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* When filling out this form please select one box only. 

A.  Academic Unit Description and Strategic Plan 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

Vision, Mission and Goals ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Strategic Plan ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  
      
  
 
Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Strategic Planning.  
Click here to enter text. 
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Other comments (optional) 
The Vision and Mission statements are very good, maybe even excellent; however, the meat of any strategic plan is 
in the Goals and Objectives.   The DBS goals are appropriately aligned with those of the University and College.   The 
Objectives are also quite good as rather general statements of intent to "increase ...", "continue ...", or "develop ..." 
but the plan lacks any specific target numbers by which to measure whether the department is meeting or making 
progress toward a specific objective.  We recommend that the department develop specific targets where 
appropriate, even if these are kept internal to the department rather than made generally available within the official 
strategic plan document.  We would also suggest that the department set priorities for areas of targeted growth in 
faculty hiring and for research and teaching related infrastructure improvements in light of very limited available 
resources.  Specific strategies are needed to increase graduate student stipends and provide assurance of multi-year 
support packages as added an incentive in recruiting high-quality PhD students. 
 
 

B. Program Curriculum 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Alignment of program with 
stated program and 
institutional goals and 
purposes 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Curriculum development, 
coordination, and delivery 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Student learning outcomes 
assessment 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Program curriculum 
compared to peer programs 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent. 
Click here to enter text. 
 
Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Program Curriculum.  
Two items involving curriculum are identified as Needs Improvement; the external reviews both indicate that the 
curriculum is in this category in comparison to peer institutions.  We have two primary concerns: 1) there are no 
topical core course requirements; and 2) there are very few courses that are primarily at the graduate level rather 
than primarily undergraduate courses with minor additional requirements to obtain graduate credit.  A significant 
number of students and some faculty identified both of these items as areas of concern.  
 
With respect to item 2) , we have no objection to "piggy-backed" courses in general, but as the curriculum is 
currently described it appear that almost all such courses are basically at the undergraduate level, giving the 
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impression that the graduate version could be viewed as "remedial" and not particularly rigorous.  It would give a far 
better impression of the graduate curriculum as a whole if a significant fraction of such dual-level courses were 
clearly identified as graduate courses that a strong undergraduate is allowed to take under a 4xxx number.  We 
would also recommend that more courses that are strictly for graduate students should be developed.  A stronger 
graduate-level curriculum should be more appealing to potential PhD students and may help in recruiting more of 
the better prepared and highly motivated students into the program.  A series of cross listed courses with other 
departments or the medical school might be another avenue to pursue that would not be as workload intensive for 
DBS faculty. 
 
With respect to a core curriculum, with several significantly different research sub-areas it is probably unrealistic to 
have a single set of core courses; however, having an area specific "core" of three to four courses  (or even "two of 
these three", or "three of these five" type of statement)  that each generic research "division" requires of their 
students would provide better guidance  for first-year students than currently appears to exist.  The only existing 
specific requirements are two pedagogy courses, which seems a bit excessive, especially given no requirement of 
specific courses on topical subject matter or research techniques.   
 
 
Other comments (optional) 
The review team was not provided any information regarding outcomes assessment at either course or program 
levels, thus the selection of N/A.  We have a question as to whether this information was requested as part of the 
department's program review documentation, or if this was added to the new reporting matrix at a later date. 
 
 

C. Faculty Productivity 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Qualifications ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Faculty/Student Ratio ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Publications ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Teaching Load ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
External Grants ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Profile ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Teaching Evaluations ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Professional Service ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Community Service ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
 

 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  
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Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Faculty Productivity.  
      
 
Other comments (optional) 
Faculty are productive as evidenced by the average faculty workload as compared to other departments in the college. Some 
faculty expressed concern regarding unequal distribution of teaching load and research laboratory space in regard to faculty 
productivity. It seemed that heavy teaching and service loads carried by some faculty may inhibit their ability to continue to be 
competitive for external federal funding. 
 

D. Students and Graduates 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Time to degree ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Retention ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Graduate rates ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Enrollment ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Demographics ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Number of degrees 
conferred annually 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Support Services ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Job Placement ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  
Click here to enter text. 
 
Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Students and Graduates.  
 
 
 
Other comments (optional) 
The department has a high enrollment of a diverse group of graduate students. The extended time to complete degrees, in 
particular the doctoral degree, should be discussed. Some students expressed some concern regarding the time to finish their 
degree due to lack of funded research projects. The amount of time students are required to devote to TAing classes during 
the fall and spring semesters may somewhat inhibit research progress. In addition, the lack of summer funding for many 
students may also contribute to delayed time to finish the degree. 
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E. Facilities and Resources 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Facilities ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Facility Support Resources ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Financial Resources ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Staff Resources ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Developmental Resources ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  
Click here to enter text. 
 
Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Facilities and Resources.  
Financial Resources: For both the MS and PhD teaching and research programs, one main common resource in need of 
improvement is student salary support.  Current graduate student salaries range from 14-15 K per 9 month appointment.  This 
salary range is low in comparison to salaries available at peer institutions, thus rendering DBS less competitive in recruitment 
of 'rank and file' graduate students that are not likely to receive incentive scholarships.  A second area of concern is the current 
appointment distribution of the 127 graduate students in DBS, which is as follows: 81 are TAs, 21 are RAs and 25 are listed as 
having no  support.  Per DBS's self-study statements, the teaching programs require approx. 5 more TAs to adequately cover 
teaching responsibilities, especially such that the existing TAs do not become increasingly burdened with teaching duties, 
which would necessarily compete with time available for research.  As DBS and TTU alike continue to grow, even more TAs will 
become warranted in the future.  The number of unsupported students must be minimized, ideally to zero, through both 
increased TA support and increased RA support, which should derive from an increase in faculty grants. 
 
 
Other comments (optional) 
Click here to enter text. 
 

F. Overall Ranking 
 
 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 

Improvement 
Overall Ranking ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
 

 
Please provide summative conclusions based on the overall review. 
In conclusion, both the MS and PhD programs in the Department of Biological Sciences (DBS) are commendable.  
They are functioning at a level that is approximately commensurate both with other graduate programs within Texas 
Tech University and also with other graduate Biology programs at other comparable (peer) universities.  There is 
considerable room for both growth and attrition with respect to most of the evaluated program components.  As 
such, DBS should seek to maintain or bolster existing strengths while also working to minimize existing deficiencies 
(see below for more specific recommendations). 
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Please provide summative recommendations based on the overall review.  
1) Time-to-degree for the MS degree is currently about 3 years while time-to-degree for the PhD degree is currently 
listed as being 6-7 years.  These durations were found to be somewhat longer than durations required for similar 
degrees at comparable institutions; the average time to degree should be reduced by at least 6 months for each 
degree to compensate for increases that occurred since the prior graduate program review and to ultimately make 
the programs more competitive with respect to programs at peer institutions. 
2) Of the listed 127 graduate students in DBS: 81 are TAs, 21 are RAs, and 25 do not have support.  Most importantly, 
DBS should seek to reduce the number of unsupported students to zero.  Per notes in the provided Self-Study 
document, DBS needs approximately five more TAs to adequately cover lab/teaching responsibilities.  For the current 
number of graduate students in DBS, the University and DBS would be better situated if the numbers could be 
improved to 86 TAs, 41RAs, and 0 unsupported students. 
3) There is significant concern amongst DBS's faculty and students about lack of a core curriculum.  While many are 
content or pleased by the existing flexibility currently allowed by the lack of a core curriculum, most seem to be 
dissatisfied by the lack of required courses that could serve to normalize foundational knowledge.  Formation of core 
curricula based upon sub-disciplines within the department may serve as a viable compromise. 
4) The graduate students, as a group, seem somewhat uncertain of many key aspects of their graduate program 
requirements, probably both at the graduate school level and the department level.  Although DBS has a graduate 
student handbook readily available on its homepage (online), many students were unaware of this resource, thus, at 
this point in time, it seems advisable to still continue to provide incoming graduate students with a hard copy of this 
important informational resource. 
 
 


