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About This Annex

This annex accompanies Reduced-Credit Bachelor’s Degrees in Ohio: Opportunities,
Constraints, and Field-Level Feasibility. The main report presents findings from a national
inventory of reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs, a review of accreditation and Ohio
regulatory requirements, stakeholder interviews, and a survey of graduate and professional
admissions leaders in Ohio. This annex is intended primarily for readers who want additional
detail on the study’s methods, evidence base, and interpretation of selected findings. Appendix A
provides additional detail on the stakeholder interviews, including the interview design,
recruitment approach, analysis, and protocols. Appendix B provides additional detail on the
graduate and professional admissions survey, including the survey purpose, fielding approach,
analytic sample, descriptive results, and full instrument. Appendix C provides additional detail
on the national inventory of reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs, including search,
validation, coding, and interpretation. Appendix D provides additional detail on the field-level
feasibility assessment, including field selection, rating logic, interpretation, and selected field
examples.
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Appendix A. Stakeholder Interview Methodology and Protocols

This appendix provides additional detail on the stakeholder interviews that were conducted
for this study. We describe the purpose, design, recruitment, and analysis of the interviews and
provide the interview protocols that were used with respondent groups. The full protocols are
included to document the scope of topics covered across respondent groups and to support
transparency about how interview evidence was gathered.

Purpose and Design

We conducted semistructured interviews to understand how reduced-credit bachelor’s degree
feasibility is interpreted in practice and to identify implementation issues that policy documents
alone did not capture. We designed the interviews to elicit perspectives on the purpose of
reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees (RCDs), likely areas of feasibility and constraint, implications
for accreditation and licensure, effects on graduate and professional pathways, employer and
workforce considerations, and the communication and advising supports that students might
need.

Interview protocols were tailored to respondent type. Separate protocols were developed for
state higher education agency staff, college faculty and staff, institutional accreditors, specialized
accreditors and licensure boards, national policy organizations, leaders at institutions that had
launched or reviewed RCDs, and graduate or professional campus leaders. The protocols varied
across groups but addressed a common set of core topics related to feasibility, quality,
implementation, and downstream portability.

Recruitment and Sample

We purposively selected interviewees to capture perspectives from stakeholder groups likely
to shape or respond to reduced-credit bachelor’s degree implementation in Ohio. The sample
included Ohio Department of Higher Education staff, academic leaders at Ohio public
universities, representatives from institutional and specialized accreditors, representatives from
licensure boards and professional associations, selected national policy and state higher
education leaders, and leaders at institutions outside Ohio that had launched, proposed, or
reviewed reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs (see Table A.1).

We conducted a total of 29 interviews between March 13, 2026, and April 28, 2026.
Interviewees were identified through document review, consultation with project partners, and
referral sampling during the course of the study. In some cases, more than one participant joined
the same interview. Interviews lasted no longer than 60 minutes.



Table A.1. Interview Sample by Stakeholder Type

Stakeholder Number of Participants
Licensure boards 2

National policy higher education leaders 3

Ohio public colleges and universities 9

Colleges and universities outside Ohio 5
Professional association 1

Institutional accreditors 3
Specialized accreditors 4

State higher education leaders (outside Ohio) 2

Total 29

Procedures

We conducted interviews virtually using semistructured protocols. With participant
permission, we audio-recorded interviews to support accurate analysis. When recording was not
permitted, we relied on detailed notes. Interviewees received a $100 gift card in appreciation for
their time.

Analytic Approach

Interview data were reviewed and coded thematically to identify recurring patterns, areas of
agreement, and areas of uncertainty across stakeholder groups. Coding was conducted in
Dedoose, a software application for qualitative analysis. We leveraged an a priori codebook that
was based on a review of literature and publicly available materials from accreditors and policy
organizations. Analysis focused on several recurring topics that were central to the study’s
feasibility questions. These topics included field-level differences in adaptability, accreditation
and approval issues, licensure and specialized accreditation constraints, curricular strategies for
reducing credits, target student populations, graduate and professional school implications,
workforce and employer considerations, and student communication.

The analysis emphasized synthesis across stakeholder types rather than simple frequency
counts because interviewees differed in roles, level of authority, and scope of perspective. In the
main report, interview evidence is integrated with documentary review, the national inventory,
and survey findings rather than presented as a stand-alone set of interview themes.



Limitations

The interview findings should be interpreted as qualitative evidence about feasibility,
implementation, and perceived implications under existing conditions. The sample was
purposive and was designed to capture a variety of relevant perspectives rather than to be
statistically representative of all stakeholders in Ohio or nationally. Some respondents spoke
from direct experience launching or reviewing RCD programs, while others spoke about policy
interpretation or anticipated implementation challenges. As a result, the interview evidence is
best understood as illuminating how feasibility is being interpreted and negotiated in practice,
not as evidence of program outcomes.

Interview Protocols, by Respondent Type
The study used separate semistructured protocols for the following respondent groups:

state higher education agency staff

college faculty and staff

institutional accreditors

specialized accreditors and licensure boards
national policy organizations

leaders at implementing colleges

graduate or professional campus leaders.

State Higher Education Agency Staff Interview Protocol

Welcome & Introductions

<CONSENT TO RECORD>

Thank you for taking the time to speak with us today. My name is <NAME>, and I work at
RAND, a nonprofit research organization. RAND is partnering with the Ohio Department of
Higher Education to conduct a feasibility study on reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees, sometimes
described as ninety-credit or three-year bachelor’s pathways. This research is funded by Arnold
Ventures.

The goal of today’s conversation is to learn from your perspective about what it would take to
design and implement reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees responsibly, including where feasibility
constraints tend to emerge in your domain. We are speaking with stakeholders across Ohio and
nationally to understand both formal requirements and how these issues play out in practice.

Your participation is voluntary. You may skip any question you do not wish to answer, and you
can stop the interview at any time.

As a thank you for your time, you will receive a $100 gift card after completing the interview. If
you stop early, you will still receive the gift card. The gift card will be delivered by email within
approximately five business days.



We would like to record this interview to ensure we capture your comments accurately. You do
not have to agree to being recorded. If you prefer not to be recorded, we will take notes instead.
Any recording and notes will be stored securely and used only by the RAND research team for
the purposes of this study. In our reporting, we will not attribute quotes to you by name or
include other identifying information unless you explicitly give us permission.

Do you have any questions before we begin? Do you agree to record this interview?

If you would like more information about the study, you may contact the project leader at
RAND, Jason Lee, jjlee@rand.org.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant or need to report a research-
related injury or concern, you can contact RAND’s Human Subjects Protection Committee toll-
free at (866) 697-5620 or by emailing hspcinfo@rand.org. When you contact the Committee,
please reference Study #2026-N0041.

Questions

Background

1. To start, could you briefly describe your role at [agency] and how you and your office are
involved in decision-making related to reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees?

2. Inyour view, what is the motivation behind reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees?

3. What operational definition should we use for a “true” reduced-credit bachelor’s degree, and
what approaches should be treated as out of scope?

4. What crucial information does a SHEEO agency need before implementing reduced-credit
programs?

Implementation and Feasibility
5. Please describe the state-level program approval pathway for a reduced-credit bachelor’s
degree program. Probe (If not mentioned):
a. Required reviewers

b. Types of evidence

6. Setting aside [for a moment] accreditor and licensure standards, what state requirements
could constrain the approval of reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees?

7. How might accreditor requirements or professional licensure standards affect the feasibility
of reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees?

a. Are there areas where these standards might be flexible or evolving?
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8. Which disciplines, or fields, should be considered first for reduced-credit bachelor’s degree
programs?
a. [For each discipline/field mentioned] What makes them the highest priority?

9. Across institutional types, where has feasibility been most challenging? How about by fields?
a. What factors contributed to those challenges?
b. What resources are needed to navigate those challenges?
Implications for Reduced-Credit Bachelor’s Degrees
10. What implications do reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs have on transfer,
articulation, or credit mobility policies?

a. What conditions need to be in place to avoid transfer dead ends?

11. What concerns do reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees bring up about licensure eligibility and
graduate/professional school admissions?

Conclusion

12. What stakeholder voices are essential to determining program feasibility, and which are
optional?

13. Who are the essential stakeholders to interview?
a. Which peer states or national actors should be prioritized for comparison?



College Faculty and Staff Interview Protocol

Welcome & Introductions

<CONSENT TO RECORD>

Thank you for taking the time to speak with us today. My name is <NAME>, and I work at
RAND, a nonprofit research organization. RAND is partnering with the Ohio Department of
Higher Education to conduct a feasibility study on reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees, sometimes
described as ninety-credit or three-year bachelor’s pathways. This research is funded by Arnold
Ventures.

