Graduate Council Minutes

The University of Southern Mississippi

November 16, 2009

The Graduate Council met at 3:00 p.m. on November 16, 2009 in McCain Library, Room 203 with Dr. Ernest King, Chair of the Graduate Council, presiding.

The following voting members were present:, Dr. Sam Bruton, Dr. David Daves, Dr. Dan Drane, Dr. Chris Goertzen, Dr. Sabine Heinhorst, Dr. Lawrence Hosman, Dr. Stephen Howden, Dr. Ernest King, Mr. Dixon McDowell, Dr. Bonnie Nicholson, Dr. Lisa Nored, Dr. Mark Peterson, Dr. Timothy Rehner, Dr. Sharon Rouse, Dr. Shiao Wang, Dr. Ellen Weinauer, Dr. Mike Wittmann and Dr. Kathy Yadrick.
The following voting members were represented by proxies to constitute a quorum: 
Dr. Tim Rehner for Dr. Kathy Yadrick for the second half of the meeting.

The following non-voting members were present: Dr. Patricia Biesiot for Dr. Joe Whitehead, Ms. Nancy Kaul for Dr. Carole Kiehl, Ms. Alice Ferguson, Mr. Greg Pierce, Dr. William Powell and Dr. Susan Siltanen.
The following guests were present: Ms. Tammy Adams, Ms. Mary Jane Barmettler, Dr. Diane Fisher, Dr. Sherry Herron, Dr. Thomas Lipscomb, Ms. Kathryn Lowery, Dr. Wanda Maulding, Dr. Richard Mohn, Dr. Gary Peters, Ms. Dawn Porter, Dr. Thomas O’Brien, Ms. Desiree Rodriguez, Mr. Jerry Ross and Dr. Kyna Shelley
1.0
Call to Order

Dr. King called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.

2.0
Adoption of Agenda

Dr. King presented the agenda for approval.  Dr. Hosman moved and Dr. Peterson seconded a motion to approve the agenda.  The motion passed.

3.0
Approval of Minutes 

Dr. King presented the October 19, 2009 minutes for approval.  Dr. Hosman moved and Dr. Howden seconded a motion to approve the October 19, 2009 minutes.  The motion passed. 

4.0
Course and Program Proposals


4.1
College of Arts & Letters


4.1.1
Department of English



Dr. King presented the request to modify the M.A. in English with 




emphasis in Literature and the Ph.D. in English with emphasis in 




Literature.  Mr. McDowell moved and Dr. Heinhorst seconded a motion to 


request consideration of these modifications as a group.  The motion 



passed.  Mr. McDowell moved and Dr. Heinhorst seconded a motion to 



approve the modifications of the M.A. in English with emphasis in 




Literature and the Ph.D. in English with emphasis in Literature.  The 



motion passed.
Dr. King presented the request to modify ENG 640.  Mr. McDowell 

moved and Dr. Heinhorst seconded a motion to approve the modification 

of ENG 640.  The motion passed.




Dr. King presented the request to add ENG 641 and ENG 741.  Mr. 



McDowell moved and Dr. Heinhorst seconded a motion to consider these 



additions as a group.  The motion passed. Mr. McDowell moved and Dr. 



Heinhorst seconded a motion to approve the additions of ENG 641 and 



ENG 741.  The motion passed.

4.1.2
Department of Foreign Languages and Literatures


Dr. King presented the request to add a Graduate Certificate in TESOL.  Dr. Bruton moved and Dr. Wang seconded a motion to approve the addition of the Graduate Certificate in TESOL.  The motion passed.

Dr. King presented the request to add SPA 626.  Dr. Hosman moved and Dr. Rehner seconded a motion to return this request to the Department.  The motion passed.  Council is requesting separate syllabus for SPA 626 and AEC 626.
4.1.3
Department of Speech Communication

Dr. King presented the request to modify the prefix of all SCM courses to CMS.  Dr. Bruton moved and Dr. Weinauer seconded a motion to approve the modification of the prefix of all SCM courses to CMS.  The motion passed.


4.2
College of Business


No new business.


4.3
College of Education and Psychology



4.3.1
Department of Psychology
Dr. King presented the request to modify PSY 641 and PSY 748.  Dr. Hosman moved and Mr. McDowell seconded a motion to request consideration of these modifications as a group.  The motion passed.  Dr. Hosman moved and Mr. McDowell seconded a motion to approve the modifications of PSY 641 and PSY 748.  The motion passed.
4.3.2
Department of Educational Studies & Research

Dr. King presented the request to modify REF 810.  Dr. Howden moved and Dr. Nicholson seconded a motion to approve the modification of REF 810.  The motion passed.

Dr. King presented the request to approve the addition of the Research, Evaluation, Statistics, Assessment (RESA) emphasis area to the Ph.D. in Education.  Dr. Rehner moved and Dr. Hosman seconded a motion to approve the addition of the Research, Evaluation, Statistics, Assessment (RESA) emphasis area to the Ph.D. in Education.  The motion passed.

4.3.3
Department of Curriculum, Instruction and Special Education

Dr. King presented the request to modify SPE 631, 632, 634, 640, 644, 680 and 709.  Mr. McDowell moved and Dr. Hosman seconded a motion to request consideration of these modifications as a group.  The motion passed.  Mr. McDowell moved and Dr. Hosman seconded a motion to approve the modification of SPE 631, 632, 640, 644, 680 and 709.  The motion passed.


4.4
College of Health
4.4.1
No new business.

4.5       College of Science and Technology

4.5.1
School of Construction



Dr. King presented the request to modify AEC 692.  Dr. Hosman moved 



and Nicholson seconded a motion to approve the modification of 




AEC 692.  The motion passed.






Dr. King presented the request to add an Architecture and Construction 



Visualization (ACV) emphasis area to the Ph.D. in Computational 




Science.  Mr. McDowell moved and Dr. Peterson seconded a motion to 



table the request to add an Architecture and Construction Visualization 



(ACV) emphasis area to the Ph.D. in Computational Science.  The motion 



passed.  Council is requesting more clarification on the need for this 



emphasis area as well as the number of hours for the emphasis area.  



Council is also requesting a support letter from the Psychology 




Department.



Dr. King presented the request to add AEC 720 and AEC 792.  Mr. 



McDowell moved and Dr. Peterson seconded a motion to request the 



addition of these courses as a group.  The motion passed.  Mr. McDowell 



moved and Dr. Peterson seconded a motion to table the addition of AEC 



720 and AEC 792.  The motion passed.  These courses will be tabled until 



there is more clarification for the Architecture and Construction 




Visualization (ACV) emphasis area to the Ph.D. in Computational 




Science.  




Dr. King presented the request to add AEC 626.  Dr. Hosman moved and



Dr. Rehner seconded a motion to return this request back to the 




Department.  The motion passed.  Council is requesting that a separate 



syllabus be submitted for AEC 626 and SPA 626.


