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COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
SCHEDULE OF EVENTS

December 13-14, 2017

Wednesday, December 13, 2017

1:00 — 2:45 p.m. CBHE Budget and Financial Aid Committee Meeting
Truman State Office Building
301 W. High Street, Room 490
Jefferson City, MO 65101

1:00 — 2:45 p.m. CBHE Academic Affairs Committee Meeting
Truman State Office Building
301 W. High Street, Room 492
Jefferson City, MO 65101

3:00 — 4:30 p.m. CBHE Work Session
Truman State Office Building
301 W. High Street, Room 490
Jefferson City, MO 65101

4:30 —5:00 p.m. CBHE Audit Committee Meeting
Truman State Office Building
301 W. High Street, Room 490
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Thursday, December 14, 2017

9:00 a.m. —12:00 p.m. CBHE Meeting
Truman State Office Building
301 W. High Street, Room 490
Jefferson City, MO 65101

It is the policy of the Coordinating Board for Higher Education that all public meetings and events are
accessible to people with disabilities. Individuals needing special accommodations relating to a disability
should contact Samantha Dickey at the Missouri Department of Higher Education, 205 Jefferson Street,
P. O. Box 1469, Jefferson City, MO 65109, by emailing Samantha.Dickey@dhe.mo.gov, or by calling
(573) 751-1876 at least three working days prior to the meeting.
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Public Four-Year Universities

Dr. Dwaun Warmack, President
Harris-Stowe State University

Mr. Michael Middleton, Interim President
Lincoln University

Dr. Alan Marble, President
Missouri Southern State University

Mr. Clif Smart, President
Missouri State University

Dr. Christopher Maples, Interim Chancellor
Missouri University of Science & Technology

Dr. Robert Vartabedian, President
Missouri Western State University

Dr. John Jasinski, President
Northwest Missouri State University

Dr. Carlos Vargas-Aburto, President
Southeast Missouri State University

Dr. Sue Thomas, President
Truman State University

Dr. Charles Ambrose, President
University of Central Missouri

Dr. Mun Choi, President
University of Missouri System

Dr. Alexander Cartwright, Chancellor
University of Missouri-Columbia

Dr. Barbara Bichelmeyer, Interim Chancellor
University of Missouri-Kansas City

Dr. Thomas George, Chancellor
University of Missouri-St. Louis
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PRESIDENTIAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Representatives by Statute

Public Two-Year Colleges

Dr. Jennifer Methvin, President
Crowder College

Dr. Jon Bauer, President
East Central College

Dr. Raymond Cummiskey, President
Jefferson College
PAC Chair

Dr. Kimberly Beatty, Chancellor
Metropolitan Community College

Dr. Steven Kurtz, President
Mineral Area College

Dr. Jeffrey Lashley, President
Moberly Area Community College

Dr. Lenny Klaver, President
North Central Missouri College

Dr. Hal Higdon, Chancellor
Ozarks Technical Community College

Dr. Barbara Kavalier, President
St. Charles Community College

Dr. Jeff Pittman, Chancellor
St. Louis Community College

Dr. Joanna Anderson, President
State Fair Community College

Dr. Wesley Payne, President
Three Rivers College

Public Two-Year Technical College

Dr. Shawn Strong, President
State Technical College of Missouri



Independent Four-Year Colleges and Universities Independent Two-Year Colleges

Dr. Michael Shonrock, President VACANT
Lindenwood University
Two-Year Alternate:

Dr. Roger Drake, President

Central Methodist University Dr. Jann Weitzel, President
Cottey College

Dr. Greg Gunderson, President

Park University

Ms. Rose Windmiller, Associate Vice Chancellor
Washington University
PAC Vice-Chair

Four-Year Alternate:

Dr. Ron Slepitza, President
Avila University

Association Chairs

COPHE - Dr. Charles Ambrose, President, University of Central Missouri
MCCA — Dr. Jeff Pittman, Chancellor, St. Louis Community College
ICUM — Dr. Roger Drake, President, Central Methodist University
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COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS & WORKFORCE NEEDS COMMITTEE
December 13, 2017 | 1:00 p.m. to 2:45 p.m.

Harry S Truman State Office Building, Room 492
301 W. High Street, Jefferson City, MO 65101

MEETING AGENDA
Doug Kennedy, Chair

TAB PRESENTERS ACTION?
1. Committee Process and Desired Outcomes Rusty Monhollon
2. University of Central Missouri program proposal J Rusty Monhollon YES
Chuck Ambrose
Steve Graham
3. Revision of Program Approval Rule K Rusty Monhollon YES
4. Core Transfer Curriculum Rusty Monhollon
5. Statewide Review of Existing Academic Programs M Rusty Monhollon
6. Five-Year Provisional Program Review L Rusty Monhollon YES
7. Academic Program Actions I Rusty Monhollon




COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
BUDGET AND FINANCIAL AID COMMITTEE
December 13, 2017 | 1:00 p.m. to 2:45 p.m.
Harry S Truman State Office Building, Room 490
301 W. High Street, Jefferson City, MO 65101

MEETING AGENDA
Mike Thomson, Chair

TAB PRESENTERS ACTION?
1. Committee Process and Desired Outcomes Leroy Wade
2. Reuvision of the CBHE Performance Funding Model D Leroy Wade YES
3. FY 2019 Institutions’ Core Budget Appropriations E Leroy Wade
4. FY 2019 Institutions’ New Decision ltems Leroy Wade
5. FY 2019 Capital Improvement Priorities F Leroy Wade
6.

Student Loan Program Background

Leanne Cardwell



A W poE

COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
December 13, 2017 | 3:00 p.m.
Harry S Truman State Office Building, Room 490
301 W. High Street, Jefferson City, MO 65101

Call-in options: (573) 526-5622 / (866) 630-9348

WORK SESSION AGENDA

Introduction of New MDHE Employees
Review CBHE Bylaws
Discuss New Committee Process
Follow-Up on Committee Discussion:
a. Review of CBHE Performance Funding Model
b. FY 2019 Public Institutions’ Core Budget Appropriations
c. FY 2019 Capital Improvements Priorities
d. University of Central Missouri Program Proposal
Review slate of officers and discuss committee assignments
Review meeting logistics

Adjourn



COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
AUDIT COMMITTEE
December 13, 2017 | 4:30 p.m.
Harry S Truman State Office Building, Room 490
301 W. High Street, Jefferson City, MO 65101

Call-in options: (573) 526-5622 / 866-630-9348

MEETING AGENDA
Sam Murphey, Chair

TAB PRESENTERS ACTION?

1. Audit report on the Missouri Student Loan Program
2017 financial statements RubinBrown



MEETING AGENDA

COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
December 14, 2017 | 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
Harry S Truman State Office Building, Room 490
301 W High Street, Jefferson City, MO 65101

Call-in options: (573) 526-6012 / (866) 630-9353

COMMITTEE ITEM TAB PRESENTER
GENERAL BUSINESS
Action
1. Review Consent Agenda
a. Minutes of the September 13, 2017, Work Session
b. Minutes of the September 13, 2017, No MO Red Tape Hearing
c. Minutes of the September 14, 2017, No MO Red Tape Hearing
d. Minutes of the September 14, 2017, Meeting
e. Minutes of the December 1, 2017, Nominating Committee
Meeting
f.  Distribution of Community College Funds A Leroy Wade
Information
1. Proposed 2019 Meeting Dates B Doug Kennedy
REPORT OF THE COMMISSIONER ZORA MULLIGAN
Information
1. Partners in Prevention Presentation Joan Masters
2. The Missouri Budget: 2018 and Beyond Joel Walters
PRESIDENTIAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE VACANT, CHAIR
Information
1. 2018 Legislative Preview C Leroy Wade
BUDGET AND FINANCIAL AID COMMITTEE MIKE THOMSON, CHAIR
Action
1. Revision of the CBHE Performance Funding Model D Leroy Wade
Information
1. FY 2019 Public Institutions’ Core Budget Appropriations E Leroy Wade
2. FY 2019 Capital Improvement Priorities F Leroy Wade
3. Missouri Student Loan Program Update G Leanne Cardwell
4. Journey to College H Leanne Cardwell
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS AND WORKFORCE NEEDS COMMITTEE DOUG KENNEDY, CHAIR
Action
1. Five-Year Provisional Program Review I Rusty Monhollon
2. University of Central Missouri Program Proposal J Rusty Monhollon
3. Reuvision of the Rule on Program Approval K Rusty Monhollon
Information
1. Academic Program Actions L Rusty Monhollon
2. Statewide Review of Existing Academic Programs
(Interim Report) M Rusty Monhollon
3. English Language Proficiency Report N Rusty Monhollon
4. Fall 2017 Enrollment: A Preliminary Report @) Jeremy Kintzel
5. Proprietary School Certification Actions and Reviews P Leroy Wade

AUDIT COMMITTEE
Information
1. Committee Report on the RubinBrown Audit

SAM MURPHEY, CHAIR

Sam Murphey



STRATEGIC PLANNING AND EXTERNAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE DALTON WRIGHT, CHAIR

GENERAL BUSINESS
Action
1. Nominating Committee
2. Adjourn Public Session of the Coordinating Board for Higher Education

Doug Kennedy

Information
1. Good and Welfare of the Board
2. CBHE Members by Congressional District
3. CBHE Statutory Functions
4. CBHE Bylaws

n oo
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Meeting Agenda
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COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
MINUTES OF WORK SESSION
September 13, 2017

The Coordinating Board for Higher Education held a work session at 2:00 p.m. on Wednesday,
September 13, 2017, in room 493/494 of the Truman State Office Building in Jefferson City, Missouri.
Board members Carolyn Mahoney, Doug Kennedy, Mike Thomson, Carl Bolm, Bobby Robertson, and
Shawn Saale were present. Board members Sam Murphey and Dalton Wright were absent.

Performance funding; budget recommendations for the department’s operating budget, student financial
assistance programs, institutions’ budgets, and capital projects; new academic program approval
process; common course library update; emerging issues; the governor’s initiatives; committee role and
appointments; and meeting logistics were discussed with no action taken.

The meeting adjourned at 4:43 p.m.



COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
NO MO RED TAPE PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES
September 13, 2017

The Coordinating Board for Higher Education held a held a public hearing to receive public input on the
Department of Higher Education’s rules and regulations in accordance with Executive Order 17-03 at 5:00
p.m. on Wednesday, September 13, 2017, in room 493/494 of the Truman State Office Building in
Jefferson City, Missouri. Board members Carolyn Mahoney, Doug Kennedy, Mike Thomson, Carl Bolm,
Bobby Robertson, and Shawn Saale were present. Board members Sam Murphey and Dalton Wright
were absent.

The meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m.



COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
NO MO RED TAPE PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES
September 14, 2017

The Coordinating Board for Higher Education held a public hearing to receive public input on the
Department of Higher Education’s rules and regulations in accordance with Executive Order 17-03 at 8:30
a.m. on Thursday, September 14, 2017, in room 139 of the James C. Kirkpatrick State Information Center
in Jefferson City, Missouri. Board members Carolyn Mahoney, Doug Kennedy, Mike Thomson, Carl Bolm,
Bobby Robertson, and Shawn Saale were present. Board members Sam Murphey and Dalton Wright
were absent.

Paul Wagner, Executive Director of the Council for Public Higher Education, provided input on behalf of
his organization.

The meeting adjourned at 8:59 a.m.



COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
MINUTES OF PUBLIC HEARING
September 14, 2017

The Coordinating Board for Higher Education held a public meeting at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, September
14, 2017, in room 139 of the James C. Kirkpatrick State Information Center in Jefferson City, Missouri.
Board members Carolyn Mahoney, Doug Kennedy, Mike Thomson, Carl Bolm, Bobby Robertson, and
Shawn Saale were present. Board members Sam Murphey and Dalton Wright were absent.

General Business

1. Dr. Mahoney welcomed new board members and announced the appointment of Mr. Robertson
to the Audit Committee; Mr. Bolm and Mr. Robertson to the Budget & Financial Aid Committee;
Mr. Bolm and Mr. Saale to the Academic Affairs & Workforce Needs Committee; Mr. Saale to the
Strategic Planning & External Affairs Committee; and Mr. Thomson, Mr. Kennedy, and Mr.
Murphey to the Nominating Committee.

2. Mr. Kennedy moved to approve the consent agenda in its entirety. Mr. Thomson seconded.
Motion carried unanimously.

Report of the Commissioner
1. Dan Haug, Budget Director of the State of Missouri, presented the budget forecast for FY 2018.
No action was taken.
2. Zora Mulligan, Commissioner of Higher Education, gave a presentation on challenges and
opportunities ahead in Missouri higher education. No action was taken.

Presidential Advisory Committee
1. Leroy Wade and Jeremy Kintzel gave a presentation on performance funding with no action
taken.
2. Kerry Branch provided a budget overview with no action taken.

Budget and Financial Aid Committee

1. Mr. Thomson moved to approve the budget requests described for submission to the Governor
and General Assembly. Mr. Kennedy seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

2. Mr. Thomson moved to approve the FY 2019 Department of Higher Education internal budget
and student financial assistance appropriation requests as presented for submission to the
Governor and General Assembly. Mr. Kennedy seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

3. Mr. Kennedy moved to approve the applications from Ozarks Technical Community College,
Missouri State University, and Northwest Missouri State University to be eligible for consideration
for matching funds from the Higher Education Capital Improvement Fund totaling $4,521,808, for
submission to the Governor and General Assembly. Mr. Thomson seconded. Motion carried
unanimously.

4. Mr. Thomson moved to approve Carthage Technical Center to participate in the Access Missouri
Financial Assistance Program until recertification of institutional eligibility occurs in September
2019. Mr. Kennedy seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

5. Mr. Kennedy moved to direct the Commissioner of Higher Education to take all actions necessary
to ensure the Missouri Prospective Teacher Loan Program administrative rule is rescinded as
soon as possible. Mr. Thomson seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

Academic Affairs & Workforce Needs Committee
1. Mr. Thomson moved to approve the actions listed in the five-year provisional review summary of
recommendations table. Mr. Kennedy seconded. Motion carried unanimously.
2. Approval of the Manufacturing Engineering Technology option at Missouri Western State
University was discussed with no action taken.

Adjournment
1. Mr. Kennedy moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Thomson seconded. Motion carried

unanimously.



COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
MINUTES OF NOMINATING COMMITTEE MEETING
December 1, 2017

The Nominating Committee of the Coordinating Board for Higher Education held a phone meeting at 9:00
a.m. on Friday, December 1, 2017. Committee members Doug Kennedy, Mike Thomson, and Sam
Murphey were present. No members were absent.

The committee agreed to nominate Doug Kennedy to Chair, Mike Thomson to Vice Chair, and Sam
Murphey to Secretary.

With all members in agreement, the meeting adjourned at 9:15 a.m.



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Distribution of Community College Funds
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

State aid payments to community colleges will be made on a monthly basis. All FY 2018 state aid
appropriations are subject to a three percent statutory reserve. The Truly Agreed To and Finally Passed
(TAFP) core state aid appropriations reflect an equity adjustment to the distribution formula as proposed
and agreed to by the community college presidents and chancellors. An additional component included in
state aid for FY 2018 is an appropriation of $10,044,016 for the purpose of equity adjustments. There was
no appropriation for performance funding this fiscal year.

Expenditure restrictions made by the governor in June 2017 for FY 2018 currently include a reduction of
$3,821,231 from the general revenue core appropriation for community colleges.

The total TAFP state aid appropriation for community colleges in House Bill 3 for FY 2018 is
$147,391,746. The amount available to be distributed (TAFP appropriation less the three percent
statutory reserve less expenditure restrictions) is $139,263,400.

The total payment of state aid distributions to community colleges for September and October 2017 is
summarized below.

State Aid (excluding Maintenance & Repair) — General Revenue $19,180,103
State Aid — Lottery portion 1,695,878
Equity Distribution 1,623,786
Maintenance and Repair 464,338
TOTAL $22,964,105

The total distribution of state higher education funds to community colleges from July 2017 through
October 2017 is $45,463,874.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
Section 163.191, RSMo — State aid to community colleges

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Assigned to Consent Calendar

ATTACHMENT(S)
None



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Proposed 2019 Meeting Dates
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

The Coordinating Board for Higher Education (CBHE) is statutorily required to meet at least four times
annually. Historically, meetings occur in February, April, June, August, September, and December. In
June, the CBHE agreed to merge the February and April meeting into a March meeting. The proposed
meeting dates for 2019 are as follows:

March 6-7

June 5-6
September 11-12
December 11-12

STATUTORY REFERENCE
Section 173.005.3 — Department of Higher Education created, Coordinating Board duties

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENT(S)
None



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

2018 Legislative Preview

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION
The intent of this item is to provide background information about the upcoming legislative session.

Legislation
Higher education continues to be a topic of considerable interest to legislative leaders. We anticipate the

introduction of legislation in several areas that could impact the department and the state’s colleges and
universities.

Higher Education System Review. In early 2016, legislative leadership requested the Missouri
Department of Higher Education (MDHE) facilitate a meeting of stakeholders and begin the process of
reviewing the current structure of public higher education in Missouri. They asked that the group discuss
recommendations on the overall structure of public two- and four-year institutions, varying institutional
missions, and the degree review and approval process. In February 2017, the Coordinating Board for
Higher Education established as a legislative priority the implementation of the recommendations from
the resulting task force. Legislation to provide the needed framework was introduced but, while there was
limited opposition, did not successfully complete the legislative process. Because these legislative
changes underpin the proposed revisions of the degree program approval administrative rule and also
provide needed clarity regarding degree authorization, staff will encourage the introduction of that
legislation by key legislative champions and anticipates working to secure its adoption.

Student Aid Programs. It is expected legislation will again be introduced to create a new category of
financial aid-eligible institution designed to make Missouri residents enrolled at Western Governors
University eligible for state aid. It is also likely legislation will be introduced to restructure Bright Flight as a
loan forgiveness program requiring recipients to repay the funds received if they do not remain and work
in Missouri after graduation. It is possible that changes to other state aid programs will be proposed,
including. Revision of the current three-year high school enrollment requirement for the A+ program and
efforts to reduce the student loan debt incurred by graduates.

With regard to the administration of the Federal Family Education Loan Program (FFELP), the MDHE will
seek approval to modify the statute that authorizes the department to administratively garnish the wages
of borrowers with defaulted loans. The current law restricts garnishment to ten percent of a borrower’s
earnings, while federal statutes governing FFELP permit garnishment of up to 15 percent of a borrower’s
earnings. MDHE recommends changing the statutory language to specify that the garnishment must be
“in an amount not to exceed federal wage garnishment limitations.”

Guns on Campus. Missouri law currently prohibits firearms on the campus of any higher education
institution without the consent of the governing body of the higher education institution. However,
possession of a firearm in a vehicle on the premises of any higher education institution is permitted so
long as the firearm is not removed from the vehicle or brandished while the vehicle is on the premises.

Changes to these requirements continue to be of legislative interest, and we anticipate the 2018 session
will likely see such proposals introduced. Nine states, including two that border Missouri (Kansas and
Arkansas), either already allow carrying firearms on campus or will in the near future.

Other Possible Issues. During the 2017 legislative session, several bills were introduced to require the
release of specific information about higher education costs and outcomes. These included publication of
information about the total cost of degree programs, likely employment areas for graduates, and
employment rates and earnings information for graduates. There are several projects underway at both
the MDHE and within the Department of Economic Development to make this type of information



available. Regardless, it is likely there will continue to be legislative interest in the types of information
published about postsecondary education and how it is made available to students and families.

On a related subject, the General Assembly has discussed for the past several sessions, but failed to
enact, proposals to provide additional data security for sensitive electronic records, including educational
records, and to limit the manner in which those records can be shared. Staff expects continued legislative
interest in this subject. While the department understands the need to provide the greatest protection
possible to individually identifiable data, that effort should not undermine the use of that data to conduct
important research on such issues as student persistence, completion, and employment.

FY 2019 Higher Education Budget

While the state’s economy continues to show signs of slow but steady improvement, there are some
indicators that financial challenges remain for the state. While total year-to-date revenues through
October are up by almost nine percent over last year, this obscures some underlying weakness in
revenue growth. First, the current growth is being driven by sources other than income and sales tax
revenues. Income and sales tax revenues, which make up approximately 95 percent of state General
Revenue, are increasing much more modestly. In fact, sales tax revenues for October were down slightly
over the previous year. In addition, recently enacted reductions in the state income tax rate will begin
implementation during the last half of this fiscal year. Finally, congressional action to implement federal
tax reform has the potential to dramatically impact state level revenues since Missouri’'s income tax
process is closely tied to the federal process.

Clearly this picture is not positive and staff anticipates limited, if any, additional funding for higher
education in FY 2019. In fact, given the factors cited above, additional reductions both for institutions and
the department are possible. Specific recommendations for funding of institutional core operations are
included behind Tab E of these board materials. Funding increases for student aid programs
administered by the department are needed to maintain their value to students, but it is unclear if
resources will be available to fund the increases recommended by the CBHE in September.

Capital Improvements. Over the past several years, higher education institutions have received
substantial support for capital improvements projects. Because the current revenue picture likely does not
support a continuation of that level of support, the capital improvements information found under Tab F
does not include a request for FY 2019 funding for capital improvements. Hopefully, the state revenue
picture will stabilize in the near future which would allow a return to developing and recommending
funding for capital improvements.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
N/A

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENT(S)
None

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
2018 Legislative Preview
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Revision of the CBHE Performance Funding Model
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

At the September Coordinating Board for Higher Education (CBHE) meeting, Missouri Department of
Higher Education (MDHE) staff provided an update on the progress toward a revised performance
funding model. The intent of this board item is to update the board regarding recent work to update the
model and to gain CBHE approval of revisions to the model recommended by the task force.

Background
In May, Commissioner Mulligan appointed a task force to conduct a comprehensive review of the

performance funding model and recommend changes to keep the model updated and to address issues
raised by legislators and other policy makers. The Commissioner’s charge to the task force and a roster
of its members are attached to this agenda item. The task force met throughout the summer to work
through issues with the current model and to update the structure in response to questions and concerns
from constituents and to maintain currency with existing best practices for performance funding models.

After the September CBHE meeting, MDHE staff and the task force continued to work to resolve
outstanding issues. The task force held its final in-person meeting on October 11 and reached tentative
agreement on a set of nine recommendations for changes to the model. During November, MDHE staff
finalized the content of a draft report of the task force and developed a preliminary technical manual
describing the revised measures in sufficient detail to allow institutions to understand the mechanics of
each measure. Those documents were distributed to the committee for a final review on November 22.
The task force met by conference call on December 5 and gave final approval to the report and directed
the report be delivered to the CBHE for consideration and action. A copy of the final report is attached to
this agenda item.

Task Force Recommendations
While not comprehensive, the following narrative highlights several of the most crucial recommendations
included in the task force final report.

Institutional Efficiency. In order to address the calls for greater accountability and to provide measures
that demonstrate the continued focus on this issue by institutions, the task force determined the model
should address the issue of institutional efficiency through a focus on administrative overhead. The task
force recommendation is to incorporate a measure focused on the relationship between core operational
expenditures and total expenditures. In addition, the four-year model will include a measure comparing
changes in operational salary expenditures to changes in household income.

Affordability. Although not an area specifically identified in the charge to the task force, the importance
of developing a measure to reflect changes in the ability of Missouri students and families to pay for
higher education emerged during the task force deliberations. The task force recommendation is for the
four-year model to incorporate a measure of affordability based on changes to adjusted tuition and fee
revenue compared to changes in household income. For the community colleges, the related measure
would compare in-district tuition and fees to district household income. Given the somewhat limited nature
of this measure, the community colleges will continue to explore more comprehensive approaches to this
issue. State Technical College of Missouri will include a measure similar to that used by the community
colleges.

Peer Selection. The use of external benchmarking has been an integral part of the Missouri performance
funding model. Concerns about the rigor and validity of this process were raised by the state auditor and
legislative leaders. In response, particularly for the four-year institutions, the task force recommends a
reduced reliance on this approach and revision of how peer groups are selected. The community college



sector will continue to use the National Community College Benchmarking Project for peer comparisons.
The task force recommendation is that peer group selection for the public four-year institutions and State
Technical College of Missouri be based on a centralized and uniform process administered by the MDHE.

Graduate Outcomes. The 2014 legislation that incorporated performance funding into state statutes also
mandated the establishment of a measure relating to graduate outcomes. Over the past three years,
considerable work has been accomplished to identify, structure, and pilot test how each sector would
approach the development of this measure. Because the expected outcomes for graduates are
substantially different by design, each sector has developed a somewhat different measure in this area.
The task force confirmed the sector measures should be retained and focused its primary attention on
how and when this measure should be fully incorporated into the model. The task force recommends
implementation of this measure as part of the FY 2019 budget process. However, because of the timing
of final data collection by the four-year institutions, the final data analysis will need to be delayed until
January 2018. The second part of this discussion related to determining how successful performance
would be determined. The task force recommendation is to require a minimum response rate of 60
percent in order to participate in this measure. Institutions that cannot confirm responses from at least 60
percent of the graduates for an academic year would not be eligible for funding through this measure.
Success on the measure is established by year over year improvement or a rate in excess of 75 percent
(sustained excellence). The thresholds and success options will be reevaluated once data for a sufficient
number of years are available.

Data Verification. The validity of the data used to determine success on a measure is central to
maintaining trust that the model is a reliable gauge of institutional performance. Concerns about this issue
were raised as part of the 2017 audit of the performance funding model. In order to better ensure
confidence in the supporting data, the task force recommends the MDHE establish a minimum four year
institutional record retention policy. The task force also recommended the implementation of a periodic
desk audit process to check data validity on a routine and ongoing basis.

Measure Selection. Missouri has a wide variety of public colleges and universities. In order to provide
some flexibility to reflect that diversity, the existing model has included the ability of institutions to select
measures, particularly in the four-year sector. However, this approach raised concerns from several
stakeholders about the ability of institutions to avoid hard choices through the selection process. In
response, the task force recommends discontinuing measure selection within the model. The only
exception is the four-year student assessment measure. Within that measure, MDHE will work with each
institution to select one of three measures, with a change of that selection only possible as part of the
general review/revision process.

Weighting. Weighting for certain student and program characteristics is a method commonly used to
encourage outcomes identified as high priorities. The current funding model includes a weighting factor
for science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) and healthcare-related fields. However, it
is clear that if the state is to reach its goal for a better educated workforce, we must enroll and graduate
more individuals from underserved populations. Consequently, in addition to retaining the current
weighting factors, the task force recommends an additional weighting of 50 percent for Pell Grant-eligible
students.

Implementation

One important aspect of the revised model concerns what extent the recommended changes will be
implemented for the FY 2019 budget process. The changes in some areas are substantial and there has
been limited opportunity to fully evaluate some of the newer measures. Members of the task force and
MDHE staff discussed options for implementation including delaying the implementation of any changes
until the FY 2020 budget cycle, a phased implementation incorporating a mix of new and existing
measures, and full implementation for FY 2019.

Ultimately, the department is responsible for making a recommendation to the Governor and the General
Assembly regarding the timing of implementation of the revised model. MDHE staff believes the best
approach is to implement all of the changes for the FY 2019 budget cycle. Attempting to use a phased

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Revision of the CBHE Performance Funding Model
December 14, 2017 | Page 2



approach, which would result in a hybrid of the old and new models, would likely cause considerable
confusion and weaken the comprehensive approach the revised model attempts to achieve. Additionally,
implementation prior to the 2018 legislative session will demonstrate the good faith effort made by the
MDHE and public colleges and universities to be responsive to the concerns and questions expressed by
the General Assembly and the Governor’s office.

Conclusion

The open and collaborative process used to review and recommend changes to the current model
incorporates several of the performance funding design tips highlighted in materials published by the
National Conference of State Legislatures including:

e Allowing postsecondary institutions with different missions to be measured by different standards;

e Engaging all stakeholders in the design;

e Keeping the funding formula simple, with unambiguous metrics, so expectations are clear to
everyone;

¢ Including a measure to reward colleges that graduate low-income, minority and adult students;

e Aligning the funding formula with state economic and workforce needs; and

e Preserving academic quality by incorporating student learning measurements.

No performance funding system is perfect, including the revised model proposed in this item. However, all
models seek to strike an appropriate balance across measures, goals, and institutional sectors. The work
of the task force to develop and bring forward these revisions has been characterized by deep and
professional engagement, dedication to improving the model, and a desire to develop a performance
funding model that reflects the unique circumstances of Missouri public higher education. The result is an
improved model that reflects input from all stakeholders and focuses the model on the important
institutional and state goals for improving higher education in Missouri.

STATUTORY REFERENCE

Section 163.191, RSMo — State Aid to Community Colleges
Section 173.1006, RSMo — Performance Measures to be Utilized
Section 173.1540, RSMo — Annual Budget Requests

Section 178.638, RSMo — State Technical College of Missouri

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Staff recommends the CBHE thank the members of the Performance Funding Task Force for their
diligent work to develop the attached final report.

Staff also recommends the CBHE accept the final report of the task force and direct MDHE staff to
implement the recommended changes for incorporation as part of the FY 2019 budget process.

ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment A: Task Force Membership Roster

Attachment B: Charge to the Task Force

Attachment C: Final Report of the Performance Funding Task Force
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2017 Performance Funding Task Force Membership Roster

Four-year Institutions

Kathy Mangels — Vice President, Finance and Administration, Southeast Missouri State University

Brad Hodson — Executive Vice President, Missouri Southern State University

Clif Smart — President, Missouri State University

Bob Vartabedian — President, Missouri Western State University

Cuba Plain — Assistant Vice President, Budget Planning and Development University of Missouri System
Paul Wagner — Executive Director, Council on Public Higher Education

Community Colleges

Hal Higdon — Chancellor, Ozarks Technical Community College
Jon Bauer — President, East Central College
Lenny Klaver — President, North Central Missouri College

Shelley Kneuvean — Vice Chancellor, Financial and Administrative Services, Metropolitan Community
College

Kelli Burns — Director, Institutional Research and Planning, St. Louis Community College
Brian Milner — President and CEO, Missouri Community College Association

State Technical College

Rick Mihalevich — Director of Institutional Research and Planning

Leqislative Staff

Trevor Foley — Senate Appropriations Staff
Kate Hangley — House Appropriations Staff
Kevin Gwaltney — Executive Director, Joint Committee on Education

Governor’s Office

Drew Erdmann — Chief Operating Officer
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Performance Funding Task Force Members

FROM: Zora Mulligan
Commissioner of Higher Education

RE: Draft Task Force Charge
DATE: May 30, 2017

Thank you for agreeing to serve on the Performance Funding Task Force. I appreciate the time
you will dedicate to this important task. Deputy Commissioner Leroy Wade will review the
following draft charge during the May 31 task force conference call. Your feedback is welcome.
I will present a final charge to the Coordinating Board at their June 8, 2017, meeting.

As you are likely aware, questions have been raised about the credibility of our existing
performance funding model. A report from the state auditor noted that institutions have
considerable latitude in selecting and changing the peer institutions to which they are
compared. Conversations with legislators suggest skepticism about the model’s definitions of
successful performance and about reliance on data about the performance of a narrow subset of
students — those enrolled for the first time and on a full-time basis — and a belief that graduate
outcomes is an essential component of the model. Finally, Governor Greitens has expressed his
intention to make individual recommendations about institutions’ core operating
appropriations and to use data about each institution’s performance to make those decisions.

Together, these factors establish a compelling rationale for the Department of Higher Education
to convene this task force. I ask that you consider the following issues and make
recommendations regarding each:

1. Reward collaboration.
2. Develop a credible and comprehensive measure or index of institutional efficiency.
3. Make the peer selection process credible, transparent, and robust.

4. Evaluate the existing approach to measuring graduate outcomes and determine
whether changes are warranted.

5. [Evaluate the existing practice of allowing institutions to choose among measures.

Missouri Department of Higher Education | Office of the Commissioner
(573) 751-2361 \ www.dhe.mo.gov \ zora.mulligan@dhe.mo.gov


https://app.auditor.mo.gov/AuditReports/CitzSummary.aspx?id=543&_ga=2.120532747.2066846833.1495829828-1958109383.1486409326

6. Consider alternatives or additions to first-time, full-time data to ensure that all
students are counted and all institutions” performance is properly considered.

7. Identify elements in the model for which weighting can be applied to encourage
alignment with the state’s postsecondary education goals.

8. Review the threshold for “sustained excellence,” which is the shorthand in the
existing model for a level of performance that is sufficiently high that improvement
is not required to “succeed” on the measure.

9. Establish a floor for “successful performance.”
10. Develop protocol for ensuring that data can be verified.
11. Other issues identified by the task force.

I ask that you complete your work in time to present recommendations at the September 14,
2017, Coordinating Board meeting, and I thank you again for your service.

Missouri Department of Higher Education
Draft Performance Funding Task Force Charge
May 30, 2017 | Page 2



CBHE Performance Funding Task Force Final Report
(Adopted by the task force on December 5, 2017)

Allocating some state funds to higher education institutions based on performance has a long history in
the state. Missouri was an early entrant into performance funding, developing the “Funding for Results”
initiative in the early 1990s. From FY 1994 through FY 2001, more than $66 million in state funding was
appropriated through that initiative. With the economic downturn of the early 2000s, funding for the
program was eliminated and the initiative was abandoned. The Coordinating Board for Higher Education
adopted the basic structure of the current funding model in April of 2012, based on recommendations
from a task force of representatives from public higher education institutions, legislative staff, the
governor’s office and the Missouri Department of Higher Education. Funds were first allocated using the
model in Fiscal Year 2014.

During the 2014 legislative session, performance funding was incorporated into state statute. The
legislation also called for the establishment of an additional performance measure based on “student job
placement in a field or position associated with the student’s degree level and pursuit of a graduate
degree.” In order to implement the statutory requirements and to make necessary adjustments to the
existing model, a second performance funding task force, with similar membership as the original, was
impaneled in 2014. That task force recommended revisions that were adopted by the Coordinating Board
in November and December of 2014. In 2015, in response to major changes in the delivery of
developmental education by Missouri community colleges, new measures of student success were
adopted for that sector.

As directed by Coordinating Board policy, the Missouri Department of Higher Education reviews the
performance funding model every three years. While this regular review was already scheduled for 2017,
additional issues raised by the state auditor, legislators and other policy makers prompted a more in-
depth review of the model. In May, Commissioner of Higher Education Zora Mulligan appointed a task
force to undertake this effort. The Commissioner charged the task force with reviewing the current model
and recommending revisions that would improve and strengthen the model. The task force met during
the summer and fall of 2017 to work through issues with the current model and to update the structure in
response to questions and concerns from constituents and to maintain currency with existing best
practices for performance funding models. This report, which is structured around the charge issued by
the Commissioner, represents the final report of the task force.

1. Develop a credible and comprehensive measure or index of institutional efficiency.

As various higher education constituencies call for greater accountability, it has become imperative
that public higher education identify measures that will help demonstrate the efficiency of public
institutions and document improvement in this area. While efficiency can be defined differently for
different sectors of public higher education, the task force determined it was important for all sectors
to address this issue and the resulting measures should be as similar as possible in order to ensure
an appropriate level of simplicity and transparency. After consideration of numerous options,
including the development of an index that would coalesce multiple measures into a single item, the
task force determined the basic issue with efficiency is best represented by a focus on administrative
overhead.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends the model incorporate efficiency measures focused
on the relationship between expenditures on core operations, as defined by each sector, and total
expenditures and/or a measure comparing changes in salary expenditures classified as operational in
purpose to changes in household income as identified in the sector summary document included as an
appendix to this report.

2. Affordability.

Over the past two decades, the issue of the affordability of higher education has become a central
focus in discussions about the value of and the support for higher education. In Missouri, 2007 was a



watershed year in this regard, due to the passage of Senate Bill 389, which linked tuition increases at
the public universities and State Technical College to the Consumer Price Index (CPIl). Since that
time, Missouri institutions have led the nation in holding down increases in tuition and general fees.
However, the issue of affordability from the perspective of citizens has continued to play a central role
in higher education policy discussions. In addition, a recent review by the Missouri state auditor
raised concerns about the growth of fees not covered by the legislation and the impact of those fees
on affordability.

Although not an item in the task force charge, the task force determined an affordability measure
should be added to the performance funding model. As options for this measure were considered, a
major factor in reaching a decision was minimizing the potential that such a measure would create
unintended incentives and ensuring the result would provide the best possible reflection of efforts by
institutions to limit cost increases for students. Additionally, addressing the issue of growth in fees
not covered by the statutory limits enacted as part of SB 389. After reviewing numerous options for
addressing this issue, the task force determined a measure linking tuition and fees, with those fees to
include all fees charged of students, to household income was the best approach.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends the four-year model incorporate a measure of
affordability based on changes to adjusted tuition and fee revenue compared to changes in household
income as identified in the sector summary document included as an appendix to this report. The task
force also recommends the community college sector incorporate a measure comparing in-district tuition
and fees to district household income, with the understanding to continue to explore other measures in
this area. The task force recommends State Technical College model incorporate a measure similar to
that used by the community college sector.

3. Make the peer selection process credible, transparent, and robust.

From its inception, the Missouri performance funding model has relied heavily on external
benchmarking in order to provide comparison data and to establish thresholds for “sustained
excellence.” This concept of “sustained excellence” acknowledges that institutions that have
achieved a high level of performance on a particular measure have little room for improvement but
should be encouraged to sustain this high level over time. Performance in the top third of the relevant
comparator group has been the threshold for sustained excellence for some measures.

The community college sector has primarily relied on the National Community College Benchmarking
Project to provide a set of comparison institutions for this purpose. For the four-year institutions and
State Technical College, no such independently established comparison group exists. As a result,
the MDHE established a process by which institutions identified a group of institutions to which they
could be compared. Each institution delineated a group of comparator institutions whose
performance on a particular measure established an external benchmark for sustained excellence. In
nearly all cases, the peer groups used for performance funding were established for internal
institutional purposes prior to the development of the performance funding model.

While there was no direct evidence the peer selection process was being manipulated, concerns
about the possibility of such manipulation were raised in the review of the performance funding model
by the state auditor and in discussions with legislative leaders. In response, the task force
recommends a reduction in the number of measures that include benchmarking or “sustained
excellence” thresholds. While most measures have previously utilized this mechanism, peer
benchmarking has been substantially reduced. The task force also recommends the model
discontinue the current approach, which uses institutionally-selected peer groups, and replace it with
a centralized, MDHE administered process for peer selection.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends the model continue to use the National Community
College Benchmarking Project for community college peer comparisons. The task force further
recommends peer group selection for the public four-year institutions and State Technical College be
performed by the MDHE based on a centralized and uniform process.
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4. Evaluate the existing approach to measuring graduate outcomes and determine whether changes are
warranted.

The statute codifying the basic structure of the performance funding model includes a measure
relating to graduate outcomes. The statute provides that institutions “shall adopt, in collaboration with
the coordinating board for higher education, an additional institutional performance measure to
measure student job placement in a field or position associated with the student's degree level and
pursuit of a graduate degree.” The initial determination of how to implement this provision began
during the 2014 review cycle and was discussed extensively by the related task force. The current
process grew out of those discussions and has resulted in one year of pilot data being collected. By
design, once sufficient data are available, this additional measure can be fully incorporated into the
model.

Each sector has developed a different approach based on its unique circumstances. For the four-
year sector, institutions have begun administering the “First Destination Survey,” which was
developed by the National Association of Colleges and Employers. This nationally administered test
is intended to capture information regarding whether new college graduates are employed within six
months of graduation. For the community colleges, a combination of data sources are used. Data for
students graduating from identified career and technical programs will be collected using the existing
180 day follow up process required by the federal Perkins program. Data for students not a part of
that process will be collected from state wage and salary information and from the National Student
Clearinghouse. Once integrated, these sources will include data for nearly all of the individuals
completing degree and certificate programs at these institutions. State Technical College will
continue to use the standard 180 day follow-up survey as their data source for this measure.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends the model retain the existing data collection
processes for each sector. It is further recommended that implementation of this measure begin with the
FY 2019 budget process, with a delay of final data analysis until January 2018 in order to provide
sufficient time for institutional reporting of full year data for the 2016-2017 academic year. It is further
recommended that a response rate minimum be established at 60 percent in order to participate in this
measure, with success to be determined by year over year improvement in the career outcome rate or a
rate in excess of 75 percent (sustained excellence). Failure to meet or exceed the minimum response
rate means the institution cannot satisfy this measure regardless of the level of performance. It is further
recommended that successful placement be defined to exclude part-time employment and that thresholds
be reevaluated once a sufficient number of data reporting years (at least four full years) have been
accumulated.

5. Develop protocol for ensuring that data can be verified.

The 2017 audit of the performance funding model raised concerns about the accuracy of the data the
MDHE relies upon to determine institutional satisfaction of the performance criteria. That report
stated that “the MDHE should ensure the summarized PF [performance funding] data used for
determining success on the measures are supported by detailed records. The MDHE should obtain
detailed student-level supporting records from the institutions and use those records to verify the PF
data. The MDHE should follow up on any significant differences between the PF data and totals of the
details.”

In response, MDHE staff is developing a process by which institutions will maintain more complete
records that support the reported data and a data retention policy for those records. In addition, a
desk audit process will be implemented in order to provide an additional layer of verification for the
information. The task force reviewed this proposal and is recommending its implementation.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends the MDHE establish a minimum four year record
retention policy that institutions must follow with regard to the performance funding model. The types of
records required to be maintained under this policy will be defined by the MDHE. The task force also
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recommends the MDHE implement a periodic desk audit process to be used to check data validity on a
routine and ongoing basis.

6.

Evaluate the existing practice of allowing institutions to choose among measures.

In a reflection of the varied missions of four-year institutions, the original funding model provided
institutions with a menu of measures within broad goal categories. For example, within the category
of degree attainment, institutions could choose either total degrees awarded (weighted for STEM and
health awards) or six-year cohort graduation rates. Although this menu approach provided flexibility
for institutions to customize their measures, it also resulted in questions and concerns from the state
auditor and legislative leaders.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends measures with menu options be discontinued with the
exception of the four-year student assessment measure (assessment of general education, major field
assessment, and professional/occupational licensure). The task force also recommends the MDHE work
with each institution to select one of the three measures, typically based on the institution’s historical
choice, and the selection should only be changed as part of the general review/revision process.

7.

Consider alternatives or additions to first-time, full-time data to ensure that all students are counted
and all institutions’ performance is properly considered.

As the demographic make-up and attendance patterns of students have changed, more and more
students no longer fit the profile of a “traditional” college student. The number of students that attend
part-time, that work during their studies, and that defer their education for various reasons has
increased substantially. For many institutions, particularly those that are open enrollment and serve
financially needy students, part-time attendance is the pattern for the majority of their students.
However, since much of the performance data is based on IPEDS which is currently limited to data
about first-time, full-time students, several institutions raised concerns about the validity of measuring
and reporting performance when the underlying data excluded a large portion or, in some cases, the
majority of the students attending the institution.

In response, the revised measures recommended by the task force largely move away from first-time,
full-time data and instead base student measures on full-time equivalent (FTE) enroliment, which
includes student participation regardless of whether the student is attending full-time or part-time.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends the model replace, to the extent currently feasible,
measures based solely on first-time, full-time data with measures that include other attendance statuses.
The task force further recommends community colleges explore the possibility of including an FTE-based
measure of completion but in the interim retain the existing completion rate measure (which includes
transfers). State Technical College will retain a cohort-based completion rate measure.