The goal of today’s conversation is to learn from your perspective about what it would take to
design and implement reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees responsibly, including where feasibility
constraints tend to emerge in your domain. We are speaking with stakeholders across Ohio and
nationally to understand both formal requirements and how these issues play out in practice.

Your participation is voluntary. You may skip any question you do not wish to answer, and you
can stop the interview at any time.

As a thank you for your time, you will receive a $100 gift card after completing the interview. If
you stop early, you will still receive the gift card. The gift card will be delivered by email within
approximately five business days.

We would like to record this interview to ensure we capture your comments accurately. You do
not have to agree to being recorded. If you prefer not to be recorded, we will take notes instead.
Any recording and notes will be stored securely and used only by the RAND research team for
the purposes of this study. In our reporting, we will not attribute quotes to you by name or
include other identifying information unless you explicitly give us permission.

Do you have any questions before we begin? Do you agree to record this interview?

If you would like more information about the study, you may contact the project leader at
RAND, Jason Lee, jjlee@rand.org.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant or need to report a research-
related injury or concern, you can contact RAND’s Human Subjects Protection Committee toll-
free at (866) 697-5620 or by emailing hspcinfo@rand.org. When you contact the Committee,
please reference Study #2026-N0041.

Questions
Introduction

1. To start, could you briefly describe your role at [institution] and how you would be involved
in decision-making about reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees?

2. Is a 90-credit bachelor’s degree program plausible in your department? Why or why not?
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Implementation of Reduced-Credit Program

3. Which degree components are most difficult to alter in your field? Probe:

a. General education distribution
b. Labs/clinicals

c. Course sequencing

d. Electives

e.

Accreditation/licensure expectations

4. If asked to design a reduced-credit pathway in your field, where would you remove credits
(electives, minors, overlapping requirements, gen ed redesign)? What would you refuse to
cut?

5. What strategies would you use to redesign a traditional program to be a reduced-credit
program in your field? Probe:

Competency-based design

Stronger prerequisites

Streamlined gen ed

Embedded certificates

Tighter major maps

°opoos

6. What information or evidence would your program need to be assured that learning outcomes
from a reduced-credit program are on par with a traditional bachelor’s program?

7. What internal approvals are required (department, curriculum committee, faculty senate,
trustees) for a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree?
a. What is a realistic timeline for program approval?

Implications of Reduced-Credit Program

8. What would be the implications of a reduced-credit program for students who later want
licensure or graduate or professional study in your field?
a. How would you mitigate predictable barriers?

9. [If applicable] Compared to the 120-credit option, what practices or policies (e.g., switching
rules, advising checkpoints) would change for students in the 90-credit option? How would
you handle parallel 90- and 120-credit options in the same discipline, including switching
rules and advising checkpoints? Probe:

a. Advising

b. Degree Audit Systems

c. Catalog Language

d. Student-Facing Communication



10. What implementation burdens are difficult to estimate (faculty workload, assessment, clinical
placement, scheduling, data reporting)?
a. What resources would be needed to undertake this work? (Stipends, FTE)

Data Use and Resources

11. What data on reduced-credit programs would you track early to detect problems quickly
(progression, excess credits, stop-out, post-bac barriers, student complaints)?

12. What would you need from ODHE [Ohio Department of Higher Education] and accreditors
to launch a reduced-credit program with confidence?



Institutional Accreditor Interview Protocol

Welcome & Introductions

<CONSENT TO RECORD>

Thank you for taking the time to speak with us today. My name is <NAME>, and I work at
RAND, a nonprofit research organization. RAND is partnering with the Ohio Department of
Higher Education to conduct a feasibility study on reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees, sometimes
described as ninety-credit or three-year bachelor’s pathways. This research is funded by Arnold
Ventures.

The goal of today’s conversation is to learn from your perspective about what it would take to
design and implement reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees responsibly, including where feasibility
constraints tend to emerge in your domain. We are speaking with stakeholders across Ohio and
nationally to understand both formal requirements and how these issues play out in practice.

Your participation is voluntary. You may skip any question you do not wish to answer, and you
can stop the interview at any time.

As a thank you for your time, you will receive a $100 gift card after completing the interview. If
you stop early, you will still receive the gift card. The gift card will be delivered by email within
approximately five business days.

We would like to record this interview to ensure we capture your comments accurately. You do
not have to agree to being recorded. If you prefer not to be recorded, we will take notes instead.
Any recording and notes will be stored securely and used only by the RAND research team for
the purposes of this study. In our reporting, we will not attribute quotes to you by name or
include other identifying information unless you explicitly give us permission.

Do you have any questions before we begin? Do you agree to record this interview?

If you would like more information about the study, you may contact the project leader at
RAND, Jason Lee, jjlee@rand.org.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant or need to report a research-
related injury or concern, you can contact RAND’s Human Subjects Protection Committee toll-
free at (866) 697-5620 or by emailing hspcinfo@rand.org. When you contact the Committee,
please reference Study #2026-N0041.

Questions

1. To start, could you describe your role at [accreditor] and how you are involved in reviewing or
making decisions about academic program proposals?

2. How does your organization treat proposals for bachelor’s degrees that reduce total credits
differently from traditional bachelor’s degree programs?
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3. What specific change types typically get triggered by a reduced-credit bachelor’s design under
substantive change guidance?

4. Are there discipline areas that tend to raise more scrutiny, and what drives that scrutiny?
Review Process

5. What are the review pathways you use to evaluate a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree (desk
review, panel, visit)? What factors determine the pathway used?

6. What documentation is most important to your organization for evaluating quality and
comparability in reduced-credit proposals?

7. How do you evaluate whether the reduced-credit bachelor’s degree program’s learning
outcomes remain appropriate for bachelor’s-level education?

8. What do you expect to see regarding a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree program’s general
education, major requirements, and coherence of the overall degree structure?

9. What are common reasons proposals are delayed? Returned? Denied?
What would you advise institutions to avoid?

Communication Requirements

10. Does your organization have expectations or guidance related to degree labeling and catalog
language for reduced-credit degrees? [If yes] Why is this guidance important? Any other
expectations related to communicating reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs to the public?

Other Logistics

11. What is a realistic timeline from institutional readiness to final action, assuming submissions
are complete?

10



Specialized Accreditors and Licensure Boards Interview Protocol

Welcome & Introductions

<CONSENT TO RECORD>

Thank you for taking the time to speak with us today. My name is <NAME>, and I work at
RAND, a nonprofit research organization. RAND is partnering with the Ohio Department of
Higher Education to conduct a feasibility study on reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees, sometimes
described as ninety-credit or three-year bachelor’s pathways. This research is funded by Arnold
Ventures.

The goal of today’s conversation is to learn from your perspective about what it would take to
design and implement reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees responsibly, including where feasibility
constraints tend to emerge in your domain. We are speaking with stakeholders across Ohio and
nationally to understand both formal requirements and how these issues play out in practice.

Your participation is voluntary. You may skip any question you do not wish to answer, and you
can stop the interview at any time.

As a thank you for your time, you will receive a $100 gift card after completing the interview. If
you stop early, you will still receive the gift card. The gift card will be delivered by email within
approximately five business days.

We would like to record this interview to ensure we capture your comments accurately. You do
not have to agree to being recorded. If you prefer not to be recorded, we will take notes instead.
Any recording and notes will be stored securely and used only by the RAND research team for
the purposes of this study. In our reporting, we will not attribute quotes to you by name or
include other identifying information unless you explicitly give us permission.

Do you have any questions before we begin? Do you agree to record this interview?

If you would like more information about the study, you may contact the project leader at
RAND, Jason Lee, jjlee@rand.org.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant or need to report a research-
related injury or concern, you can contact RAND’s Human Subjects Protection Committee toll-
free at (866) 697-5620 or by emailing hspcinfo@rand.org. When you contact the Committee,
please reference Study #2026-N0041.

Questions

Introduction

1. To start, could you describe your role at [organization] and how you are involved in setting
standards for your field?

11
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2. What is your initial reaction to the concept of a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree in the field(s)
within your domain?

Standards and Requirements

3. When institutions propose changes to program structure or requirements, what aspects of the
structure or requirements tend to receive the most scrutiny during review?

4. What elements of preparation tend to matter most in practice when determining whether
graduates are adequately prepared?

5. Are there areas where institutions sometimes misunderstand requirements or underestimate
constraints when designing programs?

Evidence and Review

6. If a bachelor’s program reduces credits but claims equivalent preparation, what evidence
would you want to see to demonstrate that the program still meets appropriate standards?