4.5.2
School of Criminal Justice



Dr. King presented the request to modify the M.A. in Criminal Justice and 



the M.S. in Criminal Justice.  Dr. Hosman moved and Dr. Drane seconded 



a motion to request consideration of these modifications as a group.  The 



motion passed.  Dr. Hosman moved and Dr. Drane seconded a motion to 



approve the modifications of the M.A. in Criminal Justice and the M.S. in 



Criminal Justice.  The motion passed.



Dr. King presented the request to add CJ 670, 680, and 792.  Dr. Hosman 



moved and Dr. Nicholson seconded a motion to request consideration of 



these additions as a group.  The motion passed.  Dr. Hosman moved and 



Dr. Nicholson seconded a motion to approve the addition of CJ 670, 680 



and 792.  The motion passed.




Dr. King presented the request to modify CJ 580, 620, 625, 640, 650 and 



797.  Dr. Hosman moved and Mr. McDowell seconded a motion to request 


consideration of these modifications as a group.  The motion passed. Dr. 



Hosman moved and Mr. McDowell seconded a motion to approve the 



modification of CJ 580, 620, 625, 640, 650 and 797.  The motion passed.

5.0
Officers Report


5.1
Chair – Dr. Ernest King


No report.
5.2 Chair-Elect – Dr. Sharon Rouse
No report.

5.3 Corresponding Secretary – Dr. Susan Siltanen 


No report.
5.4 Parliamentarian – Dr. Susan Siltanen



No report.
6.0
Standing Committee Reports


6.1
Bylaws Committee – Dr. Sam Bruton


Dr. Bruton presented the recommendations from the Committee.  



Council approved all recommendations.  Please see attached.
6.2
Credentials Committee – Dr. Bonnie Nicholson

Dr. Nicholson submitted the Credentials report for November 2009 for approval.  The report was approved.  Please see attached.

6.3 Election Committee – Dr. Kathy Yadrick

No report.
6.4 Policies and Procedures Committee – Dr. Lisa Nored
The Policies and Procedures Committee met on November 16, 2009.  The committee requested clarification regarding one of the charges and will meet again on December 7 to discuss further.
6.5 Program Review Committee – Dr. Lawrence Hosman, Chair
No report.
7.0
Liaisons to University Committees


7.1
Assessment Committee- Dr. Sharon Rouse
The University Assessment Committee is reviewing Phase II Assessments to be completed and submitted to Kathryn electronically or at meeting on December 2, 2009.

7.2
Academic Technology Committee- Dr. Sharon Rouse



No report.
7.3       Strategic Planning Committee – Dr. Ernest King
No report.
7.4 
Strategic Enrollment Planning Council- Dr. Sharon Rouse
New members to the Strategic Enrollment Committee will meet on Monday, November 23, 2009 for briefing on the University's enrollment plan.

7.5
Provost Council- Dr. Sharon Rouse or Dr. Ernest King 



No report.
8.0
Ad-hoc Committees


8.1
IRB Training for Faculty and Graduate Students-Dr. Kathy Yadrick


 The Committee presented their report for review and will be voted on at the 


December meeting.  Please see attached.
8.2
Out of State Waiver Policy for Graduate Assistants-Dr. Sabine Heinhorst 

No report.
8.3
Summer Tuition Scholarships for Graduate Assistants-Dr. Bonnie Nicholson 

Dr. Nicholson presented the recommendation of this committee.  Council approved all recommendations.  Please see attached.
9.0
Unfinished Business

9.1
No new business.
10.0
New Business

10.1
Election of Council member to serve on University Priorities Committee.

Dr. Rouse was nominated by Council to serve on the University Priorities Committee.
11.0
Announcements

11.1
No announcements. 

12.0
Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned.  The next meeting is scheduled for December 7, 2009 at 3:00.


___________________________

___________________________


Greg Pierce, Recording Secretary

Dr. Ernest King, Chair

GRADUATE MINUTES COURSE/PROGRAM SUMMARY

November 16, 2009
College of Arts and Letters
Department of English
         Modify:


M.A. in English with emphasis in Literature.
Proposed Plan: ENG 



640, ENG 641, One course in Literary Theory, Four courses from 




four different Distribution Areas (American Literature to 1890, 




British Lit to 1660, British Lit 1660-1890, British and American 




Lit 1890-1960, Lit in English after 1960, Non-traditional Lit in 




English), Two additional electives, ENG 698 (6 hrs). Additional 




Notes for Proposed Plan: Students must…(a) Complete a 





research tool (proficiency in one foreign language), (b) 500-level 




courses count toward degree only with approval of graduate 




coordinator, (c) Take a minimum of two 700-level courses, 
(d) 




Take ENG 690 Over two semesters if granted a teaching 





assistantship (hrs do not count towards degree), (e) Take a 





Master’s Comp Exam.

Modify:

Ph.D. in English with emphasis in Literature Proposed Plans: 




PhD from MA - ENG 640, ENG 641, One course in Literary 




Theory, One course in each distribution area (American Literature 




to 1890, British Lit to 1660, British Lit 1660-1890, British and 




American Lit 1890-1960, Lit in English after 1960,Non-traditional 




Lit in English), Two additional Electives, ENG 898. (2) PhD from 




BA (NEW) – ENG 640, ENG 641, One course in Literary Theory, 




One Course in each of the following Distribution Areas (American 




Literature to 1890, British Lit to 1660, British Lit 1660-1890, 




British and American Lit 1890-1960, Lit in English after 





1960,Non-traditional Lit in English), six additional Electives, ENG 



698 (6 hrs), ENG 898 (12 hrs).  Additional Notes (applies to both 



proposed PhD plans): Students must…(a) complete research tool 




by demonstrating proficiency in two foreign languages or in one 




foreign language and complete 12 hrs in an allied area of study, (b) 



500-level courses count toward degree only with approval of 




graduate coordinator, (c) Take a minimum of five 700-level 




classes, (d) Take ENG 690 over two semesters if granted a 





teaching assistantship, (e)Complete a MA Comp Exam, and (f) 




Complete PhD Comp Exam.


Modify:

ENG 640

Bibliography and Methods of Research in 







English.






To: 


ENG 640

Critical Reading and Methods in English.







Effective fall 2010.


Add: 


ENG 641

Advanced Research and Methods in English.







Three hours.  Face to face format.  







Effective fall 2010.

Add:


ENG 741

Practicum in Prospectus and Dissertation 







Writing.  One hour.  Face to face format.








Effective fall 2010.

Department of Foreign Languages & Literatures

Add: 


Graduate Certificate in TESOL.  Plan A: applicants with a B.A. 




degree and min 3.0 GPA, (1) select two courses (6 hrs) from: FL 




561, 663, 664, 665, 694, and (2) complete six hours of TESOL 




coursework (TSL 612, 692, or other TESOL-related courses as 




approved by graduate coordinator). Plan B: applicants with a MA 




in Teaching of Languages, may not repeat FL courses; must take 




12 hrs of TESOL coursework (TSL 612, 692, or other TESOL-




related courses as approved by graduate coordinator.) 