8.

Identify elements in the model for which weighting can be applied to encourage alignment with the
state’s postsecondary education goals.

Weighting for certain student and program characteristics is a method commonly used in
performance funding models and other frameworks for incentivizing outcomes that have been
identified as high priorities. For example, in order to recognize their growing importance in the
workforce, the current performance funding model incorporates a special weighting factor for STEM,
health and allied health completions into any existing measure where applicable and appropriate,
including measures that involve actual degree completions and total degree production. Each
graduate in any of these fields is given an additional 50 percent weight for the corresponding
measure.

While this arrangement addresses identified workforce needs, the current model does not address
the growing appreciation for the need to enroll and graduate more underserved populations. The
CBHE attainment goal of 60 percent of the working population with a degree or high quality credential
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can only be achieved if we are successful in this endeavor. Performance funding models in several
other states incorporate various types of weighting approaches to address this issue, including
financial need, ethnicity, and first-generation status. Because Pell Grant eligibility is widely accepted
as a proxy for these characteristics, the task force identified students in this category for additional
weighting. Although the task force also discussed the value of adding a weighting factor for teacher
education graduates, it was determined this issue would need to be addressed in a future update of
the model.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends the model retain the current weighting pertaining to
student completion for students enrolled in identified science, technology, engineering and mathematics
(STEM) and healthcare related programs. The task force further recommends an additional weighting of
50 percent be included in student completion measures for individuals meeting the eligibility requirements
for the Pell Grant program.

9. Reward collaboration.

Data reported to IPEDS have formed the basis for several measures used in the performance funding
model. In this context, in order to maintain the connection to IPEDS data reporting information and
definitions, graduation rates and the number of graduates were reported by the institution issuing the
related diploma. For most circumstances, this is an appropriate reporting method. However, for
programs involving two or more institutions delivering content or support services, this approach
meant only one institution could report the graduates while the remaining partners were left with what
appeared to be unsuccessful students.

As the Coordinating Board and the department continue to promote the establishment of collaborative
programs among institutions, it has become apparent this policy is an impediment to further
collaboration.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends the Department of Higher Education develop criteria
and procedures to permit all institutions in a CBHE/MDHE recognized cooperative/collaborative program
to report graduates to the MDHE for purposes of performance funding measures. Those criteria should
include that a written agreement to deliver the program has been signed by officials from all participating
institutions and that at least 25 percent of the program content or support be offered or funded by any
collaborating partner in order to participate.

10. Review the threshold for “sustained excellence,” which is the shorthand in the existing model for a
level of performance that is sufficiently high that improvement is not required to “succeed” on the
measure.

One of the three options for demonstrating successful performance in the current model is sustained
excellence. This approach compares current performance to an established benchmark rather than
improvement over a previous period. It is designed to acknowledge that institutions that have
achieved a level of excellence on a particular measure may have little room for improvement but
should be encouraged to sustain this high level over time. Performance in the top third of the relevant
comparator group is the threshold for sustained excellence for most measures. In some instances,
sustained excellence is based on a set percentage, such as a licensure pass rate of 90 percent or
above, or on the institution’s admissions selectivity category. Because external benchmarks are not
always available, this component is not used for some measures.

The task force discussed the appropriateness of these existing thresholds and whether they should
be adjusted to ensure sustained excellence does not become a “safe zone” for a large number of
institutions. Review by the MDHE staff indicated no institution was heavily relying on this component
for performance success. Where certain measures had a large number of institutions meeting
success through this mechanism, staff determined the issue was with the measure rather than this
process. Based on this conclusion and the belief by the task force that current thresholds continue to
represent excellent performance, support for the current approach was reaffirmed and the task force
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does not recommend change in this area. It should also be noted that the importance of this
component has been reduced substantially for the four-year institutions in that many of the measures
currently using this approach have been recommended for elimination.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends no change for existing measures. The
recommended threshold for a new measure is included in the section of this report describing that
measure.

11. Establish a floor for “successful performance.”

Not only does Missouri public higher education contain a diverse set of institutions but their
performance on some measures covers a very wide range. For example, graduation rates at
Missouri public institutions range from below 20 percent to in excess of 70 percent. Given this
variation, concerns have been raised about rewarding performance when the base rate is perceived
to be well below expected performance levels.

Discussion by the task force focused on the underlying intent of performance funding being to foster
improved outcomes. While each institution serves a unique population and faces specific challenges
in finding success with those populations, improved performance is the expected outcome regardless
of the initial starting point. Additionally, excluding institutions based on comparisons to other
institutions or an arbitrary threshold would undermine the model’s ability to serve as a broad-based
incentive for statewide change. Consequently, the task force does not recommend the establishment
of a performance floor for the performance funding model.

RECOMMENDATION: The task force recommends no change in this area.
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APPENDIX
Each sector model includes six individual measures organized into three general goal areas.

FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTION MEASURES

Student Success and Progress
— Completions per FTE (weighted)
— Percent of students meeting/exceeding assessment performance threshold
» Efficiency and Affordability
— Operating salaries/FTE compared to MHI (change)
— Core expenditures as percent of total expenditures
— Net tuition and fee revenue from MO UG residents per MO UG FTE compared to
statewide MHI (change)
* Graduate Outcomes
— First Destination Survey — w/in 6 months of graduation

TWO-YEAR INSTITUTION MEASURES

*  Student Success and Progress
— Three year completion rate (including transfers)
— Percent attempted credit hours successfully completed
— Percent career and technical education graduates passing licensure/certification exam
+ Efficiency and Affordability
— Non-core expenditures (research, public service, and institutional support) compared to
total expenditures
— In-district tuition and fees as a percent of in-district MHI
* Graduate Outcomes

— Percent total degree/certificate completers employed or continuing education

STATE TECHNICAL COLLEGE OF MISSOURI MEASURES

» Student Success and Progress

— Three year completion rate

— Completions per FTE

— Percent of students successful on major field assessment
« Efficiency and Affordability

— Core expenditures compared to total expenditures

— Tuition and fees as percent of statewide MHI
*  Graduate Outcomes

— Percent of graduates employed at 180 days
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

FY 2019 Public Institutions’ Core Budget Appropriations
Coordinating Board for Higher Education

December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

The intent of this agenda item is to provide information about the Coordinating Board for Higher
Education’s (CBHE) recommendations for institutions’ operating core appropriations for the upcoming
fiscal year.

Background
Missouri Department of Higher Education (MDHE) staff works closely with the Office of Administration’s

Division of Budget and Planning (B&P) in the development of their budget recommendations. B&P
provides guidance to all agencies in their annual budget instructions. That guidance is based on strategic
direction established by the governor’'s office, projected fiscal conditions, and other factors deemed
relevant.

In addition to guidance from B&P, Governor Greitens’ stated intent with regard to institutional core
appropriations is to take a differential approach to decisions about public colleges’ and universities’
funding and to implement an increased emphasis throughout state government on funding programs
based on performance measures.

FY 2019 Institutions’ Core Operating Appropriations. Staff proposes that institutions’ core
appropriation begin at the level appropriated for FY 2018, after the withholdings announced in July 2017
were applied. However, staff also proposes the reappropriation of ten percent of that base using the new
performance funding model described in Tab D of these agenda materials. As the attached table
indicates, the total amount available to reappropriation is approximately $90.8 million.

Each institution’s actual reappropriation amount will be determined by the dollar amount subject to
reappropriation for that institution and the number of performance measures the institution meets. For
example, if an institution received a core appropriation for FY 2018 of $10 million after withholdings, $1
million would be subject to the reappropriation process. If that institution meets three of its six
performance measures, it will receive a reappropriation of $500,000 or three-sixths of the $1 million. The
institution’s total core appropriation would then be $9,500,000. Any funds not reappropriated, in this
example $500,000, would be appropriated to an institutional performance improvement fund administered
by the MDHE. The purpose of the performance improvement fund would be to assist any institution that
is experiencing ongoing issues with meeting its performance targets. Parameters for the distribution of
these funds will be developed prior to the beginning of FY 2019.

Conclusion

In order to provide institutions with at least two weeks to review and comment on this approach, no
recommendation is included for action at this time. Once comments have been received and reviewed, a
conference call meeting will be scheduled later in December to provide the CBHE with the opportunity to
take final action on this proposed plan.

STATUTORY REFERENCE

Section 163.191, RSMo - CBHE statutory responsibility to develop an appropriations request for
community colleges

Sections 173.005.2(2), 173.030(3), and 173.040(5), RSMo — CBHE statutory responsibility to establish
guidelines for appropriations requests and to recommend a budget for each state-supported
university

Section 173.005.2(7), RSMo — CBHE statutory responsibility for gathering data from state-supported
institutions



RECOMMENDED ACTION
No action is recommended at this time.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment A: FY 2019 Institutional Core Appropriation Information
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Higher Education Institutions' FY 2019 Core Budget

FY 2018 Funding

FY 2019

Institution Core TAFP FY 2019 Core 10% Reappropriation | Fall 2017 Headcount Fall 2017 FTE
Community Colleges $ 147,391,746 | $ 147,391,746 | $ 14,739,175 85,587 54,221
State Technical College of Missouri $ 5,677,566 | $ 5,677,566 | $ 567,757 1,256 1,242
University of Central Missouri $ 55,784,610 | $ 55,784,610 | $ 5,578,461 12,333 9,468
Southeast Missouri State University $ 46,073,968 | $ 46,073,968 | $ 4,607,397 11,437 9,000
Missouri State University $ 85,620,837 | $ 85,620,837 | $ 8,562,084 25,614 19,741
Lincoln University $ 17,832,513 | $ 17,832,513 | $ 1,783,251 2,619 2,035
Lincoln University Land Grant Match $ 2,500,000 | $ 2,500,000 | $ 250,000 - -
Truman State University $ 41,742,526 | $ 41,742,526 | $ 4,174,253 6,260 5,482
Northwest Missouri State University $ 30,989,542 | $ 30,989,542 | $ 3,098,954 6,337 5,316
Missouri Southern State University $ 23,644,235 | $ 23,644,235 | $ 2,364,424 6,170 4,859
Missouri Western State University $ 21,812,252 | $ 21,812,252 | $ 2,181,225 5,551 4,074
Harris-Stowe State University $ 9,713,078 | $ 9,713,078 | $ 971,308 1,442 1,254
University of Missouri $ 419,172,068 | $ 419,172,068 | $ 41,917,207 72,814 55,342
Subtotals | $ 907,954,941 $ 907,954,941 | $ 90,795,494 237,420 172,034




AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

FY 2019 Capital Improvements Projects
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION
The intent of this agenda item is to provide the Coordinating Board for Higher Education (CBHE) with
information about the most pressing of capital improvement needs at all public institutions in the state.

Background
During the past decade, the vast majority of capital improvement projects have been funded by

specialized sources — i.e., the Lewis and Clark Discovery Initiative and the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act. However, these funds are no longer available and new funding sources have been
scarce.

Beginning in the 2015 legislative session, however, interest in funding these much-needed projects was
renewed, and funding has been appropriated for a range of projects between then and FY 2017. There
were no new capital improvements projects approved for FY 2018. The only funding for capital projects in
the current year is to continue previously approved projects.

Process

In the past, Missouri Department of Higher Education (MDHE) staff has assembled and ranked a listing of
each institution’s top capital improvement priority. The guidelines for reviewing those projects are
approved by the CBHE, with the most recent guidelines approved at the CBHE meeting on June 8, 2017.
Based on the comments received during the review process, the MDHE consolidated institutions’ top
requests into a single, unranked list. A copy of the list is attached to this agenda item.

While appropriations for capital projects have been primarily a result of the political process, MDHE staff
believes a more rigorous procedure is needed to make the CBHE capital project recommendations more
reliable and defensible. Although the previous process is workable in developing a comprehensive list of
institutional projects, it is not adequate for this more selective process. In addition, given the virtual
certainty there will not be a capital improvements bill for new projects in FY 2019, recommending a
comprehensive list of unranked projects seemed inappropriate.

Conclusion

Based on this situation, the MDHE staff believes the priority focus for higher education appropriations
should be funding institutional operating budgets. As a consequence, staff does not recommend that the
CBHE make a formal recommendation regarding capital improvement projects for the FY 2019 budget
cycle. MDHE staff will review the current capital improvement guidelines and process and bring
recommendations for revision of those items to be CBHE for action prior to the beginning of the FY 2020
budget cycle.

STATUTORY REFERENCE

Section 163.191, RSMo — State aid to community colleges

Chapter 33.220, RSMo — Submission of annual appropriation requests

Section 173.020, RSMo — CBHE statutory responsibility to plan systematically for the state higher
education system

Chapter 173.480, RSMo — Department of Higher Education, Higher Education Capital Fund

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment A: FY 2019 Capital Improvement Top Institutional Priorities



COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
FY 2019 Capital Improvement Top Priorities

Site Location/Facility Description Total Project Cost Local Match FY 2019 Reguest

CROWDER COLLEGE

New Building at Neosho Campus New Construction $4,916,000 $4,916,000
EAST CENTRAL

Hansen Hall Caulking Renovation $313,800 $313,800
JEFFERSON COLLEGE

Vet Tech Addition and Renovation Addition and Renovation $2,118,479 $2,118,479
HARRIS-STOWE STATE UNIVERSITY

Construction of New STEM Building New Construction $16,823,308 $16,823,308

LINCOLN UNIVERSITY

Campus-Wide Renovations Renovation $43,263,680 $43,263,680

METROPOLITAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Student Success Centers Addition and Renovation $9,100,130 $9,100,130
MINERAL AREA COLLEGE

Career for Center and Technical Education (Area Vocational

School) New Construction $26,743,600 $26,743,600
MISSOURI SOUTHERN STATE UNIVERSITY

Taylor Performing Arts Center Renovation Renovation $20,570,731 $20,570,731

MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY New Construction &

Ozarks Science Center & Garnett Library Renovation $50,818,778 $50,818,778

MISSOURI UNIVERSITY OF SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY

Schrenk Hall, Phase 1lI Addition and Renovation $54,005,000 $54,005,000

MISSOURI WESTERN STATE UNIVERSITY

Potter Hall Addition and Renovation $6,649,633 $6,649,633

MOBERLY AREA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Allied Health Expansion New Construction $4,296,135 $1,223,564 $3,072,571
NORTH CENTRAL COLLEGE

Student Services Building New Construction $4,438,200 $4,438,200
NORTHWEST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY

Agricultural Sciences New Construction $25,086,500 $25,086,500

OZARKS TECHNICAL COLLEGE

Advanced Manufacturing & Technology Center-Springfield  New Construction $22,000,000 $22,000,000
ST. CHARLES COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Workforce Development Center New Construction $2,500,000 $2,500,000
ST. LOUIS COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Forest Park Campus Renovation $847,032 $847,032
SOUTHEAST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY

Art Building Renovation $13,385,119 $13,385,119

STATE FAIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE

New Technology Center New Construction $26,843,116 $26,843,116
STATE TECHNICAL COLLEGE OF MISSOURI

Utility Technician Program Facility New Construction $5,896,965 $5,896,965

THREE RIVERS COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Crisp Technology Center Addition and Renovation $5,824,200 $5,824,200
TRUMAN STATE UNIVERSITY

Pershing, Phase I Renovation $17,494,085 $2,574,085 $14,920,000

UNIVERSITY OF CENTRAL MISSOURI

W.C. Morris Science Building Renovation $20,146,072 $20,146,072



COORDINATING BOARD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
FY 2019 Capital Improvement Top Priorities

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI — COLUMBIA Renovation and New
Research & Education Strategic Redevelopment, Phase | Construction $150,000,000  $100,000,000 $250,000,000

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI — KANSAS CITY
Spencer Chemistry and Biological Sciences Buildings,
Phase Il Renovation $33,057,000 $4,600,000 $37,657,000

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI — ST. LOUIS
Space Consolidation & Infrastructure Renovation $16,000,000 $16,000,000

TOTALS $578,221,563  $108,397,649 $679,023,914

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
FY 2019 Capital Improvement Priorities - Attachment A
December 14, 2017 | Page 2



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Missouri Student Loan Program Update
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION
The purpose of this agenda item is to summarize recent events relating to the Missouri Department of
Higher Education (MDHE) guaranty agency.

Information Security

The United States Department of Education (USDE) recently required all Federal Family Education Loan
Program guaranty agencies to submit a Security Self-Assessment form describing the guaranty agency’s
system security controls protecting student loan data and the infrastructure controls supporting regulatory
compliance.

On November 5, 2017, USDE provided MDHE with an analysis of MDHE security control effectiveness
and strength of evidence. The analysis assigned MDHE an overall rating of good, which is was the
highest rating available. The report also recommended approximately 14 steps MDHE should take in
order to improve particular security controls. MDHE information security staff has begun working with the
Missouri Office of Administration and Great Lakes Higher Education Guaranty Corporation, the MDHE
loan servicer, to take the recommended actions.

Cohort Default Rate

Missouri’s cohort default rate dropped from 11.5 percent for student loan borrowers who began
repayment in 2013 to 10.9 percent for those who entered repayment in 2014. Missouri’s rate is lower than
the national rate of 11.5 percent and lower than the majority of borders states, with only Nebraska and
lllinois reporting lower rates.

MDHE focuses on Missouri’s default rate through continuing efforts such as the MDHE Default Prevention
Grant Program, Missouri Default Prevention Day, and financial literacy education programs. The Default
Prevention Grant Program provides funding and support to Missouri higher education institutions. The
grants are used for financial literacy programs and are awarded through a competitive grant process.
Missouri Default Prevention Day is an annual event during which MDHE invites Missouri’s financial aid
professionals to learn about default prevention from industry experts. MDHE also promotes financial
literacy through publications and school presentations for students and their families.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
34 CFR 382.410 — Fiscal, administrative, and enforcement requirements
34 CFR 682.401(e) — Guaranty agency financial literacy and debt management requirements

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENT(S)
None


http://dhe.mo.gov/ppc/defaultpreventiongrant.php
http://dhe.mo.gov/ppc/defaultpreventiongrant.php

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Journey to College

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION
The purpose of this agenda item is to present information on 2017-2018 Missouri Department of Higher
Education (MDHE) Journey to College outreach programs.

Background
Increasing postsecondary attainment is the first goal included in the Coordinating Board for Higher

Education coordinated plan, Preparing Missourians to Succeed: A Blueprint for Higher Education. In order
to move toward that goal, the plan calls for MDHE to “increase efforts to assist students in completing
college admissions and financial aid applications.” Accordingly, MDHE encourages high schools to
participate in Journey to College, which is an initiative that includes several MDHE access and success
activities. The three major Journey to College programs are Apply Missouri, FAFSA Frenzy, and Decision
Day.

Apply Missouri
During September and October, 133 high schools across Missouri hosted Apply Missouri programs. The

programs assist seniors with the college application process during the school day. Participating sites are
still submitting data, but with 65 percent of sites reporting, approximately 83 percent of participating
seniors reported submitting at least admissions application during the program.

EFAESA Frenzy

FAFSA Frenzy events help students and their families complete the Free Application for Federal Student
Aid (FAFSA). High schools, postsecondary institutions, and other community organizations can host
FAFSA Frenzy events. The current year’s events began occurring in October and will continue through
January. More than 180 sites are hosting FAFSA Frenzy events during the 2017-2018 academic year. To
date, with about 63 percent of sites reporting, FAFSA Frenzy events have served approximately 2,180
students.

Decision Day

Decision Day celebrates seniors’ post-high school plans for college or military service. The purpose of the
plan is to encourage seniors to finalize future plans and to build a college-going culture among younger
students. The more than 130 high schools that have committed to participating in Decision Day will host
events in April or May of 2018.

Around 100 high schools have committed to participate in all three programs, which is an 80 percent
increase over the 2016-2017 program yeatr.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
34 CFR 682.401(d) — College access initiative

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENT(S)
None



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Five-Year Provisional Program Review
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

This board item recommends board action on provisionally-approved academic programs. The
Coordinating Board for Higher Education provisionally approved the programs listed in the table below in
September 2012. Missouri Department of Higher Education staff recommends the following actions:

Program Name and Program | Recommended
Institution Delivery Site CIP Code Action

East Central College AAS, Chemical Technology 410301 Deleted by IHE
East Central College AAS, C2 Medical Assistant 510801 Full approval
Jefferson College AAS, Radiologic Technology 510911 | Full approval
Missouri State University BS, Health Sciences 510000 Full approval
Northwest Missouri State University | BA, BS Communication 090101 | Full approval
University of Central Missouri BSBA, Economics 450601 Full approval
University of Missouri-Kansas City BM, Jazz Studies 500910 | Full approval
University of Missouri-Kansas City MMS, Physician Assistant 510912 Full approval

STATUTORY REFERENCE

Section 173.005(1), RSMo CBHE statutory authority to approve proposed new degree programs to be
offered by the state institutions of higher education . . .

Section 173.005(8), RSMo CBHE statutory authority to collect the necessary information and develop
comparable data for all institutions of higher education in the state . . .

Section 173.030(1), RSMo CBHE statutory authority to request the governing boards of all state-
supported institutions of higher education and of major private institutions to submit . . . proposed
policy changes . . . and make pertinent recommendations relating thereto . . .

Section 173.030(2), RSMo CBHE statutory authority to recommend to the governing board of any
institution of higher education in the state the development, consolidation or elimination of programs,
degree offerings, physical facilities or policy changes where that action is deemed . . . in the best
interests of the institutions . . .

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Coordinating Board for Higher Education approve the actions listed in
the Five Year Provisional Review summary of recommendations table contained in this board
item.

ATTACHMENT(S)
None



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

University of Central Missouri Program Proposal
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

The University of Central Missouri (UCM) has submitted a proposal to offer a baccalaureate degree in
software engineering. This agenda item is submitted to the Coordinating Board for Higher Education
(CBHE) for its consideration and possible action.

Background
Section 173.005 of Missouri Revised Statutes assigns the Coordinating Board for Higher Education

responsibility for approval of new degree programs offered by the state institutions of higher education.
The Board exercises this authority through the Missouri Department of Higher Education (MDHE) and the
rules promulgated in 6 CSR 10-4.010, currently being revised (see Tab K)

MDHE staff reviewed a similar proposal from UCM in November 2016. Staff determined, based on the
information submitted, the program would unnecessarily duplicate existing programs. Additionally, other
institutions raised concerns about program delivery within the Kansas City metropolitan area, particularly
as discussions were being held to revise the academic program approval process as part of the Higher
Education System Review. UCM submitted to the MDHE in June a revised proposal, one that provided
additional information regarding program demand and addressed concerns raised about the initial
proposal.

MDHE staff concluded it did not have the requisite expertise and enough information to recommend
approval of the proposal, and recommended an external review of the proposal to determine both the
actual need for the program and the capacity of existing programs to meet that demand. MDHE and UCM
both agreed to the use of external consultants, and UCM agreed to pay for the services of the
consultants. These consultants’ reports will be considered as part of UCM'’s proposal to offer the program.

Parameters for External Consultants
MDHE staff provided UCM with guidelines regarding the external consultants’ scope of work. The
consultants were asked to address the following questions:

a. Is there sufficient student demand for the proposed program? Do institutions with existing
programs have the capacity to satisfy student demand?

b. Isthere a demonstrated occupational or work force need that existing programs cannot satisfy?

c. |If approved, would the proposed program serve students that existing programs have not or
cannot serve? If yes, is access to existing programs limited by geography? Costs? Preparation?
Other factors?

UCM, in consultation with MDHE staff, contracted with the following consultants:

e Dr. Thomas B. Hilburn, Professor Emeritus in the Department of Electrical, Computer, Software,
and System Engineering College of Engineering at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University,
contracted to assess the market demand for the program in the region, as well as the capacity of
existing programs to meet that need. Dr. Hilburn's report is included as an attachment; his
curriculum vitae is on file with the MDHE.

e The Educational Advisory Board Company (EAB) is conducting a market demand analysis of
software engineering need in the region and state. EAB reports typically rely on market data from
Burning Glass Labor/Insight tool, JobsEQ tools, U.S. Census Bureau, and Bureau of Labor



Statistics. EAB will submit its report to UCM and MDHE by December 8, 2017. Upon receipt,
MDHE will share the report with the larger academic community.

Representatives of UCM will appear before the CBHE Academic Affairs & Workforce Needs Committee
on December 13 to discuss the proposed program. Representatives of other institutions may also provide
information at the meeting.

Discussion of Pertinent Issues

This proposal raised several complicated issues for MDHE staff to consider during its review.

1.

Mission. UCM argues an engineering program with CIP (Classification of Instructional Program)
number of 14 is an “applied science,” which aligns with its statewide mission in the “applied
sciences and technology.” MDHE staff considers engineering programs generally to be outside of
any institutions’ mission, except for the University of Missouri. This does not preclude UCM from
submitting a proposal for an engineering program. The revised academic program approval
process directly addresses proposals for new engineering programs as outside of the mission of
all institutions but the University of Missouri.

UCM specifically asked Dr. Hilburn to address this question, and he generally supports UCM’s
view. While mission remains an important element of program review, in this instance, it is not the
sole or even primary concern.

Duplication of existing programs. The University of Missouri-Columbia (UMC) and the
University of Missouri-Kansas City (UMKC) offer programs that are similar to the one proposed by
UCM. Dr. Hilburn notes that no other Missouri university offers a bachelor’'s degree in software
engineering. He makes a compelling case that UCM’s program, particularly its curriculum, is
distinct from those offered by UMC and UMKC. Curricular distinctiveness alone, however, is not
enough to demonstrate unnecessary duplication. Another factor to consider is UMKC and UMC
have different price points than does UCM, which is not an insignificant consideration.

The mere existence of a program in a given area is insufficient to justify denying the approval of a
similar, perhaps even duplicative, program. The state’s investment in certain programs requires
that thoughtful consideration be given to the impact a new and similar program would have on
existing programs. However, if current programs do not have the capacity or the intent to satisfy
the societal and occupational need for the degree, then a similar program would not
unnecessarily duplicate the existing programs. Dr. Hilburn’s report does not adequately address
the capacity of current programs to meet demand.

Demand. UCM believes there is strong demand—among students and employers—for software
engineers, a belief that is supported by Dr. Hilburn. Unemployment rates for applications,
systems, and software developers, in Missouri and in Kansas City, are very low. Location
guotients—which measure local employment needs relative to the rest of the nation—are higher
in Kansas City than in the rest of Missouri, which is a reasonable measure of actual need (see
Table 3 in Hilburn Report). Projected growth rates are modest.

What is missing from Hilburn’s report is an assessment of what capacity existing programs have
to meet employer and student demand. Complicating the picture is the fact that many job
postings for “software engineer” do not require a degree in software engineering. A cursory
search for “software engineer’ on leading job websites (Indeed.com and Monster.com, for
example) returned more than 1,000 results. A closer examination, however, reveals that most of
the posts for software engineers require a bachelor's degree in a computer science field or
several years of equivalent work experience. In other words, a degree in software engineering
does not appear to be—at the present time, at least—a prerequisite to finding work as a software
engineer.

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
University of Central Missouri Program Proposal
December 14, 2017 | Page 2



MDHE staff believe the market demand analysis being conducted by EAB will provide a much
clearer picture of the actual demand in the Kansas City region for workers with degrees in
software engineering. EAB’s report is due to UCM and MDHE on December 8, 2017.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
Sections 173.005.2(1), 173.005.2(8), 173.005.11, 173.030(1), and 173.030(2), RSMo - Statutory
requirements regarding CBHE approval of new degree programs

RECOMMENDED ACTION

MDHE staff will refrain from making a recommendation on the proposal submitted on behalf of the UCM
to offer a baccalaureate degree in software engineering until it has received and reviewed the market
demand analysis being prepared by EAB.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment A: UCM program proposal
Attachment B: Report on University of Central Missouri Software Engineering Program (Hilburn)

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
University of Central Missouri Program Proposal
December 14, 2017 | Page 3



NEW PROGRAM PROPOSAL FORM

Sponsoring Institation(s): University of Central Missouri
Program Title: Software Engineering
Degree/Certificate:  Bachelor of Science

Options: None

Delivery Site(s): Main Campus in Warrensburg, Missouri and Central Summit Campus in
Les’s Summit, Missouri

CIP Classification:  14.0903
Implementation Date: Fall 2018

Cooperative Partuers: None

AUTHORIZATION:
/
/]
Dr. Kim Andrews, Vice Provost for Academic Programs and Services ,{ o )
FA C’&QJH,_{_ZU[ i
Name/Title of Tnstitutional Officer Signature Date
Dr. Xiaodong Yue, yue@uemo.edu 660-543-4930
Person to Contact for More Information Telephone

www.dhe.mo.gov «info@dhe.mo.gov
205 Jefferson Strest, P. Q. Box 1469, Jefferson City, MO 65102 - (573) 751-2361 + {800) 473-
6757 » Fax (573) 751-6635




Rationale for the B.S, in Software Engineering Program

Over the past thirty years, the practices of everyday life have become increasingly infused with
and mediated by software. The capacities and growing pervasiveness of software make it the
lifeblood of today’s emerging information society. Software is shaping our world from all
aspects of our lives, from the launch of billion-dollar spacecraft to more mundane work such as
measuting and displaying time, controlling traffic lights, and monitoring the washing of clothes.
Indeed, whatever the task-domestic chores, paid work, shopping, traveling, communicating,
governing, playing - software increasingly makes a difference as to how social and economic life
takes place, and enables members of society to work more efficiently. To maintain a competitive
edge, industry and commerce continue to make oreative engineering advances as well as produce
high guality products. More than ever, there is a demand for a highly prepared work force with
Software Engineering training that is enabled to deliver quality software and innovation. The
proposed B.S. in Software Engineering program will prepare our students in a much-needed area
and is well aligned with the University of Central Missouri’s mission of preparing students with
the knowledge, skills and confidence to succeed and lead in the region, state, nation and world.




Year 1 2 3 4 5

Tull Time 15 25 35 45 55
Part Time 5 S 5 5 5
Total 20 30 40 50 60

Please provide a rationale regarding how student enrollment projections were
calculated:

Due to the high market demand in the region and an insufficient number of software engineers
available to fill the open positions, the program is expected to grow and achieve the above
projection. In addition, as shown in Table 6, the average enrollment of several ABET accredited
Software Engineering programs from master level institutions is more than 100, we expect a
similar enrollment for the proposed program. ABET is an internationally recognized acorediting
body for colleges and universities programs in the disciplines of applied science, computing,
engineering, and engineering technology.

Provide a rationale for proposing this program, including evidence of market
demand and societal need supported by research:

Background

Tn the decades since the 1960s, Association of Computing Machinery (ACM), along with leading
professional and scientific computing societies, has endeavored to failor curriculum
recommendations to the rapidly changing landscape of computer technology. Computing
Curricula 2005: The Overview Report, published by ACM in 2005, provides undergraduate
curriculum gnidelines for five defined sub-disciplines of computing [1]. Table 1 lists the
definitions for Computer Science, Computer Engineering and Software Engineering. While
compuler engineering emphasizes on hardware and computer science (like other sciences) focuses
on creating new knowledge, software engineering (like other engineering disciplines) focuses on
rigorous methods for designing and building things that reliably do what they’re supposed to do.
In addition to its computer science foundations, software engineering also involves human
processes that, by their nature, are harder to formalize than are the logical abstractions of
computer science. Experience with software engineering courses within computer science
curricula showed many that such courses can teach students about the field of software
engineering but usually do not succeed at teaching them how to be software engincers [1].

www.dhe.mo.gov » info@dhe.mo.gov
205 Jefferson Street, P. O. Box 1469, Jefferson City, MO 65102 + {573) 7561-2361 + (800) 473-
6757 + Fax (873) 751-6635
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Table 1 Definition for Computer Science, Computer Engineering and Software Engineering -
Computing Curricuta 2005: The Overview Report [1]

Computer Science

Software Engineering

Computer Science spans a wide range, from its
theoretical and algorithmic foundations to
culfing-edge developments in robotics,
computer vision, intelligent systems,
bioinformatics, and other exciting areas.

Software Engineering is the discipline of
developing and maintaining software systems
that behave reliably and efficiently, are
affordable to develop and maintain, and satisfy
all the requirements that customers have
defined for them.

Compater Engineering

Computer engineering is concerned with the
design and construction of computers and
computer-based systems. It involves the study
of hardware, software, communications, and
the interaction among them. Its curriculum
focuses on the theories, principles, and
practices of traditional electrical engineering
and mathematics and applies them to the
problems of designing computers and
computer-hased devices.

The history of Software Engineering education is a story of academies struggling to fulfill industry
needs with little support from computer soience curriculum designers [2]. Most practicing software
enginecrs do not have a degree in Software Engineering, but rather in Computer Science and some
other related discipline. In the United States, degree programs in software engineering, designed to
provide a more thorough foundation than can be provided within computer science curricula,
began {o emerge duting the 1990s.The Department of Education published data regarding the
number of students receiving a bachelor’s degree in  Software Engineering in the Digest of
Education Statistics [3]. The report shows an upward trend (see Figure 1 below).

Figure 1 The Number of Students Receiving a Bachefor’s Degree in Computer Software
Engineering (source: Digest of Education Statistics).

www.dhe.mo.gov « info@dhe.mo.gov
205 Jefferson Street, P. 0. Box 1469, Jefferson City, MO 65102 + {573) 751-2361 - (800) 473-

8757 » Fax (873) 751-6635
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While these statistics indicate solid growth in the number of bachelor’s degrees granted, the
number of Software Engineering graduates is still extremely small when compared with the
mumber of software engineers needed in the workforce. Details regarding market demand are
described in the next section.

Tn 2004, the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) Computer Society published
The Guide to the Software Fngineering Body of Knowledge (SWEBOK) which describes generally
accepted knowledge about software engineering, and continuously revised and updated to the most
recent version SWEBOK 3.0 in 2014 to accotnpany the change of practices, body of knowledge,
ete. [41. In order to create curriculum recommendations in several computing disciplines including
Software Engineering, the ACM Education Board and the IEEE Computer Society also prepared
the undergraduate curriculum guidance on software engineering (SE2004 & SE2014) [5] for
institutions of higher education.

Due to the high demands for software engineers, the School of Computer Science and Mathematics
at the University of Central Missouri (UCM) is requesting approval for a new program, a B.S. in
Software Engineering degree. The proposed addition is important to the UCM  School of Computer
Science and Mathematics’ continuing efforts to enhance its contributions to prepare the 21st
century technical workforce in a STEM field of national inferest.

Market Demand

This program will be the first of its kind in Missouri to cater to the growing market demand of
skilled software engineering professionals. A quick job search on June 12, 2017 on indeed.com
for software engineer returned 2718 open positions in Missouri, just for the month of June
alone, many of which are in the St. Louis and Kansas City area [6].

The job outlook for sofiware engineers is very positive. Growth will increase much faster than
average compared to other U.S. occupations, The demand is expected to increase due to a large
www.dhe.mo,gov » info@dhe.mo.gov
205 Jefferson Street, P. O, Box 1469, Jefferson City, MO 65102 « (573} 751-2361 - {800) 473-
6757 + Fax (573) 751-6635
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need for computer software used in industries like maobile technology and healthcare computer

systems [7].

According to The Bureau of Labor Statistios [8], the overall employment of software engineers is
projected to grow by 17 percent from 2014 to 2024, In particular, employment of applications
software developerts is projected to grow 19 percent, and employment of sysiems software
developers is projected to grow 13 percent.

The following are the employment projections for different software developers [8]:

« Applications Software Developers: 2014 employment — 718,400; projected 2024
employment — 853,700, 19% change from 2014-2024

s Systems Software Developers: 2014 employment —395,600; projected 2024
employment— 447,000; 13% change from 2014-2024

Figure 2 Total U.S. STEM Jobs Through 2024, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics [9]
US-BLS Total STEM Job Projections Through 2024 By STEM %
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Figure 2 shows the distribution of total U.S. STEM jobs through 2024. 58% of total STEM jobs in
U.S. are computing related. Among all computing jobs, 26% of the jobs are in software
development. In other words, there will be nearly as many openings in software development as
there will be in all the branches of traditional engineering combined [9]. Figure 3 shows the
distribution of U.S. new STEM jobs through 2024. There is an expectation that 76% of new
STEM jobs in U.S. will be computing related. As can be seen in the chart, the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics is predicting 31% of the new STEM jobs will be in software development (aka
software engineering) alone as compared to 11% in the combined branches of traditional
engineering.

Figuxre 3 U.S, New STEM Jobs Through 2024, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics [9]

www.dhe.mno.gov * info@dheano.gov
205 Jefferson Sireet, P. O. Box 1469, Jefferson City, MO 65102 « (573) 751-2361 « (800) 473-
G757 + Fax (573) 7561-6635
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Table 2 lists the top 10 occupations in US with the most openings 2014-2024. Applications
software developer is ranked No. 6. Similar to the national trend, applications softsvare developer
is ranked No. 8 in Missouri for the top 10 occupations with the most openings 2012-2022.

Table 2 Top 10 Occupations with the Most Openings in US, 2014-2024 (www.careerinfonet.org)

# Qcecupation Employment Projected Annual Job
2014 Openings
1 | Registered Nurses 2,751,000 108,840
2 | General and Operations Managers 2,124,100 68,880
3 | Accountants and Auditors 1,332,700 49,800
4 | Elementary School Teachers, Except 1,358,000 37,870
Special Education
5 | Secondary School Teachers, Except 961,600 28,400
Special and Career/Technical
Education
56, (- Softivare Deyelopers; Applicatic 23800. o
7 Management Analysts 758,000 20,850
8 | Computer Systems Analysis 567,860 19,160
9 | Middle School Teachers, Except 627,500 17,550
Special and Career/Technical :
Education
10 | Financial Managers 555,900 16,930

Table 3 Top 10 Occupations with the Most Openings in Missouri, 2012-2022
{(www.careerinfonet.org)

# QOccupation Employment Projected Annual Job
2012 Openings

www.dhe.mo.gov » info@dhe.mo.gov
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1 | Registered Nurses 2,100
2 1 General and Operations Managers 1,500
3 | Accountants and Auditors 1,090
4 | Elementary School Teachers, Except 750
Special Education
5 | Secondary School Teachers, Except 19,970 610
Special and Career/Technical
Education
6 | Middle School Teachers, Except 13,910 450
Special and Career/Technical
Education .
7 | Computer Systems Analysis 10,950 390
Cost Estimators 5,010 280
Coaches and Scouts 6,830 270

Figure 4 shows the most recent annual mean wage of applications software developers by state
published by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, The mean salary in Missouri is $92,680-
$101,450.

Figure 4 Annual Mean Wage of Applications Software Developers, by State, May 2016, US

Bureau of Labor Statistics (https://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes151132.htm)
Annual mean wage of software developers, applications. by state, May 2016

Anauslmeanyage

Oi55.45 - 55440 £ 455.550 - 192,650
B 392690 - 1101450 B $101,720 - 3123480

Blaak waas IvEoats dith a0t readalle.

Carecer website Glassdoor cross-referenced its salary data with official cost of living figures
from the federal government to see where tech indusiry salaries go the furthest [10]. Table 4
below ranks each city by their salary, which takes into account the cost of living. Software
Engineers earn a higher salary compared with some other jobs in similar areas. Two cities in
Missouri, St. Louis and Kansas City, ranked No. 6 and No. 28 among the best cities in the US
to be a sofiware engineer.
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Moreover, the information technology industry in Missouri continues to grow. As a matter of
fact, software is one of Missouri's information technology industry’s three niches {11}
Specifically, the Kansas City area has many IT related companies. For example, Cerner
anticipates a large expansion of its Kansas City workforce over the next 10 years that will
involve hiring thousands of software engineers [12] [13]. According to the most recent
{December 2016) Information Technology Industry Real Time Labor Market Summary
published by the Missouri's Economic Research and Information Center (MERIC) {14], there
were over 1,500 job postings in the Information Technology Industry for the previous 6 month
period in Missouri. The top occupation was Applications Software Developers. In another report
[15] published by MERIC titied 2016 STEM Labor Demand Analysis, the top STEM job ads for

the Missouri Workforce Development Area (WDA) regions were mostly Applications Software
Developes.

Table 4 Salary Data with Official Cost of Living Rank

“Rea}" “Real" "Raal"

Cost of Soft. Prog. Sya.

Living Eng. Analyst Admin,
Metro Area Index Salary & Rank Salary Rank Salary
Seattle, WA i SRRER I SIS Wy dcv - N e
San Jose, CA z 14 Bq,sai}l
Ratelgh, NC K3 L2 T
Partland, OR ri 4 E - ?ﬁ.ﬁéﬁ
San Francizen, CA "5 ¥ ) g1,182..1,
st, Louis, MO 2 20,27
Denver, CO R B
Atlanta, GA B | s
Austin, TX N o E2808 |
Baston, MA i) e ?,’IZ‘_ g
Dallas, TX CERERS o2 - PS8
Phoenix, AZ 77.055 s | rres 15
Fistsburgh, PA TaE LB | i | h
San Olego, CA 44,812 ..‘7_8 ‘ 72‘52,‘5!'[ ) }5
Columbus, CH 526
New York, NY . V?E,Er&‘f-
Los Angelss, CA ) Ssagit
Chicago, IL 2:%22? T:G94
Tompa, FL eaece | 18T 77R
Miami, FL £2.407 ) 71,734 21 | adoss
Houston, TX CTAODE: ol 86450 L 2 |o7308T L
Minnoapolis, B ' T s | soata
Baltimors, Mil g5
Philadeiphia, PA
Crando, FL
Betroit, Ml
Washington, DC
Kansas City, MO
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Source: Glassdoor Economic Research; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. Salaries are inflation-
adjusted median total compensation reported on Glassdoor from 2010 to June, 2015 [10].

In addition, Software Engineer is ranked No. 8 among the best jobs of 2015 [16], and has & high
growth outlook. Software engineers are in high demand. Skilled software engineers are well paid
and rarely have trouble finding work. The unemployment rate for this carcer is consistently below
the national average [17]. According to the Best Computer Careers Reviews in 2016 [17], software
engineer is ranked No. 1 among top ten computer careers. The detailed comparison is shown in
Table 5.

Table 5 Software Engineer Ranked No. 1 Among Top Ten Computer Careers

Career Overall Salary Opportuluity Edueation Work
Rating Environment

Tl

Systems 9.40/10 9.38/10 8.75/10 10.00/10 | 10.00/10

Analyst

Network 8.73/10 9.38/10 8.75/10 8.75/10 9.38/10

Security

Specialist

Network 8.53/10 10.00/10 6.88/10 8.13/190 9.38/10

Architect

Database 8.07/10 8.75/10 6.25/10 8.75/10 9.38/10

Administrator

Network 7.95/10 8.75/10 5.88/10 8.75/10 9.38/10

Administrator

Web 7.82/10 8.13/10 6.50/10 8.13/10 10.00/10

Developer

Computer 6.60/10 7.50/10 7.50/10 i.13/10 9.38/10

Tech Support

Student Demand

Currently there are approximately 60 undergraduate software engineering programs in the United

States [18]. The number of programs is growing steadily (compared with about 40 undergraduate

software engineering programs in 2011). The enroliments and graduates are growing steadily, too

[19). The following table lists the enrollment of several ABET accredited Software Engincering

programs from master level institutions. Considering the overall student population for each

institution, the software engineering enrollment s strong in all those institutions. It is also worth
www.cdhe.mo.gov » info@dhe.mo.gov
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mentioning that all those institutions also offer a BS in Computer Science. These figures
demonstrate that Software Engineering is a viable undergraduate program in the US which has a
strong, consistent and increasing student demand.
Considering that there is no existing undergraduate software engineering program in Missouri and
Kansas while the demand for software engineers is very high, we anticipate there will be strong
student demand for such a program.