7. Please describe a typical review cycle for reduced-credit bachelor’s programs.
a. What approvals are required?

b. What are common reasons programs are asked to revise their application?

8. Where do proposals for reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees most often fail in the review
process?

Student Implications
9. What are the greatest risks of a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree for students in your field?
Probe: Ineligibility for licensure, delayed clinical readiness, blocked pathways.

10. Are there recognized alternative pathways that could complement reduced-credit designs
(post-bac bridge, specified add-on coursework, supervised experience)?

Feasibility and Implementation

11. What kind of requirements, if any, would you recommend states put in place before allowing
reduced-credit bachelor’s programs in your domain?

Employment Implications

12. In your field, how closely are employability and professional advancement tied to the
standards you oversee?

12



13. If a state/institution authorized reduced-credit bachelor’s, what employment-side
consequences would you anticipate, if any?

Probe: employer confusion, changes in screening practices, impact on pay, portability issues.
Wrap Up

14. What documentation should Ohio teams collect and cite as authoritative when mapping
feasibility in this field?

15. Who else should we speak with to ensure we are not missing a key gatekeeper or
perspective?

13



National Policy Organizations Interview Protocol

Welcome & Introductions

<CONSENT TO RECORD>

Thank you for taking the time to speak with us today. My name is <NAME>, and I work at
RAND, a nonprofit research organization. RAND is partnering with the Ohio Department of
Higher Education to conduct a feasibility study on reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees, sometimes
described as ninety-credit or three-year bachelor’s pathways. This research is funded by Arnold
Ventures.

The goal of today’s conversation is to learn from your perspective about what it would take to
design and implement reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees responsibly, including where feasibility
constraints tend to emerge in your domain. We are speaking with stakeholders across Ohio and
nationally to understand both formal requirements and how these issues play out in practice.

Your participation is voluntary. You may skip any question you do not wish to answer, and you
can stop the interview at any time.

As a thank you for your time, you will receive a $100 gift card after completing the interview. If
you stop early, you will still receive the gift card. The gift card will be delivered by email within
approximately five business days.

We would like to record this interview to ensure we capture your comments accurately. You do
not have to agree to being recorded. If you prefer not to be recorded, we will take notes instead.
Any recording and notes will be stored securely and used only by the RAND research team for
the purposes of this study. In our reporting, we will not attribute quotes to you by name or
include other identifying information unless you explicitly give us permission.

Do you have any questions before we begin? Do you agree to record this interview?

If you would like more information about the study, you may contact the project leader at
RAND, Jason Lee, jjlee@rand.org.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant or need to report a research-
related injury or concern, you can contact RAND’s Human Subjects Protection Committee toll-
free at (866) 697-5620 or by emailing hspcinfo@rand.org. When you contact the Committee,
please reference Study #2026-N0041.

Questions

Introductions

1. To start, could you describe your role at [organization] and how your work connects to college
credentialing, quality assurance, and education-to-work pathways?

2. What problems are reduced-credit or accelerated bachelor’s pathways trying to solve?

14
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Approaches and Feasibility

3. What reduced-credit models have you seen?
a. How are they designed?

Probe: Rely on stronger prerequisites, redesigned general education, target specific student
populations, have competency frameworks undergirding them, require embedded credentials

4. Which fields show the most promise for a reduced-credit or accelerated bachelor’s pathway?
Why?

a. Which fields seem to run into non-negotiable constraints? Why?

5. In your experience, in what ways do proposed reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees fall short in
preparing students for further education and employment? What guardrails prevent them?

Probe: licensure or grad school constraints, employment concerns, insufficient advising?
Accreditation and State Authorization
6. How are institutional accreditors responding in practice to reduced-credit or accelerated
bachelor’s pathways?

a. What matters most to states in their planning and authorization of reduced-credit or

accelerated bachelor’s pathways?

7. From a state policy perspective, what are formal requirements that typically constrain reduced-
credit bachelor’s degrees?

8. How do the federal credit hour framework and Title IV compliance constrain adoption of these
programs?

Post-Program Implications

9. What do we know (and not know) about how employers are likely to interpret a reduced-credit
bachelor’s degree?

10. What does effective student-facing transparency look like in this space?
a. What language causes confusion or reputational risk?

11. What role do licensure requirements and graduate/professional school admissions play as
real-world gatekeepers?
a. Where do states/campuses most often underestimate those barriers?

Evidence and Feasibility

12. What evidence would you want to see before supporting a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree
program in a particular field?

15



Probe: learning outcomes, labor market outcomes, student protections in place, employer
validation, admissions/licensure mapping?

13. What outcomes should be tracked in the short- and long-term to ensure these programs are
adequately serving students?

14. Where do colleges or states tend to overestimate feasibility?
a. Where do colleges or states underestimate feasibility?

Wrap-up
15. What stakeholder voices are essential to determining feasibility?

16. Who else should we or ODHE talk to that is often missed in these discussions?
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Leaders at Implementer Colleges Interview Protocol

Background

1. What is your role at [institution]?

2. What is your involvement with launching [institution’s] reduced-credit bachelor’s in
[field]?

3. Why did [institution] decide to launch the reduced-credit bachelor’s in [field]?

a. Which attributes of [field] were helpful for launching the reduced-credit
bachelor’s? Challenging?

b. Which requirements of [field] were helpful for launching the reduced-credit
bachelor’s? Challenging?

c. Which other fields did [institution] consider? Why?

4. Please walk us through the steps [institution] followed to launch the reduced-credit
bachelor’s in [field]. Probe [if not mentioned]: internal approvals, including any
department, curriculum committee, faculty senate, and trustee approvals.

a. How long did each step take?
b. How long did the entire process take?
c. Which steps were easiest, and which were most difficult or costly?

5. What resources or assistance with launching the reduced-credit bachelor’s did
[institution] receive from state agencies or accreditors?

a. What resources or assistance were most helpful?
Design Decisions

6. How is the design of the reduced-credit bachelor’s different from that of a traditional
bachelor’s degree in the same department?

a. Probe: general education components, electives, course sequencing, labs or
clinicals, professional accreditation or licensure expectations

b. Why did [institution] make these design decisions?

7. How are the campus policies that govern the reduced-credit bachelor’s different from
those of a traditional bachelor’s in the same department?

a. Probe: advising requirements and checkpoints, degree audit systems, rules for
switching between the reduced-credit program and traditional programs, policies
related to parallel traditional programs

b. Why are these differences important for operating the reduced-credit bachelor’s
program?

8. How is student-facing communication within the reduced-credit bachelor’s program
different from that in a traditional program in the same department?

a. Probe: outreach to prospective students, catalog language, outreach related to
career preparation and job search

b. Why did [institution] make these decisions about student-facing communication?

Implications
9. How do learning outcomes for the reduced-credit bachelor’s program compare to those
from a traditional program in the same department?

a. How do the design and policy decisions you described earlier contribute to
outcomes being comparable or not comparable?

10. How do resources needed to sustain the reduced-credit bachelor’s compare to those
needed to sustain a traditional bachelor’s in the same department?
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a. Probe: Staff time, funding
11. To what extent are the following comparable outcomes for students who earn the

reduced-credit bachelor’s (or if the program is new, how comparable will they be in the
near future): a) Job search, b) Graduate school admissions, ¢) Licensure, d) Other
employment and training.

a. What evidence or data does [institution] track on these outcomes?

b. How does [institution] communicate these outcomes to prospective students?

Conclusion

12. What is the most important advice you would give to an institution considering launching
a reduced-credit bachelor’s?
a. Design? Process? Policy? Communication?
13. What recommendation would you offer to state agencies to help institutions launch
reduced-credit bachelor’s programs? Accreditors?
14. Is there anything else about [institution]’s experience with the reduced-credit bachelor’s
that is important to know?
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Graduate or Professional School Campus Leaders Interview Protocol

Welcome & Introductions

<CONSENT TO RECORD>

Thank you for taking the time to speak with us today. My name is <NAME>, and I work at
RAND, a nonprofit research organization. RAND is partnering with the Ohio Department of
Higher Education to conduct a feasibility study on reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees, sometimes
described as ninety-credit or three-year bachelor’s pathways. This research is funded by Arnold
Ventures.

The goal of today’s conversation is to learn from your perspective about what it would take to
design and implement reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees responsibly, including where feasibility
constraints tend to emerge in your domain. We are speaking with stakeholders across Ohio and
nationally to understand both formal requirements and how these issues play out in practice.

Your participation is voluntary. You may skip any question you do not wish to answer, and you
can stop the interview at any time.