Department of Speech Communication


Modify: 

Prefix change of all SCM courses to CMS.  Effective fall 2010.

College of Education and Psychology
Department of Psychology
Modified:                    PSY 641

Cognitive and Abilities Assessment. 



Corequisite PSY 748.

To:                              PSY 641

Adult Cognitive Assessment.  Remove the 


corequisite PSY 748.  Effective fall 2010.

Modify:                      PSY 748

Cognitive Assessment Lab. Corequisite 




PSY 641.
To:                              PSY 748

Child Cognitive Assessment.  Add the 


Prerequisite PSY 641.  Effective fall 2010.

Department of Educational Studies & Research

Modify: 

REF 810

Design and Methodology in Institutional 








Research.  Face to face format.


To: 


REF 810

Design and Methodology in Institutional 








Research.  Face to face and online delivery 







format.  Effective spring 2010.


Add: 


Research, Evaluation, Statistics, Assessment (RESA) emphasis 




area to the Ph.D. in Education.  Effective spring 2010.  Degree 




Requirements: 63 credit hours, 3.0 GPA to graduate.  Courses: 




(1)  Educational Foundations (3 hrs) – REF 709 (2) Statistics 




Proficiency (6 hrs) – REF 761, 762 (3) Core (24 hrs) – REF 712 




(or REF elective), 718 Quantitative, 720, 770, 792 Qualitative, 




824, 830, 792 (4) Research Competency (6 hrs) - REF 791-1, 791-




2 (5) Cognate (9 hrs) – 700+ from one program (6) Dissertation 




(15 hrs) - REF 889, 898.

Department of Curriculum, Instruction and Special Education

Modify: 

SPE 631

Advanced Programming for Elementary 







Students with Mild/Moderate Disabilities.  







Face to face format.


To: 


SPE 631

Advanced Programming for Elementary 







Students with Mild/Moderate Disabilities.  








Face to face, online delivery and interactive 







video format.  Effective spring 2010.


Modify: 

SPE 632

Advanced Programming for Secondary 







Students with Disabilities.  Face to face 








format.


To: 


SPE 632

Advanced Programming for Secondary 







Students with Disabilities.  Face to face, 







online delivery and interactive video format.  






Effective spring 2010.


Modify: 

SPE 634

Advanced Practicum in Learning 








Disabilities.  Face to face format.


To: 


SPE 634

Advanced Practicum in Learning 








Disabilities.  Face to face, online delivery 







and interactive video format.  Effective 







spring 2010.

Modify: 

SPE 640

Advanced Seminar in Mental Retardation.









Face to face format.


To:


SPE 640

Advanced Seminar in Mental Retardation.








Face to face, online delivery and interactive 







video format.  Effective spring 2010.


Modify: 

SPE 644

Advanced Practicum in Mental Retardation.








Face to face format.


To: 


SPE 644

Advanced Practicum in Mental Retardation.








Face to face, online delivery and interactive 







video format.  Effective spring 2010.


Modify:

SPE 680

Advanced Practicum in Special Education.  







Face to face format.


To: 


SPE 680

Advanced Practicum in Special Education.  







Face to face, online delivery and interactive 







video format.  Effective spring 2010.

Modify: 

SPE 709

Assessment of Exceptional Individuals.







Face to face format.


To: 


SPE 709

Assessment of Exceptional Individuals.








Face to face, online delivery and interactive 







video format.  Effective spring 2010.
College of Science & Technology

School of Construction

Modify: 

AEC 692

Special Problems.  Lecture face to face 







format.

To: 


AEC 692

Special Problems.  Lecture face to face, out 







of state face to face and out of country face 







to face format.  Effective spring 2010.


Tabled: 

Architecture and Construction Visualization (ACV) emphasis 




area to the Ph.D. in Computational Science.

Tabled: 

AEC 720

Info Interoperability, Object Oriented 







and Parametric Modeling.


Tabled: 

AEC 792

Special Problems in Architecture and 







Construction Visualization.
School of Criminal Justice

Modify: 

M.A. in Criminal Justice – Hours: reduce required hours from 39 




to 36.  Existing Req (39 hrs): AJ 520, 530, 533, 535, 550, 560, 




582, 600, 625, 698 (6 hrs), Electives (6 hrs at 500/600 level). 




Proposed Req (36 hrs): CJ 600, 620, 625, 630, 640, 650, 660, 




670, 680, 698 (6 hrs), Elective (3 hrs at 600 level). 




Effective Fall 2010.

Modify: 

M.S. in Criminal Justice – Hours: reduce required hours from 39 




to 36. Existing Req (39 hrs): AJ 520, 530, 533, 535, 550, 560, 




582, 600, 625, Electives (12 hrs at 500/600 level). Proposed Req 




(36 hrs): CJ 600, 620, 625, 630, 640, 650, 660, 670, 680, Elective 




(9 hrs at 600 level). Effective Fall 2010.


Add: 


CJ 670


Seminar in Criminal Justice Policy.  








Three hours. Face to face format. 








Effective fall 2010.


Add: 


CJ 680


Seminar in Criminal Justice Ethics.








Three hours.  Face to face format.








Effective fall 2010.


Add: 


CJ 792


Special Problems.  One hour.








Face to face format.  Effective fall 2010.


Modify: 

CJ 580


Seminar in Criminal Justice.  Face to face 







format.

To: 


CJ 580


Seminar in Criminal Justice.  Face to face,








online delivery and interactive video format.








Effective spring 2010.


Modify: 

CJ 620


Advanced Research Methods in Criminal 







Justice.


To: 


CJ 620


Applied Research Methods for Criminal 







Justice.  Effective fall 2010.


Modify: 

CJ 625


Seminar in Criminal Justice Planning and 







Research.

To: 


CJ 625


Applied Statistical Methods for Criminal 







Justice.  Effective fall 2010.


Modify: 

CJ 640


ProSeminar in Police Administration.


To: 


CJ 640


Seminar in Policing.  Effective fall 2010.


Modify: 

CJ 650


ProSeminar in Corrections.


To: 


CJ 650


Seminar in Corrections.  Effective fall 2010.


Modify: 

CJ 797


Independent Study.  3-12 hours.


To: 


CJ 797


Independent Study.  1-12 hours. 








Effective summer 2010. 

To: Graduate Council








11/12/09
From: Bylaws Committee (Sam Bruton, Stephan Howden)

Recommendations
1. We recommend against amending our bylaws so as to require GC representatives to be tenured. (Current provision: “Regular members of the graduate faculty who are in at least their third year of full-time contractual service to the university are eligible to be elected to Graduate Council.”)

