SUPPLMENTAL MATERIALS

Committee on Academic and Workforce Success

AGENDA ITEM V-H (1)

Consideration of adopting the Commissioner’s recommendation to the Committee relating to the
proposed amendments to Chapter 5, Subchapter C, Sections 5.41 - 5.43, 5.45, 5.46, 5.48, 5.50,
and 5.51 - 5.54 of Board rules concerning approval of hew academic programs at public
universities and health-related institutions, review of existing degree programs, and the repeal
of Section 5.56 of Board rules concerning approval of baccalaureate degree programs for
selected community colleges

RECOMMENDATION: Approval
Background Information:

The proposed amendments update the criteria for the approval of new degree and
certificate programs to better reflect the priorities of the state strategic plan for higher
education, streamline the review of existing graduate programs, and delete an outdated section
of criteria regarding the approval of baccalaureate programs at selected community colleges.

Dr. Rex C. Peebles, Assistant Commissioner for Academic Quality and Workforce, will
present this item and be available to answer questions.

Date approved by the Commissioner for publication in the 7exas Register. January 22, 2018.
Date Published in the 7Texas Register. February 2, 2018.

The 30-day comment period with the 7exas Register ended on: March 4, 2018.

Summary of comments received:

Texas Tech University (TTU) submitted comments on March 5, 2018, after the comment period
ended. Several comments related to the review process rather than the proposed rules
changes. All new comments are shaded in gray.

Comment

TTU commented on policy related to the approval of new certificate programs, specifically,
Section 5.42 Authority, which states

Texas Education Code, §61.0512 provides that no new [department—secheel;] degree
program, or certificate program may be added at any public institution of higher
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education except with specific prior approval of the Board. Texas Education Code,
§130.302 and §130.312 [§136-6012] applies to public junior colleges.

TTU commented that the official policy required for approval is based on the number of
semester credit hours for upper level certificates and graduate certificates. TTU requested
clarification about the approval process.

Staff Response: Staff agree with the institution regarding the need to clarify when
notification is required from the institution.

The following policy applies to upper-level undergraduate certificates and graduate level and
professional certificates:

Certificate programs that require Coordinating Board approval, through a streamlined
approval process include:

e Upper-level undergraduate certificates of 21 to 36 hours in disciplinary areas
where the institution already offers an undergraduate degree program.

« Graduate-level and professional certificates of 16 to 29 hours in disciplinary areas
where the institution already offers a graduate program at the same level as
the certificate.

Institutions are not required to notify the Coordinating Board when establishing new
certificate programs with fewer than 21 SCH for an upper-level undergraduate and
fewer than 16 SCH for graduate level certificate programs.

No changes were made as a result of the two comments.

Comment: The University of Texas at Austin (UT-Austin) and The University of Texas Health
Science Center Houston (UTHSC-Houston) submitted similar comments related to Section 5.45
Criteria for New Baccalaureate and Master's Degree Programs, (2) Unnecessary duplication,
regarding the additional requirement that an institution proposing a new online bachelor’s or
master’s program be required to demonstrate that there is unmet workforce need and student
demand for the program that cannot be met by existing online programs offered by Texas
public institutions. Both institutions felt that this would be an onerous task.

UT-Austin commented, “demonstrating unmet workforce needs and unmet student demands for
existing programs could prove excessively onerous. While the university considers geographic
proximity when developing new degree programs offered in residence, the lack of geographical
boundaries in the online context changes this consideration significantly. Instead of solely
focusing on those two factors in current programs, the proposed rule should take into
consideration a documented demand for the proposed program including academic quality,
program design, market niche, and other factors”.

UTHSC-Houston commented, “the proposed language regarding distance education would
significantly hinder Texas institutions of higher education in their offerings of new distance
education programs. In the context of new distance education programs, trying to demonstrate
unmet workforce needs and unmet student demands for existing distance education programs
would likely not be possible due to the lack of a targeted geographic region. Indeed, the
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implementation of National Council for State Authorization Reciprocity Agreements (NC-SARA,
with Texas as a participating state), provides outstanding educational opportunities for students
to succeed in distance education programs at the baccalaureate and/or master’s level offered
by Texas institutions of higher education.”

Staff Response: Coordinating Board staff agrees with the UT-Austin comment that additional
information should be considered in reviews and notes that the existing review process includes
consideration of several factors, including academic quality, program design, and market niche.

Staff note that demonstrating unmet need and student demand for the proposed online
program would provide the proposing institution with an understanding of existing online
programs available to Texas students. Assessing workforce need and student demand for new
programs are important aspects of proposal review in order to determine if a new program
would be a good investment efstate+eseurees. Institutions could demonstrate unmet need and
student demand by contacting existing online programs offered by Texas public higher
education institutions and obtaining information on existing capacity and admissions. This would
encourage institutions to better coordinate their online efforts.

No changes were made as a result of the two comments.

Comment: UTHSC-Houston commented on Section 5.45 Criteria for New Baccalaureate and
Master's Degree Programs, (3) Faculty Resources (A), stating “The proposed language will
potentially have the undesirable outcome of an untimely financial burden on programs and
institutions. The requirement to have at least one full-time equivalent faculty already in place in
order for a new program to begin enrolling students does not consider that program curricula,
developed by committees of faculty and academic leadership, account for the time to degree
and appropriate planning at the program level.”