Table 6 Enrollment of Several ABET Accredited Software Engincering Program from Master
Level Institutions

Tustitution Name Enrollment
California Polytechnic State University, San Luis. Obispo 180
Clarkson University 34
Ymbry-Riddle Aeronautical University - Daytona Beach 53
Kennesaw State University 207
Milwankee School of Engineering 214
Monmouth University 70
Pennsylvania State University, Behrend College 55
Rochester Institute of Technelogy 492
Raose-Hulman Institute of Technology 133
University of Michigan - Dearborn 134
University of Wisconsin - Platteville 183

Societal Need

Over the past thirty years, the practices of everyday life have becorne increasingly infused with and
mediated by software. The capacities and growing pervasiveness of software make it the lifeblood
of today’s emerging information society. Software is shaping our world from all aspects of our
lives, from the launch of billion-dollar spacecraft to more mundane work such as measuring and
displaying time, controlling traffic lights, and monitoring the washing of clothes. Indeed, whatever
the task- domestic chores, paid work, shopping, traveling, communicating, governing, playing -
software increasingly makes a difference to how social and economic life takes place, and enables
members of society to work more efficiently {20}, To maintaina competitive edge, industry and
commerce continue to make creative engineering advances as well as produce high quality
products. More than ever, there is a demand for a highly prepared work force with Software
Engineering training that is enabled to deliver quality software and innovation.

According to the US Bureau of Census [21], the average poverly rate for the UCM service area is
www.dhe.mo.gov » info@dhe.mo.gov
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above the state figure, and the average median h(i?i(ﬁh()id income is significantly below the state
figure. At the same time, a clear majority of UCM students are from our 21 service counties
according to the most recent report released by the UCM Office of Institutional Research. As a
comprehensive regional university with a statewide mission in professional applied sciences and
technology programs, it is our mission to provide Missouri citizens in our own service region
and/or beyond the access to affordable undergraduate study in Software Engineering with
reasonable cost and driving distance.

Table 7 Average Percent of Poverty and Average Median Household Income

Area Average Percent of Poverty Average Median Houschold
(2016-2014) ' Income (2010-2014)
{JCM service area (21 16.4% $44,162
counties)
State of Missouri 15.5% $47.764

Source: US Bureau of Census

Duplication and Collaboration: If similar programs currently exist in Missonri, what makes
the proposed program necessary and/or distinet from the others at public institutions, area
voeational technical schools, and private carcer schools?

By searching the program inventory provided by Missouti Department of Higher Education
(http://collegesearch.mo.gov/} using the CIP code 14.0903 designated for the proposed program,
no institution in Missouri offers a BS in Software Engineering program. As a result, thete is no
duplication issue.

Tt is worth mentioning that University of Missouri-Kansas City (UMKC) offers a software
engineering option in its BS in Computer Science program. The proposed software engineering
progrant has a different eurriculum than UMKC’s computer science programs. More specifically,
the proposed software engineering program has a rigorons curriculum as specified by the ABET
accredifation guidelines on software engineering program. Its curriculum differs significantly
from a computer science program. Another factor making our proposed program unique is its
emphasis on secure programming and secure software engineering, There are two dedicated
courses (6 credit hours) in the curricutum. One of our faculty members had specialized SANS
{raining on secure programming and has the GSSP-JAVA certificate. To the best of our
knowledge, there is no other existing software engineering program with such emphasis.

Furthermore, the proposed program is also designed to meet the expressed needs of our industry
partners. UCM's Computer Science program has a fong tradition of working closely with local
companies to provide the curriculum needed for their workforce of the future. Our programs have
a very active industry advisory board with representatives from many local companies such as
Cerner, Garmin, DST systems, Sprint, Honeywell and Commerce Bank, etc. The Board meets
sach Fall and Spring semester. A few support letters from local companies are attached to our
proposal.
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UCM’s Compuler Science program strives to provide our students with hands-on learning
experionces. During their study, our students have opportunities to work on projects from sinall
to large scales either through individual or team efforts. Often our industry partners create these
projects. In addition, many students have internship experiences. Currently, UCM’s Computer
Science program has 11 faculty members with software engineering training and/or software
engineering work/research experiences among whom 6 are tenured or tenure-track. Although the
majority of our faculty have a Ph.DD. in Computer Science, we do have two faculty members with
a Ph.D. in Blectrical and Computer Engineering. They complement other faculty members by
incorporating engineering practices into our curriculum,

Notably, UCM traditionally atiracts very different student populations as compared with UMKC.
Our students prefer a small college environment, rural canipus setting, small class size and
teaching-focused faculty. On the other hand, as Missouri’s research university, UMKC offers a
large campus, urban setting and more research-oriented faculty. Furthermore, affordable cost is
another major factor for students and their families when considering to attend UCM.

UCM’s undergraduate students have very different socioeconomic backgrounds, academic
preparation and career goals as compared with those in UMKC, As specified in the MDHE Policies
and Guidelines, UMKC has a selective admission criteria which requires an ACT score of 24 or
better for admission. More specifically, UMKC’s enginecring and computer science programs
require an ACT math score of at least 25 and ACT composite of at least 24 or a class rank in the
upper 25 percent if the minimum ACT score is not met, On the other hand, UCM has a moderately
selective admission criteria which only requires an ACT score of 21 or betier for admission. There
is no additional admission criteria for the proposed soflware engineering major,

Given that the University of Central Missouri’s statewide mission in professional applied sciences
and technology programs, UCM is a natural home for the proposed B.S. in Software Engineering
program. A clear majority of UCM students are from our traditional 21 service counties which
include Jackson County and are tied to this area by jobs and/or family responsibilities. Many of the
students have circumstances making attendance at another university or college difficult or
impossible particularly due to ACT requirements and/or family financial situations. The options
available to them are largely determined by the options provided at UCM. As a comprehensive
regional university with a statewide mission in professional applied sciences and technology
programs, it is our goal to provide Missouxi citizens in our service region and/or beyond more
access to affordable undergraduate study in software engineering.

Does delivery of the program involve a collaborative effort with any external institution or
organization? If yes, please complete Form CL.

No. The current Computer Science faculty members at UCM are qualified and sufficient to
handle the new program. Delivering the program will not involve collaborative efforts with any
external institution or organization.
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PROGRAM STRUCTURE

A. Total credits required for graduation: 120
B. Restdency requirements, if any: minimum 30 credit hours at UCM

C. General education: 44

Conrse Number Credits | Course Title

C5 1000 3 Computers and Madern Society

COMM 1000/1050 3 Public Speaking/Foundation of Oral Communication Competency
MATH 1151 5 Caloulus & Analytic Geomeiry I

Arvreas/Category Credits | Notes

Writing 1 3

Writing I1 3

Managing Info. 2

Literature 3

Fine Arts 3

Another Course for 3 Choose one additional course from Literature/Fine Arts or
Knowledge Areal Languages/Humanities

Seclence with Lab 4

Another Course for 3 Choose one additional course from Science or Mathemafics
Knowledge AreaII

History 3

Social/Behavioral 3

Sciences

Additional Courses 3 Choose one additional course from History or Social/Behavioral Sciences
for Knowledge Area

m

D. Major requirements: 73

Core Courses (50 credits):

Course Number Credits | Conrse Title
C51100 3 Computer Programming I
CS 1110 3 | Computer Programming I
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C5 2300 3 Data Stuctures
CS 2400 3 Discrete Structures
C53130 3 Secure Programming
CS8 3900 3 Software Requirements Engineering
€S 3910 3 Software Engineering
€S 4300 3 Algorithms Design and Analysis

AEIS 4600 3 Database Theory and Applications
C54920 3 Senior Praject
C5 4930 3 Software Testing & Quality Assorance
54940 3 Software Design and Archifecture
CS 4950 3 Securs Software Engineering
MATH 1152 5 Calculus & Analytic Geomelry 11
ACST 3311 3 Introduction to Mathematical Statistics
INDM 4250 3 Project Management

Electives (9 eredits):
Course Number Credits | Course Title
C83100 3 Progremming Languages
CS 3110 3 App Prog. With C# and NET
C83120 3 Chent Side Web Programming
83200 3 Computer Organization & Architecture
CS 3300 3 Iniro. to Cryptography
C83500 3 C and UNIX Environment
S 3800 3 Apps. Development with VB.INET
CS 3810 3 Iniro. Fo Gams Design
84000 3 Special Problems in CS
C54110 3 Mobile App. Prog. With Android
Cs 4120 3 Advanced App. Prog. In Java
CS4130 3 Server Side Web Programming
C54140 3 Web Applications Security
CS 4500. 3 Operating Systems

205 Jefferson Strest, P. O. Box 1469, Jefferson City, MO 65102 + (573} 751-2361 - (800) 473-
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CS4510 . 3 Intro. to Distributed Systeras
CS 4610 3 Intro to Cloud Computing

CS 4620 3 Big Data Systers

CS4630 3 Data Mining

CS 4700 3 Artificial Intelligence

C54710 3 Machine Learning

CS 4800 3 Computer Networking

CS 4810 3 Comgputer Graphics

CS 4820 3 Intro. to Information Assurance

Math and Science Electives {14 credits):

*Minimum $ credit hours science, from Elective Group It & TIT, niust be selected in the electives. Total
math and science, from the following Hsts, combined must be at least 14 credit hours.

+  Eleetive Group I (0-6 credits):

Course Number Credits | Course Title

MATH?2I153 3 Calculus & Analytic Geometry II1
MATH 2221 3 Fouadations of Geometry
MATEIL3151 3 Differential Equations

MATH 3710 3 Lingar Algebra

MATH 4450 3 Introduction to Graph Theory

»  Elective Group I {0-3 credifs):

Course Number Credits | Course Title

BIOL 1110 3 Pringiples of Biology

BIOL 2010 3 Human Biology

BIOL 2510 3 Basic Genetics

BIOL 4102 3 Evolution

EASC 3010 3 Enavironment Geology

EASC3112 5 | Astronomy -

+  Elective Group 1T (8-14 credits):
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Course Number Credits | Course Title

PHYS 1101/2121 4/5 | College Physics I or University Physics
PHYS 1102/2122 4/5 College Physics II or University Physics TI
BIOL 1111 4 Plant Biology

BIOL 1112 4 Animal Biology

CHEM 1131 5 General Chemistry |

CHEM 1132 5 General Chemistry II

EASC 1004 4 Intro. to Geology

EASC1114 4 Weather and Climate

EASC2100 4 Engineering Geology

EASC2200 4 Historical Geology

EASC4300 4 Earth Resources

E. Free elective credits: 3

(Sum of C, D, and E shonid be larger or equal to A}

F. Reguirements for thesis, internship or other capstone experience:

CS 4920 Senior Project serves as a capstong course for the program which is required.
G. Any unique features such as interdepartmental cooperation:

N/A
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PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND PERFORMANCE GOALS

Institution Name: University of Ceniral Missouri
Program Name: Bachelor of Science in Software Engineering
Date: Fall 2018

(Although all of the following guidelines may not be applicable to the proposed program, please
carefully consider the elements in each area and respond as completely as possible in the format
below. Quantification of performance goals should be included wherever possible.)

1. Student Preparation

Any special admissions procedures or student qualifications required for this program
which exceed regular university admissions, standards, e.g., ACT score, completion of
core curriculum, portfolio, personal interview, etc. Please note if no special preparation
will be required.

No special admission procedures or student qualifications requtired, The propesed
program will adopt the same admission criteria for wndergraducte students af UCM.

Charactetistics of a specific population to be served, if applicable.

N/A

2. Facunity Characteristics

Any special requirements (degree status, training, etc.) for assignment of teaching for this
degree/certificate.

Ph.D. in Computer Science, Software Engineering or a closely related area required for
tenure track faculty. M.S. in Computer Science, Software Engineering or a closely related
area required for non-tenure frack facuity,

Estimated percentage of credit hours that will be assigned to full time faculty. Please use
the term "full time faculty” {and not FTE) in your descriptions here.

All covrses will be taught by full-time faculty.

Expectations for professional activities, special student contact, teaching/learning
innovation.

Feculty teaching in this program will be expected to be professionally active, as
evidenced by peer reviewed publications andfor externally funded grants. Faculty will
also be expected to attend and/or present af professional meetings, participate in
workshops/seminars in areas related fo their specialties and be involved in other related
professional activities. Faculty are expected to continue improving their teaching by
keeping up to date on material or pedagogy.

3. Enrollment Projections
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Student FTE majoring in program by the end of five vears.

60 students

Percent of full time and part time enrollment by the end of five years.

91.5% full time, 8.5% pari time

4, Student and Program Outcomes

L3

Number of graduates per annum at three and five years after implementation.
Three years-3, Five years-12
Special skills specific to the program.

Graduates with a Bachelor of Science degree in Software Engineering will demonstrate
the following specific student outcomes:

- An ability fo identify, formulate, and solve engineering problems by applying principles
of engineering, science, and mathematics ‘

- An ability to apply both analysis and synthesis in the engineering design process,
resulting in designs that meet desired needs.

- An ability to develop and conduct appropriate experimentation, analyze and interpret
data, and use engineering judgment to draw conclusions.

- An ability to communicate effectively with a range of audiences.

- An ability to recognize ethical and professional responsibilities in engineering
situations and make informed judgments, which must consider the impuct of engineering
solutions in global, economic, environmental, and societal contexts.

- An ability to recognize the ongoing need for additional knowledge and locate, evaluate,
integrate, and apply tiis knowledge appropriately.

- An ability to function effectively on teams that establish goals, plan tasks, meet
deadlines, and analyze risk and uncertainty.

Proportion of students who will achieve licensing, certification, or registration.
N/4

Performance on national and/or local assessments, €.g., percent of students scoring above
the 50¢h percentile on normed tests; percent of students achieving minimal cut-scores on
criterion-referenced tests. Include expected resulls on assessments of general education
and on exit assessments in a particular discipline as well as the name of any nationally
recognized assessments used.

None available.

Placement rates in related figlds, in other fields, unemployed.
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95% in Software Engineering related fields, 5% in other flelds, 0% unemployed

Transfer rates, continuous study.

N/A

5. Propram Accreditation

Institutional plans for accreditation, if applicable, including acerediting agency and
timeline. If there are no plans to seek specialized acereditation, please provide a
rationale.

The program will seek ABET accreditation.

6. Alumni and Employer Survey

Expected satisfaction rates for alumni, ineluding timing and method of surveys.

There is an expected satisfaction rate of around 90%. A survey will be sent to graduates
at periods of one and three years after their graduation to gauge how the program has
prepared them for their careers. Data firom the survey will be compiled and analyzed to
improve the quality of the program.

Expected satisfaction rates for employers, including timing and method of surveys.

There is an expected satisfaction rate of around 90%. A survey will be sent fo
employer(s) every three years requesting their input on quality of the program and its
graduates. Data from the swrvey will be compiled and emalyzed to improve the quality of
the program. The UCM Software Engineering Advisory Board, which meels once per
year and consists of representatives from industry, alumni, and students, will also
provide inpul.

7. Institutional Characteristics

*

Characteristics demonstrating why your institution is particularly well equipped to
suppott the program. -

Fownded as a teacher's college in 1871, the University of Central Missouri has
mintained its commitment to excellent teaching, UCM has a statewide mission in
applied sciences and technology programs. Our average wndergraduate class size is 24.
UCM's six-month job-placement rate for undergraduates is 92 percent, and, reflecting
our excellent financial support packages, our studenis benefit from one of the lowest
student-debt ratios in the state. Publicly supported, richly diverse in our people and
programs, UCM offers a remarkable educational experience.

i
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November 21, 2016

Rusty Monhollon, Assistant Commissioner
Missouri Department of Higher Education
205 Jefferson Street, P.0. 1469

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Rusty:

The University of Missouri has a number of concerns about the proposed bachelor of
science degree in Software Engineering proposed for delivery at main campus and
Central Summit Campus in Lee's Summit, As we do with each MDHE posting, we
shared the information with our campus provosts who then distributed the materials
to the appropriate faculty. We received concerns from the faculty and deans from the
College of Engineering at MU as well as the School of Engineering and Computer
Science at UMKC. :

The major concerns relate to the following points — with specific details provided in
the material articnlated helow:

+ Given that MDHE is currently finalizing new guidelines for offering
engineering programs in Missouri that will require collaboration as a
prerequisite for engineering programs, we do not helieve it is prudent to
approve a new soflware engineering program shortly before the guidelines are
put in place.

+ Naming the program as an “engineering” degree when it would not be offered
by a school or college of engineering - an ABET accredited school. ,

« Indicating that the program would be unique in meeting needs by being the

‘ only software engineering program in the state, Both the College of
Engineering at MU and the School of Engineering and Computer Science at
UMEKC offer software engineering programs through their computer science
and enginecring programs. Both schools are ABLT accredited.

¢+ This new program could unnecessary duplication, particularly in the Kansas
City area. Both the MUJ and@ UMKC programs have capacity to enroll more
students.

s There are eoncerns about the nature and structure of the program as
proposed.

The sections below provide details to our concerns about this proposal. MU and
UMKC are willing to discuss collaborative partnerships with UCM to strengthen their
gurrent program offerings and enhanee their undergraduate and master's graduate
programs.

Titling the program as an “engineering” degree when it would notbe
offered by a school or college of engineering - with ABET accredited
programs,

Concerns were expressed by both the MU and UMRC faculty about offering an
“engineering” degree from a campus that is not dedicated to engineering, The
program is called “software engineering” so it implies a certain level of engineering
expertise within the faculty and that the programs are operated by an “engineering”
based faculty, The basic standard for offering engineering degree programs would be
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through an engineering college where all the degree programs have received ABET
accreditation. Both UMKC and MU offer programs similar to this proposed program and all
their programs have received ABET accreditation.

UCM is proposing to create an ABET accredited software engineering bachelor’s degree
program, consequently extensive additional resources would be required to secure ABET
acereditation for the program. Currently their BS computer science and BS Cybersecurity

programs are not ABET aceredited. Acereditation of one or more degree programs would require
extensive resourees and investments from the state in a resource constrained and diminishing
state budget for higher edncation,

To be successful, UCM would need to recruit tenure track faculty with extensive industry
experience in software development and software engineering as part of a process to improve
the quality of their degree offerings. UCM currently has five full professors, no associate
professors and 23 assistant professors. Of all of these faculty, only two of the assistant
professors appear to specialize in software engineering, Further, it is not clear how many of
their assistant professors are tenure track versus short term temporary contracts. This structure
of a fluctuating population of instructors makes it difficult to develop high quality ABET
accredited programs given that such programs require a sustained effort over many years with a
dedicated group of commitied faculty.

Indicating that the program would be unique in meeting needs by heing the only
software engineering program in the state,

This is not the first program of its kind in Missouri, UMKC offers the BS and MS degrees in
computer science and both have emphasis areas in software engineering. Currently the BS -
degree with an emphasis in software engineering has over 120 students enrolied and the MS
degree program with an emphasis in software engineering has over 150 students. The programs
are ABET accredited and this is an area of growth for UMKC with plans to add three additional
faculty membeys in software engineering in the next two years.

As of this date, UMKC School of Computing and Engineering has not turned away any gualified
student in the software engineering programs and has a strategic vision of growing these
programs lo twice the current enrollments with the new faculty hires. Until this growth is
achieved, it would not be prudent to add additional programs in the KC region, especially in the
Lee Summit area, It would only eonflict with an existing ABET aceredited program,

Likewise, software engineering is an important area of study within the breader field of MU
College of Engineering and the Computer Science department has a strong programming project
emphasis and exposure to industry standards and norms of practice. On some campuses,
software engineering may be offered as a separate degree program. However, this is not the case
at MU or UMKC or other AAU institutions.

MU already offers a number of courses that provide for a strong course of study as part of a
Software Engineering émphasis ares, track or potentially a minor that MU students can choose.
This could include courses focusing on the world-wide web, data base programming, object-
oriented programming and design, software engineering, and mobile applications.

To suramarize, the MU computer science program, which is ABET accredited, is alveady offering
thege software engineering area courses. The MU information technology program is also able to
offer a software engineering emphasis area in addition to the ecurrent areas (maobile computing,
systems administration, modeling & animation, game design} by sharing these courses.
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Create unnecessary duplication, particularly in the Kansas City area. Both the MU
and UMCK programs have capacity to enroll more students.

TUMEKC School of Computing and Engineering (SCE) is informed about the computing job
market, today as well as the projections. The UMKC computer science faculty (which includes
trained software engineers) is the largest group of faculty and they teach the largest number of
students. SCE has 20 full ime CS faculty and 10-12 adjunct faculty and 8 of the faculty
members are dedicated full time to software engineering. The bachelor’s and master’s computer
science programs have over 600 students with more than 270 of them in the software
engineering emphasis area.

UMKC plans to add three full time faculty and to double the number in the software engineering
emphasis area. The UCM software engineering program will be an impediment to that growth.
There is a demand as 90% of all of the BSCS students, including software engineers, have jobs at
graduation ,., which speaks to the quality and the desire to increase the numbers within this
ABET aceredited and well established program.

UMKC is working closely with local companies to provide the curriculum needed for their
worlforce of the future. Currently UMKC has over 500 alumni working at Cerner with nearly
200 of those alums coming frorm UMKC SCE (which is only 15 vears old). Furthermore, Kansas
State University is the largest supplier of software engineers to Cerner.

In the case of UMKC, SCE has discussed adding a separate degree in software engineering, but
decided not to pursue that option ag the envollments in the emphasis are quite robust and
growing. Further, many of the courses in the computer science bachelor’s program serve a
broader set of emphasis areas, making it easier for students to design a curriculum that suits
their desires or industry needs. .

The proposed program from UCM may not have an immediate short term impact on student
enrollment at the University of Missouri System campuses in the compnter science or
information technology degree programs. But it may have long terr negative impacts ~
especially for students who are interested in commercial software projects, software application
development, software engineering industry practice and tools. Specifically, enroliment
estimates from UCM projects only 60 students in five years, a very small increase relafive to
UCM’s current graduate student population of around two thousand students. Such a small
ingrease is not compelling to justify the extensive rees required for ereating a high quality
new degree offering that would fmprove the workforce capability in software and IT within the

state of Missouri as opposed to focus on existing programns alveady in place at MU and elsewhere
in the UM system,

There are concerns ahout the nature and structure of the program as proposed,

1) Lack of exposure fo industry practice and industry collaborative parinerships: The proposed
degree program from UCM is essentially a computer science degree program with a few
additional courses: 3500 Software Requirements Eng, 3910 Software Eng, 4930 Software
Testing & Quality Assurance, 4940 Software Design and Architecture, 4950 Secure Software
Eng,

Software engineering education should have significant elements cutside standard course
work. Experiential learning, team-based projects, internships, and industrial eollaboration
are especially essential for training students to be software engineers as opposed to just
programmers, None of these critical components ave addressed. It ig therefore unclear
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whether UCM can prepare its students well for a career in software engineering that reflects
well on the quality of graduates in this field from the state of Missouri.

Greater student involvement in developing or maintaining large seale projects, interactions
with industry partners, cextification opportunities, and coverage of the large hody of
ISO/IEC standards for software engineering quality management is needed. ‘The proposal
does not include the necessary hands-on, large scale projects and the strong partnership
efforts with industry that are essential for a successful degree program in Software
Engineering.

2} Strengthening the quality of existing programs at UCM will provide better employment
prospeets: The UCM School of Computer Science and Mathematics (SCM) already offers two
related undergraduate and graduate degrees: BS in Computer Science, BS in Cybersecurity;
MS CS and MS in Cybersecurity and Information Assurance, which began in Fall 2016. UCM
has many emphasis areas for undergraduates including software development, computer
science, computer networking, game development, data science, computer science minor,

UCM indicates that they have an envollment of over two thousand students in their MS
graduate program (primarily international students) and supports the largest computer
training program in the state of Missouri with industry relationships in the Kansas City area.
If this is true, we would recommend that UCM strengthen their current programs in order
to produce higher quality graduates to satisfy the needs of industry and build stronger
industry-academic partnerships with local companies,

3) Itis necessary to first explore alternatives and accurately gauge demand for UCM graduates:

Instead of a separate BS software engineering degree, UCM could offer a minor, track, or
emphasis arca similar to their Software Development program within the computer science
degree and their minor in Cybersecurity. This could he accomplished by offering the
proposed new SE conrses for several areas as part of their current BS CS degree and then
gauging more accurately the appropriate data on enrollment and future demand.

4) The report that was submitted lacked data on the demand for Software Engineers i the
state of Missouri, For exaraple, the number of companies interested in this area and the
number of students in previous years who have been hired with a software development
emphasis were not included, The report lacks important information on specific
collaborations hetween UCM and companies in the state of Missouri that are focused on
software engineering,

We welcome the opportunity to discuss some sort of collaborative program with one of the UM
campuses.

Sincerely,

;é@f, M

Steve Graham
Senior Associate Vice President
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June 12, 2017

Rusty Monhollon, Assistant Commissioner
Missouri Department of Higher Edneation
205 Jefferson Street, P.O. 1469

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Dr. Monhollon:

The University of Central Missouri is resubmitting the new program proposal for a BS in Software Engineering,
Below addresses the concerns raised by Dr. Steve Graham in his letter to you dated November 21, 2016 as well
as the letter we received from MDHE on November 23, 2016.

The sections below provide details to address the concerns listed in Dr. Graham’s letter.

Naming the program as an “engineering” degree when it would not be offered by a school or college of
engineering - an ABET accredifed school.

We contacted Dayne Aldridge the Adjunct Accreditation Director for the Engineering Accreditation
Commission (EAC) of ABET. His response is listed below

“There is no requirement in our policy or criteria that dictates the administrative structure for ABET accredited
programs. There are a significant number of accredited engineering programs that are administered in units
other than colleges or schools of engineering.”

Tt is clear that there is no requirement for an engineering program to be in a college or school of engineering to
be accredited by ABET. In addition, it is worth mentioning that University of Central Missouri already has
several ABET accredited programs. For example, the BSBA in Computer Information Systems is accredited by
the Computing Accreditation Commission (CAC) of ABET; the BS in Oceupational Safety and Health and MS
in Industrial Hygiene both are accredited by the Applied and Natural Science Accreditation Cornmission
(ANSAC) of ABET.

UCM’s BS in Computer Science program had a very successful ABET site visit in October 2016 and we are
currently waiting for the official accreditation decision which will be announced in Augnst 2017. The ABET
onsite visit for the BS in Cybersecurity program has also been confirmed for October 2017. Considering that the
accreditation guidelines and processes are fairly consistent among different commissions of ABET, the
University of Central Missonri has the necessary knowledge, experience and resources to secure ABET
accreditation for the proposed software engineering program. Most importantly, none of UCM programs”
accreditation efforts have required any additional resources and investments from the state. It is also worth

mentioning that duting our computer science site visit, the ABET team had no single concern with regards to




Currently, UCM’s Computer Science program has 11 faculty members with software engineering training
and/or software engineering work/research experiences among whom 6 are tenured or tenure-track. Although
the majority of our faculty have a Ph.D. in Computer Science, we do have two faculty members with a Ph.D. in
Blectrical and Computer Engineering. They complement other faculty members by incorporating engineering
practices into our curriculum. Purthermore, the Computer Science program plans to add another tenure track
faculty (due fo a recent retirement) with expertise in Software Engineering in 2018-2019 academic year.

Below is the ABET 2017-2018 Program Criteria for Software and Similarly Named Engineering Programs
concerning the faculty criterion

2. Faculty

The program must demonstrate that fuculty members teaching core software engineering topics have an
understanding of professional practice in software engineering and maintain currency in their areas of
professional or scholarly specialization.

It is clear that there is no specific requirement on the number of faculty who must be in the software engineering
area to be accredited by ABET. As indicated earlier, during our Compuler Science ABET visit, there was no
single concern about our faculty specialization. Therefore, we are confident that our current computer science
faculty structure and expertise are well equipped to secure ABET accreditation for the proposed software
engineering prograrm.

Indicating that the program would be wnique in meeting needs by being the only software engineering
program in the state.

The proposed BS in Software Engineering program (CIP 14.0903) is indeed a unique program in the state of
Missouri for the following reasons.

1. There is no Missouri institution that offers a bachelor degree with software engineering in the degree
title.

UMKC offers a software engineering emphasis area in its BS in Computer Science program (CIP
11.0701). MU offers several software engineering related courses in its BS in Computer Science
program {CIP 11.0101). In both cases, students receive a computer science degree but not software
engineering (note that the CIP codes are also different). Association for Computing Machinery (ACM),
the leading international professional organization which provides carricula guidelines to compuiing
disciplines, in its Computing Curricula 2005: The Overview Report states there are five major
computing disciplines. They are Computer Science, Computer Engineering, Software Engineering,
Information Systems and Information Techrology. The differences between computer science, software
engineering and computer engineering are also listed in our program proposal.

2. The curriculum of the proposed BS in Software Engineering program follows the ABET accreditation .
guidelines on software engineering curricujum,

Both MU and UMKC’s computer science program curriculum follows the CAC/ABET’s accredifation
criteria for a computer science program just like UCM’s computer science program. On the other end,
the proposed software engineering program adopts the EAC/ABET accreditation criteria for a software




engineering program. To meet the ABET software engineering curriculum requirements, seven software
engineering focused courses (3130 Secure Programming, 3900 Software Requirements Engineering,
3910 Software Engineering, 4250 Project Management, 4930 Software Testing and Quality Assurance,
4940 Software Design and Architecture and 4950 Secure Software Engineering) are included in the
curriculum to differentiate the proposed program from a computer science program. Considering the
mandated minimum 30 credit hours in mathematics and science, and 42 credit hours general education,
the 21 credit hours software engineering coursework represent 44% of the remaining 48 credit hours

major requirement in the program.

Another factor making our proposed program unique is its emphasis on secure programming and secure
software engineering. There are two dedicated courses (6 credit hours) in the curriculum. One of our
faculty members had specialized SANS fraining on secure programming and has the GSSP-JAVA
certificate. To the best of our knowledge, there is no other existing software engineering program with

such emphasis.

Below is the ABET 2017-2018 Program Criteria for Computer Science, Software Engineering and
Computer/Electrical Engineering concerning the curriculum eriterion

Computer Science

Seftware Engineering

Students must have the following amounts of
course work or equivalent educational
experience:

a. Computer science: One and one-third years that
must include:

I. Coverage of the fundamentals of algorithms,
data structures, software design, concepts of
programming languagoes and computer
organization and architecture.

2. An exposure to a variety of programming
languages and systems.

3. Proficiency in at least one higher-level
language.

4. Advanced course work that builds on the
fundamental course work to provide depth.

The curriculum must provide both breadth and
depth across the range of engineering and
computer science topics implied by the title and
objectives of the program.

The curricithum must include computing
fundamentals, software design and construction,
requirements analysis, security, verification, and
validation; software engineering processes and
tools appropriate for the development of
complex software systems; and discrete
mathematics, probability, and statistics, with
applications appropriate fo software engineering.

Computer/Electrical Engineering

The structure of the curriculum must provide both
breadth and depth across the range of engineering
topics implied by the titie of the program.

The curriculum must include probability and
statistics, including applications appropriate fo
the program name; mathematics through
differential and infegral caleulus; sciences
{defined as biological, chemical, or physical
science); and engineering topics (including
computing science) necessary to analyze and
design complex electrical and electronic devices,
software, and systems containing hardware and

. software components.




The curricutum for programs containing the
modifier “clectrical,” “electronic{s),”
“communication(s),” or “telecommunication(s)”
in the title must include advanced mathematics,
such as differential equations, linear algebra,
complex variables, and discrete mathematics.

The curricutum for programs containing the
modifier “computer” in the title must include
discrete mathematics.

It is obvious that computer science, software engineering; and computer engineering are completely
different degree programs since they have different curricnla and focuses. Even ABET uses two
different commissions to review these programs: computer science is under CAC while software
engineering and computer/electrical engineering are under EAC.

3. The proposed program, if approved, will be part of the University of Central Missouri’s Missouri
Innovation Campus (MIC) initiative.

The Missouri nnovation Campus is an exciting, progressive collaboration between the Lee’s Summit R-
7 School District, Metropolitan Community College and the University of Central Missouri. By
engaging business partners and community organizations, the MIC is reshaping the way students
experience education.

The MIC students graduate with:

s A bachelor's degree, two years after high school.
¢ Liftle fo no student debt.

o Applied experience through paid internships.

»  Highly sought-after skills for high-paying careers.

One of the most significant obstacles facing students whe pursue a college education is cost. The MIC
delivers the value of a bachelor's degree with litfle to no student debt through:

¢ Student Employment

+ Tuition Forgiveness

« Institutional and Departmental Scholarships
» Shared Tuition

¢ Low-Interest Loan Programs

¢ Paid Internships '

To the best of cur hlowledge, there is no such software engineering program in Missouri or surrounding
states with the features listed above.

This new program could create unnecessary duplication, particularly in the Kansas Cify arca.




As indicated in the previous section, the proposed software engineering program has a different curriculum than
MU and UMKC’s computer science programs. Notably, UCM fraditionally attracts very different stodent
populations as compared with MU and UMKC. Our students prefer a small college environment, rural campus
sefting, small class size and teaching-focused faculty. On the other hand, as Missouri’s research university, MU
and UMKC offers a large campus, urban setting and more research-oriented faculty. Furthermore, affordable
cost is another major factor for students and their families when considering to attend UCM.

UCM?s undergraduate students have very different sociceconomic backgrounds, academic preparation and
career goals as compared with those in MU and UMKC. As specified in the MDITE Policies and Guidelines,
MU and UMKC have a selective admission criteria which requires an ACT score of 24 or better for admission.
More specifically, MU’s engineering and computer science programs require an ACT math score of at least 26
and ACT composite of at least 26 or a class rank in the upper 25 percent if the minimum ACT composite score
is not met. UMKC’s engineering and computer science programs require an ACT math score of at least 25 and
ACT composite of at least 24 or a class rank in the upper 25 percent if the minimum ACT score is not met. On
the other hand, UCM has a moderaiely selective admission criteria which only requires an ACT score of 21 or
better for admission. There is no additional admission criteria for the proposed software engineering major.

Given that the University of Central Missouri’s statewide mission in professional applied sciences and
technology programs, UCM is a natural home for the proposed B.S. in Software Engineering program. A clear
majority of UCM students are from our traditional 21 service counties which include Jackson County and are
tied to this area by jobs and/or family responsibilities. Many of the students have circumstances making
attendance at another university or college difficult or impossible particularty due to ACT requirements and/or
family financial situations (as shown in our proposal, the average poverty rate for the UCM service area is above
the state figure, and the average median household income is significantly below the state figure.). The options
available to them are largely determined by the options provided at UCM. As a comprehensive regional
university with a statewide mission in professional applied sciences and technology progrars, it is our goal to
provide Missouri citizens in our service region and/or beyond more access to affordable undergraduate study in
software engineering. ‘

There are concerns about the nature and structure of the program as proposed.

1. Lack of exposure to industry practice and industry collaborative partnerships

As mentioned in the previous section, the proposed software engineering program has a rigorous curriculum
as specified by the ABET accreditation guidelines on software engineering program. Its curriculum differs
significantly from a computer science program. Furthermore, the proposed program is also designed to meot
the expressed needs of our industry partners. UCM’s Computer Science program has a fong tradition of
working closely with local companies to provide the curriculum needed for their workforce of the future.
Qur programs have a very active industry advisory board with representatives from many local companies
such as Cerner, Garmin, DST systems, Sprint, Honeywell and Commerce Bank, etc. The Board meets each
Fall and Spring semester. A fow support letters from local companies are attached to our proposal.

UCM’s Computer Science program strives to provide our students with hands-on learning experiences.
During their study, our students have opportunities to work on projects from small to large scales either
through individual or team efforts. Often our industry partners create these projects. In addition, many
students have internship expetiences. For example, just in Summer 2017, there are 19 undergraduate




students interning with various companies it the Kansas City and St. Louis areas. The actual number could
be higher since not every interning student chooses to take an internship course for credit.

Currently, UCM’s Computer Science program has 11 faculty members with software engineering training
and/or software engineering work/research experiences among whom 6 are fenured or tenure-irack.
Although the majority of our faculty have a Ph.D. in Computer Science, we do have two faculty members
with a Ph.D. in Electrical and Computer Engineering. They complement other faculty members by
incorporafing engineering practices into our curriculum.

Strengithening the quality of programs at UCM will provide better employment prospects

UCM strives to provide high quality programs in Computer Science and Cybersecurity. As indicated in the
previous sections, our programs are designed according to ABET accreditation criteria for Computer
Science and Cybersecurity. The Computer Science program is expecting the official ABET accreditation
decision in August 2017 and the Cybersecurity program will conduct the ABET onsite visit in October
2017. We are confident that our programs hold the same high standard as other ABET accredited programs
which include MU and UMK C’s Computer Science programs.

UCM’s Computer Science graduates are highly sought by employers. Our placement rate is consistently
high. The most recent FCM Graduate Employment Statistics published by the UCM Office of Career
Services indicates a 95% job placement for 20 Computer Science graduates in the 2014-2015 academic year
with an average starting salary of $65,001-$70,000. Our BS in Cybersecurity program was implemented in
Fall 2015 and just had its first graduate in May 2017. That student is currently employed with Cerner.

It is necessary to first explore alternatives and accurately gauge demand for UCM graduates

When the Cybersecurity program was added, we did not see a decline in our Computer Science majors.
Rather, we had new incoming freshman and transfer students looking specifically for Cybersecurity. We
also have seen many students wanting both programs and choosing to deuble major. In addition, we had
prospective students-both domestic and international-asking specially for a Software Engineering program.
Tt is expected that with the addition of Software Engincering we will be able to reach new students with
specific interests in this field rather than shift current students from Computer Science to Software
Engineering.

Furthermore, creating a software engineering track or emphasis area in our Computer Science or
Cybersecurity programs will prevent us from securing EAC/ABET accreditation for the proposed Software
Engineeting program. Based on the current ABET Accreditation Policy and Procedure Manual, the program
name determines the commission and the criteria applicable to its review. A track or emphasis area under
Computer Science will be reviewed by CAC/ABET using Computer Science program criteria. Without
ABET accreditation, our ability to atfract prospective students as well as our graduates’ competitiveness in
the job market will be negatively affected.

The report that was submitted lacked data on the demand for software engineers in the state of Missouri

The Market Demand Section of our program proposal listed extensive data and information concerning the
demands of software engineers both in Missouri and in the U.S. Many industry representatives serving on




our Computer Science Advisory Board also expressed interest in the proposed Software Engineering
program. A few support letters from local companies are attached with our proposal.

The sections below provide details o address the concerns listed in the letter received from MIDHE.
Duplication of Existing programming

The letter received from MDHE dated on November 23, 2016 listed the following existing programs as
duplication.

140901 UM-C B.S. Computer Engincering

140901 MS&T B.S. Computer Engineering (Network/Software Engineering Option)
14100t UMKC B.S. Electrical & Computer Engineering

116701 UMKC B.S. Computer Science (option is Software Engineering)

As indicated in previous sections, Software Engineering, Computer/Electrical Engineering and Computer
Science are different disciplines with different curricula and focuses. It is worth mentioning that MS&T’s B.S.
Computer Enginecring program does not have an option called Network/Software Engineering. Its
undergraduate catalog lists four options: Computational Intelligence, Computer Architecture and Embedded
Systems, Integrated Circuits and Logic Design, and Networking, Security and Dependability. MDHE program
inventory (hitp://collegesearch.mo.gov/) also confirms our finding.

Delivery of programs within Kansas City region

Kansas City {Jackson County) is one of UCM’s traditional 21 service counties. It must also be noted that the
proposed program is the first Software Engineering program in the state of Missouri, and we attract different
student populations than UMK.C, We, therefore, believe that the proposed program will not add competition in
the Kansas City region.

Respectiully,

Kim Andrews, Ph.D.
Vice Provost for Academic Programs and Services
University of Central Missouri




Summit Technology Academy
777 NW Blue Parkway, Suite 3090

Lee's Summit, Missouri 64086-5712
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April 27, 2017

RE: LETTER OF SUPPORT
To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of the Summit Technology Academy and the Lee's Summit R-7 School District, | am

writing this letter to note our support of the University of Central Missouri's School of Computer
Science and Mathematics, specifically the addition of a Bachelor of Science degree in Software
Engineering.

The Unlversity of Central Missouri {(UCM) is poised and ready o be an emerging leader in the
delivery of innovative solutions that wilf entice traditional and nontraditional college students to
earn a software engineering degree. The UCM vision includes creating a pipeline of competent,
skilled graduates ready to meet the demands of the 21* century. This will ensure that a diverse
and sustainable STEM workforce becomes a reality In the Kansas City area and beyond.

The professors and leaders in the School of Computer Science and Mathematics are masters at
developing an environment that leverages the strengths of educators, STEM organizations, and
local industry. Working together with Summit Technology Academy, as well as the area
community college, UCM is a leader in innovation K-18 practices, such as the nationally
recognized program called The Missourl Innovation Campus (MIC). UCM faculty know how to
establish a program of study that meets learing outcomes for software engineers, as well as
ensuring high academic standards for their students.

The addition of a software engineering program would make a big impact on the students
pursing higher education in this geographic region. Summit Technology Academy and the Lee's
Summit School District are pleased to be able to provide our full support to UCM for an exciting
new program.

Sincerely,
‘gjﬁ "y ﬁggégv ; 73]

Efaine Metcalf
Director




Warrensburg R-VI School District

District Office Phone: {660) 747-7823
201 S. Holden St., P. O. Box 638 Fax: (660} 747-8615
Warrensburg, MO 64093 Web Site: warrensburgré.org
Dr. Scolt Patrlck, District Superintendent Dr. Andy Kohl, Assistant Superintendent
Ms. Shelble Dalton, Director of Special Programs Dr. Michaet Scotl, Asststanl Superntendent

Mrs. Jackie Duvall, Director of Curdculum and Assessment

April 28, 2017

Dr. Zora Mulligan, Commissioner
Missouri Department of Higher Education
205 Jefferson Street

P.0. Box 1469

Jefferson City, MO 65102-1469

It is with great pleasure that 1 write this letter of support on behalf of the Warrensburg R-VI
School District for the proposed new Bachelor of Sclence in Software Engineering program at
the University of Central Missouri. This proposed program is important to the UCM School of
Computer Science and Mathematics’ continuing efforts to enhance its contributions to
preparing the 215 century technical workforce in a STEM field of national interest,

As a long-standing academic partner with the University of Central Missouri, we also
understand the importance of these types of programs for our students and our organization.
Without the ability to continue to prepare a highly-qualified workforce in Software
Engineering, our information society will suffer. '

If you have any further questions regarding our district’s support of this proposed program,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Seato DQ%@@

Scott W. Patrick, Ed.D.
Superintendent

“Believe, Achieve, Excel’
est. 1866




May 10%, 2017

Dr. Zora Mulligan, Commissioner
Missouri Department of Higher Education
205 Jefferson Street

P.0. Box 1469

Jefferson City, MO 65102-1469

To Dr. Zora

As Assistant Vice President of software development at Commerce Bank, | am writing this letter in
support of the proposed Bachelor of Science in Software Englneering degree at the University of Central
Missouri (UCM]}.