2. We recommend amending our bylaws so as to preclude GC representatives from being members of Academic Council as well.

3. We recommend amending our bylaws so as to remove “one graduate student representative determined by the Graduate Student Association” as a voting member, and to add “one graduate student representative determined by the Graduate Student Council” as a non-voting, ex-officio member.

	DATE: Nov 16, 2009
	

	TO: Graduate Council
	

	FM: Graduate Credentials Committee
	

	RE: Graduate Faculty Recommendations
	

	Name
	Department
	Recommendation Status

	 
	Associate Level 1
	 

	Neelis, Laurie A.
	Human Performance & Recreation
	A1

	 
	 
	 

	 
	Associate Level 2
	 

	Bushardt, Stephen C.
	Management & International Business
	A2

	 
	 
	 

	 
	Associate Level 3
	 

	Beckman, Daniel
	Coastal Sciences
	A3

	Marchland, Marianne H.
	Political Science, International, & Intl. Affairs
	A3

	 
	 
	 

	 
	Regular Level 1
	 

	Lambers, James V.
	Mathematics
	R1

	Lyle, S. Jeremy
	Mathematics
	R1

	Zhu, Huiqing
	Mathematics
	R1

	 
	 
	 

	 
	Regular Level 2
	 

	Carroll, Michael S.
	Human Performance & Recreation
	R2

	Follett, Westley N.
	History
	R2

	Gearity, Brian T.
	Human Performance & Recreation
	R2

	Morgan, Chester "Bo" M., III.
	History
	R2

	Palmer, Felicity J.
	English
	R2

	Ural, Susannah J.
	History
	R2

	 
	 
	 

	 
	Regular Level 3
	 

	Bristol, Douglas W., Jr.
	History
	R3

	Nuwer, Deanne S.
	History
	R3

	Tyler, Pamela
	History
	R3

	Wrighton, J. Mark
	Political Science, International, & Intl. Affairs
	R3

	
	
	

	Respectfully submitted,
	

	
	
	

	__________________________________
	

	Dr. Bonnie Nicholson, Chair


Ad Hoc Committee

Joint Committee of Graduate Council, University Research Council, Institutional Review Board

Research Training in the Conduct of Research and Human Subjects Protection

October 20, 2009

Minutes and Recommendations

The ad hoc committee met with the following members in attendance: Kathy Yadrick (chair, representing Graduate Council and IRB), Dave Daves (Graduate Council), Lawrence Hosman (Graduate Council and IRB), Kyna Shelley (University Research Council and IRB), and Jae-Hwa Shin (URC).

The charge of the committee was defined as developing recommendations for policy and procedures related to provision of training to University of Southern Mississippi faculty, research staff, and students in responsible conduct of research and protection of human research subjects.  Points of discussion included: 1) who should participate in training; 2) what mechanisms could be used to monitor training; 3) what should training consist of; and 4) under whose oversight should training fall.  Our recommendations are as follows:

Who should participate in training/what mechanisms could be used to monitor training

1. All faculty, including regular, research, clinical, part-time, and adjunct faculty, must complete training in conduct of research.  Individual faculty, on a case-by-case basis, could be exempted from this requirement on the recommendation of the individual’s department chair with approval of the dean of the college in which the individual is appointed.  Examples of faculty who could be exempted are adjunct faculty teaching lower division courses only.   

Rationale: since we are a Research University with High Research Activity (Carnegie classification), as an institution we need to promote, support, and educate relative to the research culture on our campuses.  Even those faculty who teach only undergraduates need to understand basic principles related to the conduct of research, since they use research based sources in teaching.  Further, undergraduate faculty may be mentoring students in research for honors theses, McNair scholar projects, etc.    

Possible mechanisms to monitor

Documentation of completion of required research training is required at the time of:


a) Conferring graduate faculty status.  Graduate Council Credentials Committee could verify completion of research training before granting approval.  A check box for staff use could be added to the Graduate Faculty Status request forms for this purpose.  A re-review of all faculty currently holding graduate faculty status is recommended once a policy is initiated, to insure completion of training by all graduate faculty.  Following this initial period, this process could be completed as part of each new Graduate Faculty request.  Documentation of completion of Refresher Training could be required at the time of cyclical review of Graduate Faculty status.     


b) Approval of a protocol by the IRB.  Completion of training must be documented prior to IRB review, training to be completed by 1) faculty listed or signing as investigator or advisor on HS Cover Page; department chair signing HS Cover Page.

c) Submission of a grant proposal. Completion of training by all faculty investigators listed on the Internal Approval Form must be documented prior to proposal submission.

2. All research staff must complete training in conduct of research.  This includes research staff at all levels, i.e. research scientists, project/lab directors/managers, technicians, assistants.

Rationale: anyone involved in the conduct of research at any level should be familiar with the principles and practices of responsible research conduct.

Possible mechanisms to monitor:
PI/project director is responsible for ensuring that all staff reporting to him/her complete training AND/OR VP for Research office monitors.
3.  Students: all graduate students must complete training in conduct of research.  All undergraduate students involved in research must also complete training.  Involvement in research does not include enrolling in research courses, but does include participating in any aspect of research or a research project, including research conceptualization, design, implementation or experimentation, data handling, or data analyses.    

Rationale: All graduate students will act as researchers and/or as research consumers as part of their graduate program.  Anyone involved in the conduct of research at any level should be familiar with the principles and practices of responsible research conduct.

Possible mechanisms to monitor:
a) Graduate School adds completion of research training to Degree Requirements and to milestones on Plan of Study forms.

b) Honors College requires completion of research training as part of Honors Thesis requirements (or possibly includes as an Honors College requirement earlier in the student’s progress)

What should training consist of?
1.  CITI, the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative, should be engaged as the training provider.

a. CITI charges an institutional user fee of $1500 per year per institution for 

i. setting up an institutional page

ii. access to CITI training for an unlimited number of people from institution 

iii. access to a variety of training modules, including the Basic Course for the Protection of Human Subjects, and refresher courses

2. Training modules

a. All individuals who are required to complete training must complete a Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR) module.  The module is to be selected from the five CITI RCR alternatives, depending on the individual’s discipline.  These include biomedical sciences, social and behavioral sciences, physical sciences and engineering, humanities, and IAUAC.

b. Individuals working with human subjects must complete a defined number of modules (6-7 proposed) of the Basic Course for the Protection of Human Research Subjects with a TBD pass score for each module. 
Who should provide oversight for training?

Either the Provost or the Vice President for Research or both could oversee training.  CITI materials suggest that a training coordinator be identified.  A training coordinator would at the least monitor successful completion of training modules, serve as the repository for records of completion.  Optimally a training coordinator would also facilitate participation of university personnel in training by fielding questions, orienting faculty, staff and students to this resource, etc.    
All:

Please read the following information.  The Graduate Council needs to select one member to be a member of the University Priorities Committee.  If you are interested, please email me directly (ernest.king@usm.edu).  If more than one person is interested – and I hope that is the case – we will have an election for our representative at Monday’s meeting.  Nominations are also welcome, but that does not obligate the nominee to serve.