Staff Response: A new degree program must have faculty to develop and teach the
curriculum, mentor students, and lead research efforts. The proposed standard of at least one
full-time equivalent faculty will help ensure that faculty resources for a new program are
sufficient for the program’s successful operation.

No changes were made as a result of the comment.

Comment: Texas Tech University (TTU) commented on Section 5.45 Criteria for New
Baccalaureate and Master’s Degree programs, (6) Curriculum design. TTU recommended that
the Coordinating Board provide in its proposal resources a template for or examples of how to

state student time to degree considerations.

Staff Response: Staff agree and are in the process of reviewing forms and will incorporate
examples in the next iteration.

No changes were made as a result of the comment.
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Comment: Texas Tech University (TTU) commented on Section 5.45 Criteria for New
Baccalaureate and Master’s Degree programs, (11) Marketable Skills. TTU recommended that
the Coordinating Board provide in its proposal resources a template for or examples of how to
state student’s information of marketable skills.

Staff Response: Staff agree and are in the process of reviewing forms and will incorporate
examples in the next iteration.

No changes were made as a result of the comment.

Comment: UTHSC-Houston and Texas Tech University (TTU) commented on Section 5.45
Criteria for New Baccalaureate and Master's Degree Programs, (12) Strong Related Programs.
UTHSC-Houston stated “This additional criteria does not consider the potential for emerging
new and innovative disciplines that are aligned with workforce needs. The rule, as written,
would limit an institution’s innovation.” TTU asked the question, “What defines “related and
supporting?” TTU provided an example of a new Master’s program in Dance and asked if
existing programs in Theater, Art, and Music were related and supporting?

Staff Response: Staff agree that newly emerging disciplines may fall outside the range of an
institution’s Program Inventory and notes that the language “as appropriate” at the end of the
section indicates that not all proposals for new programs will have closely related programs,
including programs offered under an existing Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP)
code.

No changes were made to the proposed rules.

Comment: UTHSC-Houston commented on Section 5.46 Criteria for New Doctoral Programs
(5) Faculty Resources (A) stating “The proposed language on hiring additional faculty and
related documentation on a schedule determined by the Coordinating Board: would significantly
delay the development and implementation of new doctoral programs; could result in an
untimely financial burden on programs; and is not necessary. Institutions must already satisfy
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SASCOC) standards
related to faculty in both existing and new programs (Section 6 of The Principle of
Accreditation), including demonstrating an adequate number of full-time faculty, faculty
qualifications, program faculty, program coordination, faculty appointment and evaluation
processes and faculty development.”

Staff Response: During the proposal review process, institutions and the THECB frequently
agree to contingencies for approval. This rule change formalizes the process by which
institutions will inform the THECB of their adherence to any agreed-upon contingencies.

No changes were made to the proposed rules.

Comment: UTHSC-Houston commented on Section 5.46 Criteria for New Doctoral Programs
(18) Marketable Skills, stating “Proposed language to add a Marketable Skills as Criteria for New

03/18



AGENDA ITEM V-H (1) Page 5

Doctoral Programs is unnecessary and outside the scope envisioned by 60x307X. Marketable
skills language throughout 60x307X refers to “two- and four-year public institutions.” Even the
language in the Marketable Skills Goal Implementation Guidelines implies that it is directed at
students at the beginning, “Texas public two-year and four-year institutions must ensure that
students are aware of, and graduate with marketable skills.”

Staff Response: Developing a list of marketable skills and conveying that information to
students is one of four goals of the state’s strategic plan, 60X30TX. The proposed rule change
ensures new doctoral programs include marketable skills in the development and
implementation of the new program and would ensure that Texas doctoral students could
document their marketable skills to future employers.

No changes were made to the proposed rules.

Comment: Texas Tech University (TTU) suggested changes to Section 5.46.Criteria for New
Doctoral Programs, (5) Faculty Resources, (A)...submission of a letter of intent, curriculum
vitae, and a list of courses to be taught. Proposed recruitment of such faculty shall not meet
this criterion. No authorized doctoral program shall be initiated until qualified faculty are active
members of the department through which the program is offered. TTU Recommend revision
to: “and a list of courses in the curriculum that the faculty hire would be qualified to
teach.”