As a thank you for your time, you will receive a $100 gift card after completing the interview. If
you stop early, you will still receive the gift card. The gift card will be delivered by email within
approximately five business days.

We would like to record this interview to ensure we capture your comments accurately. You do
not have to agree to being recorded. If you prefer not to be recorded, we will take notes instead.
Any recording and notes will be stored securely and used only by the RAND research team for
the purposes of this study. In our reporting, we will not attribute quotes to you by name or
include other identifying information unless you explicitly give us permission.

Do you have any questions before we begin? Do you agree to record this interview?

If you would like more information about the study, you may contact the project leader at
RAND, Jason Lee, jjlee@rand.org.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant or need to report a research-
related injury or concern, you can contact RAND’s Human Subjects Protection Committee toll-

free at (866) 697-5620 or by emailing hspcinfo@rand.org. When you contact the Committee,
please reference Study #2026-N0041.

Questions

Introductions

1. To start, could you describe your role at [institution] and how you are involved in admissions
decisions?
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2. Which graduate/professional programs or fields do you primarily work with?
Initial Reactions

3. What is your initial reaction to the idea of a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree (e.g., 90 credits)
as preparation for graduate or professional study in your field?

4. How do you anticipate faculty review committees would react to reduced-credit bachelor’s
applicants?

Admissions Feasibility
5. In your admissions process, what matters most for assessing student readiness or fit?

Probe: prerequisite courses, GPA in all or key courses, research experience, standardized exam
scores, practical experience, interviews, writing samples

6. What information would you need in order to evaluate an applicant with a reduced-credit
bachelor’s degree fairly and consistently within the larger applicant pool?

7. Do you have any explicit or implicit expectations about minimum undergraduate preparation
that could be affected by reduced-credit program designs?

8. If a student earned a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree in your field, would you:

a. Treat it the same as a traditional bachelor’s degree,
b. Consider it with conditions, or
c. View it as generally non-equivalent?

Why? Or what would influence your decision?
Professional Implications

9. If reduced-credit bachelor’s pathways expand, what opportunities do you see for students who
intend to pursue graduate/professional study in your field? Risks?

10. In your field, how much does undergraduate preparation influence success during
graduate/professional study?
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11. What implications, if any, might a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree have for professional
opportunities after graduate/professional school completion?

Probe: employer perception, licensing pathways, academic job placement?

12. What should institutions communicate to students about reduced-credit bachelor’s degree
pathways and their implications for graduate/professional school and beyond?

Wrap-up

13. What outcomes would you want tracked to see whether reduced-credit bachelor’s pathways
are harming, helping, or neutral for graduate/professional school aspirations?

14. Who else should we speak with to capture other important perspectives?
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Appendix B. Graduate and Professional Admissions Survey
Methods and Instrument

This appendix documents our survey of graduate and professional admissions leaders,
covering fielding approach, analytic sample, results, and the full instrument.

Survey Purpose and Instrument

We administered a survey to gather graduate and professional education program
representatives’ perspectives on the feasibility and implications of RCD programs, paying
particular attention to whether such degrees would be compatible with graduate and professional
admissions pathways. We asked respondents about their institutional and program contexts,
admissions review and eligibility practices, preparation and prerequisite expectations, likely
treatment of applicants with RCDs, information needs, policy constraints, and overall views
about compatibility with graduate or professional study (see Table B.1).

The instrument included 33 items organized into sections A through I. Several sections used
skip logic. Questions on admissions eligibility, preparation and prerequisites, review practice,
and information needs were asked of only respondents who reported being involved in graduate
or professional admissions review. Policy questions were asked of only respondents who
reported being involved in determining admissions eligibility policy or standards.

Table B.1. Survey Domains and Iltem Coverage

Survey Section Content Covered Item Numbers
Introduction Study purpose and participation Consent item
A. Respondent and program context Institution, unit, role, program type, field, admissions Q1-Q8

involvement, and level of admissions decisionmaking

B. Baseline eligibility Admissions review structure, published degree or Q9-Q16
credit requirements, and eligibility and competitiveness
of applicants with approximately 90-credit bachelor’s

degrees
C. Preparation and prerequisites Important admissions criteria and possible remedies for Q17-Q18
omitted coursework
D. Review and decision practice Whether RCD applicants would be reviewed differently Q19-Q20
and concerns to address
E. Information needs and student Documentation needed from RCD programs and Q21-Q22
communication advice for students considering graduate or
professional study
F. Policy considerations Policy constraints, feasibility of policy adjustment, and Q23-Q26
comparison with three-year international bachelor’'s
degrees
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Survey Section Content Covered Item Numbers

G. Guidance for students and Information that students should know, information that Q27-Q29
institutions graduate or professional programs need, and guidance
for admissions staff or faculty reviewers

H. Bottom line Overall compatibility judgment, additional topics, and Q30-Q33
design recommendations

I. Thank you Closing language Closing

A full copy of the survey instrument appears at the end of this appendix.

Survey Approach and Analytic Sample

We initially distributed the survey to 16 graduate and professional university leaders in Ohio,
who were asked to complete the survey and share it with relevant department- or college-level
faculty and staff who are involved in admissions review or policy. Because the survey could be
forwarded beyond the initial set of recipients, the total number of individuals who received the
survey is unknown. For that reason, a response rate cannot be calculated.

We administered the survey online from April 20, 2026, through May 1, 2026. The analytic
file included all 28 survey responses received during the fielding period. We also created
indicators identifying “core” respondents and department- or field-level respondents. In this
appendix, we refer to these as core or central respondents and department or college
respondents. The analytic sample included nine core or central respondents and 19 department or
college respondents across ten postsecondary institutions.

Survey Analysis Approach

We analyzed closed-ended responses descriptively and reviewed open-ended responses
thematically. Because the analytic file contains 28 responses and those responses are clustered by
institution, we did not conduct formal statistical significance testing. Instead, we report counts
and percentages to describe the distribution of responses, and there are subgroup breakouts by
core or central and department or college status where useful.

For single-response items, each respondent contributed at most one response. For multiple-
response items, each response option was coded as respondent-level indicators. As a result,
counts across response options can sum to more than the number of respondents answering the
item. Each option count reflects the number of respondents who selected it and does not exceed
the number of eligible respondents. Percentages for multiple-response items are calculated using
the relevant item denominator noted in the table.

For items with skip logic, denominators reflect the number of respondents eligible for the
item or the number of respondents who answered the item, as noted. Open-ended responses were
reviewed thematically to identify common concerns, conditions for compatibility, information
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needs, and recommendations for students and institutions. Open-ended responses are
summarized in aggregate and are not attributed to individual respondents.

The main report uses these findings primarily to discuss portability into graduate and
professional pathways.

Respondent Roles and Program Context

Respondents represented a mix of central graduate or professional leadership and
department- or college-level perspectives (see Table B.2). Ten respondents reported working
primarily in a central graduate school or graduate college, ten in an academic department or
program, six in a discipline-specific college or school, one in a professional school, and one in
another type of unit.

Table B.2. Primary Unit and Role

All respondents Department or

Characteristic (%) Core or central (%) college (%)
Primary unit

Central graduate school or graduate 36 100 5

college

Professional school 4 0 5

Discipline-specific college or school 21 0 32

Academic department or program 36 0 53

Other or uncoded unit specified 4 0 5
Primary role

Provost, vice provost, or associate provost 18 56

Dean 11 33

Associate or assistant dean 18 11 21

Admissions director or admissions staff 7 0 11

Program director 14 0 21

Faculty member involved in graduate or 32 0 47

professional admissions

SOURCE: Features data from a RAND survey of Ohio graduate and professional school administrators.
NOTE: Percentages are calculated within each column. N = 28 for all respondents, n = 9 for core or central
respondents, and n = 19 for department or college respondents.

Most respondents worked with master’s and doctoral programs (see Table B.3). Because
respondents could select more than one program type, counts in Table B.3 sum to more than 28.
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Table B.3. Program Types Represented

All Core or

Respondents, n Central, n Department or
Program Type (%) (%) College, n (%)
Master’'s programs 24 (86) 9 (100) 15 (79)
Doctoral programs 24 (86) 8 (89) 16 (84)
Professional programs 4 (14) 3(33) 1(5)
Clinical or health professional programs 9(32) 6 (67) 3(16)
Graduate certificates 11 (39) 8 (89) 3(16)
Other program type specified 1(4) 1(11) 0 (0)

SOURCE: Features data from a RAND survey of Ohio graduate and professional school administrators.
NOTE: Respondents could select more than one program type.