Thanks.

Ernie

Charge to the University Priorities Committee

Examine all areas of the University for potential cost savings and make recommendations to the President and Provost as how to achieve savings.  As a part of this charge the committee will determine what the priorities of the university are in moving forward. Priorities are reflected in the funds allocated for degree programs and in funds for non-academic program/services.  Programs are defined as any part of the university supported from the university budget. 

 The proposal is a blueprint for how the University Priorities Committee (UPC) will approach evaluation of all funded areas of the university.  As in construction, this blueprint will be subject to slight modifications by the UPC during the course of their work.

----------------------------------------

Proposed University Priorities Committee Plan

I.  The need for a University Priorities Committee


The University of Southern Mississippi is in the midst of current and predicted budget reductions that mean we cannot function as in the past.  It is expected that we must absorb about a 12 million dollar budget reduction for the FY 2011 budget (starting July 2010), an additional 13 million reduction for the FY 2012 budget, and perhaps another 10 million dollar reduction by FY 2013.  These are all losses in state appropriation to USM and can be reduced to a limited degree by increases in tuition dollars through raising tuition, increased retention, and increased enrollments.  Much of the budget reduction for FY 2011 have already been identified yet the next two fiscal years are in question.  In the sense that reductions appear to be extended over a long period the university must look beyond quick fixes and instead rely on sound continued planning for what programs are required to meet our educational missions and what level of supporting services are needed for those programs. We need a University Priorities Committee to function in determining what programs and services are essential to the mission of The University of Southern Mississippi.  


The Provost requested that Faculty Senate recommend the function and the committee make up of a budget committee.  This report responds to that request and names that committee the University Priorities Committee.  This committee will have a profound influence on the direction the university will take over the next decade or longer.  It is important that the mission of the university is clearly defined, understood by the entire university community, and used as a guiding principle for all evaluations. 

II. Foundation for action.
            A.  Academic Planning Group (2009)
            The most recent work at the university in evaluating programs was done by the Academic Planning Group (APG).  This group of both academic and non-academic representatives in the 2008-2009 academic year developed a numerical analysis of some attributes of all academic programs in the university.  The APG was then expanded to include more representatives in Feb 2009 with a new function of determining how to handle budget cuts for the FY 2010 and 2011.  After 2010 cuts were achieved by Colleges, the APG then worked on the cuts for 2011 with a target of about $8 million from the academic side of the university.  The APG then was divided into academic APG and non-academic APG.  Only the Academic APG continued to meet.  


Deans were asked to rate their college’s programs into three groups:  A. top 25%, B. middle 50% and C. bottom 25%.  The APG then met with each Dean to go over their bottom 25% and view possible savings.  Also, support services that were in the budget stream from the Provost were asked to describe their units.  This did not produce much savings, so the APG asked the Deans to go back and each present $2 million in cuts in a priority list.  Additionally, other academic services were asked to present up to 10% cuts.  Each Dean and head of academic services then met with APG to describe their proposed cuts.  The APG voted on the list of potential academic cuts.  This vote was on a scale of 1 to 5 to put the cuts in rank order.  After the ranked list was developed the list was given to President Saunders for final decisions by the Executive Cabinet.

B.  Data-based and practical models to facilitate program priority ranking processes.


Across the nation many universities and colleges are faced with shrinking budgets and are now forced into developing plans for prioritization of programs. Robert Dickeson, a former higher education administrator at several universities and a widely demanded consultant, published Prioritizing Academic Programs and Services (1999) to assist universities in reallocation of resources.  One successful example of his model can be found at Indiana State University. Most of the work was accomplished within a 12 month period. (http://www.indstate.edu/academicaffairs/program_prioritization.htm).  Other recent prioritization processes can be found at Minnesota State – Moorhead, University of Maine, Southeast Missouri State University, and Washington State University.

Key points of this process include: 

(1) Identifying responsible leadership in a shared leadership model (pg. 27 Dickeson).

(2) Reaffirming the institutional mission: mission statements typically lack clarity to articulate to internal and external audiences understanding about the institution, its purposes, or its future (pg. 29-42 Dickeson).  

(3) Define what constitutes a program (not departments and not just degree programs)


(4) Select appropriate criteria, design additional data formats, decide relative weights for each criteria, provide supportive data, make institution-wide perspective judgments.  


Dickeson suggests criteria of: history, development and expectations of the program; external demand for the program; internal demand for the program; quality program outcomes; size, scope, and productivity of the program; revenue and other resources generated by the program; costs and other expenses associate with the program; impact, justification, and overall essentiality of the program; opportunity analysis of the program. (pg. 55-58 Dickeson):

(5) Use judgments of faculty leadership to drive program ratings ( pg. 88 Dickeson).  All participants operate from the same mission statement, program criteria and weights.

(6) Conduct an open process with equitable representation of stakeholders linking program review with planning and budgeting (pg. 95 Dickeson).  

(7) Implement program decisions based on data: enrichment or expansion of programs rating a high level of quality (quality of inputs and processes and costs/other expenses); addition of new programs (habit of successful organizations – pre-emerging or synergistic areas); reduction of programs; consolidation or restructuring programs; elimination of programs (legal considerations); accreditation issues (pg. 107-110 Dickeson); humane dimensions of reallocation (pg. 110-113 Dickeson).

(8) Reduce the number of specialized services and administrative responsibilities (pg. 44 Dickeson; pg. 127, Outsourcing Practices in Higher Education; pg. 137, Criteria for Measuring Administrative Programs).  


C.  Currently available program assessment data.
At The University of Southern Mississippi all degree programs and non-academic units conduct annual assessments and submit reports to the University Assessment Committee that can be used for evaluating programs.  Additionally, each academic unit is subject to rotating program review by both Academic and Graduate Councils.  Results and data from these evaluations can be used, in addition to new data, to prepare program reports that will be required from all programs to address criteria determined by the Academic or Non-academic Priorities Committees.
III. Inclusion of all stakeholders

A. Faculty, staff, and students.

Stakeholders directly affected by academic and non-academic program prioritization are the faculty who make up the majority of the University’s budget, the staff of both academic and non-academic programs, and the students who pursue their education.  As in other comprehensive research universities, we believe that the faculty should be the major driver of the academic-related priority committee with all stakeholders involved at differing points along the process.  (Dickeson, pg. 50).

B. Informed stakeholders.


The prioritization process should be open.  This means description of the process should be widely published, that minutes of meetings should be posted in a timely manner, that observers to the process be allowed as long as it is not disruptive to their proceedings, that a web hotline be established for frequently asked questions, and that local media outlets be informed of our intentions and progress in prioritization (Dickeson, pg. 96).  The local community, state, and region are affected by the prioritization process in terms of program availability and potential loss of employees.  It is important that these stakeholders are kept informed. 
IV. Committees for ongoing program review and budget recommendations.