Staff response: Staff agree and propose making the suggested revision to Section 5.46
Criteria for New Doctoral Programs (5) Faculty Resources (A).
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Chapter 5
Rules Applying to Public Universities, Health-Related Institutions, And/Or Selected Public
Colleges of Higher Education in Texas

Subchapter C
Approval of New Academic Programs at Public Universities, Health-Related Institutions, and
Review of Existing Degree Programs

5.41 Purpose

5.42  Authority

5.43 Definitions

5.44 Presentations of Requests and Steps for Implementation

5.45 Criteria for New Baccalaureate and Master’s Degree Programs

5.46 Criteria for New Doctoral Programs

5.48 Criteria for Certificate Programs at Universities and Health-Related Institutions
5.50 Approvals by the Commissioner

5.51 Publishing of Doctoral Program Data

5.52 Review of Existing Degree Programs

5.53 Annual Evaluation of New Doctoral Degree Programs

5.54 Noncompliance with Conditions of Approval for New Doctoral Degree Programs
5.55 Revisions to Approved Programs
[ _ ». o

*note there is not a 5.47 and 5.49

AW aVaVral o

5.41 Purpose

The purpose of this subchapter is to describe the criteria and approval processes for degree and
certificate programs. Criteria in §5.45 of this title (relating to Criteria for New Baccalaureate and
Master's Degree Programs) apply to public colleges, universities, and health-related institutions

[selectedpubliccolleges].
5.42  Authority

Texas Education Code, §61.0512 provides that no new [department,—secheel;] degree program,
or certificate program may be added at any public institution of higher education except with
specific prior approval of the Board. Texas Education Code, §130.302 and §130.312

[§130-0012] applies to public junior colleges.

5.43 Definitions

The following words and terms, when used in this subchapter, shall have the following
meanings unless the context clearly indicates otherwise:

(1) Academic administrative unit--A department, college, school, or other unit at a
university or health-related institution, which has administrative authority over degree or
certificate programs.

(2) Board--The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board.
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(3) Certificate Program--Any grouping of subject-matter courses which, when
satisfactorily completed by a student, shall entitle him or_her to a certificate or documentary
evidence, other than a degree, of completion of a post-secondary course of study at a
university or health-related institution.

(4) Commissioner--The Commissioner of Higher Education.

(5) Compelling Academic Reason--A justification for an undergraduate degree program
consisting of more than 120 semester credit hours. Acceptable justifications are programmatic
accreditation requirements, statutory requirements, and requirements for licensure/certification
of graduates.

(6) Degree program--Any grouping of subject matter courses which, when satisfactorily
completed by a student, shall entitle him or her to a degree from a public university or health-
related institution.

(7) Doctoral Graduation Rate--The Doctoral Graduation Rate is the percent of students
in an entering fall cohort for a specific degree program who graduate within 10 years. Doctoral
graduation rates do not include students who received a master's degree.

(8) Faculty publications--Discipline-related refereed publications, books or book
chapters, juried creative or performance accomplishments, and notices of discoveries filed and
patents issued.

(9) Faculty teaching load--Total number of semester credit hours taught per academic
year by faculty divided by the number of faculty.

(10) Graduate-level certificate program--A certificate program at a university or health-
related institution that consists primarily of graduate-level courses.

(11) Graduate placement--The number and percent of graduates employed or engaged
in further education or training, those still seeking employment, and unknown.

(12) Lower-division degree or certificate program--A degree or certificate program
offered at a university or health-related institution that consists of lower-division courses and is
equivalent to a program offered at a community or technical college.

(13) Master's Graduation Rate--The Master's Graduation Rate is the percent of students
in an entering fall and spring cohort for a specific degree program who graduate within 5 years.

(14) New Doctoral Degree Program--A doctoral degree program that has been approved

degreesinTexas:]

(15) [(16)] Student time-to-degree--The average of the number of semesters taken by
program graduates from the time of enrollment in the program until graduation.

(16) [(+A)] Upper-division certificate program--A certificate program at a university or
health-related institution that consists primarily of upper-division undergraduate courses.

5.44 No changes
5.45 Criteria for New Baccalaureate and Master's Degree Programs
Requests for new baccalaureate and master's degree programs must provide information and

documentation demonstrating that the proposed degree programs meet all of the following
criteria:
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(1) Role and mission. The proposed program must be within the existing role and
mission of the institution as indicated by its Program Inventory [table-efpregrams] or the Board
must make the determination that the program is appropriate for the mission of the institution.

(2) Unnecessary duplication. The proposed program must not unnecessarily duplicate an
[a] existing program at another institution serving the same regional population. The offering of
basic liberal arts and sciences courses and degree programs in public senior institutions is not
considered unnecessary duplication. A proposed program to be offered through distance
education must demonstrate that there is unmet workforce need and student demand for the
program that cannot be met by existing online programs offered by Texas public institutions.

(3) Faculty resources.

(A) Faculty resources must be adequate to provide high program quality. With few
exceptions, the master's degree should be the minimum educational attainment for faculty
teaching in baccalaureate programs. In most disciplines, the doctorate should be the minimum
educational attainment for faculty teaching in graduate programs. Faculty should meet the
qualitative and quantitative criteria of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
Commission on Colleges, and the appropriate accrediting body [fa-prefessionral-pregrami.
There should be sufficient numbers of qualified faculty dedicated to a new program. This
number shall vary depending on the discipline, the nature of the program, and the anticipated
number of students; however, there must be at least one full time equivalent faculty already in
place in order for the program to begin enrolling students.

(B) In evaluating faculty resources for proposed degree programs, the Board shall
consider only those degrees held by faculty that were issued by:

(i) United States institutions accredited by accrediting agencies recognized by the
Board or,

(ii) institutions located outside the United States that have demonstrated that
their degrees are equivalent to degrees issued from an institution in the United States
accredited by accrediting agencies recognized by the Board. The procedures for establishing
that equivalency shall be consistent with the guidelines of the National Council on the
Evaluation of Foreign Education Credentials, or its successor.