Respondents also represented a broad variety of degree fields. Field selections were
especially broad among core or central respondents, many of whom selected multiple fields
because they oversaw or worked across multiple programs. Among the 27 respondents who
provided field information, the most commonly selected fields were arts, humanities, and
languages; social sciences; engineering; health professions; natural sciences; business and
management; computing, cybersecurity, and information technology; and social work. Other
selected fields included nursing, public policy or public affairs, education, law, medicine, and
additional fields specified by respondents.

Admissions Involvement and Decisionmaking Context

Most respondents reported direct or indirect involvement in graduate or professional
admissions review. Twenty-four of the 28 respondents reported being involved in admissions
review either directly or indirectly (see Table B.4). Twenty-seven respondents reported being
involved in determining graduate or professional admissions eligibility policy or standards either
directly or indirectly.
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Table B.4. Admissions Involvement

All Respondents, n  Core or Central, n Department or

Characteristic (%) (%) College, n (%)
Personally involved in reviewing applications

Yes, directly 12 (43) 1(11) 11 (58)

Yes, indirectly 12 (43) 5 (56) 7 (37)

No 4 (14) 3 (33) 1(5)
Personally involved in admissions eligibility policy or standards

Yes, directly 16 (57) 4 (44) 12 (63)

Yes, indirectly 11 (39) 4 (44) 7 (37)

No 1(4) 1(11) 0 (0)

SOURCE: Features data from RAND survey of Ohio graduate and professional school
administrators.

NOTE: Percentages are calculated within each column. N = 28 for all respondents, n = 9 for
core or central respondents, and n = 19 for department or college respondents.

Admissions decisionmaking was often decentralized. Twenty-one respondents selected the
department or program level as a level at which admissions decisions occur, and 13 selected the
faculty admissions committee as the level at which these decisions occur (see Table B.5).
Because this item allowed multiple selections, counts sum to more than 28.

Table B.5. Reported Level of Admissions Decisionmaking

All Core or Department or
Respondents, n Central,n College, n (%)
Level of Admissions Decisionmaking (%) (%)
Central graduate school or graduate college 6 (21) 3(33) 3(16)
College or school level 11 (39) 5 (56) 6 (32)
Department or program level 21 (75) 8 (89) 13 (68)
Faculty admissions committee 13 (46) 4 (44) 9 (47)
Individual faculty reviewers 7 (25) 2 (22) 5 (26)
Professional school admissions office 4 (14) 2 (22) 2(11)

SOURCE: Features data from a RAND survey of Ohio graduate and professional school administrators.
NOTE: Respondents could select more than one level.

Selected Descriptive Findings

Among the 24 respondents involved in admissions review, seven said that applicants with a
bachelor’s degree requiring approximately 90 semester credits from an accredited institution
would be eligible for admission, ten said such applicants would not be eligible, and seven said
such applicants’ eligibility would depend. Among the 14 respondents who said such applicants
would be eligible or potentially eligible, three said they would generally be competitive, three
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said they would not generally be competitive, and eight said that these applicants’
competitiveness would depend (see Table B.6).

Table B.6. Eligibility, Competitiveness, and Overall Compatibility Views

All Core or Department

Respondents, Central, n or College,
Item and Response n (%) (%) n (%)
Eligibility of approximately 90-credit bachelor’s applicants n=24 n=6 n=18
Yes, eligible 7 (29) 2(33) 5(28)
No, not eligible 10 (42) 1(17) 9 (50)
It depends 7 (29) 3 (50) 4 (22)
Competitiveness among those eligible or potentially eligible n=14 n=5 n=9
Yes, generally competitive 3(21) 0(0) 3(33)
No, not generally competitive 3(21) 1(20) 2 (22)
It depends 8 (57) 4 (80) 4 (44)
Overall view of reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees n=28 n=9 n=19
Generally compatible with graduate or professional pathways 1(4) 0(0) 1(5)
Compatible in some cases but not others 9(32) 4 (44) 5 (26)
Generally not compatible with graduate or professional pathways 12 (43) 3(33) 9 (47)
Not enough information to form a view 6 (21) 2 (22) 4 (21)

SOURCE: Features data from a RAND survey of Ohio graduate and professional school administrators.
NOTE: Ns are provided for each panel.

Among respondents who are involved in admissions review, the most frequently selected
concerns about RCD-holding applicants were the depth of their major coursework, the perceived
rigor of their program, missing prerequisites, and writing or communication preparation (see
Table B.7).

Table B.7. Admissions Reviewers’ Concerns to Address for Reduced-Credit Bachelor’s Degree

Applicants

Core or Department or
Concern All, n (%) Central, n (%) College, n (%)
Depth in major coursework 21 (88) 6 (100) 15 (83)
Perceived rigor 20 (83) 6 (100) 14 (78)
Missing prerequisites 19 (79) 5(83) 14 (78)
Writing or communication preparation 18 (75) 5(83) 13(72)
Quantitative preparation 16 (67) 4 (67) 12 (67)
Lab or clinical exposure 15 (63) 4 (67) 11 (61)
Professional readiness 15 (63) 3 (50) 12 (67)
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Core or Department or
Concern All, n (%) Central, n (%) College, n (%)

Reduced general education coursework 10 (42) 3 (50) 7 (39)

SOURCE: RAND survey of Ohio graduate and professional school administrators.
NOTE: Asked of respondents involved in admissions review. N = 24 overall, n = 6 core or central, and n = 18
department or college. Respondents could select more than one concern.

Respondents also identified specific information that would be useful for evaluating
applicants from RCD programs (see Table B.8). Among the 17 respondents who answered this
question, the most common selections were documentation of required experiences, program
accreditation status, and explicit mapping of prerequisites to the transcript.

Table B.8. Information Respondents Wanted Documented for Reduced-Credit Bachelor’s Degree

Applicants

Respondents

Selecting the
Information Wanted Option, n (%)
Required experiences, such as lab, clinical, or internship experiences 15 (88)
Program accreditation status 15 (88)
Explicit mapping of prerequisites to transcript 14 (82)
Learning outcomes and assessment evidence 10 (59)
Advising disclosures provided to students 2(12)

SOURCE: Features data from a RAND survey of Ohio graduate and professional school
administrators.

NOTE: This question was asked of respondents who are involved in admissions review.
Percentages are calculated among respondents who answered this item, n = 17.
Respondents could select more than one option.

Respondents were divided on whether policy constraints would present challenges (see Table

B.9). Among the 27 respondents involved in admissions eligibility policy or standards, 12

selected no known policy constraints. Others identified university policy, professional licensure

or credentialing policy, program-level policy, federal policy, or college policy.

28



Table B.9. Policy Constraints Identified by Graduate and Professional School Administrators

Respng\Idents Core or Department or
Policy Constraint (%) Central (%) College (%)
No known policy constraints 44 25 53
University policy 37 38 37
Professional licensure or credentialing policy 30 63 16
Program-level policy 26 38 21
Federal policy 19 25 16
College policy 19 25 16

SOURCE: Features data from a RAND survey of Ohio graduate and professional school administrators.
NOTE: This question was asked of respondents who are involved in admissions eligibility policy or
standards. N = 27 overall, n = 8 core or central, and n = 19 department or college. Respondents could
select more than one option, so column totals exceed 100 percent.

Survey Limitations

These results represent descriptive evidence from responses received, not population-
adjusted estimates for all graduate and professional programs in Ohio. We cannot calculate a
response rate because the survey was forwarded beyond the initial recipients, so the denominator
is unknown. The analytic sample is also small and institutionally clustered, and department- or
college-level responses are concentrated in a small number of campuses. As a result, the findings
might not reflect the full variety of perspectives across Ohio institutions, fields, or program
types. In addition, because participation was voluntary, respondents might differ from
nonrespondents in their familiarity with or interest in RCDs. Multiple-response items also
require care in interpretation. For those items, each response option indicates the share of
respondents selecting that option, and values across options should not be summed because
respondents could select more than one response.

Survey Instrument

Introduction

You have been selected to participate in a research survey that is being conducted by RAND (a nonprofit,
nonpartisan organization) on behalf of the Ohio Department of Higher Education (ODHE). This research
is funded by Arnold Ventures. The purpose of the study is to understand the feasibility and implications of
reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs. By participating in this study, you will help Ohio build its
strategy for implementing reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs.

Your participation in this survey is voluntary. If you choose to participate, we will ask you to complete a

20-minute survey that includes questions on your background, your role and responsibilities, and the
knowledge and experiences you have related to reduced-credit bachelor’s degree program design and
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implementation. You may skip any questions that you do not feel comfortable answering. There is no
incentive or compensation ($0) for participating in this survey.

