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Graduate Program Review 

Texas Tech University 
 

Program Reviewed:  MS Environmental Design and PhD Interior and Environmental Design 

 

Onsite Review Dates: March 3-5, 2013 

 

Name of Reviewers 

Internal: 
Michael Stone, Music 

Maria Perbellini, Architecture 

Laura Lowe, Social Work 

 

Click here to enter text. 

 

External: 
Please include name, title, and Department 

 

External: Lisa Tucker, PhD, Program Chair Interior Design 

Virginia Tech 

School of Architecture + Design 

 

Margaret Portillo, Department Chair, Interior Design 

University of Florida 

 

 

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

A.  Academic Unit Description and Strategic Plan 

Master’s Program 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

Vision, Mission and Goals ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Strategic Plan ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

PhD Program 

 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.  

Click here to enter text. 
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Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 

area of Strategic Planning.  

While the PhD Program seems to be clear in terms of its goals, this is not the case for the MS program. The MS 

program appears to be much less developed 

 

 

Other comments (optional) 

The Master’s program seems unclear in terms of its purpose and in its communication to students. The sense is that 

it was re-started without a great deal of consideration for students completing this program without going on for the 

PhD program. The students described it in this way: early in their undergraduate they were told to go out and work 

for a while; then the message suddenly changed to the importance of a masters degree to practice. The students did 

not seem to know exactly how they were going to finish or what the benefit of the MS might be. It could be that in 

the ramping back up of the graduate program some of the message got misunderstood. 

 

The PhD program, on the other hand, is very clear and much more targeted. 

 

 

 

B. Program Curriculum 

Please evaluate the following: 

Master Program 

 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 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Not sure what else at this 
time 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

Please evaluate the following: 

PhD Program 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Alignment of program with ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
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stated program and 
institutional goals and 
purposes 

Curriculum development, 
coordination, and delivery 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Student learning outcomes 
assessment 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ 

Program curriculum 
compared to peer programs 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Not sure what else at this 
time 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

 

 

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.  

The PhD program aligns well with the program and institutional goals. This is less clear with the MS program.  

Courses need to be offered more frequently so students can take them when needed. By accepting new students 

only in the Fall this will be improved. (Currently students are accepted year round). At the time of review some MS 

students are taking the introduction to the graduate program in their last semester. Both sets of students indicated 

that the courses are not offered often enough and sometimes require summer attendance. 

 

Further in the list of courses offered (page 110) the names do not agree with the plan of study and catalogue. The 

same number is used with three different course names—(Ex. ENVD 5384 is listed on check sheet as Lighting in the 

catalogue as Advanced Lighting and in the courses offered for Spring 2012 is labeled as Design of Interior 

Environments for Physically and Mentally Challenged Populations. This is extremely unclear to the students and to 

these reviewers.) Further, in interviews with students they said they never knew what a course would be until they 

showed up (it might be a studio or a research course and there was no way to know in advance.) They also felt they 

could not create their plan of study because some courses were only offered in the summer which required summer 

attendance. Some students indicated that they could not attend during the summer—meaning they might have to 

wait another year for the course to be offered. If the program plans to require graduate students to take summer 

courses, this needs to be clear in the print/promotional materials. 

 

 

The outcomes assessment tables provided were mostly blank. Further, very little work was provided to be able to 

properly assessed student learning outcomes met course objectives. 

 

The metrics used to assess outcomes are too general to be useful. 
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The leveling course work for graduate students does not seem to be bringing the graduate students from other 

majors up to the same standard and an accredited undergraduate interior design program might. Specifically, in the 

work provided, students did not apply accessibility requirements correctly in healthcare applications. In order to 

eventually teach design, the graduate students need to have a mastery of the basics of design. 

 

 

Other comments (optional) 

Click here to enter text. 

 

 

C. Faculty Productivity 

D. 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.  

Seven total faculty members with 6 PhDs in excellent! Many peer institutions have fewer as a percentage of the 

overall faculty. The faculty members are productive and doing the best that can be expected with the existing 

resources. 

 

Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 

area of Faculty Productivity.  

The program director seems very stressed in her time. The students commented several times on the overworked 

nature of the director. One possible solution could be to separate coordinating of MS and PhD to reduce workload on 

faculty and the director. 

The existing 22 PhD students have maxed out the current resources in terms of the number of graduate faculty. If 

each of the 6 PhD faculty members has 3 students, there are still 4 students not assigned. 

The program needs to develop a formal plan for how to meet the needs of all the new students. 
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Other comments (optional) 

Click here to enter text. 

 

E. Students and Graduates 

F. 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 ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Alumni Relations??? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

      

      

 

Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  

The program has done an excellent job in advertising to increase the number of graduate students and has had an 

excellent enrollment growth as result. 

There is great diversity within the student body. 

 

Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 

area of Students and Graduates.  

According to the Texas Commission, graduate programs need to graduate 5 master’s students and 3 PhD students 

per year. Despite a rapid spike in enrollment, these programs have not produced this sort of graduation rate since 

coming off hiatus in 2008/09. It seems that this goal might not be appropriate level for this program at this time and 

perhaps a grace period of some sort could be granted. 