(4) Library and IT resources. Library and information technology resources must be
adequate for the proposed program and meet the standards of the appropriate accrediting
agencies.

(5) Facilities, equipment, and clinical placements. Facilities and clinical placements must
be adequate to initiate the program. Adequate classroom and laboratory space, equipment, and
office space should be available for the proposed program. Arrangements for any essential
clinical placements should be made before program approval.

(6) Curriculum design. The curriculum should be up-to-date and consistent with current
educational theory. Professional programs and those resulting in licensure must be designed to
meet the standards of appropriate regulatory bodies. Student time-to-degree must be
considered in the curricular structure and policy of the proposed program, including but not
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limited to policies for transfer of credit, course credit by examination, credit for professional
experience, placing out of courses, and any alternative learning strategies, such as competency-
based education, that may increase efficiency in student progress in the proposed program.

(7) Program administration. Administration of the proposed program should not be
unduly cumbersome or costly. Ideally, the proposed program should fit into the current
administrative structure of the institution. If administrative changes are required, they should
be consonant with the organization of the institution as a whole and should necessitate a
minimum of additional expense in terms of personnel and office space.

(8) Workforce need. There should be a demonstrated or well-documented need for the
program in terms of meeting present and future workforce needs of the state and nation. There
should be a ready job market for graduates of the program, or alternatively, it should produce
students for master's or doctoral-level programs in fields in which there is a demonstrated need
for professionals.

(9) Critical mass of students. In addition to a demonstrated workforce need, a critical
mass of qualified students must be available to enter the proposed program and there must be
evidence that the program is likely to have sufficient enrollments to support the program into
the future. The size of an institution, the characteristics of its existing student body, and
enrollments in existing programs should be taken into account when determining whether a
critical mass of students shall be available for a proposed new program.

(10) Adequate financing. There should be adequate financing available to initiate the
proposed program without reducing funds for existing programs or weakening them in any way.
After the start-up period, the program must be able to generate sufficient semester credit hours
under funding formulas and student tuition and fees to pay faculty salaries, departmental
operating costs, and instructional administration costs for the program. Five years should be
sufficient time for the program to meet these costs through semester credit hour production. If
the state funding formulas and student tuition and fees are not meeting these costs for the
program after five years, the institution and the Board should review the program with a view
to discontinuance.

(11) Marketable Skills. There must be a list of the marketable skills associated with the
proposed program in keeping with the state strategic plan, 60x307X, and a plan for how
students will be informed of the marketable skills.

(12) Strong Related Programs. There must be high-quality programs in other related
and supporting disciplines at the bachelor’s and master’s levels, as evidenced by enroliments,
numbers of graduates, and completion rates in those related and supporting programs, as

appropriate.

5.46 Criteria for New Doctoral Programs

Requests for new doctoral programs must provide information and documentation
demonstrating that the proposed programs meet all of the following criteria:
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(1) Design of the Program. A doctoral-level program is designed to prepare a graduate
student for a lifetime of teaching, creative activity, research, or other professional activity. The
administration and the faculty of institutions initiating doctoral-level programs should exhibit an
understanding of and commitment to the long tradition of excellence associated with the
awarding of the traditional research doctorate degrees and of the various doctoral-level
professional degrees.

(2) Freedom of Inquiry and Expression. Doctoral programs must be characterized by
complete freedom of inquiry and expression.

(3) Programs at the Undergraduate and Master's Levels. Doctoral programs, in most
instances, should be undergirded by quality programs in a wide number of disciplines at the
undergraduate and master's levels. Quality programs in other related and supporting doctoral
areas must also be available.

(4) Need for the Program. There should be a demonstrated and well-documented need
for doctoral level [decterally] prepared professionals in the discipline of the proposed program
both in Texas and in the nation. It is the responsibility of the institution requesting a doctoral
program to demonstrate that such a need exists, preferably through an analysis of national data
showing the number of doctoral degrees [PkBs] being produced annually in the area and
comparing that to the numbers of professional job openings for doctoral degrees [Phbs] in the
discipline [ingdestien] as indicated by sources such as the main professional journal(s) of the
discipline. The institution must also provide data on [regarding] the enrollments, number of
graduates, and capacity to accept additional students of other similar doctoral programs in
Texas, demonstrating that current production levels of graduates are insufficient to meet
projected workforce needs. The institution should also provide evidence of student demand for
a doctoral program in the discipline, such as potential student survey results and [eF]
documentation that qualified students are not gaining admission to existing programs in Texas.