Your responses will not be linked to any other data. We will undertake extensive efforts to protect your
survey responses. If confidentiality were to be breached, there is minimal risk of embarrassment or
damage to reputation given the nature of the data. The data will not be shared with your institution,
ODHE, or anyone else outside of the research team in any way that might individually identify you. We
will retain data from the study for research purposes, but the records will not contain any identifying
information. When we report the findings from the research, we will not reference any individual
responses to protect your confidentiality.

RAND will use your responses, together with responses from other stakeholders, to determine the
feasibility and likely implications of implementing reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs. RAND
will report results in aggregate (summary) form, such as totals or averages across survey respondents.

If you would like more information about this study, you may contact the project leader at RAND, Jason
Lee, jjlee@rand.org.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant or need to report a research-related injury
or concern, you can contact RAND’s Human Subjects Protection Committee toll-free at (866) 697-5620
or by emailing hspcinfo@rand.org. When you contact the Committee, please reference Study #2026-
NO0041.

If you agree to voluntarily participate in this study, please check the box below that says “I agree to
participate in this study.”

O I agree to participate in this study.

L1 I choose not to participate in this study.

A. Respondent and program context
1. What is the name of your institution? (dropdown)
e Bowling Green State University
Case Western Reserve University
Central State University
Cleveland State University
Kent State University
Miami University
Northeast Ohio Medical University
Ohio State University
Ohio University
Shawnee State University
University of Akron
University of Cincinnati
University of Dayton
University of Toledo
Wright State University
e  Youngstown State University
2. Which unit do you primarily work in?
e Central graduate school or graduate college
e Professional school (e.g., law, medicine, nursing, pharmacy)

30


mailto:jjlee@rand.org
mailto:hspcinfo@rand.org

e Discipline-specific college or school within a university (e.g., College of Education,
College of Engineering, School of Business)
e Academic department or program
e (Central admissions, enrollment, or registrar-related office
e  Other (please describe):
3. Which of the following best describes your primary role?
e Provost, Vice Provost, Associate Provost
Dean
Associate Dean, Assistant Dean
Graduate School or Graduate College administrator
Admissions Director or Admissions Staff
Program Director
Department Chair
Faculty member involved in graduate/professional admissions
e Other (please describe):
4. What types of graduate or professional program(s) do you primarily work with? Check all that

apply.

Master’s (MA, MS, MEng, MEd, MSW, MBA, etc.)

Doctoral (PhD, EdD)

Professional (e.g., MD, DDS, DVM, JD)

Clinical or health professional program

Graduate certificate

Other (please describe):

5. What field(s) best describe the program(s) you work with? Check all that apply.
e Architecture

Biology

Business and Management

Chemistry

Computing, Cybersecurity, Information Technology

Education, Higher Education

Engineering

Health

Humanities

Law

Mathematics

Medicine

Nursing

Physics

Psychology and Neuroscience

Social Work
e Other (please describe):

6. Are you personally involved in reviewing graduate or professional school applications?
e Yes, directly
e Yes, indirectly via oversight, policy, exception review
e No
e Not sure

7. Are you personally involved in determining graduate or professional school admissions eligibility

policy or standards for the program(s) you work with?
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8.

Yes, directly

Yes, indirectly via oversight, policy, exception review
No

Not sure

At what level do admissions decisions occur for the program(s) you work with?
Central graduate school/graduate college

College or school level

Department or program level

Faculty admissions committee

Individual faculty reviewers

Professional school admissions office

Other (please describe):

B. Baseline eligibility /Skip if 06 == No | Not sure]

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

How would you describe the admissions review process for the program(s) you work with?
Please select the best choice.
e Primarily centralized
Primarily program/department-based
Multi-stage, involving both central and program/department review
Varies across programs
Not sure
e Other (please describe):
Do the published admissions requirements for the program(s) you work with specify a minimum
undergraduate degree or credit threshold for admission?
e Yes
e No
e Not sure
[Show if Q10 == Yes] What do these requirements specify? Check all that apply.
Bachelor’s degree from an accredited institution
Minimum total semester or quarter credits
Minimum semester or quarter credits in particular focus area(s)
Specific undergraduate major or related field
Specific prerequisite courses
Minimum undergraduate GPA [grade point average]
[Show if Q11 == Minimum total semester or quarter credits] What is the minimum total number
of undergraduate credits required for admission?
e 90 semester credits
e 120 semester credits
e Other number of semester credits (please specify):
e Quarter credit minimum (please specify):
Would applicants with a bachelor’s degree requiring ~90 total semester credits (135 quarter
credits) from an accredited institution be eligible for admission to your program(s)?
e Yes, eligible
e No, not eligible
e It depends (please specify):
[Show if Q13 == Yes | It depends] Would applicants with a bachelor’s degree requiring ~90 total
semester credits (135 quarter credits) from an accredited institution be competitive for admission
to your program(s)?
e Yes, generally competitive
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No, not generally competitive
It depends (please specify):

15. [Show if Q13 == Yes | It depends] What aspects of a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree admission
candidate’s preparation matter most? Check all that apply.

Completion of specific prerequisite courses

Alignment of bachelor’s degree major or Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP)
code with program(s) I oversee

Accreditation of the undergraduate program (specialized)

Minimum credit total

Lab/clinical experiences

GPA [grade point average]

Rigor signals

Other (open text)

16. [Show if Q13 == No] Why are applicants with a bachelor’s degree requiring ~90 total semester
credits (135 quarter credits) from an accredited institution not competitive for admission to your
program(s)?

Program or institutional policy requires a traditional bachelor’s degree or minimum credit
total

Applicant may not have enough prerequisite coursework

Applicant may not have enough depth in the major field

Applicant may not have enough breadth outside the major field

Applicant may lack lab, clinical, practicum, or field experience

Applicant may not appear sufficiently prepared for graduate-level work

Degree title or degree type may create uncertainty

Accreditation of the undergraduate program may matter

Other (please describe):
Not sure

C. Preparation and prerequisites /Skip if 06 == No | Not sure]
17. Please check the three most important criteria for admission to the program(s) you oversee.

Completion of specific prerequisites
Evidence of competencies/learning outcomes
Research/project experience

Licensure eligibility (where relevant)
Total credits/seat time

Reputation of prior programs completed
GPA [grade point average]

Entrance examination scores

Prior work experience/clinical experience
Recommendations

Personal statement

Other (please describe):

18. If a reduced-credit bachelor’s omitted some coursework needed by students in the program(s) you
oversee, what remedies would make an applicant eligible for admission? Check all that apply.

Additional prerequisite courses before enrollment
Conditional admission with leveling courses
Post-bac bridge certificate

Work-based learning/portfolio review
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e Other (open text)
o A reduced-credit bachelor’s that omitted some typical coursework would not be
acceptable for admission to the program(s) I oversee.

D. Review and decision practice /Skip if Q6 == No | Not sure]
19. Would you evaluate applicants with reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees differently than those with
traditional 120 semester credit (180 quarter credits) degrees?

e No
e Yes (describe)
o Not sure
20. What concerns would be most important to address for reduced-credit applicants? Check all that
apply.

e Missing prerequisites

Depth in major coursework

Reduced general education coursework
Quantitative preparation

Lab/clinical exposure
Writing/communication preparation
Professional readiness

Perceived rigor

Other (open text)

E. Information needs and student communication /Skip if 06 == No | Not sure]
21. What information would you want clearly documented for applicants from reduced-credit
bachelor’s programs? Check all that apply.
o Explicit mapping of prerequisites to transcript
Learning outcomes and assessment evidence
Required experiences (lab/clinical/internship)
Program accreditation status
Advising disclosures provided to students
e Other (open text)
22. What should students who are considering a reduced-credit bachelor’s program, and who are
interested in graduate or professional study, know about preparing and applying for graduate or
professional school?

F. Policy Considerations /Skip if 07 == NoJ

23. Are there policy constraints that present challenges for the admission and training of reduced-
credit hour bachelor’s graduates? Please select all that apply.
e Federal policy

Professional licensure and credentialing policy

University policy

College policy

Program-level policy

No known policy constraints

24, [Show if Q23 == university | college | program] 1s it feasible to make adjustments to university,
college, or program policy to allow for the admission and training of reduced-credit bachelor’s
degree earners?

e Yes
e No
e Unsure
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25. Some institutions already review 3-year international bachelor’s degrees in admissions. In your
view, how similar or different is evaluating a reduced-credit U.S. bachelor’s degree likely to be?
e Very similar

e Somewhat similar
e Somewhat different
e Very different

e Not sure

26. Please explain your rating of how similar or different it is to evaluate 3-year international
bachelor’s degrees and reduced-credit U.S. bachelor’s degrees.
e (Open ended)

G. Guidance for Students and Institutions
27. What are three things you would want graduate/professional school-intending students to know
when they consider the decision to pursue a reduced-credit bachelor’s degree?
28. What information would be helpful for graduate/professional programs to receive from
undergraduate institutions offering reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees?
29. If Ohio institutions expand reduced-credit bachelor’s degree offerings, what guidance, if any,
would you recommend for graduate/professional admissions staff or faculty reviewers?