Commerce has been an industrial partner of UCM’s School of Computer Science and Mathematics for
the last five years through a variety of activities such as classroom-sponsored projects, presenting at
Association for Computing Machinery {ACM) meetings, career fairs and participation on the Advisory
Board. |have personally hired many talented students for internships and fulltime software
development positions. We also participated in bullding curriculum for the software development and
security cohorts for the Missouri Innovation Campus (MIC) and we sponsored a student.

Throtgh these activities, | have observed UCM’s ongoing attention to shaping their programs and
offerings to the mutual benefit of students and industry. Considering the demand for people trained in
software development is expected to significantly increase in the near future, | see the proposed degree
program as an essential continuation of UCM’s excellent tradition of necessary and appropriate
innovation,

Please do not hesitate to contact me if | may be of further assistance in this matter.
Respectfully,
Darren J. Abels

Assistant Vice President
Commerce Bank




Metropolitan
Community College
Longview

May 12, 2017

Dr. Zora Mulligan, Commissioner
Missouri Department of Higher Education
205 Jefferson Street

P.O. Box 1469

lefferson City, MO 65102-1469

[ am writing In support of Unlversity of Central Missouri's proposal of a new Bachelor of Science in Software
Engineering. | have reviewed the proposed curriculum and supporting documentation, This proposed program is
jmportant to the community at large due to the continued growing demand for Software Engineers, The Increasing
growth of technology in mobile applications and healthcare has influenced an above average growth rate.

The Computer Sciance Department at Metropolitan Community College has had a long-standling refationship with
the University of Centraf Missourl. We have partnered with the University of Central Missouri to provide students a
smooth 2 + 2 pathway towards degree compietion. We have also experienced increasing enroliment in our
software development program and continued requests from industry partners to increase the pipeline of
waorkers.,

As Software Engineers continue to consistently increase in demand, It is frmperative that students have an avenue
for educational training in this fleld.

If | can answer any questions on behalf of Metropolitan Community College’s Computer Sclence department,
please contact me.

Regards,

2y
(erete, /(féuf%f{:ﬁ
Cindy Herbert

Computer Science Facuity & Program Coordinator
cindy hetbert@mccke.edu

"

“College of the Year"
by TIME/The Princeton Review 2001

500 SW Longview Road | Les's Summit, MO 64081 | T (816)604-2000 | F(818)872-2025 | www.mccke.edu




= Cerner

2800 Rockcoreek Parkway
Kansas City, MO 64117
816.201.1024 ™
816.474,1742 &

May 25, 2017

Dr. Zora Mulligan, Commissioner
Missouri Department of Higher Education
205 Jefferson Street

P.O. Box 1469

Jefferson Gity, MO 65102-1469

Dear Dr. Mulligan:

It is my privilege to provide this letter in support of the proposed Bachelor of Science in Software
Engineering degree at the University of Centraf Missouri (UG}, | support the proposed degree
program because it will provide an excellent opportunity for students in a technology field that
continues to grow. There are not enough software engineering graduates to {ill all the soflware
enginsering jobs in the business community today. This proposed degree program would
prepare additional software engineers to mave our companies forward.

Cerner has been a partner of the School of Computer Science and Maihemaltics for over 20
years, Over the past seven years, Cemer has hired two hundred and eighteen graduates from
UCM with a maijority of those graduates filling a technical role within our organization,

As a member of the Advisory Board for the Gomputer Science Department, | know that the

faculty and staff of the School of Computer Science and Mathematics are dedicated to
preparing students to meet the software engineeting needs of today's businesses.

Sincerely,

Aaron Guest

(o

Director, Physiclan Development




Dear Sir/Madam:
Re: Support for Software Engineering at UCM

We at DST in Kansas City, MO recruit heavily from the University of Central Missouri. Qur partnership
exists in many forms including our partnership with the MIC program and attendance at the university
Career Fairs in the Fall and Spring semesters each year.

DST is a technology firm and we have always sought individuals in the Computer Sclence area,
Additionally, we recently expanded our Cyber Security area and we anticipate seeking to expand in the
Software Engineering area In the coming years. The capacities and growing pervasiveness of software
make it the lifeblood of today’s emerging information soclety as the demand will certainly increase for a
highly-prepared workforce in Software Engineering who can deliver quality software and innovative
solutions.

We fully support UCM's addition of a BS degree in Software Engineering and look forward to reaping the
henefits of a degree program in Software Engineering.

Sincerely,

DST’s University Relations Team

Andy Cole — Unlversity Relations Program Leader
Ashley Washington, University Refations Talent Advisor

Katy Howard — University Relations Talent Advisor




Hello Dr. Yousef,

I’m honored to give my endorsement for the proposed Bachelor of Seience in Software Engineering
program at UCM. As a graduate of UCM’s Masters of Science in Computer Science program, a
member UCM’s Computer Science Advisory Board, and an Aviation Software Engineer at Garmin 1

believe I am uniquely qualified to give this endorsement.

Developing and maintaining software under the FAA’s watchful eye is a challenging process. The
challenge arises from the need for Aviation Seftwate to be developed from thorough and unambiguous
requirements and for that software to be tested to the FAA satisfaction. Translating an idea into a set of
high quality requirements and developing tests that verify those requirements while also exercising all
facets of the written code are two tasks 1 regularly see new hires struggle with. A thorough
understanding of Software Engineering concepts like requirements development and software testing
are absolutely essential for a Software Engineer to thrive in the Aviation industry. I believe that more
end-to-end exposure to common Software Engineering processes and concepts at the university level
will result in graduates who are better prepare and more confident to take positions as Software
Engineers in any industry, but especially those industries with rigid software development guidelines
like those found in the Aviation industry. T believe the proposed Bachelor of Science in Software
Engineering program will give students this sxposure, thus providing local industries with high quality

Software Engincers, keeping UCM graduates in demand.

Please let me know if there is anything else I can do to support the proposed program.

Sincerely,

Terryl Westerhold




June 15, 2017

pr. Zora Mulligan, Commissioner
fissour! Department of Higher Education
205 lefferson Street

P.O. Box 1469

Jefferson Clty, MO 65102-1469

Roger Stanley

Director of Enterprise Architecture
DST Systems, Inc.

210 W. 10" Street

Kansas City, MO 64105

Dear Dr. Mulligan,

Fam wilting in support of the new Software Engineering program being proposed hy the University of
Central Missour], In a day and age in which the depth and breadth of software angineering Is growing
rapidly, programs with a strong emphasis on programming, project management and mathematics are
badly needed,

Woe currently see many areas of rapid growth In the software industry. internet of things {loT), Data
Analytics {Big Data), cloud computing, and neural net programming {Artificial Intelligence - Al) are just a
few examples of how software englneering Is continuing to push the boundaries of what computers can
do. In a world with this type of dramatic growth of capabilities, we need students graduating with a
strong background in software engineering and mathematics who can joln the work force ready to
contribute.

As an alumnus of UCM who came Into a software development field, | know the challenges these
students face. The Information technology fleld continues to grow and expand, but it’s alse becoming
more competitive than ever before. Students need to graduate ready to contribute and ready for the
challenges of developing software fast and with great quality, A program like the new Software
Engineerlng program will help students enter the work force ready for these challenges.

Sincerely,

67@:7/

Roger Stanley




Report on University of Central Missouri Software Engineering Proposal

Thomas B. Hilburn, PhD

Professor Emeritus, Distinguished Engineering Professor
Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University

hilburn @erau.edu

A. Software Engineering Proposal

In June of 2016, the University of Central Missouri (UCM) proposed the establishment of a
Bachelor of Science program in Software Engineering. The proposed program is intended to
prepare students to pursue the profession of software engineering. The proposal states that the
program is “well aligned with the University of Central Missouri’s mission of preparing students
with the knowledge, skills and confidence to succeed and lead in the region, state, nation and
world”.

The proposal includes the following features:

e student enrollment projections

e definitions of the disciplines of software engineering, computer science, and computer
engineering

¢ the market demand for software engineers

¢ information about existing B.S. programs in Software Engineering

In this report we will elaborate on some of these issues and provide additional information and
opinion related to the UCM proposal. Also, in Table 4, we compare features of the UCM
software engineering proposal to other B.S. computing programs at Missouri universities.

B. The Nature of Software Engineering
1. Engineering and Applied Science

Concerning the nature of “Engineering”, there is a question about whether Engineering is an
“Applied Science”. If we were to query practicing engineers about this question, most would
probably say something like “as an engineer I apply science in my practice of engineering, but I
would not call it an applied science discipline — like applied physics, chemistry, or biology”.
However, as the following definitions illustrate, engineering is strongly connected with applied
science:

e Merriam Webster defines engineering as “the application of science and mathematics by
which the properties of matter and the sources of energy in nature are made useful to
people”.

¢ Engineers Council for Professional Development (ECPD) [ECPD 1941], the predecessor of
ABET (Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology), defined engineering as “The
creative application of scientific principles to design or develop structures, machines,
apparatus, or manufacturing processes, or works utilizing them singly or in combination ...”.




ABET (http://www.abet.org/) defines engineering as “Engineering is the profession in which
a knowledge of mathematical and natural sciences gained by study, experience, and practice
is applied with judgment to develop ways to utilize, economically, the materials and forces of
nature for the benefit of mankind”.

ABET Criteria for Accrediting Engineering Programs [ABET 2016 -2] states that graduates
of engineering programs must attain “an ability to apply knowledge of mathematics, science,
and engineering”.

2. Differences between Software Engineering and the Traditional Fields of Engineering

Software engineering is defined in various documents as follows:

The SEI Report on Undergraduate Software Engineering Education [Ford 1990] defines
software engineering as “that form of engineering that applies the principles of computer
science and mathematics to achieving cost-effective solutions to software problems."
ISO/IEC/IEEE 24765 Standard - Systems and Software Engineering Vocabulary [IEEE
24765]

o Defines software engineering as “the systematic application of scientific and
technological knowledge, methods, and experience to the design, implementation,
testing, and documentation of software”.

o Defines computer science as “the branch of science and technology that is concerned
with information processing by means of computers”.

Software Engineers work on the development of various types of software systems in a variety of
domains, such as transportation, health services, education, business/financial affairs,
entertainment, and government affairs.

The engineering of software systems is often more complicated than other types of systems:
it typically involves development of multiple subsystems and modules, which must interact
with other systems; software systems may be extremely large, involving hundreds of
thousands of lines of code or more; and such systems require teams of engineers and domain
experts to develop, and takes time to develop (many months or years).
An experienced software engineer needs knowledge and practice in the following areas
[Bourque 2014]:

o computing fundamentals
software process models
software project management
software quality assurance and testing
software requirements analysis and specification
software architecture
software construction

o software operation and maintenance
Software engineers may go by other titles — “software developer” or “software system
engineer”. Also, the term “Software Engineer” is sometimes imperfectly used for those who
only have capability in the software construction of small to moderate-size modules or
programs. A more accurate job title for this type of work would be “computer programmer”.
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o In The Mythical Man-Month [Brooks 1995], Fred Brooks sites key elements of software
systems, which distinguish software engineering from more traditional engineering
disciplines.

o Complexity — software systems are typically more complex than other engineered
systems. The complexity arises from the large number of unique interacting parts in a
software system. Parts encapsulated as functions, objects, modules, and components,
which are invoked as needed rather than being replicated.

o Conformity — conventional engineered systems must conform to the physical world,
while there are no similar controlling or guiding principles for software systems.
Additionally, in physical systems, if two parts must fit together, they are allowed
tolerances at their interface; however, in a software system, the interfaces for two
parts must conform perfectly.

o Changeability — because a software system is not physical, it is easy to change; hence,
it is often changed, even in the latter stages of development. However, if the change is
not made with thorough analysis and care, the results can cause more problems than
they solve.

o Invisibility - because it has no physical properties, software is considered invisible. It
cannot be seen, heard, or felt. The intangible nature of software makes it harder to
model and understand. So, software engineers use different representations, at
different levels of abstraction, to “visualize” software systems.

Because of this complexity, the engineering of software is often more troublesome than other
engineered systems. For example, schedule and cost overruns are more likely for software
development, and high-quality software products are more difficult to achieve. Over one-third of
software projects experience 150% to 300% cost and schedule overruns, and over 30 % of
projects will be cancelled before they are completed. [Chaos 2014]. A major contributor to these
problems is that too many software developers lack preparation in software estimation, quality
assurance, and software processes.

C. Employment of Computing Professionals
1. Education of Computing Professionals in Missouri

Missouri universities do not currently offer a software engineering degree program. However,
there are numerous computer science programs offered. Table 1 shows the enrollment and the
number of recent graduates from Missouri schools and some from Kansas.

Table 1: B.S. Computer Science Enrollments and Number of Graduates

2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017
Missouri Public Enrolled Graduates Enrolled Graduates | Enrolled Graduates
MU 280 63 251 74 240 83
MS&T 550 72 605 91 659 94
SEMO 147 11 165 11 183 13
MSU 305 36 358 33 380 61
UMSL 361 33 384 35 380 50




Missouri Western 72 76 12 12
UMKC 259 270 21 294
UCM 238 27 292 27 307 35
2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017
Missouri Independent Enrolled Graduates Enrolled Graduates | Enrolled Graduates
Wash U 196 21 279 70 399 71
St. Louis U 90 19 102 15 127 23
Maryville 0 1 0 0
Fontbonne 30 3 29 6 6
Central Methodist University 36 10 35 6 24 9
Avila University 29 7 28 2 44 12
Drury University 0 0 58 0
Southwest Baptist University 100 20 110 21 125 20
Evangel University 24 2 23 11 24 6
2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017
Kansas Institutions Enrolled Graduates Enrolled Graduates | Enrolled Graduates
KU 311 37 343 58
Kansas State 432 28 558 34 560 68
Washburn 133 14 110 14 24
Wichita State 281 25 343 25 360 24
2. Demand for Software Developers
Tables 2 and 3 provide information on employment data for software developers and
programmers in Missouri (http://www.chmuraecon.com/jobseq).
Table 2: Employment Data for Software Developers and Programmers in Missouri
2016-2017 Occupation of Software Developers and Programmers in Missouri
Computer Applications Systems Web Software Total - Al
Programmers Software Software Developers Developers & Occupations
Developers | Developers Programmers
Number 6,476 14,532 6,727 2,700 30,436 | 3,002,177
Employed
2016 Avg.
Annual $79,800 $95,700 $99,100 $61,200 $90,900 $45,400
Wages
g’::tti';’:t 1.11 0.87 0.77 0.85 0.88 1.00
Unemployed 250 201 97 83 631 n/a
Unemployed 4.2% 1.6% 1.6% 3.3% 2.3% n/a
Rate
Increases over 2012-2017
Computer Applications Systems Web Software Total - Al
Programmers Software Software Developers Developers & Occupations
Developers | Developers Programmers
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Number

920 2,093 1,016 201 4,229 167,354
Employed
Missouri 3.1% 3.2% 3.3% 1.6% 3.0% 1.2%
Kansas 3.9% 4.3% 1.8% 2.5% 3.4% 0.8%
USA 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9%
Projected Changes over Next ten years
Computer Applications Systems Web Software Total - All
Software Software Developers & .
Programmers Developers Occupations
Developers | Developers Programmers

Current
Online Job 96 1,490 19 701 2,306 138,250
Ads
Total Replace 1,460 2,399 915 481 5,256 782,311
Demand
Total Growth 783 2,354 768 655 2,995 80,643
Demand
Average
Annual -1.3% 1.5% 1.1% 2.2% 0.9% 0.3%
Growth %

Table 3: Employment Data for Software Developers and Programmers in Kansas City Metro Area

2016-2017 Occupation of Software Developers and Programmers in Missouri

Computer Applications Systems Web Software Total - All
Software Software Developers & .
Programmers Developers Occupations
Developers | Developers Programmers
Number 2,945 8,182 3,527 1,215 15,868 | 1,103,396
Employed
2016 Avg.
Annual $77,200 $91,200 $97,700 $60,600 $88,000 $48,400
Wages
Location 1.37 1.33 1.09 1.04 1.25 1.00
Quotient
Unemployed 119 120 55 39 332 n/a
Unemployed 4.0% 1.5% 1.6% 3.1% 2.1% n/a
Rate
Increases over 2012-2017
Computer Applications Systems Web Software Total - All
Software Software Developers & .
Programmers Developers Occupations
Developers | Developers Programmers

Number 619 1,650 490 129 2,889 92,266
Employed
KC Metro 4.8% 4.6% 3.0% 2.3% 4.1% 1.8%
Missouri 3.1% 3.2% 3.3% 1.6% 3.0% 1.2%
USA 2.9% 3.4% 2.4% 2.6% 3.0% 1.7%

Projected Changes over Next ten years




Computer Applications Systems Web Software Total - All
Software Software Developers & .
Programmers Developers Occupations
Developers | Developers Programmers

Current
Online Job 45 735 13 309 1,102 71,439
Ads
Total Replace 665 1,381 494 220 2,761 288,415
Demand
Total Growth -342 1,703 616 338 2,314 69,444
Demand
Average
Annual -1.2% 1.9% 1.6% 2.5% 1.4% 0.6%
Growth %

The metric “Location Quotient” (LQ), used in Tables 2 and 3, is an analytical statistic that
measures Missouri and KC Metro employment in software development, relative to the nation.
The USA has a LQ of 1; Table 2 shows an LQ of 0.77 for Systems Software Developers, which
means there is less concentration of this occupation in Missouri than for the whole nation.
However, as Table 3 shows, in the Kansas City metro area, the LQs are higher.

The Occupational Outlook Handbook [BLS 2016] from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
assesses professional positions in the United States: The following are extracts, which are
pertinent to the software engineering employment:

e Computer Programmers write and test code that allows computer applications and software
programs to function properly. They turn the program designs created by Software
Developers and Engineers into instructions that a computer can follow.

e Software Developers - 2016 median pay: $102,280 per year, $49.17 per hour

¢ Employment of software developers is projected to grow 24 percent from 2016 to 2026,
much faster than the average for all occupations.

e Computer programmers — 2016 median pay $79,840 per year $38.39 per hour.

¢ Employment of computer programmers is projected to decline 8 percent from 2016 to 2026.

In 2016, U.S. News (https://money.usnews.com/careers/best-jobs/rankings/best-technology-jobs)
ranked Software Developer #2 in Best Technology Jobs
e 135,300 Projected Jobs $98,260 Median Salary 2.0% Unemployment Rate

A recent study, Education Asset Inventory for Greater Kansas City [MARC 2017], states “In
order to grow or attract top technology employers, the region is expected to need more
information technology talent capacity, specifically in software development.” The study lists the
UCM Computer Science program, with the Software Development, option, as among six
programs in Missouri that focuses on software development. The UCM proposed Software
Engineering program requires courses in software development that are needed for the
development of complex software systems, and which do not exist in any current Missouri
program.




3. Employment Opportunities for Software Engineers

Tables 2 and 3 present employment information for a variety of job titles: Computer
Programmers, Applications Software Developers, Systems Software Developers, Web
Developers, and Software Developers & Programmers. Although a graduate of a software
engineering program should be able to fill any of these roles, employers seeking a Systems
Software Developer would be most attracted to someone with a software engineering
background. That is, someone who has knowledge and competency about such topics as
Software Requirements Engineering, Software Design and Architecture, and Software Testing &
Quality Assurance, all of which are part of UCM’s proposed Software Engineering degree
program.

Tables 2 and 3, the 2016 Occupational Outlook Handbook, a 2016 U.S. News report, and the
Education Asset Inventory for Greater Kansas City all show excellent employment opportunities
for Software Engineers, both in Missouri and the USA:

¢ some of the highest salaries in the computing profession,

¢ low unemployment rates,

¢ and positive employment growth in the next ten years.

D. Comparing Computing Curricula
1. ACM/IEEE-CS Curriculum Guidelines

The ACM (Association of Computing Machinery) and IEEE-CS (IEEE Computer Society) have
developed guidance for the development of undergraduate programs in Computer Science [ACM
2013] and in Software Engineering [ACM 2015]. A comparison of the knowledge areas covered
in the two sets of guidelines illustrates the profound difference and intent of the two. For
example, the Computer Science Guidelines recommends a minimum of 24 class hours for
software engineering topics, while the Software Engineering Guidelines recommends a
minimum of 208 class hours for software engineering topics

2. Differences in ABET Accreditation Criteria for Computing Programs

The Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET) specifies criteria for
accrediting engineering and technology programs. The following criteria, listed for three
computing programs, do not include all the criteria; but, the extracts are intended to highlight the
differences and similarities between the programs.
e Software Engineering: Among other things, the Engineering Accreditation Commission
(EAC) [ABET 2016 -2] requires the following:
o The curriculum must have (1) one year of a combination of college level mathematics
and basic sciences (some with experimental experience) appropriate to the discipline.
(Basic sciences are defined as biological, chemical, and physical sciences); and (2)
one and one-half years of engineering topics, consisting of the engineering sciences
and engineering design, appropriate to the student's field of study.
o The curriculum must include computing fundamentals, software design and
construction, requirements analysis, security, verification, and validation; software
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engineering processes and tools appropriate for the development of complex software
systems.

o The program must demonstrate that faculty members teaching core software
engineering topics have an understanding of professional practice.

o Graduates must be prepared to design a system, component, or process to meet
desired needs within realistic constraints such as economic, environmental, social,
political, ethical, health and safety, manufacturability, and sustainability.

e Computer Science: Among other things, the Computing Accreditation Commission (CAC)
[ABET 2016 -1] requires the following:

o The curriculum must have one year of a combination of college level mathematics
and basic sciences (some with experimental experience) appropriate to the discipline.
Basic sciences are defined as biological, chemical, and physical sciences”.

o The curriculum must have one and one-third years that must include: (1) coverage of
the fundamentals of algorithms, data structures, software design, concepts of
programming languages and computer organization and architecture; and (2) an
exposure to a variety of programming languages and systems.

o Graduates must be prepared to apply design and development principles in the
construction of software systems of varying complexity.

o Some full-time faculty members must have a Ph.D. in computer science.

e Computer Engineering: Among other things, the Engineering Accreditation Commission
[ABET 2016 -2] requires the following:

o The curriculum must have (1) one year of a combination of college level mathematics
and basic sciences (some with experimental experience) appropriate to the discipline.
(Basic sciences are defined as biological, chemical, and physical sciences); and (2)
one and one-half years of engineering topics, consisting of engineering sciences and
engineering design appropriate to the student's field of study.

o The curriculum must include engineering topics (including computing science)
necessary to analyze and design complex electrical and electronic devices, software,
and systems containing hardware and software components.

o Graduates must be prepared to design a system, component, or process to meet
desired needs within realistic constraints such as economic, environmental, social,
political, ethical, health and safety, manufacturability, and sustainability.

E. Comparison for Missouri Computing Programs

Table 4 compares the curricula for several computing programs in Missouri and the proposed
UCM Software Engineering program. The table concentrates on the software engineering topics,
which are part of the curricula.



Table 4: Comparison of Missouri Computing Programs

Required ABET Required Software
Program C;]edits Accreditation Eng?ineering Topics Other Features
UCM 120 A Proposal, | Intro. Software Elective courses: Big
B.S. hence not | Engineering, Project Data Systems, Data
Software Accredited | Management, Software Mining, Cloud
Engineering Requirements Engineering, | Computing
Software Design and
Architecture, Software
Testing & Quality
Assurance, Secure Software
Engineering,
Senior Project
UMKC 120 Accredited | Foundations of Software There is a software
B.S. by ABET- | Engineering and a Capstone | engineering option
Computer CAC course that includes two
Science courses from the
following: Software
Architecture,
Requirements &
Design, Software
Architecture, Testing
& Maintenance
UMKC 128 Accredited | No software engineering Two intro. to
B.S. by ABET- | courses programming
Electrical & EAC courses, some
Computer assembly, embedded
Engineering programming
courses, and two
Senior Design
courses.
MU 126 Accredited | Intro. Software No electives in
B.S. by ABET- | Engineering, two Senior software engineering
Computer CAC Capstone courses. topics.
Science
MU S&T 128 Accredited | Intro. Software Electives: second
B.S. by ABET- | Engineering, Software course in Software
Computer CAC Systems Development Systems
Science Development,
Software Testing and
Quality Assurance
MU S&T 128 Accredited | No software engineering Two intro. to
B.S. by ABET- | courses. Two Senior programming
Computer EAC Design courses. courses, elective in
Engineering Software

Engineering.




F.

United States B.S. Software Engineering Programs

The creation of software engineering degree programs is a rather recent event. The first program
to be accredited was at Rochester Institute of Technology, occurring in 2001. There are currently
twenty-eight programs accredited by ABET under the Software Engineering program criteria,
while there over 300 ABET accredited programs in computer science.

The reasons for the differences in the numbers is not certain, but several influencing factors seem
clear:

Computer science, as a discipline, has been around much longer. The first Department of
Computer Science in the United States was established at Purdue University in 1962.

A computing department may not possess the expertise to offer such a program. To offer a
software engineering program, faculty are needed with backgrounds in software
requirements, software architecture, quality assurance and project management. The United
States has only eight Ph.D. programs in software engineering, while there are over 200 Ph.D.
programs in computer science (some with software engineering options). Also, as stated
earlier, ABET requires software engineering faculty to “have an understanding of
professional practice”.

There is still confusion and misunderstanding about the terms “software engineering”,
“software developer”, “computer scientist”, and “computer programmer”, both by the general
public and in parts of academia.

Conclusions

Software engineering is a distinct and separate discipline from other computing disciplines
(e.g., computer science, computer engineering, computer information systems). The other
disciplines do not have a central focus on such areas as software project management,
software quality assurance and testing, software requirements analysis and specification, and
software architecture.

There is strong evidence that software engineering and other engineering fields involve the
application of science and mathematics to solve engineering problems. However, most
engineers would probably not classify themselves as applied scientists.

There is strong demand in industry for software engineers, who have knowledge and
experience in the areas described in the Guide to the Software Engineering Body of
Knowledge, [Bourque 2014]. And, there are currently a limited number of programs offering
this desired preparation.

In comparing the curriculum of the UCM Software Engineering proposed program with other
computing programs (Table 4), it is clear that the UCM program is different from the others
and would be the only one to satisfy the needs of a software engineering professional as
detailed in [Bourque 2014]. Also, the UCM proposed program appears to be the only one
from Table 4, which would satisty the EAC requirements for software engineering [ABET
2016 -2].
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LEGAL CAVEAT

EAB is a division of The Advisory Board Company
(“EAB"). EAB has made efforts to verify the
accuracy of the information it provides to
members. This report relies on data obtained
from many sources, however, and EAB cannot
guarantee the accuracy of the information
provided or any analysis based thereon. In
addition, neither EAB nor any of its affiliates
(each, an “EAB Organization”) is in the business
of giving legal, medical, accounting, or other
professional advice, and its reports should

not be construed as professional advice. In
particular, members should not rely on any legal
commentary in this report as a basis for action,
or assume that any tactics described herein would
be permitted by applicable law or appropriate for
a given member’s situation. Members are advised
to consult with appropriate professionals
concerning legal, medical, tax, or accounting
issues, before implementing any of these tactics.
No EAB Organization or any of its respective
officers, directors, employees, or agents shall be
liable for any claims, liabilities, or expenses
relating to (a) any errors or omissions in this
report, whether caused by any EAB organization,
or any of their respective employees or agents,
or sources or other third parties, (b) any
recommendation or graded ranking by any

EAB Organization, or (c) failure of member and
its employees and agents to abide by the terms
set forth herein.

EAB, Education Advisory Board, The Advisory
Board Company, Royall, and Royall & Company
are registered trademarks of The Advisory Board
Company in the United States and other
countries. Members are not permitted to use
these trademarks, or any other trademark,
product name, service name, trade name, and
logo of any EAB Organization without prior written
consent of EAB. Other trademarks, product
names, service names, trade names, and logos
used within these pages are the property of their
respective holders. Use of other company
trademarks, product names, service names,

trade names, and logos or images of the same
does not necessarily constitute (a) an
endorsement by such company of an EAB
Organization and its products and services, or (b)
an endorsement of the company or its products or
services by an EAB Organization. No EAB
Organization is affiliated with any such company.

IMPORTANT: Please read the following.

EAB has prepared this report for the exclusive
use of its members. Each member acknowledges
and agrees that this report and the information
contained herein (collectively, the “Report”) are
confidential and proprietary to EAB. By accepting
delivery of this Report, each member agrees to
abide by the terms as stated herein, including
the following:

1. All right, title, and interest in and to this
Report is owned by an EAB Organization.
Except as stated herein, no right, license,
permission, or interest of any kind in this
Report is intended to be given, transferred to,
or acquired by a member. Each member is
authorized to use this Report only to the
extent expressly authorized herein.

2. Each member shall not sell, license, republish,
or post online or otherwise this Report, in part
or in whole. Each member shall not
disseminate or permit the use of, and shall
take reasonable precautions to prevent such
dissemination or use of, this Report by (a) any
of its employees and agents (except as stated
below), or (b) any third party.

3. Each member may make this Report available
solely to those of its employees and agents
who (a) are registered for the workshop or
membership program of which this Report is a
part, (b) require access to this Report in order
to learn from the information described herein,
and (c) agree not to disclose this Report to
other employees or agents or any third party.
Each member shall use, and shall ensure that
its employees and agents use, this Report for
its internal use only. Each member may make
a limited number of copies, solely as adequate
for use by its employees and agents in
accordance with the terms herein.

4. Each member shall not remove from this
Report any confidential markings, copyright
notices, and/or other similar indicia herein.

5. Each member is responsible for any breach of
its obligations as stated herein by any of its
employees or agents.

6. If a member is unwilling to abide by any of the
foregoing obligations, then such member shall
promptly return this Report and all copies
thereof to EAB.
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1) Research Methodology

Project ChaIIenge Leadership at the University of Central Missouri approached the Forum as they
considered the market demand for a bachelor’s-level software engineering program.
The Forum assessed employer demand for bachelor’s-level software engineering
professionals and degree completions bachelor’s-level software engineering and
related programs in Missouri.

EAB reports rely primarily on labor market data from the Burning Glass
Labor/Insight™ tool (description below). Reports occasionally use data from the
United States Census Bureau and United States Bureau of Labor Statistics data to
explore occupation and job trends. Market research reports may also incorporate
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) data to assess student
enrollment, demographics, and completion rates across competitor programs.

Methodo|ogy and Methodology: Unless stated otherwise, this report includes data from online job

Definitions postings from July 2013 to June 2017. The Forum identified trends in demand over
time for bachelor’s-level software engineering professionals in Missouri. The Forum
also assessed reported degree completions for bachelor’s-level “software engineering
programs” in Missouri.

Definitions: “In-state” refers to Missouri. “Software engineering professionals” refer
to the following O*¥*NET occupation codes:

o Software Developer, Applications (15-1132),

o Software Quality Assurance Engineers and Testers (15-1199.01), and
e Software Developers, Systems Software (15-1133).

“Software engineering programs” refer to the following CIP codes:
¢ Computer science (11.0701),

¢ Computer engineering (14.09),

o Computer engineering (14.0901),

¢ Computer software engineering (14.0903),

o Electrical & electronics engineering (14.1001),

e Systems engineering (14.27),

e Systems engineering (14.2701),

« Computer engineering technologies/technicians (15.12), and

o Computer software technology/technician (15.1204).

Annual growth in job postings is measured in the change between July 2013 and June
2017 by six-month halves (i.e., H2 2013 is July 2013 to December 2013).

©2016 EAB e All Rights Reserved 4 eab.com



Burning Glass
Labor/Insight™

Project Sources
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EAB’s Partner for Real-Time Labor Market Data

This report includes data made available through EAB’s partnership with Burning
Glass Technologies, a Boston-based leader in human capital data analytics. Burning
Glass Technologies specializes in the use of web spidering technology to mine more
than 80 million online job postings and analyze real-time employer demand. Under
this partnership, EAB may use Burning Glass’s proprietary Labor/Insight™ tool to
answer member questions about employer demand for educational requirements, job
titles, and competencies over time, as well as by geography. The tool considers job
postings “unspecified” for a skill, industry, employer, geography, certification, or
educational requirement when the job posting did not advertise for one of these
particular job characteristics. Unspecified postings represent null values and should
be excluded from the total number (n value) of job postings analyzed in the query. A
more complete description of the tool is available at http://www.burning-
glass.com/products/laborinsight-market-analysis/. For more information about the

Labor/Insight™ tool, please contact Betsy Denious, Director of Business Development
Learning & Policy at bdenious@burning-glass.com or 301-525-6596.

The Forum consulted the following sources for this report:
e EAB’s internal and online research libraries (eab.com)

o National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) (http://nces.ed.gov/)

5 eab.com
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2) Missouri Market Demand and Completion Trends

Demand over
Time

Bachelor's-level software engineering job

1) Burning Glass Labor/Insight™
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postings

Missouri Employers Posted 10,323 Software Engineering
Job Postings in the Last 12 Months

Missouri employer demand for bachelor’s-level software engineering professionals
remains experienced minimal growth from July 2013 to June 2017. Missouri

employers list 5,382 job postings for bachelor’s-level software engineering

professionals in H1 2017, a two percent increase from the 5,260 relevant job postings
in H2 2013. Across the last 12 months (i.e., November 2016 to October 2017),
employers posted 10,323 jobs for software engineers in Missouri, similar to the
number of postings in the last two years. Most recently, employer demand for
bachelor’s-level software engineering professionals in Missouri rose 17 percent
between H2 2016 and H1 2017 (i.e., 4,601 to 5,382 postings).

Administrators should note employer demand for all bachelor’s-level professionals in
Missouri rose 26 percent between H2 2013 and H1 2017, much faster than the two
percent growth in demand for bachelor’s-level software engineering professionals in
this period. Recently, demand for all bachelor’s-level professionals in Missouri rose
from 198,854 job postings in H2 2016 to 223,924 postings in H1 2017 (i.e., a 13
percent increase).

Historical Demand for Bachelor’'s-Level Software Engineering
Professionals

July 2013-June 2017, Missouri Data’
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Degree
Completions

The 2014-15
academic year
represents the
most recent year
of available
completions
data.

2) Burning Glass Labor/Insight™
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Missouri Institutions Report 590 Bachelor’'s-Level
Software Engineering Degree Completions in 2014-15

Reported degree completions for bachelor’s-level software engineering programs do
not appear to meet market demand for bachelor’s-level software engineering
professionals in Missouri. In-state institutions report a total of 590 degree
completions for bachelor’s-level software engineering programs in the 2014-2015
academic year (i.e., the most recent year of data available). However, employers in
Missouri posted 12,166 jobs for bachelor’s-level software engineering professionals in
2015. 2 While professionals from other states may fill bachelor’s-level software
engineering roles in Missouri, the magnitude of this disparity may indicate an
opportunity to launch a bachelor’s-level software engineering program at the
University of Central Missouri. Administrators should note the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) identifies a bachelor’s degree as the entry-level education typically
required for “software developer” roles.

The data displayed below aggregates completions from all “software engineering” CIP
codes identified by administrators at the University of Central Missouri. Sixteen
institutions in Missouri in addition to the University of Central Missouri report
bachelor’s-level software engineering degree completions in the 2014-15 academic
year.

Reported Degree Completions for Bachelor’'s-Level Software
Engineering Programs in Missouri

National Center for Education Statistics, "Software Engineering Programs”

Washington University in St. Louis 214
University of Missouri-St. Louis 69
University of Missouri-Kansas City 59
Saint Louis University 48
Webster University 36
Missouri State University-Springfield 35
Truman State University 31
University of Central Missouri 26
Park University 17
Southwest Baptist University 11
Central Methodist University-College of 10

Graduate and Extended Studies
Columbia College 10

Central Methodist University-College of Liberal 8
Arts and Sciences

Drury University 7
College of the Ozarks 4
Hannibal-LaGrange University 4
Maryville University of Saint Louis 1
Total 590
7 eab.com
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Revision of the Rule on Program Approval
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

The Coordinating Board for Higher Education (CBHE) approved a new, three-tiered framework for the
review of new academic program proposals at its meeting on June 8, 2017, prompting a review of the
administrative rule supporting academic program approval. This agenda item presents several proposed
revisions to the Academic Program Approval rule 6 CSR 10-4.010 as identified by the Missouri
Department of Higher Education (MDHE). Upon CBHE approval, the MDHE will begin the rulemaking
process to amend the existing Academic Program Approval rule and will report to the Joint Committee on
Administrative Rules (JCAR) that the revision is in process.

Background
The three-tiered framework for the review of new academic proposals was one product resulting from the

work of the Higher Education System Review Task Force. The framework was vetted thoroughly, as
recounted at the June 2017 CBHE meeting. MDHE staff used the framework to revise the extant rule on
academic program approval.

Proposed Changes
The amended rule with new language in bold and deleted items in italics is attached to this item
(Attachment A). The proposed amendments are classified into three categories:

1. Revision of general program approval procedures. The rule was amended to include the
addition of the staff, routine, and comprehensive review process and associated timelines, as
approved by the CBHE at its meeting on June 8, 2017. The rule was also revised to include the
addition of the five-year provisional approval process, approved by the CBHE at its meeting on
June 9, 2011. Although the new process went into effect July 1, 2011, the administrative rule had
not been updated to reflect this policy change.

2. Addition and/or clarification of definitions. The definitions contained within the rule had not
been updated since 1989, resulting in a number of definitions that needed to be added and/or
clarified to more closely align with those of the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) and the
Higher Learning Commission (HLC), the accrediting body for Missouri’s public and independent
institutions. Aligning definitions with USDE and HLC will ease the burden on higher education
institutions as they fulfill both federal and state reporting responsibilities.

3. Technical updates. A number of updates were made to the rule to reflect revisions in statute
and/or references to outside agencies. For example, a number of references to the Commission
on Institutions of Higher Education of the North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary
Schools were updated to reflect the organization’s new name, Higher Learning Commission.

Conclusion

Streamlining the process for reviewing academic program proposals and processing programmatic
changes provides higher education institutions the flexibility to meet workforce demands while
maintaining fidelity to their core missions. The changes proposed in this item are designed to strengthen
and improve this rule, which provides the contextual framework and supports the statutory requirement
for the review and approval of academic programs.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
Sections 173.005.2(1), 173.005.2(8), 173.005.11, 173.030(1), and 173.030(2), RSMo - Statutory
requirements regarding CBHE approval of new degree programs


https://dhe.mo.gov/cbhe/boardbook/documents/TabK0617.pdf
https://dhe.mo.gov/documents/BB0611.pdf

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Coordinating Board approve the revisions to 6 CSR 10-4.010, as
presented in the attachment, and direct the Commissioner of Higher Education to take all actions
necessary to ensure the changes become effective as an administrative rule as soon as possible.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment A: EDITED 6 CSR 10-4.010 Academic Program Approval Rule

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Revision of the Rule on Program Approval
December 14, 2017 | Page 2



Title 6—DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION
Division 10—Commissioner of Higher Education
Chapter 4—Submission of Academic Information, Data and New Programs

6 CSR 10-4.010 Academic Program Approval. The department is deleting sections (1) and (6); deleting
subsections (2)(B), (3)(A), (3)(B), (4)(A), (4)(B), (4)(C), (4)(D), (4)(E), (5)(A), (5)(F), (5)(G), (9)(J); deleting
divisions (8)(B)2, (10)(C)2, (10)(H)4, (10)(H)5, (10)(H)7, (10)()(5); adding a new section (5); adding new
subsections (2)(A), (2)(B), (2)(C), (2)(E), (2)(F), (2)(K), (2)(L), (2)(M), (2)(P). (2)(Q). (2)(S), (2)(T), (2)(W);
adding division (10)(C)3; adding subdivision (10)(D)2.C.; amending sections (3), (4), (5), (9); amending
subsections (2)(D), (2)(1), (2)(J), (2)(N), (2)(R), (2)(V), (2)(V), (2)(X), (3)(C), (3)(D), (6)(B), (6)(C), (6)(D),
(6)(E), (T)(A), (7)(B), (7)(C), (8)(A), (9)(B), (9)(C), (9)(D), (9)(E), (9)(F). (9)(G), (9)(H), (9)(1), (10)(A),
(10)(E), (10)(F), (10)(G), (10)(H); and amending divisions (7)(D)1, (8)(B)1, (8)(B)3, (9)(A)1, (9)(A)3,
(10)(B)1, (10)(B)2, (10)(B)3, (10)(B)4, (10)(B)5, (10)(C)1, (10)(C)3, (10)(D)1, (10)(1)4.

PURPOSE: This amendment sets forth the revised evaluation criteria and procedures for submitting new
degree and certificate programs and program changes by public and independent institutions of higher
education in Missouri to the Coordinating Board for Higher Education.

[(2) Policy.

(A) In light of its responsibilities imposed and assigned by sections 173.005.2(1) and (7) and
173.030(1) and (2), RSMo, the Coordinating Board for Higher Education (CBHE) has determined that it
can and should discharge its obligations by requiring institutions of higher education in the state to submit
to it information concerning all new degree and certificate programs. The coordinating board will review all
new program proposals and, in the case of public institutions, will approve or disapprove them. In the
case of independent institutions, the coordinating board will review the programs and make pertinent
recommendations. Although these recommendations are not binding on independent institutions,
submission of the proposals is required of independent institutions in order to address the issues of
duplication and access at the postsecondary level as well as to enable the coordinating board to fulfill its
statutory obligations. Furthermore, compliance with this policy is one (1) of the conditions for the eligibility
of independent institutions for participation in the Missouri student grant program.

(B) Sections of this rule that do not apply to independent institutions are those dealing with
cooperative intercampus degree programs, staff advisory comments, use of consultants, performance
reviews for new programs, joint review with CBHE and the Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education and program finances.]

(2) Definitions.

(A) CBHE-approved mission—a description of the public institution’s programs, audiences
served, level and type of degrees offered, or other distinguishing factors, which the CBHE has
reviewed and approved

(B) [CIP Taxonomy—the six-digit code number assigned to academic program types by the Center
for Educational Statistics of the United States Department of Education. CIP categories are described in
the United States Department of Education publication, A Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP)]
CBHE-approved off-site location—Ilocations other than the main campus (for universities) or
taxing district (for community colleges) that the CBHE has reviewed and approved. The
department maintains an official inventory of approved off-site locations.

(C) CBHE-approved service region—a geographic region for which a public institution has
responsibility for meeting the educational needs of its residents.

([A]D) Certificate program—a prescribed course of study which confers an award other than a formal
academic degree.

(E) Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP)—a taxonomic scheme that supports the
accurate tracking and reporting of fields of study and program completions activity. The CIP is the
accepted federal government statistical standard on instructional program classifications,
developed by the U.S. Department of Education.

(F) Combination programs—the result of a mechanical combination of two (2) previously
existing programs.

([C]G) Commissioner—the commissioner of higher education as appointed by the CBHE.



([D]H) Content—the program specialization with its related options, if any, for which recognition is
intended to be given by the conferring of a degree or certificate.