(5) Faculty Resources.
(A) There must be a strong core of doctoral faculty, [atHeast-feur;] holding the doctor of
philosophy degree or its equivalent from a variety of graduate schools of recognized reputation.
Professors and associate professors must be mature persons who have achieved national or
regional professional recognition. All core faculty must be currently engaged in productive
research, and preferably have published the results of such research in the main professional
journals of their discipline. They should come from a variety of academic backgrounds and have
complementary areas of specialization within their field. Some should have experience directing
doctoral dissertations. Collectively, the core of doctoral faculty should guarantee a high quality
doctoral program with the potential to attain national prominence. The core faculty members
should already be in the employ of the institution. If an institution is required to hire additional
faculty prior to opening the proposed program and enrolling students, the institution will
provide documentation on a schedule determined by the Coordinating Board of the faculty hires
through submission of a letter of intent, curriculum vitae, ard-alistefcoursesto-betaught and
a list of courses in the curriculum that the faculty hire would be qualified to teach.
Proposed recruitment of such faculty shall not meet this criterion. No authorized doctoral
program shall be initiated until qualified faculty are active members of the department through
which the program is offered.
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(B) In evaluating faculty resources for proposed degree programs, the Board shall

consider only those degrees held by the faculty that were issued by:

(i) United States institutions accredited by accrediting agencies recognized by the
Board; or

(ii) institutions located outside the United States that have demonstrated that
their degrees are equivalent to degrees issued from an institution in the United States
accredited by accrediting agencies recognized by the Board. The procedures for establishing
that equivalency shall be consistent with the guidelines of the National Council on the
Evaluation of Foreign Education Credentials, or its successor.

(6) Teaching Loads of Faculty. Teaching loads of faculty in the doctoral program should
not exceed two or three courses per term, and it must be recognized that some of these shall
be advanced courses and seminars with low enrollments. Adequate funds should be available
for attendance and participation in professional meetings and for travel and research necessary
for continuing professional development.

(7) Critical Mass of Superior Students. Admission standards, student recruitment plans,
and enrollment expectations must guarantee a critical mass of superior students. The program
must not result in such a high ratio of doctoral students to faculty as to make individual
guidance prohibitive.

(8) On-Campus Residency Expectations.

(A) Institutions which offer doctoral degrees must provide through each doctoral
program:

(i) significant, sustained, and regular interaction between faculty and students
and among students themselves;

(ii) opportunities to access and engage in depth a wide variety of educational
resources related to the degree program and associated fields;

(iii) opportunities for significant exchange of knowledge with the academic
community;

(iv) opportunities to broaden educational and cultural perspectives; and

(v) opportunities to mentor and evaluate students in depth.

(B) Institutions are traditionally expected to meet these provisions through
substantial on-campus residency requirements. Proposals to meet them in other, non-traditional
ways (e.g., to enable distant delivery of a doctoral program) must provide persuasive and
thorough documentation as to how each provision would be met and evaluated for the
particular program and its students. Delivery of doctoral programs through distance education
and/or off-campus instruction requires prior approval of the Board as specified in §4.261(3) of
this title (relating to Standards and Criteria for Distance Education Programs).

(9) Adequate Financial Assistance for Doctoral Students. There should be adequate
financial assistance for doctoral students so as to assure that most of them can be engaged in
full-time study. Initially, funds for financial assistance to the doctoral students usually [must]
come from institutional sources. As the program develops and achieves distinction, it
increasingly shall attract support from government, industry, foundations, and other sources.

(10) Carefully Planned Program [ef-Study]. The proposed program [Fhere] should be a
carefully planned and systematic program [ef-study] with [and] a degree plan which is clear,
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comprehensive, and generally uniform but which permits sufficient flexibility to meet the
legitimate professional interests and special needs of doctoral-level degree students
[eandidates]. There should be a logical sequence [efstages] by which degree requirements
shall be fulfilled. Consideration must also be given to alternative methods of determining
mastery of program content, such as competency-based education, prior learning assessment,
and other options for reducing student time to degree. The proposed degree plan should
require both specialization and breadth of education, with rules for the distribution of study to
achieve both, including interdisciplinary programs if indicated. The plan should include a
research dissertation or equivalent requirements to be judged by the doctoral faculty on the
basis of quality rather than length.

(11) External Learning Experiences. There must be a plan for providing external learning
experiences for students, such as internships, clerkships, or clinical experiences, in disciplines
that require them. The plan should include provisions for increasing the number of opportunities
for such experiences if the number of students in existing programs equals or exceeds the
available number of opportunities in Texas.

(12) Support Staff. There should be an adequate number of support staff to provide
sufficient services for both existing programs and any proposed increases in students and
faculty that would result from the implementation of the proposed program.

(13) Physical Facilities. There should be an adequate physical plant for the program. An
adequate plant would include reasonably located office space for the faculty, teaching
assistants, and administrative and technical support staff; seminar rooms; laboratories,
computer and electronic resources; and other appropriate facilities.

(14) Library and IT Resources. Library and information technology resources must be
adequate for the Droposed program and meet the standards of the appropriate accrediting
agencies. [ | Library resources
should be strong [ﬁet—em»y‘] in the proposed doctoral program fleld and [but-alse] in related and
supporting fields.

(15) Costs and Funding. The institution should have a budgetary plan for the proposed
program that clearly delineates the anticipated costs and the sources of funding. Costs for new
personnel and physical resources should be adequate and reasonable, existing programs should
not be negatively affected by the reallocation of funds, state funding income should be
calculated correctly, and total revenues should exceed total costs by the fifth year of projected
program operation.