The college could provide some service to the department such as overall mentoring for both faculty and graduate 

students, etc. Currently there seems to be too much load on one tenure track person to mentor all graduate students 

coming into the program. 

 

Other comments (optional) 

Retention was given anecdotally (3 have not completed the degree since 2008); however, the data does not support 

this. It looks that several people have not finished based upon the information provided in the report. Despite this 

inconsistency, it appears that the graduation rate seems to be around 75% (but this is an assumption based on 

comparing several tables.) 

 

From the materials provided there is no way to evaluate alumni services.  
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Student placement for PhD students is high for several reasons. First, many students fully funded by home country—

and will be going back to for jobs (PhD students). Secondly, there are only 9 PhD programs in the country for interior 

design and there are usually 45-50 openings in the field of interior design education each year. This is the only PhD 

program of this type in Texas. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

G. Facilities and Resources 

H. 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.  

Click here to enter text. 

 

Other comments (optional) 

The intent to make a space for PhD students in the basement is very important. The MS students could use a space as 

well. 

Funding for student travel is very good as is the emphasis that they should present posters at professional meetings 

such as EDRA and IDEC. 

 

 

I. Overall Ranking 

Master’s 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

Overall Ranking ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

PhD 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 



03/18/13 
 

Improvement 

Overall Ranking ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Please provide summative conclusions based on the overall review. 

Overall the program is growing really quickly and neither the faculty nor courses have been able to fully keep up 

with this growth. One recommendation might be to put the MS on hold while developing the PhD program and 

reserve it as an option for those who decide not to pursue the PhD once in the program.  The program is new and 

the faculty and students are quite diverse. This is a definite strength of the program. 

Based on interviews, the faculty seems to be accommodating all subject matters a student would like rather than 

providing areas of faculty expertise to attract students to these areas. (This approach of trying to be all things to 

all people seems to be too general for a PhD program).  Sticking to the stated areas--sustainability, healthcare 

design and evidence-based design (which is mostly based in healthcare design)-- seems to provide the best 

direction for the faculty and program. It would be very easy to overstress the faculty and spread them too thin at 

this point. 

 

The program should be commended for its commitment to growth and diversity. Having said this, it is very 

important that the existing faculty can deliver on the promise of the program. Based upon student interviews and 

faculty workloads this is in question. The level of confusion in the report (errors, inconsistencies, omissions) and 

in the communication to students has made it very hard to determine if these 40+/- (exact number never 

obtained) graduate students will be able to be successful and finish their degrees. The students—particularly the 

MS students expressed a great deal of concern over their path to completion. 

 

The committee noted that there is a vacuum in the leadership of the program. The Director is an Assistant 

Professor who is also teaching an overload; there is also a search for a new Chair (now an interim from outside 

the program). 

 

This program has great potential. It has the potential for growth and to be an important PhD program in this 

field. In order to accomplish this, the faculty members need the support to be successful. Funding for graduate 

students seems less important to the demographics of this program at this time, but having sufficient faculty 

numbers and resources to deliver the program should receive careful attention. Further, to support the 

emphases on healthcare, evidence-based design, and sustainability—seminars need to be focused on these 

specific areas. 

 

 

The new focus on brain imaging and neuroscience and design has significant potential for a broad impact on the 

field. It is important to somehow connect this track to the mission and vision of the program, college, and 

university. 

 

Although this review could not and should not replace a formal CIDA accreditation review, there is a concern with 

the design quality of the work displayed and provided. It is quite possible that the leveling experience may not be 

bringing the MS and PhD students up to the standard needed in order to be able to teach design upon 

graduation.  The work shown had errors in basic interior design minimum competencies such as accessibility 
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requirements as well as in basic design deficiencies (elements and principles of design and use of color). The 

overall graphic layout, computer renderings, and presentation could use improvement. The student work seen is 

not competitive with most undergraduate interior design program outputs. For example, the computer skills are 

limited. When they graduate, these new faculty members will be expected to teach a range of computer 

programs including sketchup, Rhino, Revit, the Adobe suite and a range of other tools. The students do not 

appear to have any mastery of these tools. The work suffers as a result of this lack of technical skill coupled with 

some basic design deficiencies. 

 

 

 

Please provide summative recommendations based on the overall review.  

1. Consider putting the MS program on hold until the PhD is up and running smoothly 

2. Offer courses in a sequential order and on a regular yearly schedule 

3. Consider eliminating the requirement for summer course work OR communicate this clearly to students prior 

to acceptance. 

4. Have students identify a faculty member with whom they will be studying prior to being accepted. 

5. Prepare a master plan of how to accommodate the 22 (?) existing PhD students 

6. Create projections out into the next five years for how many (if any) and when to accept new PhD students 

7. Improve the leveling curriculum for those without undergraduate degrees or Master degrees in design 

8. Formalize a mentoring program for new faculty and PhD students (research and teaching) 

9. If at all possible, have a tenured faculty member leading the graduate program to allow untenured faculty 

members to succeed 

 

 