([E]l) Coordinating board, board or CBHE— the Coordinating Board for Higher Education created by
[the Omnibus State Reorganization Act, Law 1974, p. 530]article IV, section 52 of the Missouri
Constitution.

([F]J) Degree—[any prescribed course of study in an institution of higher education which constitutes
an area of specialization leading to a recognized degree. This is the same as the term discipline specialty
as represented by the Classification of Instructional Program (CIP) code used in reporting toJan award
conferred by a college, university, or other postsecondary education institution as official
recognition for the successful completion of a program of studies as defined by and reported to
the United States Department of Education[’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System] and to
the [Missouri] coordinating board’s [for higher education’s] certificate and program inventory. In
baccalaureate degrees or higher, the term program is generally the same as major.

(K) Department—the Missouri Department of Higher Education created by article 1V, section 52
of the Missouri Constitution.

(L) Duplication—proposing to offer the same or a similar program to one that is already being
offered by another institution.

(M) Inactive status—the result of formal action by an institution on the status of an existing
academic program, which suspends the program for a period not to exceed five (5) years.

(IGIN) Independent institution—an approved private institution of higher education meeting the
requirements of section 173.[205]1102(2), RSMo, provided it is also either accredited or a candidate for
accreditation by the [Commission on Institutions of Higher Education of the North Central Association of
Colleges and Secondary Schools and provided it offers a postsecondary course of instruction at least two
(2) years in length leading to conferral of a degree] Higher Learning Commission.

([H]O) Level—a degree, such as associate, baccalaureate, first professional, master’s, specialist,
doctorate and any other designation lower, higher or intermediate to those which now exist or may be
created. (Specialist programs, related to the state requirements for the certification of public school
administrators and to the further education of public school teachers and supervisors, should be limited
specifically to the field of education. These programs are essentially extensions of master’s level studies
and should evidence a study beyond that expected of master’s programs.)

(P) Minor change—modifications to existing programs that do not involve changes to course
content, prerequisites, or credit hours, including change of program title or CIP code;
combination programs; inactive status; one-year certificate programs; options; program deletion;
single-semester certificate programs.

(Q) Professional Degree—is an award for completing a program that (1) serves as a
prerequisite to practicing in the profession; (2) requires at least 2 years of college work prior to
entering the program; and (3) requires a total of at least 6 academic years of college work to
complete the degree program, including prior required college work plus the length of the
professional program itself.

([NR) Program—a prescribed course of study that leads to the formal award of a certificate or degree.

1. Certificate 0 (Undergraduate)—Postsecondary award, certificate, or diploma (less than 1
academic year) below the baccalaureate degree
*Less than 900 contact or clock hours, or
*Less than 30 semester or trimester credit hours, or
eLess than 45 quarter credit hours
2. Certificate 1 (Undergraduate)—Postsecondary award, certificate, or diploma (at least 1
but less than 2 academic years) below the baccalaureate degree
*At least 900, but less than 1,800 contact or clock hours, or
*At least 30, but less than 60 semester or trimester hours, or
*At least 45, but less than 90 quarter hours
3. Associate's degree—an award that normally requires no more than 60 semester credit
hours unless necessary for accreditation or licensure.
4. Certificate 2 (Undergraduate)—postsecondary award, certificate, or diploma (at least 2
but less than 4 academic years) below the baccalaureate degree
e At least 1,800 but less than 3,600 contact or clock hours, or
e At least 60 but less than 120 semester or trimester credit hours, or

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
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e At least 90 but less than 180 quarter credit hours

5. Baccalaureate degree—an award that normally requires no more than 120 semester
credit hours unless necessary for accreditation or licensure.

6. Graduate certificate—an organized program of study beyond the bachelor’s degree,
designed for persons who have completed a baccalaureate degree but not meeting requirements
of academic degrees at the master’s level.

7. Master’s degree—an award that typically requires successful completion of a program
of study of at least the full-time equivalent of 1 but not more than 2 academic years of work
beyond the bachelor’s degree. Some of these degrees may require more than two full-time
equivalent academic years of work.

8. Post-master’s certificate (First-professional certificate)—an organized program beyond
the master’s degree but not meeting requirements of academic degrees at the doctor’s level. This
award is designed for persons having completed the first-professional degree (refresher courses
or additional units of study in a specialty or subspecialty).

9. Doctoral degree—the highest award a student can earn for graduate study
(research/scholarship or professional practice).

(S) Program deletion—the removal of a program or an option from an institution’s program
offerings.

(T) Program change—any revision or change in a program name or its nomenclature,
including CIP number.

([J]V) Public institution—an approved public institution of higher education meeting the requirements
of section 173.[205]1102(3), RSMo|, provided it is also either accredited or a candidate for accreditation
by the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education of the North Central Association of Colleges and
Secondary Schools, and provided it offers a postsecondary course of instruction at least two (2) years in
length leading to conferral of a degree].

([K]V) Program option[s] or option—a formally designated area of specialization within an existing
degree program that has a distinctive curricular pattern. A [preponderance]lmajority of required courses
for the option will be taken in a core of courses common to all variations of the existing parent degree. For
the purposes of program changes, option, emphasis area and other similar terms are assumed to be
equivalent.

(W) Substantive curricular change—significant modifications or expansion of an existing
program. Examples of substantive changes include, but are not limited to a change in the
program’s overall credits or goals; deletion and replacement of a significant number courses in
the program’s curriculum; change in the primary mode of delivery; change in the program’s
purpose; change in the audience(s) that the program is intended to serve.

([L]X) Program [T]type or type of program —A designation within a degree level, such as associate
of arts(AA), associate of science (AS), associate of applied science (AAS), bachelor of arts, bachelor of
science, bachelor of science in engineering, master of arts, master of science, doctor of philosophy,
doctor of education, etc. [AA and AS degrees are oriented toward transfer to baccalaureate programs.
AAS degrees are not oriented toward transfer to baccalaureate programs, but rather are terminal
vocational programs.]

(3) [General Program Approval]Special Procedure[s] for New Public Institutions.

[(A) The coordinating board or its designee shall be responsible for the review of all new program
proposals and shall either approve or disapprove them. Institutions submitting new programs for CBHE
review shall follow the format outlined by CBHE staff. Submissions shall be made on appropriate forms as
provided by the CBHE. All actions resulting in the approval of new programs for public institutions shall be
subject to a stipulation regarding the program’s ability to attain specified performance goals during a
stipulated period that shall have been established by the sponsoring institutions and shall have been
approved by the board or its designees.

(B) Performance Review. At the conclusion of the stipulated period, the program’s performance shall
be reviewed on the basis of the specified goals in a manner mutually satisfactory to the sponsoring
institution and the commissioner. In the event a new program fails to develop satisfactorily in the allotted
period as determined by the board or its designee, the status of the new program shall be evaluated. As a
result of this review, approval may be continued with or without further stipulations, or program
authorization may be withdrawn. In the latter event, should the sponsoring institution choose to continue
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the new program rather than terminate it, the resources associated with the program shall be withdrawn
from the institution’s funding base for the purpose of developing future state appropriation requests.

(C) Special Procedure for New Public Institutions.]

[1](A). Since newly-established public institutions have ordinarily only begun the process of
assembling the resources necessary to offer instruction, application of the usual [and customary] review
process would [not] be inappropriate. As a consequence, new public institutions must develop a five (5)-
year academic plan that projects those programs the institution intends to develop during this period
based upon a need analysis it has conducted. The institution must also provide satisfactory evidence that
it can reasonably expect to acquire the resources necessary to support these programs. The institution
must submit annual updates on the plan and its progress toward full implementation. At these times the
institution may request revisions in its original plan.

[2](B). Subject to [coordinating board]CBHE approval of the plan, the new institution may offer these
programs for a period not to exceed five (5) years. During this time the institution must submit formal
proposals for new program approval; however, the submission of these programs may occur on a
schedule convenient to the institution. Those programs that have not received regular approval by the
end of the five (5)-year planning period shall be terminated, or the resources associated with the program
shall be withdrawn from the institution’s funding base for the purpose of developing future state
appropriation requests.

(ID]C) Notice. Prompt notice of the results of all academic program approval and review actions by
the board or its designee, including any pertinent comments relating thereto, [shalljwill be sent to the
[Coordinating Board for Higher Education] CBHE whenever the action decision has been delegated, to all
higher education institutions and to the public in a manner deemed appropriate by the commissioner.

(4) General Program Review [Policies] for Independent Institutions. Except for subsections (5)(A),
(5)(B), the right to appeal provided in section (9), and any pertinent definitions in section (1), this
rule does not apply to independent institutions. Independent institutions shall submit all new
degree and certificate programs for CBHE review according to the procedure in either subsection
(5)(A) or (5)(B), as determined by department staff. The CBHE may offer nonbinding
recommendations on such program proposals, and may use submitted information to aid the
analysis of public institutions’ program proposals. Submission of new program information is a
prerequisite to receiving any funds administered by the CBHE in accordance with section
173.005.2(9) and (10) RSMo, but receipt of such funds does not depend on receipt or compliance
with CBHE comments or recommendations. In no event, section (5) of this rule notwithstanding,
will independent institutions’ program proposals be subject to CBHE approval.

[(A) Independent institutions shall submit all new degree and certificate programs for coordinating
board review. Institutions submitting new programs for CBHE review shall follow the general format used
by public institutions. Submissions should be made on appropriate forms as provided by the CBHE.

(B) The board or its designee shall review new program proposals submitted by independent
institutions and may make pertinent comments and recommendations. Although these recommendations
are not binding on independent institutions, submission of the proposals is required of independent
institutions to address the issues of duplication and access at the postsecondary level as well as to
enable the CBHE to fulfill its statutory obligations]. Compliance with this policy is one (1) of the conditions
for the eligibility of independent institutions for participation in the Missouri student grant program.

(C) The board or its designee shall ensure that the review of new programs submitted by independent
institutions is conducted in a manner to provide that all criteria and definitions that are applicable to public
institutions are also applicable to independent institutions except as explicitly provided in this rule. These
criteria, however, shall be applied with due regard for the differences between public and independent
institutions as well as the different degree of responsibility and authority the coordinating board and state
have in the operation of the respective sectors.

(D) With respect to permissible differences in the review process between independent and public
institutions, the following criteria, procedures and definitions shall not be applicable to independent
institutions unless an individual independent institution should voluntarily elect to participate in a particular
review provision:

1. All financial criteria shall not be applicable and related data should not be submitted,;
2. Provisions related to cooperative intercampus degree programs shall not be applicable;
3. Provisions related to staff advisory comments shall not be applicable;]
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4. Provisions related to performance reviews for new programs shall not be applicable;

5. Provisions related to the use of consultants shall not be applicable; and

6. Provisions related to the joint review of vocational programs by the coordinating board and the
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education shall not be applicable.

(E) Notice. Prompt notice of the results of all academic program review actions by the CBHE or its
designee, including any pertinent comments relating thereto, shall be sent to the Coordinating Board for
Higher Education whenever the action decision has been delegated, to all higher education institutions
and to the public in a manner deemed appropriate by the commissioner.]

(5) Types of Review.
(A) Staff Review.

1. Minor changes to existing academic programs and the addition of some certificates may
be addressed through a staff review. Institutions shall report all minor changes to ensure that the
state program inventory is accurate and complete.

2. Requests for minor changes to existing academic programs must be submitted to the
department on forms provided by the department. The following guidelines apply to specific
change requests:

A. Moving an existing program to inactive status.

()  Programs placed on inactive status will be suspended for a specified period
not to exceed five years.

(I1) Students in the program at the time this status is adopted will be permitted to
conclude their course of study if they have no more than two years of coursework remaining, but
no new students may be admitted to the program.

(111) At the conclusion of the designated inactive period, not to exceed five years,
the institution must review the program’s status and may either delete it or reactivate it.

(IV) Only programs and certificates may be placed in inactive status; options are
deleted through the program deletion process.

B. Program deletion. At the time an institution notifies the Higher Learning
Commission (HLC) in writing about the circumstances for which HLC requires a teach-out
agreement, the institution must also notify the department. Institutions must provide program
name, level, CIP code, and effective date of deletion.

C. Location notification. This includes change of address updates, and notifications
of closed location. Notifications of closed locations must also include the list of programs to be
deleted at the location.

D. Change of program title or CIP code. A title, CIP code, or nomenclature revision
that includes substantive curriculum changes may be deemed tantamount to a new program and
may be referred to the institution for consideration at the routine or comprehensive review level.

E. Combination programs. Combination programs will be reviewed at the staff review
level for the elimination of duplicated requirements. . The development of interdisciplinary
programs and area study programs that utilize the resources of several existing programs will be
reviewed through the routine or comprehensive new program approval process. However,
proposals that combine two or more programs ordinarily involve a substantive curricular change,
which must be reviewed the comprehensive process described in subsection (5)(C).

F. Certificate programs. Single-semester certificate programs, either as a stand-alone
or as part of a parent-degree program, will be considered under staff review. A one-year certificate
may be considered under staff review only if developed from, directly related to, and deriving
courses predominantly from an approved parent degree program. Otherwise, one-year certificate
proposals must be submitted as a new program at the routine or comprehensive review level, as
appropriate.

G. Graduate certificates. Graduate certificates greater than a single semester in
length may be approved at the staff review level if they are part of an existing approved parent
degree program. Graduate certificates greater than a single semester that are not part of an
approved parent degree must be submitted as a new program at the routine or comprehensive
review level, whichever is appropriate.

H. Adding an option to an existing program. The addition of a specialized course of
study as a component of an umbrella degree program may be submitted as a program change
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subject to a determination by the CBHE or its designee regarding the potential for unnecessary or
inappropriate duplication of existing programs, in accordance with subsection (10)(C) of this rule.
Only in those instances in which duplication is necessary and appropriate may the proposed
option be implemented. Options within a parent degree program will have the same CIP code as
the parent degree. The institution shall provide evidence that the proposed option functions as a
component of an umbrella degree program, including the curriculum common to the parent
degree and all of its options.

(D The following general guidelines distinguish a permissible option addition from
a proposed new degree program:

(a) An option or emphasis area generally functions as a component of an
umbrella degree program. As such, an option in a specialized topic will consist of a core area of
study in the major plus selected topical courses in the specialty. Typically, the core area of study
will constitute a majority of the requirements in the major area of study as measured in the
number of required courses or credit hours;

(b) A proposed option or emphasis area must be a logical component or
extension of the umbrella degree program. One (1) measure of this compatibility—but not the only
one—would be the consonance of the proposed addition with the federal CIP taxonomy. For
instance, using physics as an example, optics would be an appropriate option (emphasis area)
while astrophysics would ordinarily not be acceptable as it is typically viewed as a branch of
astronomy rather than physics; and

(c) The number of new courses required to implement a new option or
emphasis area is relevant. Four (4) or more new courses in a proposed new option would tend to
raise questions about resource commitments and suggest that a new program has been
developed,;

(d) The need to develop new courses as a condition of implementing an
option is a relevant consideration.

3. Review and reporting. Department staff will review requests for minor changes to
existing academic programs. Department staff may request additional information from the
proposing institution.

4. Timeline. For all requests submitted by the first of the month department staff will
process, review, and report back to institutions by the end of that same month. Department staff
will report routine review actions to the CBHE at the next regular board meeting following
completion of review.

(B) Routine Review

1. Proposals for new academic programs that are not minor, but do not constitute a
significant change in an institution’s current role, scope, or mission will be reviewed under the
routine review process. For a proposed program to be considered through routine review, it must
meet all of the following criteria:

A. The program is clearly within the institution’s CBHE-approved mission;

B. The program will be offered within the proposing institution’s CBHE-approved
service region;

C. The program will not unnecessarily duplicate an existing program in the applicable
geographic area, as described in subsection (10)(C) of this rule;

D. The program will be offered at the main campus or at a CBHE-approved off-site
location;

E. The program will build on existing programs and faculty expertise; and

F. The cost to launch the program will be minimal and within the institution’s current
operating budget.

2. The following proposals generally will be considered under the routine review process:

A. Substantive curricular changes to an existing program;

B. Delivery of an approved program at a CBHE-approved off-site location; and

C. New degree programs offered in collaboration with an institution already approved
to offer such a program.

3. Process

A. Institutions shall provide information about the proposed program to the
department on forms provided by the department. This information will include certification that
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the proposal meets the criteria for routine review and that the program meets the criteria for all
new academic programs. Department staff may request additional information from the proposing
institution.

B. Department staff will verify and post the proposal on the department’s website to
allow for twenty (20) days of public review and comment. Any institution, member of the
profession, occupation, or specialized academic field, and any other interested individual may
express an opinion to department staff regarding any new program proposal. Comments must be
received within 20 days of the proposal’s posting on the department website.

C. The proposing public institution will address comments and feedback received.
Once all concerns are resolved, the commissioner will recommend provisional approval of the
program for a period of five years.

(I) The public institution shall establish clearly defined performance goals for the
new program to be achieved during the provisional implementation period. The public institution
may revise its performance goals for the new program at any time during the designated
implementation period with the concurrence of department staff.

(1) Provisional approval by the CBHE or its designee is valid for two (2) years
following the first fall term after CBHE approval. If an institution has not implemented the proposal
by that date, the approval will lapse and the program proposal must be resubmitted with updated
information.

D. Atthe end of the five-year provisional approval period, the department will review
the program’s viability to determine whether the CBHE’s provisional approval should become
unconditional, remain provisional pending further review in two years, or be terminated.

() Public institutions shall provide to department staff, in a manner prescribed
by department staff, enrollment, graduation and staffing data for the program, as well as a brief
summary of program performance. If the program is performing as well as or better than the
projections in the original program proposal, the department will recommend that the CBHE
approve the program unconditionally.

(I If the CBHE terminates provisional approval, the public institution shall take
the necessary steps to close the program, which includes accommodating students currently
enrolled in the program.

4. Timeline

A. Requests submitted by the first of the month will be reviewed and processed, and in
most cases institutions will be notified, by the end of that same month. Department staff will
report routine review actions to the CBHE at the next regular board meeting following completion
of review.

(C) Comprehensive Review
1. Proposed new academic programs that meet any of the following criteria will be subject
to a comprehensive review:

A. The program will be offered outside the institution’s CBHE-approved service
region;

B. Theinstitution will incur substantial costs to launch and sustain the program;

C. The program will include the offering of degrees at the baccalaureate level or
higher that fall within the Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) code of 14, Engineering;

D. The program is outside an institution’s CBHE-approved mission.

E. The program will include the offering of a doctoral degree, as further described in
division (10)(C)(3) of this rule (applicable only to non-University of Missouri institutions);

F. The program will include the offering of a professional degree, as further described
in division (10)(C)(3) of this rule (applicable only to non-University of Missouri institutions); or

G. The program will include the offering of an education specialist degree.

2. Elements of a Complete Proposal for Comprehensive Review. Institutions shall submit
the proposal to the department on forms provided by the department. A complete proposal
includes the following:

A. Evidence of good faith effort to explore the feasibility of collaboration with other
institutions whose mission or service region encompasses the proposed program. At a minimum,
this will include letters from the chief academic officers of both the proposing institution and
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other institutions involved in exploring the feasibility of collaborative attesting to the nature of the
discussions and explaining why collaboration in this instance is not feasible.

B. Evidence that the offering institution is contributing substantially to the CBHE’s
Blueprint for Higher Education as adopted on February 4, 2016, pursuant to section 173.020(4)
RSMo, and is committed to advancing the goals of that plan.

C. Evidence of institutional capacity to launch the program in a high-quality manner,
including:

()  An external review conducted by a team including faculty experts in the
discipline to be offered and administrators from institutions already offering programs in the
discipline and at the degree level proposed. The review must include an assessment of the
offering institution’s capacity to offer the new program in terms of general, academic, and student
service support, including faculty resources that are appropriate for the program being proposed
(e.g. faculty credentials, use of adjunct faculty, and faculty teaching workloads);

(I) A comprehensive cost/revenue analysis summarizing the actual costs for the
program and information about how the institution intends to fund and sustain the program;

(111) Evidence indicating there is sufficient student interest and capacity to
support the program, and, where applicable, sufficient capacity for students to participate in
clinical or other external learning requirements, including library resources, physical facilities and
instruction equipment; and

(IV) Where applicable, a description of accreditation requirements for the new
program and the institution’s plans for seeking accreditation.

D. Evidence that the proposed program is needed, including:

()  Documentation demonstrating that the program does not unnecessarily
duplicate other programs in the applicable geographic area, as described in subsection (10)(C) of
this rule;

(1)  Arigorous analysis demonstrating a strong and compelling workforce need
for the program, which might include data from a credible source, an analysis of changing
program requirements, the current and future workforce and other needs of the state, and letters
of support from local or regional businesses indicating a genuine need for the program; and

(1) A clear plan to meet the articulated workforce need, including:

() Aligning curriculum with specific knowledge and competencies needed to
work in the field(s) or occupation(s) described in the workforce need analysis in part (ll) of this
subparagraph;

(b) Providing students with external learning experiences to increase the
probability that they will remain in the applicable geographic area after graduation;

(c) A plan for assessing the extent to which the new program meets that need
when implemented.

3. Process

A. Department staff will verify and post the proposal on the department’s website to
allow for twenty (20) days of public review and comment. Any institution, member of the
profession, occupation, or specialized academic field, and any other interested individual may
express an opinion to department staff regarding any new program proposal. Comments must be
received within 20 days of the proposal’s posting on the department website.

B. Department staff, in consultation with the external review team described in part
(5)(C)2.C.(I) of this rule, will review a complete proposal and provide feedback to the proposing
institution.

C. The proposing public institution will address comments and feedback received.
Once all concerns are resolved, the commissioner will recommend provisional approval of the
program for a period of five years.

(1) Public institutions shall establish clearly defined performance goals for the
new program to be achieved during the provisional implementation period. The public institution
may revise its performance goals for the new program at any time during the designated
implementation period with the concurrence of department staff.

(1) Public institutions must report annually to the CBHE on the number of
students completing the program, financial performance of the program, job placement rates of

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Revision of the Rule on Program Approval — Attachment A
December 14, 2017 | Page 8



program graduates, success on any applicable licensure exams, and the extent to which the
program is meeting the needs it was designed to address.

(111) Provisional approval by the CBHE or its designee is valid for two (2) years
following the first fall term after CBHE approval. If an institution has not implemented the proposal
by that date, the approval will lapse and the program proposal must be resubmitted with updated
information.

D. Atthe end of the five-year provisional approval period, the department will review
the program’s viability to determine whether the CBHE’s provisional approval should become
unconditional, remain provisional pending further review in two years, or be terminated.

() Public institutions shall provide to department staff, in a manner prescribed
by department staff, enrollment, graduation and staffing data for the program, as well as a brief
summary of program performance. If the program is performing as well as or better than the
projections in the original program proposal, the department will recommend that the CBHE
approve the program unconditionally.

(I If the CBHE terminates provisional approval, the public institution shall take
the necessary steps to close the program, which includes accommodating students currently
enrolled in the program.

4. Timeline

A. Proposals must be submitted to the CBHE by July 1 of each year. The CBHE, in
its sole discretion, will determine which proposals to evaluate, and will announce its evaluation
decision(s) in September. Final decisions to approve programs will ordinarily be made by
February.

B. Comprehensive reviews will be phased in to the program approval process.

(D) Inthe 2017-2018 review cycle, the CBHE will consider no more than three
proposals, in total, to offer a degree outside an institution’s CBHE-approved mission. No more
than two proposals may come from either public universities or public two-year institutions
during this review cycle.

(1) Inthe 2018-2019 review cycle, the CBHE will consider no more than five
proposals, in total, to offer a degree outside an institution’s CBHE-approved mission. No more
than three proposals may come from either public universities or public two-year institutions
during this review cycle.

(1) If changes to statutes or licensure requirements warrant the authorization of
more than one institution to propose a program requiring a comprehensive review, such
proposals may be considered as a single proposal for purposes of this section only.

(V) Each individual institution’s proposal will be evaluated on its own merits.

(V) After two proposal cycles, the CBHE may reconvene atask force to evaluate
the new framework and to recommend improvements for the CBHE’s consideration.

([5]6) [Submission of Proposals]Off-campus and Out-of-district Degrees and Courses
[(A) Program Review Schedule.

1. Except as otherwise noted in this rule, proposals for degree and certificate programs must be
submitted at least one hundred twenty (120) days prior to implementation and should be submitted to the
Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Education during one (1) of the following three (3) periods each
year: A. March 1 through March 31; B. July 1 through July 31; and C. November 1 through November 30.

2. Every effort will be made to complete the review of proposals received in each of these periods
during the following one hundred twenty (120)-day cycles (which will begin on April 1, August 1 and
December 1), unless unusual circumstances require more time for review of a particular program. The
CBHE or its designee may permit departure from this schedule, if necessary, but the sponsoring
institution shall be notified of the delay and the reasons for it. The sponsoring institution may request an
expedited review of a proposed program in extenuating circumstances by informing the commissioner in
writing of the reasons for the request. Pending degree programs shall not be implemented until
coordinating board action has been completed.

(B) Off-campus and Out-of-district Degrees and Courses.]

[1.](A) In addition to submitting proposals for new certificate and degree programs for on-

campus offerings, an institution must submit a new program proposal if more than half the major
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requirements for the degree can be completed at an off-campus site for four (4)-year institutions or at an
out-of-district site for two (2)-year institutions. (For the purposes of this section, major requirements [shall
be considered to] include course requirements in the specific area of concentration only; general
education requirements and free electives [shalllwill not be a factor in this determination.)

[2.](B) All formal two-plus-two (2 + 2) curricular agreements must be submitted for review if either
the sponsoring institution or the host institution is publicly supported.

(C) [Instructional Site Defined. In the context of the previous subsection, instructional site shall be
defined to include only those settings where instruction is delivered directly to students by a physically
present teacher. Internship sites and the simple receipt of telecommunications transmissions ordinarily do
not constitute an instructional site. However, programs identified for delivery by such nontraditional
means as telecommunications must be submitted for review, and the subsequent review shall focus on
instructional delivery at the point of origin. All customary review criteria shall be applicable to programs
delivered by nontraditional means.] Types of Off-Campus Instructional Sites Requiring CBHE
Approval. The following off-campus instruction sites require CBHE approval:

1. Residence centers, as defined at 6 CSR 10-6.020(1).

2. Off-campus instruction as defined at 6 CSR 10-6.030(1)(C).

3. Out-of-district instruction as defined at 6 CSR 10-6.030(1)(D).

(D) Special Procedure for Multiple-campus Institutions.

1. Multiple-campus four (4)-year institutions must submit separate program proposals for
individual campuses, subject to certain exceptions for cooperative degree programs that are defined in
subsequent paragraphs. For the purposes of cooperative degree programs, residence centers [shalllare
not [be regarded as] separate campuses.

2. New program authorization for one (1) campus of a multiple-campus two (2)-year public
institution may be extended to all other campuses within a district at the discretion of the sponsoring
institution [subject to the stipulation that], provided the [coordinating board]sponsoring institution [shall
be informed] informs the CBHE of all academic programming available at each campus.

(E) Cooperative Intercampus Degree Program for Public Institutions.

1. A cooperativel[,] intercampus degree program extends an academic program authorized by the
CBHE on one (1) of an institution’s campuses to one (1) or more of its other campuses (not including
residence centers) under the following conditions:

A. The campus authorized to provide the program will continue to do so;

B. The program is cooperative in nature, that is, it involves the faculty and resources of each
participating campus;

C. The program [shalllmust be included in the institution’s plan and [shall] be consistent with
the mission statement for the receiving campus; and

D. The program [shalllmust meet the accreditation guidelines of the appropriate national
accrediting body, if any exists, as well as any applicable state licensure requirements.

2. Subject to the previously mentioned definition, a cooperative[,] intercampus program is distinct
from the more typical new program model in which a program is developed as a new, free-standing entity
on a campus.

3. The procedures and criteria for the review of [these]cooperative intercampus programs [shall
be]are the following:

A. Following the endorsement by the president and the governing board of the institution, the
program shall be sent to the [board]|CBHE or its designee for review at least one hundred twenty (120)
days prior to the proposed implementation;

[B. Each cooperative, intercampus program shall be shared with the CBHE staff for its review
and consideration at least one hundred twenty (120) days prior to the proposed implementation;]

[C]B. It [shall be]is the institution’s responsibility to document the economic development
opportunity or the need the proposed program is designed to address, including specific [manpower]
workforce needs at the state or regional level,

[D]C. Additional expenditures associated with the proposed program shall be defined. If the
resource needs cannot be satisfactorily addressed by internal reallocation or alternative delivery systems,
the program [shalllwill be included in the institution’s next budget request for state support; and

[E]F. The [board]CBHE or its designee [shalllwill review the cooperative][,] intercampus
program on an expedited basis involving a period not to exceed sixty (60) days. In the event the program
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is not approved by the board’s designee, the decision may be appealed to the [coordinating board]CBHE
following established program appeal procedures.

[4. This subsection is not applicable to independent institutions.]

(F) Staff Advisory Comment for Public Institutions.

1. The first step in the approval process for free-standing new degree programs is known as the
staff advisory comment (SAC) and applies to public institutions only. The SAC report enables the
coordinating board staff to make preliminary judgments regarding a program proposed by a public
institution prior to the preparation of an entire program proposal document and initiation of the internal
approval process at the institutional level. The process also enables the sponsoring institution to
anticipate and address issues that might be relevant during the full review. A favorable staff advisory
comment does not guarantee final approval of the program when staff reviews the full proposal.
Conversely, an unfavorable staff advisory comment does not necessarily mean that the final proposal for
a program will not be approved. It will be expected, however, that staff concerns expressed in the staff
advisory comment will be addressed in the final proposal.

2. The SAC report will emphasize those program approval criteria listed in this rule which are
relatively stable in the short- to mid-term and which cannot be readily adjusted to different circumstances
or perceived needs.

A. Mission and planning priorities of sponsoring institution. Each proposal shall include a
statement regarding the compatibility of the proposed program with an institution’s mission and approved
institutional plan or plan update.

B. Need for the proposed program. Each proposal shall address the issues of what are the
societal, occupational, research and public service needs the program is intended to address as well as
the anticipated student demand for the program, preliminary evidence related to market demand for
program graduates and the relationship of the program to the economic development of the state, as may
be appropriate.

C. Duplication of the proposed program. Each proposal shall comment on the issue of the
extent to which any existing programs in the proposed service area already address the needs and
purposes this program is designed to fulfill. Factors salient to the duplication issue include the relevance
of existing programming, the availability of alternative educational delivery systems, extent of student
demand, state or regional manpower requirements and access considerations.

3. To provide a frame of reference so the responses to these questions can be properly
understood, it will also be necessary to submit a brief description of each program including an outline of
the proposed curriculum. The structure of the proposed curriculum will not be subject to comment in this
phase of the review process, and the CBHE staff will assume that the details of these descriptive
materials may be subject to modification as the program development process proceeds. However, if
additional planning suggests that a major shift in program emphasis would be appropriate, a new
document must be submitted for a staff advisory comment.

4. All documents related to this process should be submitted in duplicate. Materials related to a
staff advisory comment may be submitted at any time during the year. Every effort will be made to
complete a staff advisory comment within forty-five (45) days of submission.

(G) Proposal for a New Academic Degree Program.

1. A proposal for a new academic degree program shall be submitted during one (1) of three (3)
specified submission periods: March, July or November. All documents related to this process should be
presented in triplicate in the form prescribed by CBHE staff. The board staff may request information in
addition to that contained in the proposal.

2. Approval by the CBHE or its designee of new degree and certificate program proposals
submitted by public institutions as well as the formal receipt of new programs from independent
institutions are valid for two (2) years following the first fall term after the action. If an institution has not
implemented the program by that date, the approval or receiving shall be considered to have lapsed and
the program proposal must be resubmitted with updated information.

3. Any institution or interested party, that is, a representative from another institution, of the
profession, occupation, or specialized academic field, or any individual who, as a potential student or
employer, believes him/herself to be affected by the proposed program, may express an opinion to the
coordinating board or its designee regarding the evaluation or recommendation of any new degree
program proposal. This may also occur when an institution or individual wishes to comment on a degree
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program submitted by another institution. In addition, a formal appeal of a program action may be initiated
as provided elsewhere in this rule.
4. Proposal for a new AS transfer degree program.

A. The AS degree is a specialized degree which is intended for transfer into a preprofessional
program and is substantively different from the AAS degree. The AAS degree is not intended as a
transfer degree into a four (4)-year program and contains courses that are not primarily designed for
transfer. Students seeking to transfer this degree will have their transcripts evaluated on a course by
course basis.

B. The AS degree should result from careful planning and should constitute an articulation
agreement between specific institutions.

C. The primary intent of the AS degree is to provide an alternative to the AA degree in those
limited instances when the model general education program included in the AA degree cannot
accommodate the demands of a preprofessional program. The AS degree shall be used only in
exceptional circumstances when no other remedy is available.

D. The AS degree is to be developed through consultation between sending and receiving
institutions on a program-by-program basis. Proposed AS degree programs may be submitted at any time
of the year and will be reviewed using a modified program review process. The emphasis of this review
will be on the justification for establishing an exception to the prescribed thirty-nine (39)- hour general
education core requirement and the resource implications of the proposed agreement for the sending
institution. Submission of a staff advisory comment request is not required for proposed programs of this

type.

(6) Program Changes. Changes in programs must be submitted to the coordinating board for both
informational and review purposes. After considering these changes, the board or its designee may
determine that the change in program should be submitted instead as a hew program proposal. Program
changes should be reported using appropriate forms provided by the CBHE. Program changes that
should be submitted include the following:

(A) Program Title Change All revisions or changes in a program name or its nomenclature shall
be reported to the CBHA title or nomenclature revision that includes substantive curriculum changes may
be deemed tantamount to a new program and be referred back to the institution for resubmission as a
new program;

(B) Combination Programs.

1. This category is narrowly defined to include only those programs that result from a
mechanical combination of two (2) previously existing programs. Substantive curricular changes shall
ordinarily be limited to the elimination of duplicated requirements.

2. The development of interdisciplinary programs and area study programs that utilize the
resources of several existing programs shall be handled through the new program approval process.

(C) Single Semester Certificates. A single semester certificate may be added or deleted simply by
using a Notice of Changes in Programs form provided by the CBHE. The establishment of a longer
program, however, shall be pursued through the procedures established in this rule;

(D) One (1)-year Certificate Programs.

1. A one (1)-year certificate program developed from an approved associate degree
program shall be reported as a program change provided that the program is directly related to the
approved associate degree program and consists predominantly of courses included in the associate
degree program.

2. A one (1)-year certificate not associated with an approved parent degree program
must be submitted as a new program;

(E) Option Addition.

1. The addition of a specialized course of study as a component of an umbrella degree
program may be submitted as an option addition program change subject to the limitation that the CBHE
or its designee shall make a determination regarding the potential for unnecessary or inappropriate
duplication of existing programs. Only in those instances in which duplication is not a problem may the
proposed option be implemented.

2. The following general guidelines are used to distinguish a permissible option addition from
a proposed new degree program:
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A. At the conceptual level an option or emphasis area functions as a component of an
umbrella degree program. As such, an option in a specialized topic shall consist of a core area of study in
the major plus selected topical courses in the specialty. Typically, the core area of study shall constitute a
preponderance of the requirements in the major area of study as measured in the number of required
courses or credit hours, but no specific percentage distribution requirement has been established;

B. A proposed option or emphasis area shall be a logical component or extension of the
umbrella degree program. One (1) measure of this compatibility—but certainly not the only one—would
be the consonance of the proposed addition with the federal CIP taxonomy. For instance, using physics
as an example, optics would be an appropriate option (emphasis area) while astrophysics would
ordinarily not be acceptable as it is typically viewed as a branch of astronomy rather than physics; and

C. The number of new courses required to implement a new option or emphasis area can
also be a relevant consideration. Four (4), five (5) or more new courses in a proposed new option would
tend to raise questions about resource commitments and suggest that a new program has been
developed,;

(F) Inactive Status for Existing Programs.

1. Programs placed on inactive status will essentially be suspended for a specified period not
to exceed five (5) years. Students in the program at the time this status is adopted shall be permitted to
conclude their course of study if they have no more than two (2) years of course work remaining, but no
new students may be admitted to the program. Programs designated as inactive will be so noted on
institutional program inventories.

2. At the conclusion of the designated inactive period—not to exceed five (5) years—the
institution must review the program’s status and may either delete it or reactivate it.

3. In the event the institution chooses to reactivate the program, the institution shall provide
the coordinating board satisfactory evidence that the resources necessary for the program are available
and must establish performance goals for the program that are also acceptable to the coordinating board;
and

(G) Deletion and Consolidation of Programs. Institutions must submit standard program change
information whenever a program or option is deleted. This same provision applies whenever two (2) or
more programs or options are to be consolidated into one (1) or more new offerings.]

(7) Use of Consultants.

(A) In addition to evaluating written proposals, the board or its designee, in some circumstances, may
use the services of consultants. It is anticipated that this procedure will be used [infrequently] primarily
for comprehensive reviews.

(B) These consultants [shalllmust be individuals who are mutually acceptable to the board and to the
public institution whose program is under consideration. Both the commissioner and the public institution
may recommend consultants, but the ultimate selection of the consultant [shalllmust be agreeable to
both.

(C) Services of consultants will be paid for by the public institution whose program is pending.

(D) Consultants may be used in the following circumstances:

1. Atthe request of either the commissioner or the public institution pending an unfavorable
recommendation by [the coordinating board]department staff;

2. For some health-related professions or high technology programs whenever clinical facilities,
laboratory facilities, equipment or other aspects of the program need professional evaluation; or

3. Ininstances in which a judgment is difficult to make without the evaluation of professionally
qualified external consultants.

(8) Programs Reviewed Jointly by the Coordinating Board for Higher Education and the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education.

(A) A[n] public institution requesting financial reimbursement for a new program from
vocational/technical funds administered by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education must
submit at the same time a copy of the proposal in the CBHE’s format to the Division of Career and Adult
Education of the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education in accordance with the instructions
of that office. [Because independent institutions are not eligible for reimbursement under this program,
this section does not apply to independent institutions.]
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(B) The coordinating board and the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education concur on
the following procedures and understandings for effecting cooperation between the two (2) agencies in
the exercise of their respective responsibilities regarding the development of vocational/technical
programs in Missouri colleges and universities:

1. The responsibilities of the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education to approve
courses of instruction for vocational/technical financial reimbursement and of the [coordinating
board]CBHE to approve new degree and certificate programs are independent responsibilities and are
not contingent one upon the other. However, as a general policy the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education will not approve financial reimbursement requests which are components of degree
or certificate programs not approved by the coordinating board;

[2. In order to avoid duplication of effort by institutions, the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education will employ the coordinating board’s proposal format for submission of new
program proposals as its instrument for fiscal reimbursement requests;]

[3]2. [Coordinating Board for Higher Education]CBHE staff will notify Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education staff of the development of any vocational/technical program, and members of
both staffs will confer on all vocational/technical degree and certificate programs submitted to the
coordinating board; and

[4]3. The Division of Career and Adult Education of the Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education will receive notification of the commissioner’s actions on all vocational/technical program
proposals.

(9) Appeal Procedure. In the event of an appeal of a program review action for [either] a public [or
independent] institution, the following procedures [shall be followed]apply:

(A) Any of the following parties may initiate an appeal of a program action decision:

1. The public institution submitting the original proposal;

2. Any Missouri higher education institution that believes its interests are adversely affected by
the program decision; or

3. Any member of the [Coordinating Board for Higher Education] CBHE, in the event the original
decision was made by the board’s designee][;].

(B) An appeal originating with a higher education institution must be signed by the chief executive
officer of the institution[;].

(C) A letter of intent to appeal must be received by the commissioner [of higher education] within
thirty (30) days of receipt of the official notice of the program decision. If the appeal is initiated by a party
other than the public institution that proposed the program, a copy of the intent to appeal letter and all
other subsequent documentation must be sent to the sponsoring institution(;].

(D) The new program may not be implemented while an appeal is pending([;].

(E) Within fourteen (14) days after a letter of intent to appeal has been submitted, the appealing party
must submit its full rationale in support of the appeal to the commissioner and to any affected institutions.
This rationale should summarize the appellant’s justification for a review of the program decision and
should include any relevant supporting evidence[;].

(F) This rationale and the responses of the commissioner and any affected institutions will be placed
on the agenda of the next meeting of the [Coordinating Board for Higher Education] CBHE, provided that
the next meeting is scheduled at least fourteen (14) days after receipt of the rationale. If [this criterion is
not satisfied]the rationale is received less than fourteen (14) days before the next meeting, the
request for an appeal will be heard by the [board]CBHE at its next regularly scheduled meeting([;].

(G) [If a majority of the Coordinating Board for Higher Education agrees that an appeal initiated by an
institution should be heard, the matter will be referred to the committee on academic and library
affairs]The CBHE chair will refer the matter to a relevant committee of the CBHE. A public meeting of
the committee will be scheduled at which time testimony will be presented by all interested parties, and
the committee [shalllwill make its determination[;].

(H) In those instances when a member of the [coordinating board]CBHE has initiated a review of a
decision by the board’s designee, the chair[man] of the board [shall]will receive copies of all relevant
documents. Provided that a majority of the board agrees that an appeal should be heard, the board may
decide either to[] refer the matter to [the]a relevant committee [on academic and library affairs or to hear
the appeal itself] of the CBHE. If the matter is heard by the committee, the same procedures [shalllwill

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Revision of the Rule on Program Approval — Attachment A
December 14, 2017 | Page 14



apply as if the appeal were initiated by an institution. If the matter is heard directly by the board, the
chair[man] of the board [shall]will establish the appropriate procedural guidelinesy;].

(I) All decisions of the body hearing the appeal, whether the full [coordinating board]CBHE or its
committee [on academic and library affairs, shalllwill be final[; and].

[(J) This section on appeal procedures is intended to be applicable to both public and independent
institutions, but no provision of this section shall supersede the general principle that] decisions or
recommendations by the Coordinating Board for Higher Education or the commissioner of higher
education regarding programs submitted by independent institutions shall be recommendatory only.]

(10) General Review Criteria for New Degree and Certificate Programs.
(A) Mission and Planning Priorities.

1. The proposed new program must be consistent with the institutional mission, as well as the
principal planning priorities of the public institution, as set forth in the public institution’s approved plan
or plan update[ in the case of public institutions or the institutional mission statement in the case of
independent institutions].

2. The [coordinating board shall[ CBHE will determine if proposed programs are consistent with
a public institution’s plan or plan update as approved by the [coordinating board]CBHE. Except in unusual
circumstances, only those proposed new programs submitted by a public institution that are consistent
with the institution’s mission statement and, when appropriate, anticipated in its approved institutional
plan, [shalllwill be eligible for approval and implementation.

(B) Need for the Proposed Program.

1. [There]Public institutions shall [be a] clearly demonstrate[d] and [well-Jdocument[ed]
demand and/or need for the program in terms of meeting present and future needs of the locale and the
state, although it is recognized that for program approval purposes state needs are a part of broader
national needs. Three (3) kinds of needs may be identified—

A. Societal needs;

B. Occupational needs relative to upgrading vocational/technical skills or meeting labor
market requirements; and

C. Student needs for a program.

2. Some programs may be desirable on the basis of their cultural contribution or social value or
potential to serve student interests independent of labor market or demand considerations. However, in
these instances the societal and student need for the program must be clearly demonstrated by the
public institution submitting the proposal.