(16) Program Evaluation Standards. The proposed program [Prepesed-pregrams] should
meet the standards of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on
Colleges, and the accrediting standards and doctoral program criteria of appropriate
professional groups and organizations, such as the Council of Graduate Schools [ir-the-United
States], the Modern Language Association, the American Historical Association, the
Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology or other bodies relevant to the particular
discipline. Out-of-state consultants shall be used by the institution and the Board to assist in
evaluating the quality of a proposed doctoral level program. The institution submitting the
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proposal is responsible for reimbursing the Coordinating Board for the costs associated with the
external review by out-of-state contractors.

(17) Strategic Plan. The proposed program [Prepesed-pregrams] should build on
existing strengths at the institution as indicated by its Program Inventory, should fit into the
institution's strategic plan, and should align with the state’s [state] strategic plan.

(18) Marketable Skills. There must be a list of the marketable skills associated with the
proposed program in keeping with the state strategic plan, 60x307X, and a plan for how
students will be informed of the marketable skills.

(19) [(48)] First Doctoral Program. When an institution has not previously offered
doctoral level work, notification to the executive secretary of the Southern Association of

Colleges and Schools, Commission on Colleges,fSeuthern-Asseciation-of-Collegesand-Sechoels; ]

is required at least one year in advance of program implementation.

5.47 — NO SECTION
5.48 Criteria for Certificate Programs at Universities and Health-Related Institutions

(a) Universities and health-related institutions are encouraged to develop upper-division
and graduate certificate programs of less than degree length to meet the needs of students and
the workforce. These rules are intended to provide a streamlined process for approval of those
programs.

(b) Certificate programs for which no academic credit is granted are exempt from the
provisions of this section.

(c) Certificate programs for which academic credit is granted at universities and health-
related institutions must meet the following criteria:

(1) They must meet identified workforce needs or provide the student with skills
and/or knowledge that shall be useful for their lives or careers.

(2) They must be consistent with the standards of the Commission on Colleges of
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools.

(3) They must meet the standards of all relevant state agencies or licensing bodies
which have oversight over the certificate program or graduate.

(4) Adequate financing must be available to cover all new costs to the institution five
years after the implementation of the program.

(d) The following certificate programs do not require Board approval or notification:

(1) certificate programs for which no collegiate academic credit is given,
(2) certificate programs in areas and at levels authorized by the Program Inventory
[table-efpregrams] of the institution with curricula of the following length:
(A) at the undergraduate level of 20 semester credit hours or less,
(B) at the graduate and professional level of 15 semester credit hours or less.

(e) The following certificate programs require Board approval and [if] shall be approved
if the following conditions are met:

(1) the proposed certificate is an upper-level undergraduate certificate of 21 - 36
hours in a disciplinary [areas] area where the institution already offers an undergraduate
degree program.
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(2) the proposed certificate is a graduate-level and professional certificate of 16 - 29
semester credit hours in disciplinary areas where the institution already offers a graduate
program at the same level as the certificate.

(f) Lower-division certificate programs.

(1) One and two-year, post-secondary career technical/workforce education
programs should be delivered primarily by community, state, and technical colleges. These
institutions are uniquely suited by virtue of their specialized mission, local governance, and
student support services to provide such opportunities in an efficient and economical manner.
For that reason, new lower-division career technical/workforce certificate programs shall not
generally be approved at public universities and health-related institutions.

(2) Universities and health-related institutions should not develop certificate
programs at the upper or graduate level that are equivalent to lower-division certificate
programs offered at community, state, and technical colleges.

5.49 NO SECTION
5.50 Approvals by the Commissioner

(a) The Commissioner may approve proposals from the public universities and health-
related institutions for new baccalaureate or master's degree programs and, in very limited
circumstances, new doctoral programs, on behalf of the Board in accordance with the
procedures and criteria specified in this section.

(b) To be approved by the Commissioner, a proposal for a new degree program must
include certification in writing from the Board of Regents of a proposing institution, in a form
prescribed by the Commissioner, that the following criteria have been met:

(1) The curriculum, faculty, resources, support services, and other components of a
proposed degree program are comparable to those of high quality programs in the same or
similar disciplines offered by other institutions.

(2) Clinical or in-service placements, if applicable, have been identified in sufficient
number and breadth to support the proposed program.

(3) The program is designed to be consistent with the standards of the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges [efthe-Seuthern-Asseciation-of
Collegesand-Sehoels], and with the standards of other applicable accrediting agencies; and is in
compliance with appropriate licensing authority requirements.

(4) The institution has provided credible evidence of long-term student interest and
job-market needs for graduates; or, if proposed by a university, the program is appropriate for
the development of a well-rounded array of basic baccalaureate degree programs at the
institution where the principal faculty and other resources are already in place to support other
approved programs and/or the general core curriculum requirements for all undergraduate
students.

(5) The program would not be unnecessarily duplicative of existing programs at
other institutions.

(6) Implementation and operation of the program would not be dependent on future
Special Item funding.

(7) New costs to the institution over the first five years after implementation of the
program would not exceed $2,000,000.