A.  University Priorities Committee (UPC)

The UPC will include two subcommittees, the Academic Priorities subcommittee and the Non-academic Priorities subcommittee. The University Priorities Committee chair will be selected from one of the Academic Priorities subcommittee co-chairs.  The University through the Provost and/or President’s office will provide support for these committees in terms of secretarial assistance, potential release time for committee chairs and members, and other resources, as needed.  The subcommittees will meet together monthly as the University Priorities Committee to monitor progress towards meeting their timelines and reaching their concluding recommendations (Dickeson, pg. 133).  After each subcommittee obtains a draft of their separate recommendations, they will present them to the entire UPC.  Each subcommittee will then consider potential modification of their recommendations.  The UPC will then come together to prepare a joint recommendation report for potential implementation by the Executive Cabinet. 


B.  Academic programs – Academic Priorities subcommittee (AP).

The AP will be composed of no more than 15 voting members.  The committee will include the following representatives of stakeholders: 


Co-chairs The AP committee will be chaired by co-chairs, one selected by the 
Provost and one selected by the AP committee. 
Representative Faculty Groups – Faculty Senate, Academic Council, Graduate Council, University Research Council, Gulf Coast faculty Council, and Council of Chairs each choose one representative to the committee for a total of 6 representatives.

Library Faculty Representative – one representative selected by library faculty.

Staff Council – the Staff Council will select one representative to the committee
Student Representatives – one undergraduate and one graduate student representative selected by their respective student government associations.

Provost Choices - two representatives selected by the Provost, one appointed as co-chair of the committee, providing external resources and support for program prioritization processes (Co-chair release time).

Program Representation – up to three faculty representatives chosen by Faculty Senate Executive committee in consultation with College representatives to the Senate to achieve approximately equal representation among the five colleges.


Ex-officio - The committee will include one ex-officio non-voting representative 
from the Budget Office and one from Institutional Research.  


Observers - Additionally, observers will be invited as follows:


- A Faculty Senate Executive Committee member


- If no AAUP representative is a voting member, then AAUP will be granted

 representation through observer status.


- Other groups can petition the AP for observer status and if approved by the 
committee can observe the meetings.


C.  Non-academic programs – Non-academic Priorities subcommittee (NP).
The NP will be composed of no more than 15 voting members.  The committee will potentially include the following representatives of stakeholders with a combination of administrators and staff from Non-degree granting units: 

Committee Chair – appointed by the President

President Choices - two representatives selected by the President, one of whom will chair the committee, 

Staff Council – staff council will choose a representative for this committee,
Representative Non-Academic Groups – The NP committee chair, in consultation with President Saunders and the AP committee co-chairs will select representatives from Non-academic units not answering to the Provost, such as Student Affairs, Admissions and Financial Aid, First Year Experience, Security, Entertainment and Athletics, Conference Center, Counseling, Custodial, Facilities, Human Resources, Legal Services, Physical Plant, Printing and Publishing, Student Financial Services, Student Health Services, Technology Services, Business Services, Career Services, Residence Life, Advancement, Sponsored Program Administration, Recreation/Payne Center, and other non-degree granting units.

Student Representatives – one undergraduate and one graduate student representative selected by their respective student government associations.

Faculty Representative – one non-voting representative selected by the Academic Priority subcommittee
V. Program evaluation process.

A.  Program Definition - any unit receiving budgetary support.
Programs will be defined and identified by the University Priorities Committee in consultation with the Provost, Vice-President for Student Affairs, Vice President for Research, CFO, and Deans.  This definition will allow the committee to identify what will be rated.  Dickeson defines programs as any unit receiving budgetary support.

As a further example, Indiana State University describes academic programs as any academic program requiring six or more semester hours, including the following:

· Majors

· Minors requiring six or more hours not offered with a major

· Certificates requiring six or more hours not offered with a major

· Masters’ degrees, with the exception of master’s degrees that are embedded within a doctoral program

· Specialist’s degrees

· Doctoral degrees.

B.  University Mission Statements need clarification for use as criteria

The UPC will meet to review university mission statements to clarify which sections of the mission statements are appropriate for use as criteria for program evaluation.  The UPC may need to elaborate on the meaning of the university mission statements to provide guidance to units writing reports for program rating.  They may seek assistance for this from the President, Provost, Faculty Senate Direction committee, Strategic Enrollment Planning Committee and others.  This task alone could take a year so the committee must set limits on the time spent on this task.

C.  Confirming criteria and weights for program ratings.


Each Priorities subcommittee will confirm criteria used in program evaluation.  The Academic Priorities (AP) subcommittee will seek evaluation criteria from Academic Council, Graduate Council, Faculty Senate’s University Direction Committee, and the five College Deans following the committee’s review of criteria suggested in listed Section II.B.4 (10 academic) and III.A (13 non-academic) (Dickeson, pg. 50) and found in other University prioritization process (Indiana State University, Minnesota State-Moorhead, Maine, Washington State).  The Non-Academic Priorities (NP) subcommittee will also examine the criteria used by Dickeson for non-academic programs (Dickeson, pg. 50) and view other university prioritization criteria and develop its set of criteria for evaluation. 


The AP subcommittee will determine weights to apply to each criteria, seeking advice from Academic and Graduate Councils, Senate’s University Direction Committee, and Deans prior to a decision on weights.  As an example, Indiana State’s relative weights include the following:

· Mission = 9

· Demand = 18

· Quality = 27

· Productivity = 27

· Potential = 9

· Additional = 5

The NP subcommittee will develop its weights to apply to each criteria in consultation with Vice-Presidents and the CFO.

D.  Programs will prepare reports requested by Priorities subcommittees for rating the programs.

1.  The Priorities subcommittees will request that each program submit a 10-page (maximum) Program Prioritization Report to answer a set of criteria determined by the Priorities subcommittees.  The subcommittees will give guidance as to what type data should be included and what questions should be answered in the 10 page prioritization report.  As an example see Indiana State’s Feb 1, 2006 Prioritization Report.  Programs will prepare the reports with data from existing resources such as Institutional Research, departmental records, and external sources for committee review.  

2.  The subcommittees should request an additional action plan from each program that details how the program will function over the next 3 years with (a) a 5% increase in budget, (b) no budget change, (c) a 5% budget reduction, and (d) a 10% budget reduction. The action plan should be of enough detail to see what and how budgetary items will be modified.  The action plan may be needed by the committee to identify additional savings beyond that found by program reviews.

E. Program rating by Priorities subcommittees, Deans, and College committees.  

1. The University Priorities Committee will review programs through its two subcommittees; the Academic Priorities Committee and the Non-academic Priorities Committee.  Both committees will function separately in rating their respective programs and compiling the results of ratings 

2.  For academic programs, the Program Prioritization Report for each program will then be rated on a scale of 1-10 by three different groups – the Academic Priorities subcommittee, the Dean of each college, and a college committee of representative faculty from each college.  The Deans and college committees will only rate their college.  These ratings will be collected and each criteria will be multiplied by their weighting factor to get a combined rating for each program and an overall score as the sum of the criteria times weight scores for each criteria.  The college committees could be college curriculum committees if these are representative faculty or it could be College Advisory Committees (CAC’s) which are representative faculty groups or they may need to be formed in some colleges.