3. Public [l]institutions proposing new programs [must present data projecting employment and
student demands and availability of openings in the labor market to] at the routine level must certify
that employment and student demands exist, are backed by compelling data, and will be served by
the new program. The kinds of information and data [submitted]used will vary somewhat with the type of
program proposed but may include the following: personnel and employment projections prepared by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Missouri Occupational Information Coordinating Committee (MOICC)
as well as professional and trade associations; surveys of potential employers, including numbers of
anticipated vacancies and training requirements; and surveys of potential student interest.

4. Adequate data [shall be provided to]should support projections for the number of students
who are expected to enter the program. Program enrollment [shall]should be sufficient to ensure a
quality educational experience [as well as an]land make efficient [utilization]use of resources.

5. As an additional indicator of need, the public institution shall [clearly detail] explain how
program success will be defined and measured, particularly if that definition includes measures in addition
to the conferral of a degree or certificate.

6. Determination of need for a new program will be based in part upon an assessment of the
function to be served by the program and the availability of alternative sources of education in a given
service area. Availability of spaces in the same or similar programs in all institutions in the state offering
postsecondary programs will be taken into account, as will possibilities for interinstitutional arrangements,
including contracting as provided by statute.

(C) Duplication of the Proposed Program.

1. A public institution’s proposed program shall not be unnecessarily duplicative of [those of]
other Missouri institutions’ programs. Ordinarily, proposed programs in basic liberal arts and sciences at
the baccalaureate level would not be considered unnecessarily duplicative, provided sufficient student
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demand can be demonstrated. Unnecessary duplication is a more specific concern in graduate, technical
and professional programs which meet special labor market needs.

[2. The questions of how a proposed program meets an institution’s local and state service area
needs and how it articulates with appropriate baccalaureate or graduate programs shall also be
addressed (In this context it is understood that some programs, for example, the AAS, are designed to be
terminal in character and are not ordinarily expected to articulate with more advanced programs.)]

[3]2. [Factors salient to the duplication issue include]Unnecessary or inappropriate duplication
will be determined by assessing the following factors, in descending order of priority[,]: the relevance
of existing programming; the availability of alternative educational delivery systems; the extent of student
demand; state or regional work force demand; and access considerations such as geographic availability,
student population served and cost of instruction.

3. No public institution other than the University of Missouri and its campuses may offer a
Ph.D. or professional practice doctorate (a.k.a. “first-professional degree”) without CBHE
approval pursuant to subsection (5)(C) of this rule.

A. All first-professional degree programs are closely regulated by recognized
professional and specialized accrediting agencies. Some first-professional degrees require a prior
degree, but this is not true of all. First-professional degrees include the following:

Chiropractic (D.C. or D.C.M.)

Dentistry (D.D.S. or D.M.D.)

Law (L.L.B.,J.D.)

Medicine (M.D.)

Optometry (O.D.)

Osteopathic Medicine (D.O.)

Pharmacy (Pharm.D.)

Podiatry (D.P.M., D.P., or Pod.D.)

Theology (M.Div., M.H.L., B.D., or Ordination)
J. Veterinary Medicine (D.V.M.)

B. The Ph.D. in any discipline is generally recognized as a research degree, typically
requiring completion of original research or evidence of artistic accomplishment. Ph.D. programs
require unigue faculty, student/faculty ratios, assigned teaching loads, and infrastructure and
financial support.

(D) Program Structure.

1. Existing programs can be strengthened and enriched when appropriate new courses and
certificate or degree programs are added to the curriculum. A proposed program should be based on
existing strengths of the public institution rather than be composed entirely of new courses. Off-campus
degree programs must be based on existing on-campus degree programs.

A. Normally, graduate programs should be built upon strong baccalaureate programs which
can support advanced study through basic library holdings, faculty resources and appropriate research
facilities and funds. It is, however, recognized that some graduate programs in universities and medical
schools do not require supporting undergraduate baccalaureate majors in that field.

B. New public institutions in the process of being established may also be considered
exceptions to this general expectation, but special procedures have been established in this rule to
accommodate the developing institution.

2. There shall be a carefully planned and systematic program of study for the proposed program
which is clear and comprehensive. The structure of a new program [shalllmust take into account, and be
demonstrably consistent with, program objectives and intended student learning outcomes.

A. The linkage between program requirements and anticipated learning outcomes shall be
delineated. Required courses in the major [shalllmust not be excessive and should be consistent with
customary expectations for the type of degree proposed.

B. The curriculum of the proposed program [shalllmust reflect the requirements of any
accrediting or certifying body if the public institution elects to apply for accreditation or certification. (This
statement is not intended to imply that specialized accreditation should be an institutional goal.)

C. Unless necessary for accreditation or licensure, new baccalaureate degrees
should consist of no more than 120 semester credit hours and new associate degrees should
consist of no more than 60 semester credit hours.

TIOMMOOW>
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3. Innovative programs of study shall also contain an orderly and identifiable sequence of
education experiences that lead to a recognizable goal.

A. The awarding of credit for any experiential learning, credit by examination, off-campus
courses, etc., shall be consistent with both established institutional and coordinating board policies. The
requirements for off-campus programs [shalllmust be fully comparable to those for similar on-campus
programs. If these requirements are not the case for the proposed program, the rationale for the
difference must be clearly explained.

B. The policies and procedures for granting experiential credit and/or credit by examination
(including the maximum number of such credit hours which are applicable to a specific degree program
and the minimum scores which are acceptable) shall be clearly specified in written guidelines available to
the student. The maximum number of experiential credit hours applicable to a specific degree program
[shalllmust be the same for students enrolled at off-campus locations as for students enrolled on-
campus.

4. In general, courses offered for credit off-campus [shalllmust be part of the regular catalogue
offerings of the public institution and [shalllmust be applicable to programs in the same manner as
courses taken on-campus. Special courses developed solely for off-campus teaching shall be limited and
[shall be] consistent with the mission of the public institution. The standards for awarding credit to
students enrolled at off campus locations [shalllmust be the same as the standards applied to students
enrolled on campus.

5. Each public institution’s policy concerning residency for academic study purposes (as
distinct from fee level) shall be stated clearly regarding the number of credit hours applicable to a degree
program which must be earned in residence on its campus and [shalllmust explicitly define in residence.

(E) Faculty Resources. Faculty resources [shalllmust be appropriate for the program, given the
sponsoring public institution’s mission and the character of the program to be developed.

1. The minimum educational attainment of the faculty [shalllmust be the appropriate degree
and/or occupational or other equivalent experiences commensurate with the degree level of the proposed
program. While the doctorate, in most instances, is the appropriate terminal degree for baccalaureate and
graduate programs, the Master of Fine Arts (MFA) or a similar degree is often considered a terminal
degree. If accreditation is a desired goal of the program, the number of terminal degree holders
[shalllmust meet the minimum requirements of the appropriate accrediting association.

2. Adjunct faculty are an important and necessary component of some programs, particularly
those programs that require a high degree of vocational/technical competence. However, programs shall
involve credentialed full-time faculty in teaching, program development and student services. If a program
will involve more than fifty percent (50%) adjunct faculty, the rationale for the use of adjunct faculty
[shalllmust be documented and approved by the coordinating board or its designee.

3. Adjunct faculty, when utilized, [shalllmust possess the same or equivalent qualifications as
the regular faculty of the public institution and [shall] be approved by the academic unit through which the
credit is offered. The responsibilities of adjunct faculty shall be specified in such a manner that their
involvement in program development and academic advising is assured, or that these activities are
provided by other appropriate means.

4. Expected faculty workloads [shalllmust be appropriate and consistent with good educational
practice and expressed in student credit hours per full-time equivalent faculty member in the
administrative unit that will support the proposed program. This information, of course, must be evaluated
in the context of the sponsoring institution’s mission, the mission of the proposed program and the
character of the discipline from which the proposed program is an outgrowth.

(F) Library Resources.

1. Qualitative and quantitative factors of library resources [shalllmust be appropriate for the
proposed program, given the sponsoring public institution’s mission and the character of the program to
be developed. Books, periodicals, microfilms, microfiche, monographs and other collections [shalllmust
be sufficient in number, quality and currency to serve the program. Adequacy of the library personnel and
of facilities to service the proposed program in terms of students and faculty will be considered. While
some technical programs may not demand the same type or extent of holdings and services conventional
arts and science programs do, these factors must be adequate.

2. Access to interlibrary loans and to libraries at other institutions or in other cities shall be
indicated. Interlibrary loans and reciprocal loan privileges at local libraries may constitute valuable
resources for the program. However, within this framework, adequate library material [shalllmust be
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available at the public institution which proposes the program. If the program is to be taught off-campus,
access to adequate library resources shall be provided.

(G) Physical Facilities and Instructional Equipment. The public institution shall provide [P]physical
facilities and instructional equipment [shall be] adequate to support the program and space for
classrooms and for staff and faculty offices. Laboratories for studies in the technologies and sciences
shall be designed to provide maximum utilization of facilities, materials and equipment, which may
include[. Some courses require laboratory facilities,] specialized equipment such as computer terminals
and audiovisual aids, or other special resources. The institution offering these courses off-campus shall
assure that appropriate support requirements are met.

(H) Administration and Evaluation.

1. Administration of the proposed programs [shall]should not be unduly cumbersome or costly
and, ideally, fit into the public institution’s current administrative structure. If administrative changes are
required, they [shalllshould be consistent with the organization of the public institution as a whole and
necessitate a minimum of additional expense in terms of personnel and office space.

2. Proposals for jointly sponsored programs [shall]should include [provisions for] adequate plans
for cooperative administration.

3. Each public institution shall set forth not only the administrative organization but also the
instructional supervision and evaluation procedures for the program. These procedures [shalllmust
include evaluation of courses and faculty by students, administrators and departmental personnel.
Curriculum review procedures established by each public institution for its program offerings shall include
standards and guidelines for the assessment of student outcomes as defined for the program and
consistent with the institutional mission.

[4. The institution shall establish clearly defined performance goals for the new program to be
achieved during a stipulated implementation period. The institution may revise its performance goals for
the new program at any time during the designated implementation period with the concurrence of the
CBHE staff.

5. The institution shall define a review process with the concurrence of coordinating board staff to
assess the program’s development. In the event a new program fails to develop satisfactorily in the
allotted period as determined by the commissioner, the status of the new program shall be evaluated. As
a result of this review, approval may be continued with or without further stipulations, or program
authorization may be withdrawn.]

[6]4. In the event that program authorization is withdrawn or approval is denied, if the
sponsoring institution chooses to continue the new program rather than terminate it, the resources
associated with the program [shalllwill be withdrawn from the institution’s funding base for the purpose of
developing future state appropriation requests—

[7. Paragraphs(10) 4.—6. of this rule are not applicable to independent institutions.]

(I) Finances.

1. Suitable financing for initiating proposed programs must be available. Programs should be
financed with fees from students new to the institution, funds that have been reallocated from institutional
sources or grants, contracts or sources other than normal state appropriations for higher education.

2. In those circumstances for which one (1)-time or limited duration funds are an integral
component of the financing arrangements for a new program, the institution must also define a transition
plan for the period when the one (1)-time or limited duration funds cease to be available.

3. The proposed program may require phasing-out of some existing program(s) to reallocate
institutional resources for new programs that are a logical outgrowth of existing institutional strengths and
consistent with the approved institutional plan or plan update.

4. Ordinarily, approval will be extended only for those programs that meet these requirements
unless the sponsoring institution specifically requests additional state funds for program implementation.
In this event, approval [shalllwill be conditional on actual receipt of these funds through the legislative
process.

[5. This subsection on finances is not applicable to independent institutions.]

AUTHORITY: sections 173.005(2) and 173.030, RSMo Supp. 2013. Original rule filed Feb. 13, 1979,
effective June 18, 1979. Amended: Filed September 30, 2017.
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PUBLIC COST: This proposed amendment will not cost state agencies or political subdivisions more than
five hundred dollars ($500) in the aggregate.

PRIVATE COST: This proposed amendment will not cost private entities more than five hundred dollars
($500) in the aggregate.

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COMMENTS: Anyone may submit a statement in support of or in opposition to this
proposed amendment to the attention of Academic Affairs, Missouri Department of Higher Education,
P.O. Box 1469, Jefferson City, MO 65102. To be considered, comments must be received within thirty
(30) days after publication of this notice in the Missouri Register. No public hearing is scheduled.
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Academic Program Actions
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

This agenda item reports all proposals reviewed at the routine and staff levels by the Missouri
Department of Higher Education (MDHE) since the September 14, 2017, board meeting and are
submitted to the Coordinating Board for Higher Education (CBHE) information.

The following tables provide a summary of the proposed program actions submitted to the CBHE. The
complete list of proposed program actions can be found in the attachment to this agenda item.

Public Institution Update

Certificates Associate Baccalaureate Graduate Total
Deleted 8 6 6 3 23
Inactivated 4 0 6 5 15
Other Program Changes* 15 3 9 9 36
New 10 8 2 2 22
Off-Site 0 14 0 2 16
Programs Withdrawn 0 0 0 0 0

*includes options inactivated/deleted, options added, titles changed, programs combined, and coursework
revised

Comments for Public Institutions. State Technical College of Missouri (STC) commented on a proposal
submitted by Ozarks Technical Community College (OTC) in November 2017 to offer the Associate of
Applied Science in Electrical Distribution Systems. State Technical College expressed concerns that the
proposed program would unnecessarily duplicate an existing program offered by STC and would impede
on STC’s statewide mission. There were also questions regarding the actual demand for the program and
the projected cost of delivery. MDHE staff has forwarded STC’s concerns to OTC for a response. This
program remains under review.

Independent Institution Update

Certificates Associate Baccalaureate Graduate Total
Deleted 3 0 50 0 53
Inactivated 0 0 1 0 1
Other Program Changes* 5 3 16 0 24
New 0 0 2 3 5
Off-Site 1 2 3 0 6
Programs Withdrawn 0 0 0 0 0

*includes options inactivated/deleted, options added, titles changed, programs combined, and coursework
revised

Comments for Independent Institutions. Lindenwood University has submitted proposals to offer nine
post-baccalaureate degrees at a permanent site in Springfield, Missouri. On two previous occasions —
September 2016 and April 2017 — MDHE staff expressed concerns with the proliferation of education
programs offered by Lindenwood University, including the quality of programs offered with limited campus
oversight, faculty credentialing, and the number of adjunct faculty versus the number of full-time faculty
available for the proposed programs. MDHE staff also noted the lack of details in the program proposals
regarding need, sustainability, and duplication, not only of existing programs at other institutions in the
same regions, but also duplication of Lindenwood University’s own programs in certain locations. Since



September 2016, Lindenwood University has submitted proposals for 48 new master’s, doctoral, and
education specialist degrees around the state.

While the CBHE neither approves nor disapproves program proposals from independent institutions, it
may comment on the proposals as appropriate. While Lindenwood University’s proposals are the
immediate focal point, the larger issue is the challenge of coordinating educator preparation programming
across multiple sectors and agencies with varying rules and authority. Also of issue is the restriction on
public institutions’ ability to offer duplicative programs in regions where other institutions are located.
Were these proposals submitted by a public institution, MDHE staff would have recommended to the
CBHE not to approve them, due to the concerns noted above.

The concerns noted above have been forwarded to the institution for their response. These programs
remain under review.

Off-Site Location Status Updates
None.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
Sections 173.005.2(1), 173.005.2(8), 173.005.11, 173.030(1), and 173.030(2), RSMo - Statutory
requirements regarding CBHE approval of new degree programs

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment A: Academic Program Actions
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ACADEMIC PROGRAM ACTIONS

Academic Program Changes Submitted for Staff Review (Public Institutions)
Lincoln University

1)

2)

Current Program
BA, History, CIP 540101 (inactive)

Proposed Change:
Reactivate program

Program as Changed:
BA, History, CIP 540101 (reactivate)

Current program:
AAS, Early Childhood Care & Educ., CIP 131210

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

AAS-Early-Childhood Care-& Educ-CIP-131210 (program deleted)

Mineral Area College

1

2)

3)

4)

Current Program:
AAS, Paramedic Technology, CIP 510904

Proposed Change:
Add certificate program from approved existing parent degree

Program as Changed:
C0, Paramedic Technology-Community Paramedic Program, CIP 510904 (add certificate)

Current Program:
AAS, Paramedic Technology, CIP 510904

Proposed Change:
Add certificate program from approved existing parent degree

Program as Changed:
C1, Paramedic Technology Certificate, CIP 510904 (add certificate)

Current Program:
AAS, Engineering Technology, CIP 150101

Proposed Change:
Add certificate program from approved existing parent degree

Program as Changed:
C1, Engineering Technology-Design Drafting, CIP 150101 (add certificate)

Current Program
AAS, Engineering Technology, CIP 150101

Proposed Change:
Add certificate program from approved existing parent degree



Program as Changed:
C1, Engineering Technology-Manufacturing, CIP 150101 (add certificate)

Missouri State University
1) Current Program:
BS, Physics, CIP 400801
Astronomy & Astrophysics
Engineering & Applied Physics
Materials Physics
Graduate Prep Physics

Proposed Change:
Option title change, delete option

Program as Changed:

BS, Physics, CIP 400801
Astronomy & Astrophysics
Engineering-&-Applied-Physics-(option deleted)
Materials Physics
Career Prep Physics (title change)

2) Current Program:
BS, Biology, CIP 260101
Environmental Biology & Evolution
Microbiology & Biotechnology
Wildlife Biology

Proposed Change:
Add option

Program as Changed:

BS, Biology, CIP 260101
Environmental Biology & Evolution
Microbiology & Biotechnology
Wildlife Biology
Pre-Teacher Education (add option)

3) Current Program:
MS, Counseling, CIP 131101
Elementary School Counseling
Secondary School Counseling

Proposed Change:
Add option, delete option

Missouri State University-West Plains
1) Current Program:
AA, Health Professions, CIP 511199

Proposed Change:
Add options to existing program

Program as Changed:

AA, Health Professions, CIP 511199
Physician’s Assistant (add option)
Radiographer (add option)
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

Occupational Therapist (add option)
Physical Therapist (add option)

Current Program:
AS, Agriculture, General (via ITV) CIP 010000

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

AS-Agriculture-General-(via HNA)-CHP-010000 (program deleted)

Current Program:
C2, Food Science, CIP 011001

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
G2 Food-Science,-CIP-011001 (program deleted)

Current Program:
AS, Information Technology, CIP 110103

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

ASnformationTechnologyCHRP-110103 (program deleted)

Current Program:
AA, Elementary Education and Teaching, CIP 131202

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

AAElementary-Education-and-Feaching-GHP-131202 (delete program)

Current Program:
C1, Technology Management, CIP 150613

Program as Changed:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

G, Technology-Management,-CIRP-150613 (delete program)

Current Program:
AA, Human Development & Family Studies, General, CIP 190701

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

(delete program)
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8)

9)

Current Program:
AS, Fire Science/Fire Fighting, CIP 430203

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

AS-Fire-SciencelFire-Fighting,CHP-430203 (delete program)

Current Program
C1, Entrepreneurship, CIP 520701

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

G, -EntrepreneurshipCHR- 520701 (delete program)

Missouri University of Sciences and Technology

1)

2)

3)

Current Program
MS, Electrical Engineering, CIP 141001

Proposed Change:
Add certificate program from approved existing parent degree

Program as Changed
MS, Electrical Engineering, CIP 141001
GRCT, Advanced Control Systems, CIP 141099 (add certificate)

Current Program
MS, Electrical Engineering, CIP 141001

Proposed Change:
Add certificate program from approved existing parent degree

Program as Changed:
MS, Electrical Engineering, CIP 141001
GRCT, Automation Engineering and PLC, CIP 150406 (add certificate)

Current Program
GRCT, Graduate Certificate in Digital Media, CIP 110401

Proposed Change:
Title change

Program as Changed:
GRCT, Digital Media and Web Design, CIP 110401 (add certificate)

North Central Missouri College

1)

Current Program
C1, Business Management, CIP 520201

Proposed Change:
Title change, CIP change, reduction in credit hours
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Program as Changed:
C1, Business Management Essentials, 520407 (title, CIP, credit hour change)

2) Current Program:
AAS, Agriculture, CIP 010101

Proposed Change:
Add certificate program from approved existing parent degree

Program as Changed:
AAS, Agriculture, CIP 010101
CO0, Agricultural Business, CIP 010101 (add certificate)

Northwest Missouri State University
1) Current Program:
BS, Data Science, CIP 279999

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
BS, Data Science, CIP 110802 (CIP change)

2) Current Program:
C2, Business Technology Certificate, CIP 520499

Proposed Change:
CIP Change

Program as Changed:
C2, Business Technology Certificate, CIP 520407 (CIP change)

3) Current program
BS, Industrial Psychology, CIP 422804

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
BS, Industrial Psychology, CIP 422804 (inactive)

4) Current Program
GRCT, Education, CIP 130404

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
GRCT, Education, CIP 130404 (inactive)

5) Current Program
GRCT, Elementary School Principal, CIP 130408

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status
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Program as Changed:
GRCT, Elementary School Principal, CIP 130408 (inactive)

6) Current Program:
GRCT, ELL/ESOL Certification, CIP 130201

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
GRCT, ELL/ESOL Certification, CIP 130201 (inactive)

7) Current Program:
MS, Instructional Technology, CIP 130501

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
MS, Instructional Technology, CIP 130501 (inactive)

8) Current Program:
MS, Teaching Elementary, CIP 131202

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
MS, Teaching Elementary, CIP 131202 (inactive)

9) Current Program:
BA/BS, Sociology, CIP 451101

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA/BS Seciology-CHP-451101 (program deleted)

10) Current program:
BS, Journalism, CIP 090401

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BS,Journalism-CIP-090401 (program deleted)

11) Current Program:
BS, Merchandising Textiles Apparel Furnish, CIP190905

Proposed Change:
Delete program
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Program as Changed:

BS.-Merchandising-Textiles-ApparelFurnish.-CHP-190905 (program deleted)

12) Current Program:
BS, Organizational Communication, General, CIP 090901

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS,-Organizational-Communication,-General-CHRP-090901 (program deleted)

13) Current Program:
BS, Radio and Television, CIP 090701

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BS,-Radio-and-Television,-CIRP-090701 (program deleted)

14) Current Program:
GRCT, Secondary School Principal, CIP 130409

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

GRCT-Secondary-School-Principal-CHP-130409 (program deleted)

15) Current Program:
C2, Medical Administrative Assistant, CIP 510716

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
C2-MedicalAdministrative-Assistant-CH 510716 (program deleted)

16) Current Program:
MS, Biotechnology, CIP 261201

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed

MS;Biotechnology-CHP-261201 (program deleted)

17) Current Program:
GRCT, Superintendent, CIP 130411

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
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GRCT-Superintendent,-CHRP-130411 (program deleted

St. Charles Community College
1) Current Program:
AAS, Computer Science, CIP 521299

Cybersecurity
Database Management
Management Information Systems
Multimedia Authoring
Network Security
Networking
Programming

Proposed Change:
Title Change, Add Options, CIP Change

Program as Changed:

AAS, Computer Science, CIP 110201
Cybersecurity
Database Management
Management Information Systems
Multimedia Authoring
Information Technology (Title change)
Networking
Programming
Data Analytics (Add option)
Animation and Gaming (Add option)

State Fair Community College
1) Current Program:
C1, Medical Assistant, CIP 510801

Proposed Change:
Title change

Program as Changed:
C1, Medical Assisting, CIP 510801

Three Rivers College
1) Current Program:
AAS, Occupational Education, CIP 131319

Proposed Change:
Delete program at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:

AAS,-Oceupational-Education-CIP-131319 (program deleted)

2) Current Program:
CO0, Certified Medical Technician (non-credit), CIP 510801

Proposed Change:
Delete program at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
CO-Certified-Medical Fechnician{non-credit);-CIP-510801 (program deleted)
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

Current Program:

AAS, Engineering Technology, CIP 510000
Construction Management and Civil Applications
Process and Controls
Welding

Proposed Change:
Delete options at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
AAS, Engineering Technology, CIP 510000

Construction-Managementand-Civil-Applications (option deleted)
Process-and-Controls-(option deleted)

Welding-(option deleted)

Current Program:
C1, Civil Engineering Technician, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:
CIP change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
C1, Civil Engineering Technician, CIP 151001 (CIP change)

Current Program:
C1, Construction Management, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:
CIP Change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
C1, Construction Management, CIP 151001 (CIP change)

Current Program:
C1, Technical Graphics Specialist, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:
CIP change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
C1, Technical Graphics Specialist, CIP 151302 (CIP change)

Current Program:
CO0, Surveying, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:
CIP Change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
CO0, Surveying, CIP 151102 (CIP change)

Current Program:
C1, Power Plant Technician, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Academic Program Actions — Attachment A
December 14, 2017 | Page 9



CIP change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
C1, Power Plant Technician, CIP 150699 (CIP change)

9) Current Program:
CO0, Electrical Technician, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:
CIP change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
CO0, Electrical Technician, CIP 150613 (CIP change)

10) Current Program:
CO0, Industrial Technician, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:
CIP change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
CO, Industrial Technician, CIP 150613 (CIP change)

11) Current Program:
CO0, Quality Control, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:
CIP change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
CO0, Quality Control, CIP 150613 (CIP change)

12) Current Program:
C1, Maintenance Welding, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:
CIP change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
C1, Maintenance Welding, CIP 480508 (CIP change)

13) Current Program:
C1, Manufacturing Welding, CIP 150000

Proposed Change:
Title change, CIP change at main campus and all off-site locations

Program as Changed:
C1, Welding Fabrication Specialist, CIP 480508 (CIP and title change)

Truman State University
1) Current Program:
BA, BS, Psychology, CIP 420101

Proposed Change:
CIP change
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Program as Changed:
BA, BS, Psychology, CIP 422799 (CIP change)

University of Central Missouri

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Current Program:
MA, Environmental Studies, CIP 030103

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
MA-Environmental-Studies,-CHP-030103 (inactivate)

Current Program:
BA, Philosophy, CIP 380101

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:

BAPhilosephy-CHP-380101 (inactivate)

Current Program:
MA, Sociology, CIP 451101

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:

MA-SociologyCHP-451101 (inactivate)

Current Program:
BS, Athletic Training, CIP 510913

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:

BS,-Athletic Fraining;-CHR-510913 (inactivate)

Current Program:
GRCT, Women, Gender, and Sexuality, CIP 050207

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:

GRCT - Wemen-Gender—and-Sexuality- CHP-050207 (inactivate)

Current Program:
BS, Professional Photography, CIP 500605

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status
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Program as Changed:

BS;-Professional-Photography-CIP-500605 (inactivate)

7) Current Program:
BS, Hotel & Restaurant Administration, CIP 520901

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
BS, Hotel & Restaurant Administration, CIP 520901 (inactive)

8) Current Program:
BSBA, Hospitality Management, CIP 520901

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
BSBA, Hospitality Management, CIP 520901 (inactive)

9) Current Program:
MA, Theatre, CIP 500501

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
MA, Theatre, CIP 500501 (inactive)

10) Current Program:
GRCT, Nurse Practitioner, CIP 513805

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
GRCT-Nurse Practitioner,CHR-513805 (program deleted)

University of Missouri-Columbia
1) Current Program:
PhD, Information Science & Learning Technologies, CIP 130301

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
PhD, Information Science & Learning Technologies, CIP 303101 (CIP change)

2) Current Program:
N/A

Proposed Change:
Addition of free-standing certificate program
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Program as changed:
GRCT, Quantitative Research, CIP 130601 (add certificate)

3) Current Program:
PhD, Psychology, CIP 420404

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
PhD, Psychology, CIP 422799 (CIP change)

4) MEd, Information Science & Learning Technologies, CIP 130301
Technology in Schools
Online Educator
Learning Systems Design and Development

Proposed Change:
CIP change, nomenclature change, title change, delete option

Program as Changed:

MS, Learning Technologies and Design, CIP 303101 (title/nomenclature change)
Technology in Schools
Online Education (title change)

Learning-Systems-Desigh-and-Development-(delete option)

5) EdSp, Information Science & Learning Technologies, CIP 130301
Technology in Schools
Online Educator
Learning Systems Design and Development

Proposed Change:
CIP change, title change, delete option

Program as Changed:

EdSp, Learning Technologies and Design, CIP 303101 (title change)
Technology in Schools
Online Education (title change)

Learning-Systems-Desigh-and-Development (delete option)

6) Current Program:
PhD, Pathobiology Area Program, CIP 260910

Proposed Change:
CIP Change

Program as Changed:
PhD, Pathobiology Area Program, CIP 512505 (CIP change)

7) Current Program:
GRCT, Online Educator, CIP 130301

Proposed Change:
CIP Change, title change
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Program as Changed:
GRCT, Online Education, CIP 303101 (title change)

8) Current Program
EdD, Special Education, CIP 131001

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

EdD;-Special-Education-CIP-131001 (delete program)

9) Current Program:
EdD, Educational Leadership, CIP 130499

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

EdD;Educational-Leadership-ClP-130499 (delete program)

University of Missouri-St. Louis
1) Current Program:
MED, Educational Administration, CIP 130401
Community Education
Elementary Administration
Secondary Administration

Proposed Change:
Add option

Program as Changed:
MED, Educational Administration, CIP 130401
Community Education
Elementary Administration
Secondary Administration
School Administration (add option)

2) Current Program:
BS, Mathematics, CIP 270101

Proposed Change:
Add option

Program as Changed:
BS, Mathematics, CIP 270101
Fiscal Mathematics (add option)

3) Current Program:
N/A

Proposed Change:
Add stand-alone certificate

Program as Changed:
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GRCT, Museums, Heritage, and Public History, CIP 540101

4) Current Program:

BS, Physics, CIP 400801
Astrophysics
Engineering Physics
General Physics
Medical Physics

Proposed Change:
Option title change, add option

Program as Changed:

BS, Physics, CIP 400801
Astrophysics
Engineering Physics
General Physics
Medical-Physies (delete option)
Optical Physics (add option)
Biophysics (add option)

5) Current Program:
MA, History, CIP 540101
Museum Studies

Proposed Change:
Title change

Program as Changed:
MA, Museums, Heritage, and Public History, CIP 540101 (title change)
Museum Studies

6) Current Program:
N/A

Proposed Change:
Add stand-alone certificate

Program as Changed:
Interdisciplinary Entrepreneurship Certificate, CIP 520101

7) Current Program:
BES, Bachelor of Educational Studies, CIP 130101
Information Science and Cultural Education
Human Services and Development
Early Childhood Education
Exercise Science

Proposed Change:
Option title change, add option, delete option

Program as Changed:

BES, Bachelor of Educational Studies, CIP 130101
Information Science and Cultural Education (delete option)
Human Services and Development (delete option)
Early Childhood Education
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Exercise Science and Wellness Cultural Education (title change)
Park and Museum Programs (add option)
Youth and Adult Development (add option)

Academic Program Changes Submitted for Staff Review (Independent Institutions)
Columbia College (main campus)

1)

Current Program:
BA, American Studies, CIP 050102

Proposed Change:
Place program on inactive status

Program as Changed:
BA, American Studies, CIP 050102 (inactive)

Lindenwood University

1)

Current Program:
GRCT, Applied Research Methods, CIP 130601

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
GRCT, Applied Research Methods, CIP 450102 (CIP change)

Ranken Technical College

1)

2)

3)

4)

Current Program:
C2, Evening Program Certificate, Industrial Technology, CIP 470399

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
C2, Evening Program Certificate, Industrial Technology, CIP 470303 (CIP change)

Current Program:
C2, Certificate of Technology, Industrial Technology, CIP 470399

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
C2, Certificate of Technology, Industrial Technology, CIP 470303 (CIP change)

Current Program:
C1, Microsoft Windows Server Program, CIP 111001

Proposed Change:
Title Change

Program as Changed:
C1, Microsoft Windows Server Certificate, CIP 111001

Current Program:
AS, High Performance Automotive Technology, CIP 470617
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5)

6)

7

8)

Proposed Change:
Title Change

Program as Changed:
AS, High Performance Racing Technology, CIP 470617

Current Program:
CO0, High Performance Automotive Technology, CIP 470617

Proposed Change:
Title change

Program as Changed:
CO0, High Performance Racing Technology, CIP 470617

Current Program:
AS, Industrial Science, CIP 470399

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
AS, Industrial Science, CIP 470303

Current Program:
AS, Information Technology, CIP 111001

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
AS, Information Technology, CIP 151201

Current Program:
CO0, Woodworking, CIP 460201

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

CO-Woodworking-CHP-460201 (deleted)

William Jewell College

1

2)

Current Program:
CO0, ACEP Alternative Certification, CIP 139990

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
CO-ACEPR Alternative-Certification-CHP-139990 (delete program)

Current Program:
BA, Area Studies Other (British Studies), CIP 050199
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Area-Studies-Other{(British-Studies);-CIP-050199 (delete program)

Current Program:
BA, Area Studies Other (Japanese Studies), CIP 050199

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Area-Studies-Other{(Japanese-Studies),-CIRP-050199 (delete program)

Current Program:
BA, Bioethics, CIP 260102

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BA; Biocethies-CHP- 260102 (delete program)

Current Program:
BA, Business Administration, CIP 520201

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BABusiness-Administration-CHP-520201 (delete program)

Current Program:
BA, Business Administration Management, CIP 520201

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Business-Administration-Management-ClP-520201 (delete program)

Current Program:
BS, Business Administration Management General, CIP 520201

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS.-Business-Administration-Management Generah-ClRP- 520201 (delete program)

Current Program:
BS, Business Banking & Finance, CIP 520201
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Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS,-Business-Banking-& Finance,-CHR-520201 (delete program)

9) Current Program:
Business Entrepreneurship Leadership, CIP 520201

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

Business-Entrepreneurship-Leadership,-CHP-520201 (delete program)

10) Current Program:
BS, Business Marketing, CIP 520201

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS;Business-Marketing;-CIHP-520201 (delete program)

11) Current Program:
BA, Cell and Molecular Biology Other, CIP 260499

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Celland-Molecular Biclogy-Other,-CIP- 260499 (delete program)

12) Current Program:
BA, Church Music, CIP 390501

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BA-Church-Musie-CH2-390501 (delete program)

13) Current Program:
BS, Clinical Laboratory Science, CIP 511005

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS,Clinical-Laboratory-ScienceCHP-511005 (delete program)

14) Current Program:
BS, Communications with Theatre Emphasis, CIP 231001

Proposed Change:
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Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS-Communications-with-Theatre-Emphasis;-CIRP-231001 (delete program)

15) Current Program:
BS, Computer and Information Sciences Other, CIP 119999

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS,-Computerand-information-Sciences-Other-CIP-119999 (delete program)

16) Current Program:
BA, Computer Science & Information Systems, CIP 110701

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-ComputerScience-&tnformation-Systems,-CHP-110701 (delete program)

17) Current Program:
BA, Early Childhood, CIP 131204

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BA, Early Childhood, CIP 131204 (delete program)

18) Current Program:
BA, Economics, CIP 520601

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
BA, Economics, CIP 450601

19) Current Program
BA, Education, CIP 131206

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BA-Education,-CIRP-131206 (delete program)

20) Current Program
BS, Education, CIP 131206

Proposed Change:
Delete program
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Program as Changed:
BS,-Education,-CIP-131206 (delete program)

21) Current Program:
BA, Elementary Education, CIP 131202

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Elementary-Education,-CHP-131202 (delete program)

22) Current Program:
BA, English General, CIP 230101

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-English-General-ClP-230101 (delete program)

23) Current Program:
BA, English Literature, CIP 230101

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-English-LiteratureCHP- 230101 (delete program)

24) Current Program:
BA, English with Teaching Emphasis, CIP 230101

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-English-with-Teaching-Emphasis,-CH2- 230101 (delete program)

25) Current Program:
BA, English Honors, CIP 230101

Proposed Change:
Delete Program

Program as Changed:

BA-English-Honers,-CHR-230101 (delete program)

26) Current Program:
BA, Foreign Languages Teacher Education, CIP 131306

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
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BAForeigh-LanguagesTeacherEducation-CHP-131306 (delete program)

27) Current Program:
BS, Information Systems, CIP 110401

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS-Information-Systems,-CHP-110401 (delete program)

28) Current Program:
BA, International Business/Language, CIP 521101

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BAInternational Business/banguage-GHP-521101 (delete program)

29) Current Program:
BA, Japan Area Studies, CIP 050127

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BAJapan-Area-Studies-CHP- 050127 (delete program)

30) Current Program:
BA, Junior High Education, CIP 131203

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BAJuniorHigh-EducationCHP-131203 (delete program)

31) Current Program:
BS, Junior High Education, CIP 131203

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BSJuniorHigh-EducationCHP-131203 (delete program)

32) Current Program:
BA, Mathematics Education, CIP 131311

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BA-Mathematics-Education-CIP-131311 (delete program)

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Academic Program Actions — Attachment A
December 14, 2017 | Page 22



33) Current Program:
BS, Mathematics with DP Emphasis, CIP 279999

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS-Mathematics-with-DP-Emphasis-ClP-279999 (delete program)

34) Current Program:
BS, Medical Technology, CIP 511005

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS-Medical-Technology-CIP-511005 (delete program)

35) Current Program:
BA, Multi/Interdisciplinary (Oxbridge), CIP 309999

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Multifinterdisciplinary-{Oxbridge), CHP-309999 (delete program)

36) Current Program:
BS, Multi/Interdisciplinary (Self Des.), CIP 309999

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS-Multifinterdisciplinary{Self Des),-CIP-309999 (delete program)

37) Current Program:
BA, Multi/Interdisciplinary Other (Self Des.), CIP 309999

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BAMultifrterdisciphnary-Other{Sel-Des-CHP-309999 (delete program)

38) Current Program:
BS, Music Education Instrument, CIP 131312

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BS-Music-Education-tnstrument,-CIP-131312 (delete program)

39) Current Program:
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Music Education Vocal, CIP 131312

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
Music-Education-Vocah-ClP-131312 (delete program)

40) Current Program:
BA, Oxbridge: English Language & Literature, CIP 230101

Proposed Change:
Title change

Program as Changed:
BA, Oxbridge: English Literature & Theory, CIP 230101

41) Current Program:
BA, Organizational Communication, CIP 090901

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Organizational-Communication—CHP-090901 (delete program)

42) Current Program:
BA, Molecular Biology, CIP 260499

Proposed Change:
CIP change

Program as Changed:
BA, Molecular Biology, CIP 260204

43) Current Program:
C1, Paralegal, CIP 220302

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

Cl1,-Paralegal-ClP-220302 (delete program)

44) Current Program:
BS, Physical Education, CIP 131314

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS,-Physical- Education-CHP-131314 (delete program)

45) Current Program:
BS, Physical Education with Recreation, CIP 310101
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Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BSPhysical Education-with-RecreationCHR2-310101 (delete program)

46) Current Program:
BS, Physics, CIP 400801

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BS,-Physies-ClP-400801 (delete program)

47) Current Program:
BA, Psychology, CIP 420101

Proposed Change:
Title change

Program as Changed:
BA, Psychological Science, CIP 420101

48) Current Program:
BA, Religion, CIP 380201

Proposed Change:
Title Change

Program as Changed:
BA, Religion and Culture, CIP 380201

49) Current Program:
BA, Science & Tech. Emp. Biology, CIP 410000

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Science-& TFech-Emp-BiologyCHRP-410000 (delete program)

50) Current Program:
BA, Science & Tech. Emp. Chemistry, CIP 410000

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Science-& Fech-Emp-Chemistry-CHR2-410000 (delete program)

51) Current Program:
BA, Science & Tech. Emp. Physics, CIP 410000

Proposed Change:
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Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Science-& Fech—Emp-—Physics;-CHP-410000 (delete program)

52) Current Program:
BA, Science Education, CIP 131316

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BA-Science-Education,-CHR2-131316 (delete program)

53) Current Program:
BA, Secondary Education, CIP 131205

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Secendary-Education,-CHRP-131205 (delete program)

54) Current Program:
BA, Social Studies Education, CIP 131318

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BA-Secial- Studies-Education-ClP-131318 (delete program)

55) Current Program:
BA, Speech & Rhetorical Studies, CIP 231001

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:

BA-Speech-&Rhetorical Studies;-CHRP-231001 (delete program)

56) Current Program:
BA, Speech Education, CIP 131331

Proposed Change:
Title change

Program as Changed:
BA, Speech/Theatre Education, CIP 131331

57) Current Program:
BA, Teacher Education Other (Speech and Theatre), CIP 131399

Proposed Change:
Delete program
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Program as Changed:

BA,TeacherEducation- Other{Speech-and Theatre),-CIP-131399 (delete program)

58) Current Program:
BA, Theatre Education, CIP 131324

Proposed Change:
Delete program

Program as Changed:
BA,TFheatre-Education,-CHP-131324 (delete program)

59) Current Program:
BS, Church Music, CIP 390501

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
BS, Church Music, CIP 390501, NASM accredited

60) Current Program:
BS, Elementary Education, CIP 131202

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
BS, Elementary Education, CIP 131202, MDESE accredited

61) Current Program:
BA, Music, CIP 500901

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
BA, Music, CIP 500901, NASM accredited

62) Current Program:
BS, Music, CIP 500901

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
BS, Music, CIP 500901, NASM accredited

63) Current Program:
BS, Music Education-Vocal/lnstrument, CIP 131312

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
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BS, Music Education-Vocal/Instrument, CIP 131312, NASM accredited

64) Current Program:
BS, Music Performance, CIP 500903

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
BS, Music Performance, CIP 500903, NASM accredited

65) Current Program:
BS, Music Theory and Composition, CIP 500904

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
BS, Music Theory and Composition, CIP 500904, NASM accredited

66) Current Program:
BS, Nursing, CIP 513801

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
BS, Nursing, CIP 513801, CCNE accredited

67) Current Program:
BS, Nursing-Accelerated, CIP 513801

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
BS, Nursing-Accelerated, CIP 513801, CCNE accredited

68) Current Program:
BS, Secondary Education, CIP 131205

Proposed Change:
Add accreditation

Program as Changed:
BS, Secondary Education, CIP 131205, MDESE accredited

Routine Programs Recommended for Provisional Approval (Public Institutions)
East Central College
1) Associate in Applied Science, Medical Laboratory Technician, in collaboration with North Central

Missouri College, State Fair Community College, Moberly Area Community College, and Three
Rivers College (general education courses delivered at home main campus sites, and
professional education courses delivered by distance education from Moberly Area Community
College and Three Rivers College faculty). The CIP for this program is 511004. Approved
September 2017.
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Moberly Area Community College
1) Associate in Applied Science, Medical Laboratory Technician, in collaboration with North Central
Missouri College, State Fair Community College, East Central College, and Three Rivers College
(general education courses delivered at home main campus sites, and professional education
courses delivered by distance education from Moberly Area Community College and Three
Rivers College faculty). The CIP for this program is 511004. Approved September 2017.

Missouri University of Science and Technology
1) Master of Science, Explosives Technology (for delivery at the main campus). The CIP for this
program is 142101. Approved November 2017.

North Central Missouri College
1) Associate in Applied Science, Medical Laboratory Technician, in collaboration with Moberly Area
Community College, State Fair Community College, East Central College, and Three Rivers
College (general education courses delivered at home main campus sites, and professional
education courses delivered by distance education from Moberly Area Community College and
Three Rivers College faculty). The CIP for this program is 511004. Approved September 2017.