(c) In addition to the requirements listed in subsection (a) and (b) of this section, a new
doctoral program may only be approved by the Commissioner if:
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(1) the institution already offers a doctoral program or programs in a closely related
disciplinary area,

(2) those existing doctoral programs are productive and offered at a high level of
quality,

(3) the core faculty for the proposed program are already active and productive
faculty in an existing doctoral program at the institution,

(4) the institution has notified Texas public institutions that offer the proposed
program or a related program and resolved any objections; and

(5) there is a very strong link between the program and workforce needs or the
economic development of the state.

(d) A proposal for a new degree program must include a statement from the institution's
chief executive officer certifying adequate financing and explaining the sources of funding to
support the first five years of operation of the program.

(e) If a proposal meets the criteria specified in this section, the Commissioner may
either approve it or forward it to the Board for consideration at an appropriate quarterly
meeting.

(f) If a proposal does not meet the criteria specified in this section, the Commissioner
may deny approval or forward it to the Board for consideration at an appropriate quarterly
meeting. Institutions may appeal the decision to deny approval to the Board.

(9) If a proposed program is the subject of an unresolved grievance or dispute between
institutions, the Commissioner must forward it to the Board for consideration at an appropriate
quarterly meeting.

(h) The Commissioner shall make available to the public universities, health-related
institutions, community/technical colleges, and Independent Colleges of Texas, Inc. a list of all
pending proposals for new degree programs. If an institution wishes to provide the
Commissioner information supporting a concern it has about the approval of a pending proposal
for a new degree program at another institution, it must do so within 14 days of the initial
listing of the proposal, and it must also forward the information to the proposing institution.

(i) The authority given to the Commissioner to approve proposals from public
universities and health-related institutions for new degree programs (and other related duties
given under this section) may be delegated by the Commissioner to the Assistant Commissioner
for Academic Quality and Workforce [Werkferce,-Academic-Affairs-andResearech].

(j) Each quarter, the Commissioner shall send a list of his approvals and disapprovals
under this section to Board members. A list of the approvals and disapprovals shall also be
attached to the minutes of the next quarterly Board meeting.

5.51 Publishing of Doctoral Program Data

Each public university and health-related institution with one or more doctoral programs on its
program inventory shall collect and publish information on its website regarding the "[18]
Characteristics of Texas Public Doctoral Programs [Edueation]" as approved by the Board, on a
schedule determined by the Commissioner. Each institution must develop and implement a plan
for using the [18] Characteristics of Texas Public Doctoral Programs for ongoing evaluation and
quality improvement of each doctoral program.

5.52 Review of Existing Degree Programs
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(a) In accordance with the requirements of the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools, Commission on Colleges, each public institution of higher education shall have a
process to review the quality and effectiveness of existing degree programs and for continuous
improvement.

(b) The Coordinating Board staff shall develop a process for conducting a periodic audit
of the quality, productivity, and effectiveness of existing bachelor's, master's, and doctoral
degree programs at public institutions of higher education and health-related institutions.

(c) Each public university and health-related institution shall review all doctoral
programs at least once every ten [sever] years.

(1) On a schedule to be determined by the Commissioner, institutions shall submit a
schedule of review for all doctoral programs to the Assistant Commissioner of Academic Quality
and Workforce [Werkferece;-Academic-Affairs-and-Researeh].

(2) Institutions shall begin each review of a doctoral program with a rigorous self-

study.

(3) As part of the required review process, institutions shall use at least two external
reviewers with subject-matter expertise who are employed by institutions of higher education
outside of Texas.

(4) External reviewers must be provided with the materials and products of the self-
study and must be brought to the campus for an on-site review.

(5) External reviewers must be part of a program that is nationally recognized for
excellence in the discipline.

(6) External reviewers must affirm that they have no conflict of interest related to
the program under review.

(7) Closely-related programs, defined as sharing the same 4-digit Classification of
Instructional Programs code, may be reviewed in a consolidated manner at the discretion of the
institution.

(8) Institutions shall review master's and doctoral programs in the same discipline
simultaneously, using the same self-study materials and reviewers. Institutions may also, at
their discretion, review bachelor's programs in the same discipline as master's and doctoral
programs simultaneously.

(9) Criteria for the review of doctoral programs must include, but are not limited to:

(A) The [18} Characteristics of Texas Public Doctoral Programs;

(B) Student retention rates;

(C) Student enrollment;

(D) Graduate licensure rates (if applicable);

(E) Alignment of program with stated program and institutional goals and
purposes;

(F) Program curriculum and duration in comparison to peer programs;
(G) Program facilities and equipment;

(H) Program finance and resources;

(I) Program administration; and

(J) Faculty Qualifications.

(10) Institutions shall submit a report on the outcomes of each review, including the
evaluation of the external reviewers and actions the institution has taken or will take to improve
the program, and shall deliver these reports to the Academic Quality and Workforce [Werkferee;
Academic-Affairsand-Researeh] Division no later than 180 days after the reviewers have
submitted their findings to the institution.
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(11) Institutions may submit reviews of graduate programs performed for reasons of
programmatic licensure or accreditation in satisfaction of the review and reporting requirements
in this subsection.

(d) Each public university and health-related institution shall review all stand-alone
master's programs at least once every ten [seven} years.