3.  For non-academic programs, their Program Prioritization Reports will be rated by the Non-academic Priorities committee.  

4.  A final report by the University Priorities Committee will include a prioritized ranking of each program including budget recommendations.


F.  Analysis of program ratings for program ranking.

1.  The AP subcommittee will rank all academic programs, using approved criteria and weightings, within the following quintiles: 

Upper 20 Percent: Candidates for enrichment

Next 20 Percent: Retained at higher level of support

Next 20 Percent: Retained at neutral level of support

Next 20 Percent: Retained at lower level of support

Lowest 20 Percent: Candidates for reduction, phasing out, consolidation

2.  The NP subcommittee will rank non-academic administrative programs following guidelines provided by Dickeson (pg. 137-138).  Units will be ranked for reduction in the following by the following percentages of reduction in staff or non-personnel resources: 10%, 20%, 30%, 50%, and 75%.  Units may also be ranked for phasing out, consolidation, or elimination 


3.  The UPC will review rankings provided by the subcommittees, providing an overall ranking for academic (quintile) and non-academic (percentile) programs 


4.  The rankings will be published to all university stakeholders.


G. The stakeholders can make recommendations to the subcommittee after initial rankings are published


For academic programs, colleges can make recommendation to the AP subcommittee through their Dean suggesting such actions like program consolidation, reorganization, suspension, or elimination.  Similarly for non-academic programs, units can make similar recommendations to the NP subcommittee.


H. Program appeals process to be determined by the UPC


The UPC must decide when program appeals will occur.  Will it be before recommendations are sent to the Provost and President?  Will it be after?  Will appeals be done by the UPC, an administrative group, or other?

I. The UPC prepares recommendations for the Provost and President

The UPC subcommittees will review the rankings, program reports, program 

action plans, and recommendations from colleges or non-academic units and will make recommendations as to program enhancement, reorganization, reduction, suspension, or elimination.  It is possible that the UPC will conduct hearings on the published recommendations and receive input and suggestions for improving and refining ratings and recommendations from Colleges or Deans . The recommendations will include costs of program enhancement or money savings from program reduction or elimination. 

VI.  Provost and Vice President analysis.

The Provost and Vice Presidents will review rankings provided by the University Priorities Committee rendering independent judgments on a comparative basis. These rankings will be published campus-wide using the approved criteria and weightings along the quintiles or percentages identified.  Additionally the Provost and Vice Presidents will recommend efficiencies that may be gained by cooperative and collaborative efforts within the institution.

VII. Administrative Actions – suggestions to consider

A.  President and Executive Cabinet Evaluates UPC recommendations.


During the Final Analysis Stage the President and Executive Cabinet will render their judgment of the UPC’s recommendations.  A consultant may also review the recommendations and render an independent, third-party judgment on a comparative basis for all programs of the University.  


B.  UPC consulted again

After the Executive cabinet reviews the UPC recommendations they will communicate their intentions for action to the UPC.  The UPC will be given an opportunity to voice possible refinement of the recommendations.  


C.  Using multiple templates


During an Integration and Synthesis Stage the President and UPC will integrate and synthesize the results of the program prioritization process with those relevant portions of past strategic plans, including Strategic Enrollment Plan, and other relevant information available.  All recommendations from the President and the UPC will conform to MS IHL approved statements of role, scope, mission, vision, goals, and values.  This synthesized report will constitute the Master Strategic Plan of the University and will be forwarded to the MS IHL for approval.


During the Final Decision Stage the MS IHL will review the Master Strategic Plan and will approve the final plan and implementation schedule.


D.  Final Recommendations to Joint Faculty Senate, Academic Council, Graduate Council for advice.


As the three elected representative faculty governance bodies, the Faculty Senate, Academic Council and Graduate Council will be consulted before any recommendation is taken to the IHL board.  All these bodies are advisory and this would be the last opportunity for the bodies to advise the President and Provost about proposed actions.

VIII.  Ongoing Renewal of Program Prioritization  


The UPC will continue into the next years with continued analysis of program priorities.  The UPC will determine the mechanism for program updating and replacing committee members.  All data generated in the development of the program prioritization process will be electronically stored and periodically updated for use in maintaining an ongoing database for continuing program analysis.  

IX Timeline
November 2009 – Committees formed, Mission statement clarified

December 2009 - Determine criteria and weights for evaluations
January 2009 – Report guidelines published to units
February 2010 – Units complete and submit 10 page reports and action plans
March 2010 – 


1.  College faculty committees, Deans and the Academic Priorities Committee 
rate academic programs; 


2.  Non-academic Priorities subcommittee rate non-academic 
programs/services
April 2010 – program rating and quintile/percentage publication and appellate process begins

May 2010 – Appeal process

June 2010 – UPC recommendations submitted to Provost and President
July 2010 -  Executive Cabinet submits recommendations to Joint Faculty Senate, Academic Council, Graduate Council 

August 2010- Programs notified of any final programmatic changes.
Graduate Council ad-hoc Committee on Summer Tuition Waivers

October 19, 2009 Report to Graduate Council 
The charge of this committee was to explore the potential consequences of a reduction in the summer tuition waiver for graduate assistants (GA’s). 
Current Policy
Currently the Graduate School extends a summer tuition waiver for a minimum of 9 and a maximum of 12 credits for all GA’s funded through the Fall/Spring regardless of their summer funding status. During the most recent summer, the Graduate School dropped the minimum to 6 credits, however it is uncertain the extent to which programs were able to make appropriate use of this reduction, nor is it clear that students enrolled in 6 credits were considered “full time” for financial aid. 
Initial Concerns
It should be noted that the committee finds itself strongly advocating in favor of extending as much support to GA’s as is feasible. GA’s act as partners in the teaching and research enterprise of the University. They are paid remarkably little given their research and teaching obligations and in contrast, they generate an extraordinary amount of research support and student credit hours in their respective programs. GA’s are an invaluable asset to the prosperity of this university and so any changes in support should be made only with the most careful consideration of the long term ramifications to both the quantity and quality of the work these students provide. 