Northwest Missouri State University
1) Bachelor of Science, Cybersecurity (for delivery at the main campus). The CIP for this program is
111001. Approved November 2017.

Ozarks Technical Community College
1) Associate in Applied Science, Aviation Flight Technology (for delivery at OTC-Lebanon and OTC-
Waynesville). The CIP for this program is 490102. Approved November 2017.

Southeast Missouri State University
1) Master of Arts in Teaching: Middle and Secondary Education, with options in 5-9 Mathematics; 5-
9 Science; 9-12 Mathematics; 9-12 Biology; 9-12 Chemistry; 9-12 Earth Science; and 9-12
Physics (for delivery online). The CIP for this program is 131316. Approved October 2017.

State Fair Community College
1) Associate in Applied Science, Medical Laboratory Technician, in collaboration with Moberly Area
Community College, North Central Missouri College, East Central College, and Three Rivers
College (general education courses delivered at home main campus sites, and professional
education courses delivered by distance education from Moberly Area Community College and
Three Rivers College faculty). The CIP for this program is 511004. Approved September 2017.

Three Rivers College
1) Associate in Applied Science, Medical Laboratory Technician, in collaboration with Moberly Area
Community College, North Central Missouri College, East Central College, and State Fair
Community College (general education courses delivered at home main campus sites, and
professional education courses delivered by distance education from Moberly Area Community
College and Three Rivers College faculty). The CIP for this program is 511004. Approved
September 2017.

2) Associate in Applied Science, Construction Engineering Technology (for delivery at main campus,
Sikeston, Dexter, Kennett, and Malden). The CIP for this program is 151001. Approved October
2017.

3) Associate in Applied Science, Process & Controls Engineering Technology (for delivery at main
campus, Sikeston, Dexter, Kennett, and Malden). The CIP for this program is 150613. Approved
October 2017.
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4) Associate in Applied Science, Welding Engineering Technology (for delivery at main campus,
Sikeston, Dexter, Kennett, and Malden). The CIP for this program is 480508. Approved October
2017.

University of Central Missouri
1) Master of Science, Big Data Analytics and IT (for delivery at the main campus and the Missouri
Innovation Campus at Lee’s Summit). The CIP for this program is 110501. Approved November
2017.

University of Missouri-St. Louis
1) Bachelor of Science, Actuarial Science (for delivery at the main campus). The CIP for this
program is 521304. Approved November 2017.

New Residence Sites Recommended for Provisional Approval
None.

Routine Programs Submitted for Review and Comment (Independent Institutions)
Avila University
1) Master of Science in Kinesiology (for delivery at main campus). The CIP for this program is
310505. Reviewed November 2017.

Central Methodist University
1) RN to BSN Completion Program (for delivery as hybrid and online at Parkland Health Center,
1101 W. Liberty Street, Farmington, MO 63640). The CIP for this program is 513899. Reviewed
September 2017.

Cottey College
1) Bachelor of Arts, Secondary Education, with options in Biology, Business Education, Chemistry,
English, Social Science, and Speech/Theatre (for delivery at the main campus). The CIP for this
program is 131205. Reviewed November 2017.

Missouri Valley College
1) Master of Science, Fithess Management (for delivery at main campus). The CIP for this program
is 310504. Reviewed November 2017.

Park University
1) Bachelor of Science in Business Administration, Accounting (for delivery at Whiteman Air Force
Base). The CIP for this program is 520305. Reviewed October 2017.

2) Bachelor of Science in Business Administration, Computer Information Management (for delivery
at Whiteman Air Force Base). The CIP for this program is 521201. Reviewed October 2017.

3) Master of Education, Principal Leadership in Urban School (for delivery at main campus). The
CIP for this program is 130409. Reviewed November 2017.

Ranken Technical College
1) Associate of Science, Industrial Engineering Technology (for delivery at 1205 Corporation Lane,
Perryville, MO 63775). The CIP for this program is 470303. Reviewed September 2017.

2) Associate of Technology, Industrial Engineering Technology (for delivery at 1205 Corporation
Lane, Perryville, MO 63775). The CIP for this program is 470303. Reviewed September 2017.

3) Two-Year Certificate, Industrial Engineering Technology (for delivery at 1205 Corporation Lane,
Perryville, MO 63775). The CIP for this program is 470303. Reviewed September 2017.
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William Jewell College
1) Bachelor of Science, Public Relations (for delivery at main campus). The CIP for this program is
090900. Reviewed November 2017.
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Statewide Review of Existing Academic Programs (Interim Report)
Coordinating Board for Higher Education

December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

Pursuant to Sections 173.005(1), 173.005(8), 173.030(1), and 173.030(2), RSMo, the Missouri
Department of Higher Education (MDHE) in February 2017 began a statewide review of all academic
programs — with the exception of those currently approved provisionally — offered by Missouri’s public
two- and four-year institutions. This item reports on the progress of the review and offers some general
observations for consideration. The final report is expected to be completed by the end of the calendar
year.

Background
While the Coordinating Board for Higher Education (CBHE) has statutory responsibility for the approval of

new academic programs, it also is charged with reviewing existing programs and making
recommendations to consolidate or eliminate programs if the CBHE determines such action is in the best
interest of the institutions and the state. The CBHE last conducted a statewide review of existing
academic programs in 2010-2011, which resulted in the termination of more than 100 programs.

In February 2017, the MDHE undertook a similar review. As in the previous exercise, this review was
informed and guided by CBHE rules and polices, as enumerated in 6 CSR 10-4.4.010. CBHE policy
requires degree programs offered by public institutions in Missouri to meet, at a minimum, the following
criteria:

1. Contribution of Program to Institutional Mission. The program is central to the institution’s
mission.

2. Statewide Needs. The institution shall provide objective evidence of success in addressing
statewide needs and/or contributing toward the attainment of statewide goals.

3. Access. Students of varying abilities, interests, and career goals should have access to
instructional programs within the state. Articulation between programs and institutions is a
particularly important access issue at the state level.

4. Program Expenditures. The efficient use of state resources requires an analysis of instructional
programs in the context of their congruence with institutional mission and productivity.

5.  Productivity. Unless there is sufficient justification for exceptions, particularly in the arts and
sciences, programs shall maintain a critical mass of majors and graduate annually an average,
calculated over the prior three years, of at least 10 graduates at the associate or baccalaureate
degree level, five graduates at the master's degree level, and three graduates at the doctoral
degree level.

6. Highly-qualified graduates. Programs shall regularly produce highly qualified graduates as
demonstrated by:

e Performance on assessments of general education, including measures of oral and
written communication skills and critical thinking;

. Performance on nationally normed tests, licensure or certification examinations, and/or
other measures of achievement in the major;

e Average placement rates of those seeking employment which take into account general
economic conditions; and

e  Alumni and employer satisfaction rates.


https://www.sos.mo.gov/cmsimages/adrules/csr/current/6csr/6c10-4.pdf

It is within this framework, and using a similar methodology as the 2010 review, that the MDHE began the
current statewide review of existing programs.

Methodology
In the initial phase of the statewide review of existing programs, MDHE compiled a list of each institution’s

academic programs, at all degree levels, through the MDHE Program Inventory and the number of
completions for all programs from the Enhanced Missouri Student Achievement Study (EMSAS). The 6-
digit Classification of Instructional Program (CIP) code assigned to each program as listed in the Program
Inventory, along with its degree level code, are the identifying data for each program.

Once MDHE compiled a list of each institution’s programs and completions, the department sent the data
to each public institution to review and verify the accuracy of the data. MDHE staff worked with the
institutions to reconcile the data to obtain an accurate list of programs and completions. After the program
list was reconciled and the accuracy of the data was affirmed, MDHE staff sent each institution a list of
programs that fell below the CBHE-recommended completions threshold and that required further review
by the institution.

Following CBHE policy for program productivity, the completion thresholds, based on three-year
averages, were designated as follows:

Productivity threshold triggering additional review:

Fewer than an average of 10 graduates over the three previous years.

Associate degrees e Certificates tied to a parent degree shall be counted with the parent
degree.
Stand-alone certificates Fewer than an average of 10 graduates over the three previous years.

Fewer than an average of 10 graduates over the three previous years.
e Programs that offer both the Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of

Baccalaureate X . o X . .
Science in the same discipline will be considered as a single

program.
Master Fewer than an average of 5 graduates over the three previous years.
Graduate certificate Fewer than an average of 5 graduates over the three previous years.

Post-baccalaureate
certificates

Post-master’s certificates Fewer than an average of 5 graduates over the three previous years.
Education Specialist Fewer than an average of 5 graduates over the three previous years.
Doctoral Fewer than an average of 3 graduates over the three previous years.

Fewer than an average of 5 graduates over the three previous years.

Along with the low-producing program list, the institutions received a Program Review Feedback
Instrument (see attachment A) in which the institution could state next steps or justifications for retaining
each identified program. For each justification provided, the institution was asked to provide
documentation to support the retention of the program and to verify any claims made regarding the future
viability of the program.

Several institutions were conducting or preparing to conduct comprehensive reviews of their academic
programs. The MDHE agreed to consider institution-specific reviews as a substitute for the MDHE review,
provided the campus review methodology was no less rigorous, identified at a minimum the same number
of programs, and generally followed the same timeline as the MDHE review. The University of Missouri—
Columbia, Missouri University of Science & Technology, Southeast Missouri State University, and the
University of Central Missouri all requested to undertake their own, more in-depth comprehensive review
of all programs regardless of approval status or productivity. MDHE staff reviewed each institution’s
methodology and approved the requests. These institutions have reported their findings to the
department, but MDHE staff has not yet had a chance to review. The department will include them in the
final report.
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In the next phase of the review, MDHE staff collected the data from the Program Feedback Instrument
and began reviewing the justifications and accompanying documentation for each of the identified low-
producing programs. Each staff review fell into one of four broad categories:

1. The institution voluntarily terminated the program;
2. MDHE staff accepted the justification for retaining the program;

3. MDHE accepted the institution’s decision to retain the program, but required a follow-up review in
three years; or

4. The institution did not provide sufficient documentation to support its justifications, and MDHE
staff asked the institution to submit additional information.

This last instance warranted another review by MDHE staff, which identified and outlined for the institution
the type of documentation needed to complete the review. MDHE staff will review the additional
documentation to determine whether to accept the justifications.

Preliminary Findings

MDHE identified 1,774 programs not currently approved provisionally. Of these programs, 892 (roughly
50 percent) fell below the completions threshold. The highest percentage of programs not meeting the
threshold was at the associate degree level, where about two-thirds (252 programs) fell below the ten-
completion threshold (see Table 1.1). At the baccalaureate level, 253 programs, or 41 percent, failed to
meet the completions threshold. Graduate level degrees were by far the most efficient, with 70 percent of
masters and doctoral degrees and 81 percent of professional degrees — such as law, dentistry, and
medicine — meeting the threshold.

All Programs. Across all sectors and degree levels, the field of education had the largest number of
overall programs and the most falling below the completions threshold; of the 260 education programs,
146 or roughly 56 percent did not meet the completions threshold (see Table 1.2). Health professions had
both the second largest number of overall programs (225), with roughly 40 percent of programs (104)
falling below the threshold.

Table 1.1: Non-provisionally-approved programs, by degree level

Dearee Level Total number of Programs below | Percent below
9 programs threshold threshold

Certificate, less than one semester 17 6 35.3%
Certificate, less than one year 88 65 73.9%
Certificate, 1-2 years 130 91 70.0%
Certificate, 2 years 11 9 81.8%
Associate Degree 380 252 66.3%
Baccalaureate Degree 617 253 41.0%
Graduate Certificate 125 94 75.2%
Master’s Degree 306 94 30.7%
First Professional Degree 21 4 19.0%
Doctoral Degree 79 24 30.4%

All degree levels 1,774 892 50.3%
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Table 1.2: Low-producing broad program categories (2-digit CIP), all degree levels

5 Total number Programs Percent below
Digit Broad Program Category . below threshold
= prog threshold

Business Management &

52 Admini : 152 69 45.4%
ministration
11 Computer Sciences 65 37 56.9%
13 Education 260 146 56.2%
15 Engineering Technology 109 79 72.5%
19 Family & Consumer Sciences 46 28 60.9%
16 Foreign Languages 42 33 78.6%
51 Health Professions 225 104 46.2%
47 Mechanic & Repair Tech 55 37 67.3%
45 Social Sciences 74 29 39.2%
50 Visual & Performing Arts 87 41 47.1%

Two-year Institutions. Across the two-year sector, 68 percent of all programs, regardless of degree level
— certificate or associate degree — did not meet the completions threshold. Some of the programs not
meeting the completions threshold include health professions, computer science, mechanic & repair
technology, and construction trades (see Table 1.3 and Table 1.4).

Table 1.3: Low-Producing Programs, two-year sector, all degree levels

>-Digit Total Programs Percent below
9 Broad Program Category number of below threshold
CIP
programs threshold

Business Management &

52 o . 67 51 76.1%
Administration
11 Computer Sciences 32 27 84.4%
46 Construction Trades 20 18 90.0%
13 Education 21 11 52.4%
15 Engineering Technology 74 64 86.5%
19 Family & Consumer Sciences 25 20 80.0%
51 Health Professions 124 66 53.2%
47 Mechanic & Repair Technology 55 37 67.3%
48 Precision Production 33 25 75.8%
43 Protective Services 31 17 54.8%

As a result of this review MDHE staff discovered that many students begin a program at the two-year
sector and leave once they have gained the necessary skills employers are seeking, without finishing the
credential. For an outline of the total humber of programs and those falling below the completions
threshold by institution at the two-year sector, see Table 1.5.
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Broad Program Category

Business Management &

52 Administration

15 Engineering Technology

15 Engineering Technology

15 Engineering Technology

19 Family & Consumer Sciences
51 Health Professions

51 Health Professions

47 Mechanic & Repair Technology
48 Precision Production

43 Protective Services

Table 1.4: Low-producing programs by degree level at two-year institutions

Degree

Level

Associate

Associate
Cert, 1-2
Year
Cert, <1
Year
Associate
Associate
Cert, <1
Year
Associate
Associate
Associate

Table 1.5: Non-provisional programs, two-year sector

Total number of Programs below FEDE
programs threshold below
threshold

Institution Name

Crowder College
East Central College
Jefferson College
Missouri State University - West Plains
Metropolitan Community College
Mineral Area College
Moberly Area Community College
North Central Missouri College
Ozarks Technical Community College
St. Charles Community College
St. Louis Community College
State Fair Community College
State Technical College of Missouri
Three Rivers College

two-year sector Total

64
31
28
14
104
52
19
22
58
30
69
31
21
37
580

Total

Programs | Percent
number
of below below
threshold | threshold
programs
36 27 75.0%
38 33 86.8%
20 17 85.0%
13 13 100.0%
18 15 83.3%
77 37 48.1%
13 13 100.0%
34 23 67.6%
17 16 94.1%
20 14 70.0%

57 89.1%
23 74.2%
13 46.4%
10 71.4%
75 72.1%
43 82.7%
14 73.7%
22 100.0%
15 25.9%
25 83.3%
42 60.9%
23 74.2%
5 23.8%
27 73.0%
394 67.9%

Four-year institutions. At the four-year sector, there are currently 1,194 programs, ranging from
undergraduate degrees (both baccalaureate and a handful of associate degrees) to graduate programs
that include graduate certificates masters, first professional, and doctoral degrees. Of these programs
498, or 41 percent, fell below the completions threshold, including programs in education, health
professions, and visual & performing arts (see Table 1.6 and Table 1.7).
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Table 1.6: Low-producing programs, four-year sector, all degree levels

2-Digit
CIP

Broad Program Category

26 Biological Sciences 49
52 Business Management & Administration | 85
13 Education 239
14 Engineering 85
15 Engineering Technology 35
16 Foreign Languages 41
51 Health Professions 101
40 Physical Sciences 50
45 Social Sciences 72
50 Visual & Performing Arts 75

Table 1.7: Low-producing programs by degree level at four-year institutions

2-Digit
CIP

Broad Program
Category

26 Biological Sciences

13 Education

13 Education

13 Education

14 Engineering

16 Foreign Languages

51 Health Professions

40 Physical Sciences

45 Social Sciences

50 Visual & Performing Arts

There appear to be many programs which are duplicated across the four-year sector, and a more in-
depth analysis of duplicated programs will be available in the final report. For an outline of the total
number of programs and those falling below the completions threshold by institution at the four-year

sector, see Table 1.8.

Institution Name

Harris-Stowe State University
Lincoln University

Missouri Southern State University
Missouri State University

Table 1.8: Non-provisional programs, four-year sector

Masters
Baccalaureate
Masters

Graduate Certificate
Graduate Certificate
Baccalaureate
Baccalaureate
Baccalaureate
Baccalaureate
Baccalaureate

Total number

Total number
of programs

Programs

below

threshold

24
18
135
20
15
33
38
18
27
34

Programs
below
threshold

Total

number of
programs

110

79 31
31 22
12 8
34 28
44 19
25 10
42 16
51 24

of programs

Programs
below threshold

11
61
47
139

Missouri University of Science and Technology 92

Missouri Western State University
Northwest Missouri State University
Southeast Missouri State University
Truman State University
University of Central Missouri
University of Missouri - Columbia
University of Missouri - Kansas City
University of Missouri - Saint Louis
Four-year sector total

Coordinating Board for Higher Education

59
107
98

60
120
197
122
81
1,194
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8
49
27
42
33
39
62
36
27
43
63
54
15
498

Percent
below

threshold

49.7%
21.2%
56.5%
23.5%
42.9%
80.5%
37.6%
36.0%
37.5%
45.3%

Percent

below

threshold

60.0%
63.6%
39.2%
71.0%
66.7%
82.4%
43.2%
40.0%
38.1%
47.1%

Percent
below

threshold

72.7%
80.3%
57.4%
30.2%
35.9%
66.1%
57.9%
36.7%
45.0%
35.8%
32.0%
44.3%
18.5%
41.7%



Next Steps
As mentioned above, there were a number of programs for which MDHE staff felt that an institution did

not provide sufficient documentation to support its justifications, and further documentation was
requested. MDHE staff is currently in the process of collecting and reviewing this additional
documentation. For information on the status of the review for each institution, see Tables 1.9 and 1.10
below.

Once the review of additional information is completed, MDHE staff will prepare a draft report and send it
to the chief academic officer at each public institution for review and comment. This report will include
findings across the state, across sectors, and institutional reports. Based on this feedback, the draft will
be revised as needed and as is appropriate. The final report will be presented to the CBHE in January.
Additionally, the report will include recommendations based upon the findings of the statewide review of
existing programs. One of the recommendations to come from the previous statewide review included the
implementation of the five-year provisional review of all new programs, which allowed MDHE and
institutions to monitor the progress of new programs and decide, after the five-year provisional process,
whether to recommend that a program be kept or terminated.

STATUTORY REFERENCES

Section 173.005(1), RSMo — CBHE statutory authority to approve proposed new degree programs to be
offered by the state institutions of higher education.

Section 173.005(8), RSMo — CBHE statutory authority to collect the necessary information and develop
comparable data for all institutions of higher education in the state . . .

Section 173.030(1), RSMo — CBHE statutory authority to request the governing boards of all state-
supported institutions of higher education and of major private institutions to submit . . . proposed
policy changes . . . and make pertinent recommendations relating thereto . . .

Section 173.030(2), RSMo — CBHE statutory authority to recommend to the governing board of any
institution of higher education in the state the development, consolidation or elimination of programs,
degree offerings, physical facilities or policy changes where that action is deemed . . . in the best
interests of the institutions . . .

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENT
Attachment A: Program Review Feedback Instrument

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Statewide Review of Existing Academic Programs (Interim Report)
December 14, 2017 | Page 7



Table 1.9: Status of review, two-year sector
Further
information
needed

Programs

voluntarily
Terminated

Provisionally

Retained Review Status

below Retained

threshold

Institution Name

Crowder College 57 34 5 - 18 68% complete
East Central College 23 7 1 - 15 35% complete
Jefferson College 13 5 4 = 4 69% complete
Missouri State University - West Plains 10 6 2 2 - complete
Metropolitan Community College 75 - - - pending
Mineral Area College 43 14 4 - 25 42% complete
Moberly Area Community College 14 3 10 - 1 93% complete
North Central Missouri College 22 - 13 5 4 82% complete
Ozarks Technical Community College 15 6 6 1 2 87% complete
St. Charles Community College 25 1 2 4 18 28% complete
St. Louis Community College 42 28 6 7 1 98% complete
State Fair Community College 23 10 7 - 6 74% complete
State Technical College of Missouri 5 2 2 - 1 80% complete
Three Rivers College 27 7 11 1 8 70% complete
Two-year sector Total 394 123 73 20 103 55% Complete

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Statewide Review of Existing Academic Programs (Interim Report)
December 14, 2017 | Page 8




Table 1.10: Status of review, four-year sector

o HCIEiENE voluntarily . Provisionally | . Furthe'r .
Institution Name below . Retained . information Review status
terminated retained
threshold needed

Harris-Stowe State University 8 - - - - pending
Lincoln University 49 5 10 4 30 39% complete
Missouri Southern State University 27 10 10 2 5 81% complete
Missouri State University 42 19 20 2 1 98% complete
Missouri University of Science and Technology 33 - - - - pending
Missouri Western State University 39 *14 18 3 4 90% complete
Northwest Missouri State University 62 17 26 15 4 94% complete
Southeast Missouri State University 36 *15 5 - 16 56% complete
Truman State University 27 7 15 2 3 89% complete
University of Central Missouri 43 *10 17 1 15 65% complete
University of Missouri - Columbia 63 7 12 8 36 43% complete
University of Missouri - Kansas City 54 *10 23 10 11 80% complete
University of Missouri - Saint Louis 15 4 3 2 6 60% complete

Four-year sector total 498 118 159 49 131 65% complete

| STATEWIDE TOTALS . 892 | 241 . 232 69 | 234 . 61% complete |

* includes reporting errors

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Statewide Review of Existing Academic Programs (Interim Report)
December 14, 2017 | Page 9



Missouwri Department of Higher Education
EXISTING ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW
RECILIEST FOR PRODLUCTIVITY INFORMATION AND JUSTIFICATIONS

Form 1

Frogram Inventory Mame(s) CIP Code (aFeean, no decimal] Degree Level
| | | | |piease Salect from: |

CHECK ANY OF THE FOLLOWING TO DESCRIBE ACTION(S) THE INSTITUTION \WILL TAKE CONCERNING THIS PROGRAM AND ATTACH
REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION (X all that apply)

Program has been or will be voluntarily terminated (submit copy of MDHE program delation form or other official decumentation
that program elimination is in process)

|Prmmm is eritical to mission and will be retained (provide supporting decumentation)

Program contains courses that support general education and,/or other programs [provide documentation to show how this
program supports other programs)

|Interd|5dpl|nanl program [provide evidence of percentage of the required courses in the curriculum that are unique to program)

Program shares a substantial number of courses and faculty with other similar programs (provide CIP codes for ather programs and
evidence of shared resources)

Student or employer demand, or demand for intellectual property is high and external funding will be jecpardized by program
closure (provide evidence and cite sources of demand of funding)

|Pmmr:m provides unigue access to an underserved population or geographical area [provide justification)

|Pm§rarn meets a unigue need in the region, state, or nation (provide justification)

Joint/consortium program in which combined number of graduates meets productivity threshold [provide copy of consortium
agreement and enrcllmeants in other programs)

Cost-recovery based program for workforce development andfor specialized population (provide justification)

|Pm;ﬂrr1 has been renamed or assigned a different 6-digit CIP code [provide documentation)

Certificate is stackable or affiliated with another program

Identify Program: B-cligit CIP: I I Degree Level: IPlEElSE Select from: I

IF G-digit CIP codes between affiliated programs do not mateh, please justify below (more space available at the bottom:

Other (e, devslapment plam to increase compbetion Fabe with specific date Tar results; reverus-producing program; potential for collaboratie program: placament on
inactive status; master's program in same discpline as a Phi with sufficient graduates, inacourate data, under provisional approval, etc.)

Dﬂ af additional documents attached: (Use convention: initials_cipeode_degleveode _doctt; eg. UMC__P1_1)

Provide sufficient context and describe partinent factors and other special considerations as needed to justify the proposed action. Use separate
attachment if necessary.




AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

English Language Proficiency Report
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

Missouri universities with graduate programs regularly assign teaching assistantships to international
students. Missouri law requires all graduate students who did not receive both their primary and
secondary education in a nation or territory in which English is the primary language to be tested for their
ability to communicate orally in English in a classroom setting. This board item presents the biennial
report on the English language proficiency of graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) at Missouri's public
institutions of higher education.

Background
Per state statute, all graduate teaching assistants at Missouri public universities who did not receive both

their primary and secondary education in a nation or territory in which English is the primary language
must be tested for their ability to communicate orally in English in a classroom setting prior to receiving a
teaching appointment at a Missouri public institution of higher education. The statute also requires that
the institutions provide the Missouri Department of Higher Education (MDHE) with the results of this
testing.

The institutions are required to provide data every two years on the total number of GTAs, as well as their
native language, the procedures used in selecting the GTAs, and the orientation programs provided for all
GTAs. In addition to being tested for their proficiency in English, graduate students who have not
previously lived in the United States and who are assigned to teaching positions are expected to receive
a cultural orientation prior to assuming teaching responsibilities. Data for this year’s report are for AY
2015 and AY 2016.

The MDHE sent a survey to all public four-year institutions asking for the information outlined in Section
170.012, RSMo. In addition to the aforementioned items, the survey asked for information regarding
applicable institutional policies as well as possible exceptions granted as allowed by statute (see
Attachment A for the survey and the statute). All four-year institutions responded with the required data.

Highlights from the 2015 and 2016 reporting period include:

e Ten public four-year institutions awarded teaching assignments to graduate students in AY 2015
and AY 2016.

e Each campus that employs GTAs has provided evidence to the MDHE that they assess the
English language competency of all international graduates students given teaching assignments
at the institution. MDHE staff concludes that all institutions are in compliance with the intent of
Section 170.012, RSMo, by administering appropriate tests, measurements, and cultural
orientation programs to ensure English language proficiency.

e The total number of GTAs at public institutions was 2,760 in 2015 and 2,842 in 2016, up from
2,706 in 2014.

e Among the ten public four-year institutions that employed GTAs, 24.13 percent were nonnative
English speakers in AY 2015 and 25.37 percent were nonnative English speakers in AY 2016.

e A majority of the nonnative English-speaking graduate students with teaching assignments are at
the University of Missouri’'s four campuses, which employed 85.5 percent and 87 percent of
nonnative GTAs at public institutions in AY 2015 and AY 2016, respectively.



GTA English Language Proficiency Survey Results AY15 AY16

Number of Teaching Assistant (TA) applicants taking an English

- 1,002 965
Language proficiency test
Number of TA applicants in Question #1 who have utilized any
; ) : 106 114
remedial language services that may be available
Number of TA applicants in Question #1 taking an English
ot ; 189 168
Language proficiency test who did not pass
Number of TA applicants in Question #2 who received a graduate
. . ; 53 76
teaching assistantship
Total number of TAs awarded 2,760 2,842

Number of TAs awarded to students who did not receive both
primary and secondary education in a nation or territory in which 666 721
English is the primary language

Number of TAs in Question #6 who speak certain native See See
languages Attachment B Attachment B

Number of exceptions granted to TAs in Question #6 to receive a

teaching assignment during their first semester of enroliment 19 30

Number of TAs in Question #6 who received a cultural orientation 372 454

Conclusion

Section 170.012, RSMo, does not establish minimum proficiency standards. While all institutions are
required to submit biennial reports to the board, the effectiveness of programs for nonnative English
speakers with graduate teaching assistantships is monitored at the institutional level. Missouri's public
four-year institutions that assign teaching assistantships to nonnative English speakers have met all the
statutory requirements.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
Section 170.012, RSMo - Graduate Teaching Assistants Communication in English Language
Requirements - Testing and Reports

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Institution Survey
Attachment B: Reported Number of Teaching Assistants by Native Language

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
English Language Proficiency Report
December 14, 2017 | Page 2




MSHE

Missouri Department of Higher Education

®

Graduate Teaching Assistant
Language Proficiency Questionnaire
2017 Biennial Report

Institution:

Name and Title of Person Responding:

Contact Information:

Telephone Number: E-mail:

AY 2015 AY 2016

1. | Number of Teaching Assistant (TA) applicants taking an English
language proficiency test

2. | Number of TA applicants in Question #1 who utilized any remedial
language services that may be available. If no remedial language
services are available at your institution, enter N/A

3. | Number of TA applicants in Question #1 taking an English
language proficiency test who did not pass

www.dhe.mo.gov * info@dhe.mo.gov
205 Jefferson Street, P. O. Box 1469, Jefferson City, MO 65102 « (573) 751-2361 + (800) 473-6757 « Fax (573) 751-6635




4. | Number of TA applicants in Question #2 who received a graduate
teaching assistantship

*In an attachment, please explain why these TAs received a teaching assignment.

5. | Total number of Teaching Assistantships awarded

6. | Number of TAs awarded to students who did not receive both
primary and secondary education in a nation or territory in which
English is the primary language

*In an attachment, please report the number of TAs in question 6, along with their native languages, by academic year.

Example:
LANGUAGE 2015 2016
Ambharic 4 1
Afrikaans 2 5
Arabic 3 7

7. | Number of exceptions granted to TAs in Question #6 to receive a
teaching assignment during their first semester of enroliment

*In an attachment, please describe why these TAs received an exception.

8. | Number of TAs in Question #6 who received a cultural orientation

Attachments:

Please attach the following documents to your response; you may use web links as available:
[ICircumstances for granting graduate teaching assignments to applicants in Question 4
CINumbers of graduate teaching assignments, by language, by year
[ICircumstances for granting exceptions to TAs in Question 7
[IPolicy for selection of graduate teaching assistants

[CIPolicy for cultural orientation of graduate teaching assistants who have not previously lived in the United

States (attach policy and description of orientation activities)

Missouri Department of Higher Education
RSMo 170.012/Graduate Teaching Assistant English Language Proficiency Questionnaire




CIPolicy/procedures used to ensure oral language proficiency of graduate teaching assistants who did not
receive both primary and secondary education in a nation or territory in which English is the primary language

(attach policy, test name(s), and cut-off score(s) if applicable)

[IPolicy/procedures regarding remedial English language proficiency programs available to graduate teaching

assistant applicants (attach policy and description of remedial program(s))

Missouri Department of Higher Education
RSMo 170.012/Graduate Teaching Assistant English Language Proficiency Questionnaire



Missouri Revised Statutes
Chapter 170
Instruction--Materials and Subjects
Section 170.012

Graduate teaching assistants communication in English language requirements--testing and
reports.

170.012. 1. Any graduate student who did not receive both his primary and secondary education in a nation or territory
in which English is the primary language shall not be given a teaching appointment during his or her first semester of
enrollment at any public institution of higher education in the state of Missouri. Exceptions may be granted in special
cases upon approval of the chief academic and executive officers of the institution.

2. All graduate students who did not receive both their primary and secondary education in a nation or territory in which
English is the primary language shall be tested for their ability to communicate orally in English in a classroom setting
prior to receiving a teaching appointment. Such testing shall be made available by the public institution at no cost to the
graduate student.

3. All graduate students prior to filling a teaching assistant position as a graduate student, who have not previously lived
in the United States shall be given a cultural orientation to prepare them for such teaching appointment.

4. All public institutions of higher education in this state shall provide to the coordinating board for higher education on
a biennial basis a report on the number and language background of all teaching assistants, including a copy of the
institutions current policy for selection of graduate teaching assistants.

5. The provisions of this section and sections 174.310 and 175.021 shall not apply to any person employed under a
contract of employment in existence prior to August 13, 1986.

(L. 1986 S.B. 602 § 2)

Missouri Department of Higher Education
RSMo 170.012/Graduate Teaching Assistant English Language Proficiency Questionnaire



Reported Number of Graduate Teaching Assistants by
Native Language Other than English

Language 2015 2016
Akan 0 1
Arabic 25 54
Bangla/Bengali 28 32
Burmese 1 1
Belarusian 1 2
Catalan 0 1
Chinese Languages Unspecified 187 201
Creole 1 1
Danish 2 0
English (Non-US) 24 22
Farsi 24 25
French 9 9
Georgian 1 0
German 12 7
Greek 1 1
Gujarati 4 5
Hebrew 0 1
Hindi 45 43
Hungarian 1 1
Igbo/lbo 2 1
Indian Languages Unspecified 33 39
Indonesian 3 4
Italian 6 4
Japanese 1 1
Kannada 2 6
Kurdish 0 3
Korean 27 31
Lithuanian 0 1
Malay 2 1
Malayalam 3 1
Mandarin 1 0
Mandingo 0 1
Maithili 1 2
Marathi 7 7
Mongolian 0 1
Nepalese 21 13
Odia 0 1
Other (unspecified) 52 44
Oriya 1 1
Polish 0 1
Portuguese 5 8
Punjabi 2 0
Romanian 1 3
Runyoro 0 1
Russian 5 6
Serbian 2 1
Setswana 1 0
Shona 0 1
Sinhalese 10 9
26 33

Spanish




Tajik

Telugu

Tok Pisin

Twi

Yoruba 5 2
Total 685 724

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
English Language Proficiency Report — Attachment B
December 14, 2017 | Page 2



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Fall 2017 Enrollment: A Preliminary Report
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

The intent of this item is to present information regarding enroliment trends at Missouri's public and
comprehensive independent colleges and universities. Data collection is generally complete, although
additional revisions are possible in the course of subsequent analyses and reporting.

The attachment includes several tables displaying enrollment figures reported by sector and institution.
There are separate tables for full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment and enrollment based on headcount.
Full-time equivalent enroliment is generally based on 15 credit hours for undergraduate students, 12
credit hours for graduate students, and varies by institution and program for professional students.
Headcount enroliment counts the total unduplicated number of students enrolled at each institution at fall
census date.

Summary of Findings

Fall 2017 enrollment figures generally indicate a continuing decrease across all sectors from fall 2016.
Public two-year FTE declined 3.6 percent in the past year, and 19.5 percent since fall 2012. Public two-
year headcount declined 4.6 percent in the past year, and 18.6 percent since fall 2012.

Public four-year FTE declined 3.2 percent in the past year, and 1.1 percent since fall 2012. Public four-
year headcount declined 3.5 percent in the past year, and increased 0.1 percent since fall 2012.

Headcount at independent institutions declined 5.1 percent from fall 2016, and 9.4 percent since fall
2012. Independent FTE declined 5.3 percent in the past year, and 9.4 percent since 2012.

Overall, headcount at public and comprehensive independent institutions is down 4.5 percent from fall
2016 and 8.5 percent since fall 2012. FTE decreased 5.3 percent in the past year and 9.4 percent since
fall 2012.

As a comparison, the total number of public high school graduates in Missouri has also declined slightly in
recent years, from 61,573 in 2016 to 61,251 in 2017 (-0.5 percent). The state’s public high school
graduating class also declined from 61,609 in 2012 to 61,251 in 2017 (-0.6 percent). The Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education’s Knocking at the College Door, a widely respected national
source of projections of high school graduates, predicts that public high school graduates will be generally
flat in Missouri for the foreseeable future.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
N/A

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment A: Fall 2017 Enrollment Tables



TRENDS IN HEADCOUNT ENROLLMENT, FALL 2012 - 2017

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 1-year 3-year S-year
Change Change Change
Crowder College 5,575 5,845 5,710 5,584 5,434 4,959 -8.7% -13.2% -11.0%
East Central College 4,043 3,900 3,606 3,222 2,966 2,897 -2.3% -19.7% -28.3%
Jefferson College 5,494 5,194 4,883 4,705 4,692 4,439 -5.4% 9.1% -19.2%
Metropolitan Community College 20,093 19,225 18,202 17,680 18,138 16,788 -7.4% -7.8% -16.4%
- Mineral Area College 3,775 4,508 4,632 4,387 4,173 3,700 -11.3% -20.1% -2.0%
;3 Missouri State University - West Plains 2,082 2,098 2,161 1,970 1,941 1,918 -1.2% -11.2% -7.9%
Y Moberly Area Community College 5,857 5,792 5,444 4,823 5,004 4,865 -2.8% -10.6% -16.9%
E North Central Missouri College 1,769 1,743 1,720 1,679 1,722 1,841 6.9% 7.0% 41%
:'_E Ozarks Technical Community College 15,123 14,794 14,393 13,611 13,255 12,688 -4.3% -11.8% -16.1%
2 St. Charles Community College 7,642 7,396 7,153 6,865 6,755 6,563 -2.8% -8.2% -14.1%
St. Louis Community College 26,613 24,005 21,218 18,902 19,052 18,835 -1.1% -11.2% -29.2%
State Fair Community College 5114 5,185 4,981 4,926 5,138 4,786 -6.9% -3.9% -6.4%
State Technical College 1,212 1,293 1,259 1,274 1,227 1,256 2.4% -0.2% 3.6%
Three Rivers Community College 4,651 4,399 4,201 3,856 3,505 3,226 -8.0% -23.2% -30.6%
Sector Subtotal 109,043 105,377 99,563 93,484 93,002 88,761 -4.6% -10.8% -18.6%
Harris Stowe State University 1,484 1,298 1,280 1,390 1,470 1,442 -1.9% 12.7% -2.8%
Lincoln University 3,205 3,043 3,117 2,945 2,738 2,619 -4.3% -16.0% -18.3%
Missouri Southern State University 5,417 5,616 5,613 5,783 6,205 6,170 -0.6% 9.9% 13.9%
Missouri State University 20,628 21,265 21,813 22,268 23,537 23,696 0.7% 8.6% 14.9%
] Missouri University of Science & Technology 7,644 8,129 8,640 8,884 8,833 8,883 0.6% 2.8% 16.2%
5-'.: Missouri Western State University 6,056 5,802 5,863 5,530 5,377 5,551 3.2% -5.3% -8.3%
§ Northwest Missouri State University 6,830 6,483 6,718 6,592 6,530 6,337 -3.0% -5.7% -7.2%
% Southeast Missouri State University 11,672 11,866 12,039 11,786 11,791 11,437 -3.0% -5.0% -2.0%
:-"_l'; Truman State University 6,226 6,215 6,241 6,196 6,364 6,260 -1.6% 0.3% 0.5%
~ University of Central Missouri 11,878 12,494 13,379 14,395 13,988 12,333 -11.8% -7.8% 3.8%
University of Missouri-Columbia 34,704 34,616 35,425 35,424 33,239 30,844 -7.2% -12.9% -11.1%
University of Missouri-Kansas City 15,990 15,718 16,146 16,685 16,936 16,372 -3.3% 1.4% 2.4%
University of Missouri-St. Louis 16,705 16,809 17,072 16,738 16,989 16,715 -1.6% 2.1% 0.1%
Sector Subtotal 148,439 149,354 153,346 154,616 153,997 148,659 -3.5% -3.1% 0.1%
Statewide Totals - Publics|  257,482]  254,731]  252,909] 248,100]  246,999] 237,420 -3.9% 6.1% -7.8%




TRENDS IN FTE ENROLLMENT, FALL 2012 - 2017

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 1-year 3year >-year
Change Change Change

Crowder College 3,464 3,614 3,642 3,473 3,175 3,024 -4.8% -17.0% -12.7%

East Central College 2,626 2,511 2,342 2,065 1,896 1,854 -2.2% -20.8% -29.4%
Jefferson College 3,776 3,523 3,319 3,060 3,042 2,934 -3.6% -11.6% -22.3%
Metropolitan Community College 12,188 11,630 11,050 10,483 10,669 10,274 -3.7% -7.0% -15.7%

- Mineral Area College 2,751 3,521 3,670 3,419 3,386 2,911 -14.0% -20.7% 5.8%
;3 Missouri State University - West Plains 1,422 1,439 1,434 1,086 1,243 1,197 -3.7% -16.5% -15.8%
& Moberly Area Community College 3,933 3,759 3,510 3,136 3,242 3,161 -2.5% -9.9% -19.6%
E North Central Missouri College 1,156 1,140 1,125 1,072 1,060 1,113 5.0% -1.1% -3.7%
:'_E Ozarks Technical Community College 9,972 9,745 9,237 8,622 8,440 8,167 -3.2% -11.6% -18.1%
g St. Charles Community College 5,064 4,844 4,738 4,605 4,491 4,408 -1.8% -7.0% -13.0%
St. Louis Community College 16,157 14,624 12,847 11,487 11,223 11,152 -0.6% -13.2% -31.0%

State Fair Community College 3,400 3,473 3,200 3,058 3,241 2,978 -8.1% -6.9% -12.4%

State Technical College 1,236 1,325 1,276 1,273 1,226 1,242 1.3% -2.7% 0.5%

Three Rivers Community College 3,234 3,140 2,991 2,767 2,460 2,245 -8.7% -249% -30.6%

Sector Subtotal 70,378 68,288 64,381 59,606 58,794 56,660 -3.6% -12.0% -19.5%

Harris Stowe State University 1,188 1,053 1,052 1,136 1,251 1,254 0.2% 19.2% 5.5%
Lincoln University 2,270 2,155 2,284 2,301 2,160 2,035 -5.8% -10.9% -10.4%
Missouri Southern State University 4,296 4,400 4,415 4,561 4,869 4,859 -0.2% 10.1% 13.1%
Missouri State University 16,433 16,758 17,136 17,528 18,375 18,544 0.9% 8.2% 12.8%

] Missouri University of Science & Technology 6,448 6,791 7,277 7,487 7,456 7,448 -0.1% 2.3% 15.5%
5-'.: Missouri Western State University 4,590 4416 4413 4,152 3,991 4,074 2.1% -7.7% -11.2%
§ Northwest Missouri State University 5,663 5,482 5,641 5,550 5,495 5,316 -3.3% -5.8% -6.1%
% Southeast Missouri State University 9,320 9,334 9,478 9,233 9,174 9,000 -1.9% -5.0% -3.4%
:-"_l'; Truman State University 5,615 5,609 5,535 5,488 5,505 5,482 -0.4% -1.0% -2.4%
~ University of Central Missouri 9,462 9,869 10,413 10,985 10,532 9,468 -10.1% 9.1% 0.1%
University of Missouri-Columbia 29,840 29,869 30,526 30,661 28,720 26,632 -7.3% -12.8% -10.8%
University of Missouri-Kansas City 11,386 11,390 11,552 11,742 11,814 11,579 -2.0% 0.2% 1.7%
University of Missouri-St. Louis 10,120 10,101 10,203 9,917 9,788 9,683 -1.1% -5.1% -4.3%

Sector Subtotal 116,630 117,227 119,925 120,741 119,130 115,374 -3.2% -3.8% -1.1%
Statewide Totals - Publics|  187,007] 185515  184,306]  180,347] 177,924] 172,034 -3.3% 6.7% -8.0%




TRENDS IN HEADCOUNT ENROLLMENT, FALL 2012 - 2017

INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

1-year 3-year 5-year
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Ch’;nge Ch’;nge Chznge

& g 5 Wentworth Military Academy 808 860 838 776 908 * * ** *
5 B > |Sector Subtotal 808 860 838 776 908 ** * * *
Avila University 1,908 1,971 1,907 1,842 1,710 1,676 2.0% 12.1% 12.2%
Central Methodist University - CGES 4,237 4,128 4,517 4,665 4,665 4,199 -10.0% 7.0% -0.9%
Central Methodist University - CLAS 1,173 1,107 1,185 1,094 1,094 1,060 3.1% -10.5% 9.6%
College of the Ozarks 1,388 1,535 1,455 1,452 1,522 1,508 -0.9% 3.6% 8.6%
Columbia College *** 17,852 16,992 16,587 14,771 16,430 13,504 -17.8% -18.6% 24.4%

Cottey College 292 277 275 324 288 270 -6.3% -1.8% -7.5%
Culver-Stockton College 769 843 971 1,066 1,095 1,134 3.6% 16.8% 47.5%

Drury University 5,228 4,649 4,215 3,688 3,569 3,359 -5.9% -20.3% -35.7%

- Evangel University 2,079 2,274 2,006 1,958 1,821 2,112 16.0% 5.3% 1.6%
$  [Fontbonne University 2,075 1,997 1,819 1,713 1,526 1,390 -8.9% -23.6% -33.0%
é Hannibal-LaGrange University 1,214 1,230 1,169 1,167 1,103 972 -11.9% -16.9% -19.9%
& |Lindenwood University * 11,903 12,213 12,151 11,584 10,749 10,010 -6.9% -17.6% -15.9%
g [Maryville University 4,203 5,033 5,931 6,414 6,828 7,689 12.6% 29.6% 82.9%
T [Missouri Baptist University 5,212 5,345 5321 5,275 5,732 5,488 4.3% 3.1% 5.3%
& [Missouri Valley College 1,734 1,724 1,550 1,728 1,808 1,820 0.7% 17.4% 5.0%
T |Park University 11,787 11,370 10,263 11,762 10,866 11,583 6.6% 12.9% -1.7%
~  [Rockhurst University 2,808 2,920 3,002 2,930 2,845 3,039 6.8% 1.2% 8.2%
Saint Louis University **** 17,646 17,341 17,052 17,595 17,214 14,748 -14.3% -13.5% -16.4%
Southwest Baptist University 3,856 3,751 3,696 3,684 3,656 3,551 2.9% 3.9% 7.9%
Stephens College 899 833 862 893 949 862 -9.2% 0.0% 4.1%
Washington University 13,952 14,032 14,348 14,688 15,047 15,303 1.7% 6.7% 9.7%
Webster University 18,563 18,005 16,893 15,302 14,224 12,883 -9.4% -23.7% -30.6%
Westminster College 1,084 1,039 944 930 856 767 -10.4% -18.8% -29.2%
William Jewell College 1,052 1,043 1,060 1,063 997 933 -6.4% -12.0% -11.3%
William Woods University 1,830 2,142 2,042 2,172 2,076 2,212 6.6% 8.3% 20.9%

Sector Subtotal 134,744 133,794 131,221 129,760 128,670 122,072 5.1% 7.0% 9.4%
Statewide Totals - Independents|  135,552]  134,654]  132,059] 130536] 129,578]  122,072] -5.1%] 7.0%] -9.4%]
Statewide Totals - ALLINSTITUTIONS|  393,034]  389,385]  384,968]  378636]  376577] 359,492 4.5%] -6.6% -8.5%]

* Lindenwood University changed from continuous / program enrollment reporting to academic year / census date reporting in fall 2015

** Wentworth Military Academy closed following the 2016-17 academic year.

*** Columbia College switched term structures in 2016 to allow year round classes.

**** In Fall 2017, Saint Louis University moved its census date up therefore capturing significantly fewer dual credit students. Also, the students from Spain campus were excluded in accordance with IPEDS guidelines.