(1) On a schedule to be determined by the Commissioner, institutions shall submit a
schedule of review for all master's programs to the Assistant Commissioner of Academic Quality
and Workforce [Werkferece;-Academic-Affairs-and-Researeh].

(2) Institutions shall begin each review of a master's program with a rigorous self-

study.

(3) As part of the required review process, institutions shall use at least one external
reviewer with subject-matter expertise who is employed by an institution of higher education
outside of Texas.

(4) External reviewers shall be provided with the materials and products of the self-
study. External reviewers may be brought to the campus for an on-site review or may be asked
to conduct a remote desk review.

(5) External reviewers must be part of a program that is nationally recognized for
excellence in the discipline.

(6) External reviewers must affirm that they have no conflict of interest related to
the program under review.

(7) Closely-related programs, defined as sharing the same 4-digit Classification of
Instructional Programs code, may be reviewed in a consolidated manner at the discretion of the
institution.

(8) Master's programs in the same 6-digit Classification of Instructional Programs
code as doctoral programs shall be reviewed simultaneously with their related doctoral
programs.

(9) Criteria for the review of master's programs must include, but are not limited to:

(A) Faculty qualifications;

(B) Faculty publications;

(C) Faculty external grants;

(D) Faculty teaching load;

(E) Faculty/student ratio;

(F) Student demographics;

(G) Student time-to-degree;

(H) Student publication and awards;

(I) Student retention rates;

(J) Student graduation rates;

(K) Student enrollment;

(L) Graduate licensure rates (if applicable);

(M) Graduate placement (i.e. employment or further education/training);

(N) Number of degrees conferred annually;

(O) Alignment of program with stated program and institutional goals and
purposes;

(P) Program curriculum and duration in comparison to peer programs;

(Q) Program facilities and equipment;

(R) Program finance and resources; and

(S) Program administration.
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(10) Institutions shall submit a report of the outcomes of each review, including the
evaluation of the external reviewer(s) and actions the institution has taken or will take to
improve the program, and shall deliver these reports to the Academic Quality and Workforce
[Werkferce,-Academic-Affairs-and-Researeh] Division no later than 180 days after the
reviewer(s) have submitted their findings to the institution.

(11) Institutions may submit reviews of graduate programs performed for reasons of
programmatic licensure or accreditation in satisfaction of the review and reporting requirements
in this subsection.

(e) The Coordinating Board shall review all reports submitted for master's and doctoral
programs and shall conduct analysis as necessary to ensure high quality. Institutions may be
required to take additional actions to improve their programs as a result of Coordinating Board
review.

5.53  Annual Evaluation of New Doctoral Degree Programs

(a) New doctoral degree programs shall be monitored by the Board staff for a period of
five years following implementation of the program to assure that any conditions of approval
stipulated by the Board have been satisfied by the end of that period.

(b) Progress toward satisfaction of any conditions of approval shall be described in the
new doctoral program's annual reports to the Board.

(c) A new doctoral degree program that adequately satisfied all conditions of approval
during the first five years following program implementation shall not be required to submit
further annual reports unless directed to do so by the Commissioner.

5.54 Noncompliance with Conditions of Approval for New Doctoral Degree Programs

(a) A new doctoral degree program that fails to satisfy all contingencies and conditions
of approval by the end of the first five years following program implementation shall be notified
in writing of said failure by the Board staff. Within sixty (60) days of receipt of notification, the
program shall:

(1) provide to the Board staff a written report containing the institution's findings as
to why all conditions of approval were not met;

(2) submit a written plan describing how the program will fulfill all unsatisfied
conditions of approval within one year; and

(3) at the end of the one-year period provide a report to the Board staff on whether
or not all unsatisfied conditions of approval have been fulfilled.

(b) A new doctoral degree program that fails to satisfy all remaining conditions of
approval during the one-year period referenced in subsection (a)(2) of this section shall be
required to show cause why the program should not be closed.

(c) Program Closure. If it is determined that a new doctoral degree program is in
jeopardy of noncompliance with the conditions of its approval, Coordinating Board staff may
notify the institution in writing with a recommendation. If the institution where the program is
located wishes to close the program, the institution shall:

(1) give appropriate notification to the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
Commission on Colleges;
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(2) cease to admit new students to the program and provide Board staff with the
names, dates of admission, and projected graduation dates of all students currently enrolled in
the program;

(3) teach-out students currently enrolled in the program over a period of time not to
exceed one and one-half times the normal program length. The Commissioner may extend the
duration of the teach-out period if the institution presents compelling evidence that an
extension is appropriate and necessary;

(4) ensure that all courses necessary to complete the program are offered on a timely
basis;

(5) close the program when the last student enrolled in the program has graduated or
the teach-out period has lapsed; and

(6) notify the Coordinating Board when the program is finally closed.

(d) If the institution chooses not to follow the recommendation, Coordinating Board staff
may send the recommendation to the governing board of the institution. If the governing board
does not accept the recommendation to eliminate the program, then the university system or,
where a system does not exist, the institution must identify the programs recommended for
closure by the Coordinating Board on the next legislative appropriations request submitted by
the system or institution.

5.55 No changes




