establishing maximum caps.
In discussion, M. Stephenson pointed out that one issue related to maximum SCH is the
continuation of the 120-hour path for the baccalaureate. The Coordinating Board currently has
the 99-hour rule in place for graduate programs. Absent the SACS minimum for the 120 hours
for undergraduate programs, we would have 30 hours for master‟s degrees, and anything over
30 SCH would have to be justified. Similarly, anything over 60 hours beyond the undergraduate
degree for doctoral programs would have to be justified. The same logic behind the 120-hour
limit would get extended to the other graduate programs.
J. Goeman pointed out that in the Committee Summary on Minimum/Maximum Credit Hours for
Graduate Programs document, there is an error in the fourth paragraph: there is no 36-hour
maximum for master‟s programs in Texas. M.B. Sampson suggested that this remain an internal
document to GEAC since reporting standards vary by institution and others may misinterpret the
30-hour minimum as prescriptive.
K. Lemoine said that the legislature may consider minimum/maximum limits for master‟s
programs as they did last session for baccalaureate programs. M.B. Sampson therefore moved
that the last two paragraphs of the Committee Summary on Minimum/Maximum Credit Hours
for Graduate Programs document, recommending that no minimum or maximum hour caps be
placed on graduate programs, be accepted as GEAC‟s official position. The motion passed.

VI. Comments from the Commissioner of Higher Education
Commissioner Raymund Paredes spoke to GEAC members about his meeting on June 29, 2010
with the chief academic officers of Texas public universities.
Paredes stated that the most rigorous level of scrutiny for new academic programs should be
on campus. Systems need to exercise scrutiny and rigor to serve as another check. There is no
one at the Coordinating Board who does not believe that the people best suited to make
academic programs are the ones who are on the campuses. Institutions should not propose
new programs unless they can assure us that existing programs are excellent and producing
students who are getting jobs. We must fix the programs we already have before adding new
ones, and 20% are low producing right now.
The Coordinating Board has the authority to act on low-producing programs, but the CB would
prefer to let institutions take care of them by consolidating or eliminating them. The State is
going to be looking for cost savings in every area of funding, and it is important for institutions
to make sure that State resources are used efficiently and for solid academic purposes. Our
current economic model is unsustainable: higher education is a discretionary item in the budget
and therefore it is always underfunded, so institutions raise their tuition and fees. The State
then comes into the back end and raises financial aid to students who now can‟t afford it. We‟re
close to the point of collapse for this system.
Institutions are doing what they can on purchasing and utilities, but we‟re not doing enough on
the academic side. One issue is low-producing programs, and a second is the amount of time it
takes to get a degree. Institutions should look into competency-based advancement to doctoral
candidacy. A third issues is formula funding based on completed hours rather than attempted
hours or enrollments. Universities have concluded that it is less expensive to recruit new
students than it is to make sure their existing students all graduate, and that needs to change.
The theme of Generation Texas is that this will be the greatest generation Texas has ever
produced on the basis of educational attainment. Texas has increased enrollments by 100,000
since 2008, and a majority of these students are Hispanic, poor, underprepared, and enrolling
at community colleges. The CB cannot ask for $700 million in new higher education funding
based on this enrollment growth if we are going to continue doing the same old thing, so we
need a new emphasis on student success. For example, there should be no more talk about
“weed out” courses—we need to help these students. In the past, emphasis has always been on
access: expanding colleges, creating more doctoral programs, founding more universities. In
the future, we must balance access with success.

VII. Consideration of Draft Rule 5.53: Conditional Approval of Doctoral
Degree Programs
K. Lemoine reviewed the existing rules on preliminary authority. All new doctoral programs and
contingently approved insofar as they must submit annual reports for the first five years. M.
Stephenson added that the CB is putting a new emphasis on moving new programs toward
implementation of all the standards set forth in the initial site review and promises made in the
original application. D. Couch said that these new rules formalize a process that has already

been in place, although it adds a section (A.2) giving institutions an opportunity to make a case
for extensions in the event of unforeseen circumstances.
M. Stephenson said that the CB is going to pay particular attention to how institutions are
meeting their projected enrollments, since those are the basis for the budget, faculty numbers,
teaching load, and much else. The CB must be pragmatic, not optimistic, about going forward
with new doctoral programs. K. Lemoine added that institutions also need to be realistic, not
optimistic, about their ability to support graduate students at a competitive level.
D. Flanagan noted that it may be difficult to recruit graduate students into a program that only
has conditional approval. M. Stephenson responded that there has always been a five-year
process to full approval, and in any case institutions are not required to advertise this fact.
D. Flanagan asked why programs cannot be given full approval from the beginning since the
standards for program approval are being raised. D. Couch responded that there have been a
few programs that never took off by the end of the first five years, and these rules are designed
to address these kinds of unusual exceptions. M. Stephenson said the rules are also designed to
encourage administrators that commitment to new programs must remain consistent,
regardless of any changes elsewhere in the institution.
R. Carkhum said that graduate students need support if a new program in which they are
enrolled is in danger of being shut down. M. Stephenson responded that this would need to be
left to the individual institutions.
J. Martin proposed that the language be changed to “provisional approval” rather than
“conditional approval,” so it doesn‟t sound as if the program has done something wrong or is
being punished. After some discussion, M. Stephenson agreed to remove the term “conditional”
and to add a teach-out provision for existing students.

VIII. Other Business
The next GEAC meeting will be scheduled for late September/early October.
Certificates and letters of appreciation were presented to those members rotating off the
committee: Jason Cooper, Austin Cunningham, Dorothy Flanagan, Linda Jones, Larry Lyons,
Jennifer Martin, and George Stancel.