TRENDS IN FTE ENROLLMENT, FALL 2012 - 2017
INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

1-year 3-year 5-year
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Ch’;nge Ch’;nge Chznge
& $ & [Wentworth Military Academy 461 463 489 442 480 * * ** *
5 E ~ Sector Subtotal 461 463 489 442 480 * * ** *
Avila University 1,468 1,523 1,511 1,485 1,390 1,366 1.7% 9.6% -6.9%
Central Methodist University - CGES 2,014 2,022 1,806 2,184 2,184 2,493 14.1% 38.0% 23.8%
Central Methodist University - CLAS 1,149 1,113 1,212 1,147 1,147 1,084 5.5% -10.6% 5.7%
College of the Ozarks 1,511 1,751 1,610 1,595 1,716 1,660 -3.3% 3.1% 9.9%
Columbia College *** 11,739 11,063 11,768 10,483 9,288 7,690 17.2% -34.7% 34.5%
Cottey College 309 279 277 337 295 276 -6.4% -0.4% -10.7%
Culver-Stockton College 751 823 946 1,027 1,055 1,095 3.8% 15.8% 45.8%
Drury University 3,890 3,573 3,274 2,837 2,811 2,812 0.0% 14.1% 27.7%
- Evangel University 1,939 2,131 1,872 1,830 1,723 1,792 4.0% -4.3% -7.6%
$  [Fontbonne University 1,534 1,498 1,383 1,373 1,217 1,125 -7.6% -18.7% 26.7%
é Hannibal-LaGrange University 1,010 988 945 944 895 834 -6.8% -11.7% -17.4%
©  |Lindenwood University * 10,260 10,436 10,407 8,952 8,372 7,797 -6.9% -25.1% 24.0%
g [Maryville University 3,018 3,474 3,942 4,201 4,605 5,245 13.9% 33.1% 73.8%
T |Missouri Baptist University 2,910 2,958 2,846 2,784 2,978 2,839 -4.7% -0.2% -2.4%
&  [Missouri Valley College 1,544 1,408 1417 1,490 1,481 1,495 0.9% 5.5% -3.2%
T |Park University 4,581 4414 4,065 6,383 5,715 4,606 -19.4% 13.3% 0.5%
B Rockhurst University 2,292 2,365 2,377 2,391 2,311 2,415 4.5% 1.6% 5.4%
Saint Louis University **** 12,901 11,707 11,623 12,666 13,054 11,374 -12.9% 2.1% -11.8%
Southwest Baptist University 3,112 3,004 2,998 2,927 2,876 2,797 -2.7% -6.7% -10.1%
Stephens College 870 696 686 780 864 798 -7.6% 16.3% -8.3%
Washington University 12,903 12,945 13,320 13,795 13,966 14,296 24% 7.3% 10.8%
Webster University 10,759 10,435 9,837 9,133 8,519 7,848 -7.9% -20.2% 27.1%
Westminster College 1,094 1,059 962 939 864 757 -12.4% 21.3% -30.8%
William Jewell College 1,037 1,050 1,074 1,072 1,021 950 -7.0% 11.5% -8.4%
William Woods University 1,364 1,513 1,423 1,465 1416 1,459 3.0% 25% 7.0%
Sector Subtotal 95,959 94,228 93,581 94,220 91,763 86,903 -5.3% 7.1% 9.4%
Statewide Totals - Independents|  96,420]  94,691]  94,070]  94,662] 92,243  86,903] -5.3%] 7.1%] -9.4%]
Statewide Totals - ALLINSTITUTIONS|  283427]  280,206]  278376]  275009]  270,167] 258,937 4.2%] 7.0%] -8.6%)

* Lindenwood University changed from continuous / program enrollment reporting to academic year / census date reporting in fall 2015

** Wentworth Military Academy closed following the 2016-17 academic year.

*** Columbia College switched term structures in 2016 to allow year round classes.

**** In Fall 2017, Saint Louis University moved its census date up therefore capturing significantly fewer dual credit students. Also, the students from Spain campus were excluded in accordance with IPEDS guidelines.



AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Proprietary School Certification Actions and Reviews
Coordinating Board for Higher Education

December 14, 2017

DESCRIPTION

The Missouri Department of Higher Education’s Proprietary School Certification Program provides
oversight of certain types of Missouri-based and out-of-state private, postsecondary education providers.
This board item provides an update on current issues regarding the Proprietary School Certification
Program as well as a summary of recent program actions.

Recent Program Actions

All program actions that have occurred since the September 14, 2017, Coordinating Board for Higher
Education meeting are reported in the attachment to this item. The report includes information concerning
anticipated actions on applications to establish new postsecondary education institutions, exemptions
from the department’s certification requirements, and school closures.

STATUTORY REFERENCE
Sections 173.600-173.619, RSMo — Regulation of proprietary schools

RECOMMENDED ACTION
This is an information item only.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment A: Proprietary School Certification Program Actions and Reviews



Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Proprietary School Certification Program Actions and Reviews

Certificates of Approval Issued (Authorization for Instructional Delivery)

None

Certificates of Approval Issued (Authorization Only to Recruit Students in Missouri)
None

Exemptions Granted

None

Applications Pending Approval (Authorization for Instructional Delivery)

AAM Educational Services
St. Louis, Missouri

This for-profit institution seeks to offer non-degree programs in nurse assisting, customer service,
and metal fabrication. The mission of the school is to equip students with readily employable skill
sets in a variety of industries. The school is not accredited.

Claim Academy
St. Louis, Missouri

This for-profit institution seeks to offer non-degree programs in computer coding. The mission of
the school is to transform technology novices into industry-ready software developers. The school
is not accredited.

Dogwood Dental Assisting School
Jefferson City, Missouri

This for-profit institution seeks to offer a non-degree program in dental assisting. The mission of
the school is to equip students to provide dental assisting support to dentists and dental
hygienists. The school is not accredited.

Jackson-Hewitt Tax Service
Cottleville, Missouri

This for-profit institution seeks to offer a non-degree program in basic tax preparation. The
mission of the school is to provide students with the knowledge to become a paid tax preparer.
The school is not accredited.

Jefferson City Flying Service
Jefferson City, Missouri

This for-profit institution seeks to offer non-degree programs in private and commercial flight
training as well as instrument training. The mission of the school is to provide qualified students
with the academics and practical aspects of flying aircraft. The school is not accredited.



Ozark CDL
Rolla, Missouri

This for-profit institution seeks to offer non-degree programs in commercial driver training. The
mission of the school is to provide quality training needed for students to pass the commercial
driver’s license exam. The school is not accredited.

TraiLiner Corp
Springfield, Missouri

This for-profit institution seeks to offer non-degree programs in commercial driver training. The
mission of the school is to provide quality training in preparation for the state CDL exam. The
school is not accredited.

Applications Pending Approval (Authorization Only to Recruit Students)
None
Schools Closed

Brown Mackie College — St. Louis
Fenton, Missouri

Brown-Mackie College, accredited by the Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and
Schools (ACICS), was approved to offer certificate and undergraduate programs in business and
allied health fields. The school's owners made the decision to cease new enrollment at the
Fenton location and submitted an approved teach out plan to allow currently enrolled students to
complete their programs of instruction. The school permanently closed August 25, 2017.
Department staff monitored the closure process and verified the appropriate storage of all
student-related records, as required by Missouri statutes.

Midwest Machine Tool Training Center
O’Fallon, Missouri

Midwest Machine Tool Training Center was approved to offer certificate programs in machine tool
technology. The school’s owners made the decision to close the school due to lack of enrollment.
The school permanently closed June 30, 2017. Department staff is currently monitoring the
closure process to ensure appropriate storage of all student-related records, as required by
Missouri statutes.

Professional Massage Training Center
Springfield, Missouri

Professional Massage Training Center, accredited by the Accrediting Commission of Career
Schools and Colleges until March 15, 2015, was approved to offer certificate programs in
massage therapy. The school's owner made the decision to close the school due to lack of
enrollment. The school permanently closed June 30, 2017. Department staff monitored the
closure process and verified the appropriate storage of all student-related records, as required by
Missouri statutes.

Certifications Denied

None

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Proprietary School Certification Actions and Reviews — Attachment A
December 14, 2017 | Page 2



Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Members by Congressional District
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Term expirations for Coordinating Board for Higher Education Members:

1st District: Mr. Samuel Murphey - 5/5/2016 to 6/27/2020 5th District: VACANT

2nd District: Mr. Carl Bolm - 8/23/2017 to 6/27/2020
3rd District: VACANT

4th District: Mr. Dalton Wright - 2/16/2011 to 6/27/2014

At Large Member: Mr. Shawn Saale - 8/23/2017 to 6/27/2018

6th District: Mr. Michael Thomson - 5/5/2016 to 6/27/2016
7th District: Mr. Bobby Robertson - 8/23/2017 to 6/27/2018
8th District: Mr. Douglas Kennedy - 11/5/2015 to 6/27/2020

Coordinating Board for Higher Education Members by Congressional District

District | Description of boundary Population
1 St. Louis County (part of), St. Louis City 736,055
2 Counties of Jefferson (part of), St. Charles (part of), St. Louis County (part of) 767,531
3 Counties of Jefferson (part of), Franklin, Gasconade, Maries, Osage, Cole, Callaway, 774 899
Montgomery, Warren, Lincoln (part of), St. Charles (part of), Miller, Camden (part of) '
Counties of Audrain (part of), Randolph, Boone, Howard, Moniteau, Cooper, Morgan,

4 Camden (part of), Hickory, Benton, Pettis, Johnson, Henry, St. Clair, Cedar, Dade, 762,763
Barton, Vernon, Bates, Cass, Dallas, Laclede, Pulaski, Webster (part of)

5 Counties of Jackson (part of), Ray, Lafayette, Saline, Clay (part of) 757,920
Counties of Lincoln (part of), Audrain (part of), Ralls, Marion, Shelby, Lewis, Monroe,
Knox, Clark, Scotland, Schuyler, Adair, Macon, Chariton, Linn, Sullivan, Putham,

6 Mercer, Grundy, Livingston, Carroll, Caldwell, Daviess, Harrison, Worth, Gentry, DeKalb, 765,667
Clinton, Clay (part of), Jackson (part of), Platte, Buchanan, Andrew, Nodaway, Holt,
Atchison

7 Counties of Jasper, Newton, McDonald, Lawrence, Barry, Stone, Taney, Christian, 770.073
Greene, Polk, Webster (part of) '
Counties of Ozark, Douglas, Wright, Texas, Howell, Oregon, Shannon, Dent, Phelps,

8 Crawford, Washington, Jefferson (part of), Iron, Reynolds, Carter, Ripley, Butler, Wayne, 248,764
Madison, St. Francois, Ste. Genevieve, Perry, Bollinger, Cape Girardeau, Scott, '
Stoddard, Mississippi, New Madrid, Pemiscot, Dunklin

11/29/2017
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ORGANIZATIONAL INFORMATION: DEPARTMENT DUTIES

The CBHE (CBHE) and its administrative arm, the Missouri Department of Higher Education (MDHE),
have a varied portfolio of duties. The following provides a high-level summary of those duties.

Planning is one of the MDHE'’s core functions. The
department is responsible for developing and overseeing
implementation of a coordinated plan for higher education for
the state and its subregions (§ 173.020(4)), identifying the
state’s higher education and workforce needs (8§
173.020(2)), and delineating each institution’s areas of
competence (§ 173.005.2(9)). The department reviews each
public college’s and university’s mission periodically (§
173.030(7)) and has authority to approve applications from
institutions seeking to establish a statewide mission (8
173.030(8)). The department collects data to use in its
decision-making processes and makes those data available
in the Statistical Summary of Missouri Higher Education
published on the MDHE website.

Academic program approval and review are closely linked
to the department’s planning function. The department
reviews new degree program proposals offered by public
colleges and universities (§ 173.005.2(1)) and has authority
to make recommendations to institutions’ governing boards
regarding the development, consolidation, or elimination of
programs, degree offerings, and facilities (§ 173.030(2)).

The department is also tasked with fostering institutional
relationships that serve the state’s higher education needs.
Specific responsibilities in this area include encouraging the
development of cooperative agreements for the offering of
graduate degrees, as well as developing arrangements for
more effective and economical specialization among
institutions, and for more effective coordination and mutual
support among institutions in the use of facilities, faculty, and
other resources (§ 173.020(3)).

The department coordinates public colleges’ and

universities’ core operating and capital projects budget
requests by establishing guidelines for public universities’
requests (8 173.005.2(3)), approving a community college
funding model (8§ 163.191.1), and submitting a unified budget
request for community colleges (8§ 163.191.1). Requests for

operating appropriations are made based on the

performance funding model the department adopted in 2008
(§ 173.1006.1).

The department also develops budget requests for and
oversees the state’s student financial aid programs, the
largest of which are Access Missouri (8§ 173.1103.1); the
Higher Education Academic Scholarship Program,
commonly referred to as “Bright Flight” (§ 173.250.3); and
the A+ Scholarship Program (assigned to the department by
Executive Order 10-16).

Also in the affordability category, the department administers
the Higher Education Student Funding Act, commonly
referred to as SB 389, which provides that a public university
that increases tuition and some fees more than the rate of
inflation will be subject to a fine of 5% of the institution’s
state appropriation (§ 173.1003.5). The law also includes a
provision that allow institutions ask the commissioner of
higher education for a waiver of all or part of the fine (§
173.1003.5).

Proprietary school certification is another of the
department’s important responsibilities. The department
licenses and oversees for-profit proprietary schools like the
University of Phoenix and some not-for-profit proprietary
schools like Victory Trade School, a religiously affiliated
institution in Springfield with a mission of preparing
homeless individuals for work in the culinary arts (88
173.604.1 & 173.616.1).

Finally, the department offers resources that help students
plan for and complete postsecondary programs. The
MDHE's Journey to College programs support high school
students as they apply for college admission and financial
aid, and celebrate students’ choices about attending college

and participating in military service.

The department has a long history of working with colleges
and universities to develop guidelines that promote transfer
between institutions; a statewide library of core courses that

transfer from one institution to another; and a policy fostering



“reverse transfer,” which allows a student who transfers from
a community college before earning enough credits to
receive an associate degree to be awarded an associate
degree when he or she earns the remaining needed credits
at the university to which they have transferred (8
173.005.2(8)).

Senate Bill 997, a higher education omnibus bill that became
law on August 28, 2016, gives the department significant
additional responsibilities, many of which strengthen the
department’s role in promoting transfer. The department is
tasked with working with an advisory committee — the
majority of which must be faculty members — to develop a
core curriculum that is guaranteed to transfer to another
institution and a common course numbering equivalency
matrix (§ 178.780.2(10)). These provisions essentially make
mandatory practices that have been voluntary in the past.
The new law also requires the department to evaluate and
maintain data on each institution’s transfer practices (§
178.788.1) and to resolve disputes about transfer (8
178.788.2).

Senate Bill 997 requires the department to develop
programs designed to promote on-time completion,
including “15 to Finish” (§ 173.2510) and guided pathways (§
173.2515); to establish a pilot program for “concurrent
enrollment,” which allows community college students to
enroll in a public university, take select university classes,
and use the university’s facilities (§ 173.2520); and to create
a website that provides information about academic
programs available at each institution, financial aid, and
transfer of course credit (§ 173.035).

In addition, the new law establishes a dual credit scholarship
for high school students who meet certain academic

standards and demonstrate financial need. The MDHE has

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Organizational Information
December 14, 2017 | Page 2

indicated that it will cost approximately $4.5 million to launch
the scholarship program. That information is included in the
department’s high-priority budget recommendation, which
accompanies the department’s actual budget request and is
intended to provide information about important funding
needs that do not fit within the parameters of the Office of

Administration’s budget instructions.

The department has served as the state-designated
student loan guaranty agency in the Federal Family
Education Loan Program (FFELP) since 1979, making it
possible for generations of students, regardless of personal
resources, to receive loans because of protection against

defaults.

As a FFELP guaranty agency, the MDHE receives servicing
fees from the U.S. Department of Education and retains a
portion of defaulted student loan collections. These
revenues are used to fund loan administration functions and
other financial aid-related activities. In addition, the MDHE
purchases defaulted student loans from lending institutions
and is reimbursed for loan purchases by USDE (20 U.S.C.
§1072a).

As Missouri’s guaranty agency, the MDHE helps students

and families pay for a college education by:

e  Providing information on postsecondary
opportunities and financial aid directly to students
and families (20 U.S.C. § 1072b);

e  Creating financial literacy materials and programs
for students, families, and schools to help them
better manage finances (§ 165.275); and

. Helping borrowers resolve problems repaying their
loans and restore their credit if they default (20
U.S.C. § 1072b).



CURRENT STATUTORY FUNCTIONS

The summary provided above does not include all of the department’s current statutory functions. Those
functions are listed below. Many of the items listed here are referred to in the summary above.

Fiscal

Establish guidelines for appropriation requests by public
four-year institutions (§173.005.2(3))

Approve a community college funding model developed
in cooperation with the community colleges (8
163.191.1)

Submit an aggregated community college budget
request (8 163.191.1)

Oversee implementation of the Higher Education
Student Funding Act (commonly referred to as Senate
Bill 389), including the adjudication of waiver requests
submitted by institutions proposing to raise tuition at a
rate that exceeds the statutory guideline (8§ 173.1003.5)

Recommend to governing boards of state-supported
institutions, including community colleges, formulas to
be employed in specifying plans for general operations,
development and expansion and requests for
appropriations from the general assembly (8
173.030(3))

Promulgate rules to include selected off-campus
instruction in public colleges’ and universities’
appropriation requests where prior need has been
established in areas designated by the CBHE (8
173.030(4))

Planning

Conduct studies of population and enroliment trends
affecting institutions of higher education in the state (8
173.020(1))

Identify higher education needs in the state in terms of
requirements and potential of young people and labor
force requirements (§ 173.020(2))

Develop arrangements for more effective and
economical specialization among institutions in types of
education programs offered and students served, and
for more effective coordination and mutual support
among institutions in the utilization of facilities, faculty
and other resources (§ 173.020(3))

Design a coordinated plan for higher education for the
state and its subregions (8§ 173.020(4))

Collect information and develop comparable data for all
institutions of higher education in the state and use it to
delineate areas of competence of each of these
institutions and for any other purposes the CBHE
deems appropriate (§ 173.005.2(9))

Establish state- and institution-specific performance
measures (8 173.1006.1)

Conduct institutional mission reviews every five years
(8 173.030(7))

Review and approve applications from institutions for
statewide missions (8§ 173.030(8))

Issue annual report to the governor and general
assembly (§ 173.040)

Report to Joint Committee on Education (§ 173.1006.2)

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
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Academic Programs

Approve proposed new degree programs to be offered
by the state institutions of higher education (§
173.005.2(1))

Approve degree programs offered by out-of-state
institutions, in @ manner similar to Missouri public
higher education institutions (§ 173.005.2(13)(b))

Recommend to governing boards the development,
consolidation or elimination of programs, degree
offerings, physical facilities or policy changes deemed
in the best interests of the institutions or the state (8
173.030(2))

Approve out-of-district courses offered by community
colleges (§ 163.191.4)

Establish competencies for entry-level courses
associated with an institution’s general education core
curriculum (8 173.005.2(7))

Approve dual credit programs offered by postsecondary
institutions to high school students (§ 173.2500).

Develop policies that promote on-time completion of
degree programs (8§ 173.2510)

Develop a “guided pathways to success” pilot program
designed to provide students with clear pathways to
degree completion (§ 173.2515)

Establish a concurrent enroliment pilot program to
coordinate students’ simultaneous enroliment at four-
and two-year institutions (§ 173.2520)

Determine to what extent courses of instruction in the
Constitution of the U.S., and of the state of Missouri,
and in American History should be required by colleges
and universities (§ 170.011.1)

Establish guidelines to facilitate transfer (8
173.005.2(7))

Administer the Studies in Energy Conservation Fund in
collaboration with the Department of Natural Resources
and, subject to appropriations, establish full
professorships of energy efficiency and conservation (8§
640.219.1)

Promulgate rules to ensure faculty credentials and
student evaluations are posted on institutional websites
(8§ 173.1004)

Cooperate with the Department of Corrections to
develop a plan of instruction for the education of
offenders (§ 217.355)

Establish guidelines to promote and facilitate the
transfer of students between institutions of higher
education within the state (§ 173.005.2(8))

Develop a recommended lower division core curriculum
of 42 credit hours, which shall be transferable among all
public institutions; develop criteria to evaluate public
institutions’ transfer practices; and administer a transfer
dispute resolution process (8§ 178.780(10) & 178.785-
789)

Require all public two- and four-year higher education
institutions to create a statewide core transfer library of
at least twenty-five lower division courses across all



institutions that are transferable among all public higher
education institutions (8 173.005.2(8))

Develop a policy to foster reverse transfer for any
student who has accumulated enough hours by
meeting specific statutory requirements to be awarded
an associate degree (§ 173.005.2(8))

Require all public two- and four-year higher education
institutions to replicate best practices in remediation (§
173.005.2(6))

Require all public institutions to award educational
credit for courses that are equivalent in content and
experience to a student’s prior military training or
service (§ 173.1158)

Institutional Relationships

Promote and encourage the development of
cooperative agreements between Missouri public four-
year institutions of higher education which do not offer
graduate degrees and Missouri public four-year
institutions of higher education which do offer graduate
degrees for the purpose of offering graduate degree
programs on campuses of those public four-year
institutions of higher education which do not otherwise
offer graduate degrees (8 173.005(2))

Coordinate reciprocal agreements between or among
institutions at the request of one or more of the parties
(8 173.030(5))

Enter and administer interstate reciprocal agreements
for delivery of postsecondary distance education,
including approval of applications to participate and
development of consumer protection and complaint
policies (8 173.030(6))

Approve new state-supported senior colleges or
residence centers (§ 173.005.2(4))

Establish admission guidelines consistent with
institutional missions (§ 173.005.2(5))

Establish guidelines to help institutions with decisions
relating to residence status of students (§ 173.005.2(7))

Conduct binding dispute resolution for disputes
between public institutions that involve jurisdictional
boundaries, or the use or expenditure or any state
resources (§ 173.125)

Receive biennial reports from all public institutions on
the number and language background of all teaching
assistants, including a copy of the institution’s current
policy for selection of graduate teaching assistants (8
170.012.4)

Promulgate model conflict of interest policy that is used
to govern all public institutions of higher education that
did not have a similar measure in place (§ 173.735)

Enforce provisions of the Missouri Returning Heroes
Education Act, which limits the amount of tuition public
institutions can charge combat veterans (§ 173.900.4)

Promulgate rules for the refund of all tuition and
incidental fees or the awarding of a grade of
“incomplete” for students called into active military
service, voluntarily or involuntarily, prior to the
completion of the semester (8 41.948.5)

Provide an annual report to the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education on the
performance of graduates of public high schools in the
state during the students’ initial year in the public
colleges and universities of the state (8§ 173.750.1)
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. Promulgate instructions and recommendations for
implementing eye safety in college and university
laboratories (§ 173.009)

e  Exercise oversight of State Technical College (8§
178.638)

. Establish standards for the organization of community
colleges (8§ 178.770)

e  Approve establishment of community college
subdistricts and redistricting (§ 178.820)

. Supervise community colleges (§ 178.780), including:
o  Establishing their role in the state

o  Setting up surveys to be used for local jurisdictions
when determining need and potential for a
community college

o  Administering the state financial support program

o  Formulating and putting into effect uniform policies
as to budgeting, record keeping and student
accounting

o  Establishing uniform minimum entrance
requirements and uniform curricular offerings

o Make a continuing study of community college
education in the state

o  Being responsible for their accreditation, annually
or as often as deemed advisable, and in
accordance with established rules

Note: Section 173.005.7 transfers to the CBHE the duties of
the State Board of Education relating to community college
state aid, supervision and formation specified in Chapters
163 and 178, RSMo.

Financial Aid*

. Administer the Access Missouri Financial Assistance
Program (§ 173.1103.1)

e  Administer Higher Education Academic Scholarship
Program (“Bright Flight”) (§ 173.250.3)

. Administer the A+ Scholarship Program (Executive
Order 10-16, January 29, 2010)

e  Administer the Advanced Placement Incentive Grant (8§
173.1350)

e  Administer the Kids’ Chance Scholarship Program for
children of workers who were seriously injured or killed
as result of a workmen’s compensation-related event
(need based) (§ 173.256.1)

e  Administer the Public Safety Officer or Employee Grant
Program for certain public employees and their families
if the employee is killed or permanently and totally
disabled in the line of duty (8 173.260.2 & .4)

e  Administer the Marguerite Ross Barnett
Competitiveness Scholarship Program for students who
are employed 20 hours or more per week while
attending school part time (§ 173.262.3)

. Administer the Missouri Teaching Fellows Program for
educational loan repayments, to include maintaining a
program coordinator position to identify, recruit, and
select potential applicants for the program (§ 168.700)

e  Administer the Minority Teaching Scholarship Program
(8 161.415)

* Entries in italics historically have not had funds appropriated to them by the
General Assembly and so require no ongoing activity by the department.



e  Administer the Minority and Underrepresented
Environmental Literacy Program (8 173.240)

e Administer the Dual Credit Scholarship for students
from low-income families enrolling dual credit courses
(§ 173.2505)

e  Administer the Advantage Missouri Trust Fund, which
provided loans and a loan forgiveness program for
students in approved educational programs who
become employed in occupational areas of high
demand in the state (88 173.775.2 & 173.781)

e Make provisions for institutions to award tuition and fee

waivers to certain students who have been in foster care or

other residential care under the Department of Social
Services (§ 173.270.1)

e May request information from public or private
institutions to determine compliance with the
requirement that no student receiving state need-based
financial assistance receive financial assistance that
exceeds the student’s cost of attendance (§ 173.093)

e  Develop, maintain, and operate a website with, at
minimum, information on Missouri postsecondary
institutions’ academic programs, financial aid, and
course transferability (§ 173.035)

. Receive annual certification from all postsecondary
institutions that they have not knowingly awarded
financial aid to a student who is unlawfully present in
the U.S. (§ 173.1110.3)

e  Promulgate rules to ensure individuals serving in the
Missouri National Guard, Armed Forces Reserves, and
those in the process of separating from the U.S. military
may readily obtain in-state residency status for
purposes of tuition and admission (88 173.1150 &
1153)

State Guaranty Agency under the Federal Family
Education Loan Program®

e  Administer Missouri Student Loan Program (88 173.100
to .120 & .130 & .150 to .187; also Title IV, Part B of the
Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended (20 U.S.C.
88 1071 to 1087-2), and its implementing regulations in
34 C.F.R. 88 433A, 485D & 682). Responsibilities
include:

o  Establishing standards for determining eligible
institutions, eligible lenders and eligible borrowers

Processing applications

Loan disbursement

Enroliment and repayment status management
Default awareness activities

Collecting on defaulted borrowers

School and lender training

Financial literacy activities

Providing information to students and families on
college planning, career preparation, and paying
for college

Administering claims
Compliance

O 0 0O O O O O o©o

o

2 As a result of provisions in the recently enacted Healthcare and Education
Affordability Reconciliation Act, no new FFELP loans will be issued after June 30,
2010. However, the Guaranty Agency’s statutory and regulatory obligations will
continue as to loans still outstanding and guaranteed before that date.
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. Provide information on types of financial assistance
available to pursue a postsecondary education (8
167.278)

. Act as a lender of last resort for students or schools that cannot

otherwise secure loans (§ 173.110.3)

. Enter into agreements with and receive grants from
U.S. government in connection with federal programs of
assistance (§173.141)

Proprietary Schools

e License and oversee all for-profit Missouri certificate or
degree granting schools (§ 173.604.1)

. License and oversee some not-for-profit Missouri certificate

or degree granting schools (88 173.604.1 & 173.616.1)

e License and oversee out-of-state higher education
institutions offering instruction in Missouri (public out-of-
state are exempt but go through program approval
similar to in-state publics) (88 173.602 &
173.005.2(11)(b))

e License and oversee certain types of student
recruitment by non-Missouri institutions (8 173.602)

e Require annual recertification, or recertification every
two years if certain conditions are met (8 173.606.1 &
173.606.2)

o  Establish appropriate administrative fees to operate the
certification program (§ 173.608.2)

Grants for Institutions/Faculty

e  Administer the Nurse Education Incentive Program (8§
335.203)

e  Apply for, receive and utilize funds which may be
available from private nonprofit foundations and from
federal sources for research on higher education needs
and problems in the state (§ 173.050(2))

e  Serve as the official state agency to plan for, define,
and recommend policies concerning the allocation of
federal funds where such funds, according to provisions
of federal legislation, are to be received and allocated
through an official state agency (8§ 173.050(1))

Enforcement

e  Compliance with requests from the coordinating board
is a prerequisite to the receipt of any funds which the
coordinating board is responsible for administering (§
173.005.2(10))

e Institutions that willfully disregard CBHE policy may be
subject to penalties including inability to receive
students who participate in student financial aid
programs and the withholding of any funds the CBHE is
charged with disbursing (§ 173.005.2(11))



Bylaws of the

Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Education
(Adopted by the Board October 1987, Revised on October 12, 2006)

Article |
Enabling Authority

These bylaws govern the conduct of the business and affairs of the Missouri Coordinating Board for
Higher Education (“Board”) pursuant to the responsibilities vested in it by the Missouri Constitution
and Revised Statutes.

Article I
Members

The membership of this Board and the terms of office of each member are prescribed in Section
173.005 of the Missouri Revised Statutes. Any member desiring to resign from the Board shall
submit such resignation in writing to the Secretary of the Board, who shall provide it to the Executive
Committee for action. The Executive Committee shall immediately notify the Director of Boards and
Commissions in the Governor's Office of such member’s resignation.

Article 1l
Officers

Section 1. Officers
The officers of the Board shall be: Chair, Vice Chair and Secretary. They shall be
elected by the Board from its own membership. These officers shall perform the
duties prescribed by the Missouri Revised Statutes, these bylaws and as may be
prescribed by the Board.

Section 2. Election - Tenure of Officers

At the regular meeting of the board immediately prior to April 30, a Nominating
Committee of three members shall be appointed by the Chair. It shall be the duty of
this Committee to nominate candidates for the offices to be filled by election at the
regular meeting immediately prior to June 30. Before the election at the regular
meeting in June, following the report of the Nominating Committee, additional
nominations from the floor shall be permitted. Officers’ terms shall begin at the close
of the regular June meeting, and officers shall serve for a period of one year and until
their successors are elected and qualified. No member shall hold more than one
office at a time, and no member shall be eligible to serve more than two consecutive
terms in the same office.

Section 3. Duties of Officers
Chair
The Chair of the Board shall preside at all meetings of the Board and shall be the
spokesperson for the Board and shall perform such duties as may be prescribed by
the Missouri Revised Statutes and by the Board. The Chair shall appoint the
members of any committee established pursuant to these bylaws and shall name the
Chair of each such committee.

Vice Chair
In the event of the absence of the Chair, the Vice Chair shall serve as Chair of the
Board and perform all the duties of the Chair. The Vice Chair shall perform such other
duties as prescribed by the Missouri Revised Statutes and by the Board.

Secretary
The Secretary of the Board shall take minutes of any executive session of the board
and shall perform other duties as prescribed the Missouri Revised Statutes and by the

Board.
Article IV
Meetings
Section 1. Meetings of the Board may be held at any place or places within the State of Missouri.

The Board shall hold no less than four (4) regular meetings during each calendar year.
Special or additional meetings may be called by the Chair or upon call of at least five
(5) members of the Board. The purpose of the meeting shall be stated in the call.
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Notice of Meeting
The notice of meeting and agenda shall be in accordance with the Missouri Revised
Statutes.

Absence at Meetings

If any member of the Board fails to attend any two consecutive regularly called
meetings of the Board, or any three regularly called meetings in any calendar year, of
which meetings the member shall have had due notice, unless such absences shall be
caused by sickness or some accident preventing the member’s presence (as defined
in Article IV, Section 4.A) at the meetings, the Chair shall bring the matter to the
attention of the Director of Boards and Commissions in the Governor’s Office. For
purposes of this Section, “regularly called meetings” shall include the February, April,
June, October, and December Board meetings, as well as the Board’s annual retreat.

Conduct of Meetings

A. A majority of the members of the Board shall constitute a quorum. Any act of the
majority of the members present at any Board meeting at which a quorum is
present shall be the act of the Board. Board members may participate in a
meeting by means of conference telephone or similar communication equipment
whereby all persons participating in or attending the meeting can communicate
with each other, and participation in a meeting in this manner shall constitute
presence in person at the meeting for all purposes.

B. All meetings of the Board and any Committee thereof must comply with the
Missouri Revised Statutes on meetings of governmental bodies and maintenance
of records by such bodies.

C. At all Board and Committee meetings, a staff member shall act as Recording
Secretary. In the absence of a staff member, the Board or Committee shall
designate a member to serve as Recording Secretary. Full and complete
minutes shall be kept of each meeting and shall be submitted to Board members
for review prior to the succeeding meeting.

D. Voting on all matters coming before the Board shall be voice vote. In all cases
where the vote of the members present is unanimous, it shall be sufficient to
indicate unanimity in the minutes of the proceedings. In all cases where the vote
of the members present is not unanimous, the “ayes” and “nays” shall be
separately entered upon the minutes. In the absence of such expression of
dissent or an expression of abstention, a member of the Board who is present at
any meeting in which action is taken on any matter shall be presumed to have
assented to such actions unless, before the adjournment of the meeting, the
member shall affirmatively request that the member’s vote of “nay” be separately
entered upon the minutes, or the member be recorded as not having voted.

E. The Board may meet for appropriate purposes in executive session. Any vote
taken in executive session shall be deemed and retained confidential, subject to
the closed meeting provisions the Missouri Revised Statutes.

Article V
Committees

Executive Committee

An Executive Committee shall be established and composed of five Board members:
Chair, Vice Chair, and Secretary of the Board, as well as Chairs of both the Audit and
the Student Loan/Financial Aid Committees. The Executive Committee shall have
general supervision of the affairs of the Board between its business meetings, make
recommendations to the Board, and perform such other duties as are specified in
these bylaws or as directed by the Board. The Executive Committee shall be subject
to the orders of the Board, and none of its acts shall conflict with action taken by the
Board.

The Board Chair shall serve as the Chair of the Executive Committee. Meetings of the
Executive Committee may be called by the Chair of the Executive Committee or upon
call of at least three members of the Committee. The Commissioner of Higher
Education may also request that the Chair call a meeting of the Executive Committee.
The purpose of the meeting shall be stated in the call.

Audit Committee

An Audit Committee composed of three Board members shall be established. The
Chair of the Board shall appoint the members of the Audit Committee and at the same
time shall name the Chair of the Committee promptly after the regular meeting
immediately prior to June 30 of each year. Committee members shall serve for a
period of one year and until their successors are appointed and qualified.



Section 3.

Section 4.

Section 1.

Section 2.

Section 1.

Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Bylaws
December 14, 2017 | Page 3

The Audit Committee shall receive and review all audit reports pertaining to the Board
and the Department of Higher Education and such other audit reports as may be
referred to the Committee. The Committee shall report to the Board on the contents of
the reports and shall follow up with the Commissioner and department staff regarding
resolution of any findings in the reports. The Committee shall report to the Board on
the status of any such findings. The Committee shall perform such other duties as are
specified in these bylaws or as directed by the Board.

Student Loan/Financial Aid Committee

A Student Loan/Financial Aid Committee composed of three Board members shall be
established. The Chair of the Board shall appoint the members of the Student
Loan/Financial Aid Committee and at the same time shall name the Chair of the
Committee promptly after the regular meeting immediately prior to June 30 of each
year. Committee members shall serve for a period of one year and until their
successors are appointed and qualified.

The Committee shall work with the Commissioner of Higher Education and
Department staff on student loan/financial aid issues as they arise and shall, as
necessary, make reports to the Board on such activities. The Committee shall
perform such other duties as are specified in these bylaws or as directed by the
Board.

Other Committees

Such other committees, standing or special, shall be appointed by the Chair as the
Board or the Executive Committee shall from time to time deem necessary to carry on
the work of the Board. The Chair shall appoint the membership of such committees,
which may, but need not, include members of the Board, and shall designate the
matters to be considered by said committees. The Chair shall be an ex officio
member of all committees except the Nominating Committee.

Article VI
Advisory Committees

Presidential Advisory Committee

Four times each year the Board shall meet with the Presidential Advisory Committee
as established by the Missouri Revised Statutes. Such meetings shall enable the
Presidential Advisory Committee to advise the Board of the views of the institutions on
matters within the purview of the Board.

Proprietary School Advisory Committee

The Board delegates responsibility to the Commissioner of Higher Education to meet
with and receive reports from the Proprietary School Advisory Committee as
established by the Missouri Revised Statutes.

Article VII
Conduct of Business and Affairs

Staff

The Board shall employ a Commissioner of Higher Education (“Commissioner”) to
serve at the pleasure of the Board. The Commissioner shall employ and determine
the compensation of all such professional, clerical, and research personnel, including,
where justified, specialists and/or consultants, as may be necessary to assist the
Board in performing those duties outlined in the Missouri Revised Statutes. Except as
otherwise expressly provided, all department staff shall be subject to the supervision
and direction of the Commissioner.

The Commissioner shall have such duties and responsibilities as prescribed by the
Board, including:

A. Assume general direction of the staff to help meet the objectives set forth by the
Board.

B. Serve as liaison with the presidents, chancellors, and chief executive officers of
institutions in carrying out policy objectives promulgated by the Board.

C. Follow and keep the Board advised of all federal and state legislation affecting
the Board and its purposes and objectives.

D. Issue reports of Board action.

E. Prepare, review, analyze, and implement all budgets which are approved by the
Board.

F. Make recommendations to the Board concerning the purposes, objectives, and
responsibilities of the Board.



G. Assist the Chair in the release of all information concerning the Board.
H. Perform such other duties as prescribed by the Board and/or bylaw.

Section 2. Commissioner Search
The Board shall act as a committee of the whole as a search committee, unless the
Chair, as directed by the Board, establishes a special committee for the purpose of
searching for and screening candidates. The Board may include outside consultants
and other persons in the search and screening process provided, however, that only
Board members shall vote on the selection of a Commissioner.

Section 3. Evaluation of Commissioner
The Board shall annually evaluate the performance of the Commissioner. The
purpose of the evaluation shall be to establish a record of performance over a period
of time, to identify strengths, and to determine areas where more attention may be
needed.

Article VIII
Records

Full and complete records of Board actions and activities shall be kept available in accordance with
Missouri Revised Statutes on governmental bodies and records.

Article IX
Diversity

The Coordinating Board for Higher Education and its staff should use selection processes and criteria
designed to ensure diverse representations when making appointments to various committees,
councils, or commissions. In as much as reasonably possible, criteria for representation should
include the following:

1. Individuals who have demonstrated appropriate expertise and experience through their vocation,
employment, affiliation or interests in connection with the membership being assembled;

2. Individuals who reflect the various geographic regions of the state as a whole or other
appropriate sub-unit directly in connection to the membership being assembled; and

3. Individuals who reflect the race, ethnicity, age, gender, and disability characteristics of the
population of the state as a whole, or other appropriate sub-unit in connection with the
membership being assembled.

In as much as reasonably possible, the campus presidents and chancellors, and their respective local
boards should use a similar selection process and criteria in making appointments to various
committees, councils, or commissions. (Adopted June 7, 2001)

Article X
Parliamentary Authority

The rules contained in the current edition of Robert’s Rules of Order Newly Revised shall govern the
Board in all cases to which they are applicable and in which they are not inconsistent with these
bylaws and any special rules of order the Board may adopt.

Article XI
Amendment of Bylaws

These bylaws may be amended at any regular meeting of the Board by a two-thirds vote, provided
that the amendment has been submitted in writing at the previous regular meeting.
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