Further, the long term implications of any changes to the levels of summer tuition support should be considered. Restrictions in the number of credit hours supported by summer tuition waivers will likely result in fewer students enrolled in summer courses, fewer summer course offerings, and therefore fewer student credit hours generated during these months. This is reflected in the attached summary of chair’s concerns. From the responses offered, several programs rely on summer courses to provide necessary educational and research experiences into the summer. Further, for some credit-heavy programs (i.e., psychology) courses are sequenced to include the summer during certain semesters. The university could see a dramatic decrease in the number of summer course offerings and in the viability of several quality programs. The unintentional consequence could easily be that programs are discontinued (e.g., HPR, MS CPY) as they would likely become too lengthy and expensive for students to complete. We suspect that a change to the current level of funding could mean a net loss for the university.  Changes as significant as this do not seem to be worth the tangible (fewer course offerings) and intangible (difficulty recruiting top applicants) associated costs.
Summary of Options Considered

Data were collected from state and regional schools, as well as from a survey of program directors and chairs from Southern Miss. The following options were considered:
1. Continue summer support at the current level (6 - 12 credits). 

a. Benefits: From the data provided by the Graduate School, the outstanding majority of graduate students enrolled in at least 6 credits of coursework during the summer; a smaller proportion of students enrolled in between 9-12 credits. 

b. Ramifications: The current budget does not allow for funding at the current rate. Maintaining the full summer tuition waiver (maximum 12 credits) may result in budgetary cuts during the academic year and a decrease in funding across the board for GA’s.
2. Reduce the minimum summer tuition to 3 credits; maintain the maximum at 12 credits.

a. Benefits: Programs can offer tuition waivers to students based on program need. Therefore, while some students enroll in several required courses during the summer months, others enroll in fairly few. One 12-credit tuition waiver can therefore actually be used to fund up to four students each taking 3 credits each, or 12 students enrolled in one-credit each. To be maintained efficiently, student tuition waivers may need to be allocated to departments to distribute and should be based on the documented program requirements rather than an “across the board” allocation of resources.

b. Ramifications: Management of these tuition waivers will need to be allocated at the department level. Departments may be differentially supported based on program requirements, funding and need.  However, it is difficult to determine these criteria without conducting a program-by-program review of curricular requirements. 
3. Offer all GA’s a 6 credit summer tuition waiver only.

a. Benefits: This approach may be simpler than Option #2, economically feasible, and also appears to account for the majority of programs’ needs. 

b. Ramifications: Specific programs (i.e., HPR) rely on the ability to offer required classes through the summer which maintains their level of competitiveness in recruiting top students to their graduate programs. Several program directors surveyed noted that students can only complete the curricular requirements in a timely manner by participating in summer coursework. Further, currently enrolled students have neither the funding availability at this point nor access to alternative financial support to assist them in completing programmatic requirements should the current support be immediately reduced. Further, programs have been developed with the summer tuition waiver in mind and may need several years to make adjustments to their course offerings. An additional concern is that the current credit load to be considered “full time” will need to be reconsidered so that students can maintain access to their financial aid during these summer months.

4. Offer all GA’s a 3 credit summer tuition waiver only.

a. Benefits: This approach is economically feasible and allows for “across the board” support.
b. Ramifications: This approach fails to provide the necessary minimal support for several credit-heavy graduate programs at Southern Miss. Several program directors surveyed noted that students can only complete the curricular requirements in a timely manner by participating in summer coursework. Further, currently enrolled students have neither the funding availability at this point nor access to alternative financial support to assist them in completing programmatic requirements should the current support be immediately reduced. It has been indicated by several program chairs that students may opt out of summer coursework, take longer to complete degrees (and therefore require actually more support during the academic year), and may withdraw from their graduate programs. Southern Miss graduate programs do an extraordinary job of attracting highly talented and well educated graduate students to this campus despite the already inadequate support provided. Such additional cuts will make it likely that future cohorts of graduate students will be smaller, programs will struggle to maintain their accreditation, and many programs which rely on summer support will close. Changes as significant as this do not seem to be worth the tangible (fewer course offerings) and intangible (difficulty recruiting top applicants) associated costs. An additional concern is that the current credit load to be considered “full time” will need to be reconsidered so that students can maintain access to their financial aid during these summer months.
5. Summer funding for doctoral rather than master’s students. 

a. Benefits: Cost savings.

b. Ramifications: Many Master’s programs rely on summer funding as they operate on a 12-month, rather than a 9-month calendar to assist students in completing their degrees in a timely fashion. Further, given the current economic climate, programs have been forced to move necessary coursework to the summer months to allow students access to all required coursework given the lack of available faculty and resources to offer these during the academic year. Programs differentially accept students into their doctoral programs at the master’s or bachelor’s levels. Bachelor’s students admitted into doctoral programs are initially tracked as Master’s students as they receive the master’s degree en route to the doctorate. For many graduate programs, the first two years are particularly course-intensive; therefore during the training period where students are most in need of tuition support, there would be little offered. 

6. Discontinue summer tuition waiver.

a. Benefits: This will create a budget surplus which could be re-allocated to maintain funding during the academic year.

b. Ramifications: This approach fails to provide the necessary minimal support for several credit-heavy graduate programs at Southern Miss. Several program directors surveyed noted that students can only complete the curricular requirements in a timely manner by participating in summer coursework. Further, currently enrolled students have neither the funding availability at this point nor access to alternative financial support to assist them in completing programmatic requirements should the current support be immediately reduced. It has been indicated by several program chairs, that students may opt out of summer coursework, take longer to complete degrees (and therefore require actually more support during the academic year) and may withdraw from their graduate programs. Southern Miss graduate programs do an extraordinary job of attracting highly talented and well educated graduate students to this campus despite the already inadequate support provided. Such additional cuts will make it likely that future cohorts of graduate students will be smaller, programs will struggle to maintain their accreditation, and many programs which rely on summer support will close. Changes as significant as this do not seem to be worth the tangible (fewer course offerings) and intangible (difficulty recruiting top applicants) associated costs.

Summary and Recommendations

1. It is the committee’s position that changes implemented “across the board” impact each program in significantly different ways and that any changes to graduate waivers or graduate funding be considerate of the variability in the ways in which programs are offered at Southern Miss. As is evident from the attached comments, some programs report minimal impact, while others note significant and long term consequences of such a decision. It is those programs who may benefit from receiving more resources.
2. It is the recommendation of the committee that the Graduate School adopt a more flexible policy for awarding tuition waivers which includes a minimum of 1 credits for all GA’s to a maximum of 9 credits when the program/department is able to provide verification that additional credits are necessary (thus, the budget can reflect an average of 6 credits). From the attached table, six credits seems to capture the majority of program needs, however given the variability, some programs may need more or less to maintain their current level of functioning. Further, it should be the responsibility of the programs to allocate such waivers as needed and in a manner which allocates resources efficiently (e.g., offering tuition waivers differentially based on individual student need rather than to all students in the same way). The Graduate School may consider requests for additional support as needed to account for differential impact of the tuition support offered in the summer.

3. It is the recommendation of the committee that the Graduate Council strongly consider modifying the current definition regarding “full time status” to include students currently enrolled in at least 3 credits during the summer months.

Respectfully Submitted,

Bonnie Nicholson, Sabine Heinhorst, Dan Drane
