H. Bottom line
30. Overall, which statement comes closest to your current view?

Select one.
e Reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees are generally compatible with graduate/professional
pathways

e Reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees can be compatible in some cases but not others
e Reduced-credit bachelor’s degrees are generally not compatible with
graduate/professional pathways
e [ do not yet have enough information to form a view
31. Are there any topics we did not ask about that are important to your views about the feasibility or
implications of reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs for graduate or professional study?
e Yes
e No
32. [Show if Q31 == Yes]| Please elaborate on additional topics that are important for us to consider,
or leave us your email address to follow up with you directly.
e Open text
33. What recommendations do you have for designing reduced-credit bachelor’s programs that would
support degree earners’ graduate or professional education aspirations?

I. Thank You

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Your responses will help inform ongoing research
on reduced-credit bachelor’s degree programs and their possible implications for graduate and
professional education pathways in Ohio.

35



Appendix C. National Inventory Approach

This appendix provides additional detail on the national inventory of RCD programs
described in the main report. We explain the inventory’s scope, our search and validation
process, our coding approach, and present selected supplementary descriptive findings that are
not included in the body of the main report. The purpose of this appendix is to clarify how the
inventory was constructed and how its results should be interpreted.

Purpose, Scope, and Definition

The inventory was designed as a descriptive resource rather than an evaluation of program
quality or outcomes. It was intended to identify where RCD programs had been publicly
identified as of spring 2026, which kinds of institutions were developing these programs, in what
fields such programs were concentrated, under which institutional accreditors RCDs were
operating, and what broad program features appeared most common. The inventory was not
intended to capture every form of accelerated undergraduate education. Instead, it focused on a
narrower category of programs in which the bachelor’s degree itself appeared to require fewer
than the traditional 120 semester credits. This distinction was important because the Ohio study
charge focuses on reduced-credit degree pathways rather than existing acceleration mechanisms,
such as dual enrollment, transfer-heavy completion routes, or programs that compress a 120-
credit curriculum into a shorter calendar.

During the screening stage, we used a broader search window of approximately 90 to 115
semester credits to avoid excluding potentially relevant cases too early. That broader range
served as a practical search tool rather than as the final analytic definition of the observed
inventory. After review and validation, the confirmed programs in the final analytic file mostly
fell within a narrower observed range: Programs clustered near the lower end of the initial search
window. The distinction between the broader screening range and the narrower observed range is
important because it helps explain why we sometimes refer to an initial search range that is wider
than the distribution of final confirmed programs.

We excluded several categories of programs to keep the inventory aligned with the policy
question at hand. Programs were excluded if they compressed time but retained a 120-credit
curriculum, functioned primarily as associate-to-bachelor’s completion programs, depended
chiefly on transfer credit or prior learning assessment, combined the bachelor’s and a master’s
degree into a single pathway, or were built mainly around precollege credit. The inventory also
excluded cases in which the public information was too limited to determine whether the degree
itself represented a true reduction in total credits. These exclusions helped distinguish RCDs
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from broader categories of acceleration that can also shorten time to degree but do not alter the
credit structure of the bachelor’s credential itself.

Search and Validation Process

The inventory began with the universe of institutions in the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS). IPEDS was used to define the initial institutional frame of
postsecondary institutions potentially offering bachelor’s degrees. From that starting point, we
used a structured search process to identify institutions that appeared to offer or planned to offer
RCD programs. We used Python to make the scan more reproducible, scalable, and auditable.
The scripts applied the same institutional frame, search terms, web address rules, page filters,
and output fields across institutions. A generative artificial intelligence (Al) coding assistant
helped draft and debug portions of the code, but RAND researchers reviewed the scripts, tested
them against known examples and false positives, and controlled the final search rules. Search
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terms included phrases such as “three-year degree,” “three-year bachelor,” “90-credit bachelor,”
“reduced-credit degree,” and “accelerated bachelor.” We applied these searches across
institutional program pages, academic catalogs, downloadable PDF materials, and other public-
facing web content.

The initial search results were then followed by targeted review when the evidence was
incomplete, ambiguous, or difficult to verify. This follow-up included a manual review of
institutional catalogs, press releases, news coverage, accreditor materials, and state or system
documents when those sources pointed to specific institutional programs. The purpose of this
second stage was to determine whether the candidate program appeared to meet the study
definition and whether enough evidence existed to code the program consistently.

Final inclusion decisions were made by the research team rather than by automated search
outputs alone. For each candidate program, we reviewed whether the offering appeared to be a
bachelor’s degree rather than another credential, whether the degree itself required fewer than
120 semester credits, whether the reduced-credit structure was part of the program design rather
than dependent on substantial outside credit, and whether the public evidence was sufficient to
support a defensible classification. When institutions expressed credits in quarter units, we
converted those units to semester-credit equivalents using a ratio of 1.5 quarter credits to 1
semester credit. When the evidence remained too incomplete or ambiguous after follow-up, the
team interpreted the case conservatively and did not include it in the final inventory.

Coding and Interpretation

For each confirmed program, we coded a common set of descriptive variables to support
analysis. These included institution name, state, institutional control and level, institutional
accreditor, degree title, broad field of study, credit requirement, delivery mode, target population
where stated, and the timing of launch or planned opening. When information was available, we
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also coded whether the reduced-credit offering appeared to be a newly introduced program or
instead a reduced-credit version of a field already offered at the same institution, whether a
traditional 120-credit counterpart remained available, and whether the institution described the
program as a pilot or as a permanent offering. These codes were based on public-facing materials
available as of May 2026. Because institutions varied in how they described their programs and
in how much detail they provided, some coding decisions required interpretation. For that reason,
the inventory should be understood as a structured descriptive record of publicly identified
activity rather than as an administrative census or audited count.

Several coding and interpretation issues are worth clarifying because they affect how the
findings in the main report should be read. One concerns the use of such terms as announced,
launched, and planned to open. The inventory relied on public-facing materials collected at a
single point in time, and institutions used different language to describe program status. In many
cases, institutions had publicly announced or publicized an RCD program but had not yet clearly
indicated whether the program was already enrolling students. For that reason, the main report
often refers to programs as announced by institutions. Likewise, references to programs planned
to open or planned to open for enrollment reflect public statements about expected
implementation timing rather than audited confirmation of actual enrollment. The inventory
should therefore be read as a record of publicly identified institutional activity rather than a count
of programs confirmed to be actively enrolling students.

A second issue concerns the distinction between new programs and reduced-credit versions
of existing programs. In the main report, one figure distinguishes between programs that
appeared to be new offerings and those that appeared to be reduced-credit versions of degrees
already offered at the same institution. This coding should not be read to mean that the degree
field itself was necessarily new to the institution in every case. Instead, it reflects whether the
reduced-credit offering appeared to coexist with a traditional version of the same program or
instead appeared to be the only observed bachelor’s offering in that field at the institution.
Similarly, delivery mode codes were based on how institutions described the program at the time
of review. Programs were coded as online only when the documentation indicated a fully online
model, as in-person only when the program appeared limited to face-to-face delivery, and as
flexible or multiple mode when students appeared to have more than one option. These categories
describe program presentation rather than the full variety of ways in which students might
ultimately experience the program.

Limitations

The inventory has several limitations that are important to note. First, it relies entirely on
public information, and the quality and completeness of that information varied substantially
across institutions. Some institutions provided detailed program pages, curriculum maps, catalog
entries, and credit requirements. Others provided only a brief announcement, news article, or
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limited web description. In some cases, programs appeared to be under active development,
which means that publicly available details might have changed after the inventory closed.
Second, institutional language was not always standardized. Some institutions clearly
distinguished reduced-credit programs from accelerated 120-credit pathways, while others used
overlapping language that required follow-up and interpretation. Third, the inventory reflects a
rapidly evolving environment. Because accreditors, institutions, and state systems were still
developing policies and programs in this area, the inventory should be understood as a snapshot
of public activity as of May 2026 rather than a fixed or complete picture of the field.

These limitations do not reduce the usefulness of the inventory for the purposes of the study,
but they do shape how it should be used. The inventory was not used in the main report to infer
program quality, student outcomes, or long-term success. Nor was it used to conclude that the
existence of a program elsewhere necessarily means that an equivalent program would be
feasible or desirable in Ohio. Instead, it served two more-limited purposes. First, it provided
descriptive evidence on where RCD activity had emerged nationally and what broad patterns
characterized those programs. Second, the inventory helped us identify fields and institutional
contexts in which reduced-credit program experimentation had already occurred, which, in turn,
informed the broader feasibility discussion in the report.
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Appendix D. Field-Level Feasibility Assessment: Methods,
Interpretation, and Selected Field Examples

This appendix provides additional detail on the field-level feasibility assessment summarized
in the main report. The purpose of this appendix is to clarify how degree fields were identified
for review, what evidence was considered in assigning feasibility judgments, how the feasibility
matrix should be interpreted, and what limitations readers should keep in mind when using it.
The appendix is intended to support transparency about the process behind the matrix and to help
readers understand how the framework can be applied beyond the specific degree fields
discussed in the main report.

Purpose and Degree Field Selection

A central question in this study was whether RCDs are equally feasible across fields of study.
The evidence reviewed for the main report suggested that they are not. Bachelor’s degree
requirements vary substantially across fields because they are shaped by different combinations
of state law, institutional accreditor expectations, specialized accreditation, professional
licensure, curriculum structure, and employer or graduate school expectations. For that reason,
we developed a field-level feasibility framework to assess where 90-credit bachelor’s degrees
might be more or less plausible under existing conditions in Ohio.

The purpose of this exercise was not to produce a mechanical ranking of all academic
programs offered in the state. Rather, it was to provide a structured way to compare fields using
a common set of considerations and to identify where the largest barriers are likely to arise. The
review focused on fields relevant to Ohio’s public institutions and workforce context. We began
by reviewing academic program offerings and high-demand occupational areas identified in
Ohio workforce materials (Ohio Department of Jobs and Family Services, undated). We then
used Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) categories and CIP to Standard Occupational
Classification crosswalks to identify degree fields plausibly linked to occupations for which a
bachelor’s degree is typically relevant to entry or progression.

This process was intended to ensure that the field-level assessment captured a variety of
regulatory environments while remaining grounded in Ohio’s policy context. The resulting set of
fields included both licensed and unlicensed professions and represented such areas as business,
computing, engineering, education, health care, laboratory and technical fields, public service,
and related professional studies. Therefore, the matrix should not be read as an exhaustive list of
every bachelor’s degree field offered in Ohio. Instead, the matrix should be understood as a
purposive set of fields selected to illuminate the range of feasibility conditions likely to matter
most for Ohio institutions and policymakers.
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Evidence Reviewed and Approach to Rating Degree Fields

For each field, we reviewed evidence from four primary domains and used a fifth domain as
contextual support. The first domain was Ohio statute and administrative code. We examined
whether Ohio law or administrative rules specified degree length, semester-credit expectations,
required content areas, field experiences, or other educational conditions relevant to a bachelor’s
degree pathway in the field. The second domain was specialized accreditation and related
program standards. For fields with a relevant specialized accreditor, we reviewed publicly
available standards to determine whether they specified minimum credit expectations, required
content coverage, clinical or practicum requirements, or other structural features that might
constrain a 90-credit design (e.g., ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission, 2024).

The third domain was industry or professional standards. In some fields, professional
societies, certification bodies, or occupational gatekeepers play an important role, even when
state licensure is absent or less central. In those degree fields, we reviewed whether professional
norms or certification expectations effectively reinforced a traditional credit structure or instead
left room for more-flexible design. The fourth domain was required clinical, practicum,
internship, observation, or other experiential learning components during the bachelor’s degree
program. These experiences were treated separately because they can create implementation
constraints even when statutes or accreditor standards do not specify a total credit minimum. The
fifth domain was the national inventory of RCD programs. We used the inventory to identify
whether comparable programs had already emerged elsewhere and, where possible, whether such
programs existed under accreditation or governance conditions relevant to Ohio. This evidence
did not determine feasibility on its own, but it provided context about whether reduced-credit
experimentation had already occurred in a given field.

The matrix is best understood as an interpretive framework rather than a scoring algorithm.
We applied a consistent set of questions to each field and then assigned an overall feasibility
judgment using the combination of constraints and openings present. Degree fields rated as
highly feasible were those in which existing statutory, accreditation, and professional conditions
appeared to leave substantial room for credit reduction. These were fields without (1) rigid
licensure barriers, (2) specialized accreditor credit minimums, and (3) extensive required
supervised practice within the bachelor’s degree program. Fields rated as feasible with
achievable change were those in which a 90-credit pathway did not appear foreclosed but where
meaningful redesign, coordination, or accommodation would likely be required. These fields
often involved substantial field experiences, prerequisite sequences, or external expectations that
might be workable only if institutions and outside bodies were willing to adapt. Fields rated as
likely infeasible were those in which existing requirements created multiple strong barriers.
These typically included fields with explicit professional credit minimums, highly structured
content expectations, licensure rules that assume a traditional or longer curriculum, or extensive
experiential requirements that would be difficult to preserve within a three-year timeline.
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How to Interpret the Matrix

The same general domains were reviewed for each field, but the way in which they mattered
varied across fields. In some cases, the key question was whether Ohio law or licensure rules
explicitly required a traditional four-year pathway. In others, the central issue was whether a
specialized accreditor required a minimum number of credits or extensive clinical hours. In still
others, statutes and accreditors may have left room for redesign, but employer expectations,
graduate school expectations, or tightly sequenced disciplinary content made a 90-credit pathway
less plausible in practice. For that reason, a field could appear constrained for different reasons
than another field with the same overall rating. One field might be rated likely infeasible because
of an explicit professional accreditor credit requirement, while another might receive the same
rating because a combination of prerequisite sequencing and supervised practice makes
compression unrealistic under existing conditions.

The main report uses the field-level assessment to illustrate broad patterns and to briefly
identify examples of fields that appear more or less adaptable to reduced-credit design. This
appendix is intended to make clear that the matrix rests on the review of multiple domains and
that the final feasibility categories reflect structured judgment across those sources while
providing detailed examples of degree fields in each flexibility category. Readers should also
understand that the matrix is not exhaustive. Some readers may look for a specific field or
program and not find it represented directly. In those cases, the framework should still be useful.
Programs not listed often can be interpreted by asking the same types of questions used in the
matrix. Does Ohio law specify degree or content requirements? Does a specialized accreditor set
credit, content, or supervised practice expectations? Does licensure eligibility depend on
completion of an accredited bachelor’s program? Does the field involve tightly sequenced
prerequisite chains or a culminating thesis or research or design project? Are clinical observation
hours required for graduation from the baccalaureate program? Do comparable reduced-credit
programs appear to exist elsewhere? In this sense, the matrix is not only a list of field ratings but
also a guide to the kinds of questions that institutions and policymakers should ask when
evaluating additional fields.

One element of the field-level assessment considered whether RCD programs already existed
in the same field or a closely related field elsewhere in the country. This criterion was included
because existing programs can show that at least some institutions, accreditors, or state systems
have concluded that RCD program design is workable in that area. At the same time, this
criterion should not be overinterpreted. The existence of a program elsewhere does not mean that
it is directly comparable with Ohio conditions, nor does it establish that the program has
produced positive outcomes. Likewise, the absence of an identified example does not prove that
a field is infeasible. It might instead reflect the relative newness of reduced-credit
experimentation or the limits of public documentation. For that reason, evidence from the
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national inventory was treated as contextual support rather than as a stand-alone determinant of
feasibility.

Matrix Application Examples

The following examples demonstrate how the feasibility assessment matrix operates in
practice, illustrating the application of evaluation criteria across diverse fields of study. These
cases were selected to represent clear examples from each rating category, showcasing the
variety of regulatory environments and implementation challenges that influence feasibility
determinations. Each example demonstrates how the four key domains, Ohio statutes, specialized
accreditor requirements, industry and professional standards, and clinical or observation hour
requirements interact to create distinct feasibility profiles.

Examples of Highly Feasible Fields

Computer Science

Computer science is rated highly feasible for 90-credit degree implementation because the
field has relatively few regulatory barriers, flexible accreditation standards, and broad industry
acceptance of diverse educational pathways that create favorable conditions for successful
program innovation. Ohio Administrative Code contains no specific credit hour requirements for
computing programs, and the state’s regulatory framework focuses on institutional accreditation
rather than prescriptive program standards, providing substantial flexibility for curriculum design
and credit allocation (Ohio Department of Higher Education, 2025). The Accreditation Board for
Engineering and Technology (ABET) Computing Accreditation Commission offers voluntary
accreditation for computer science programs but does not mandate specific credit totals, instead
emphasizing student learning outcomes and curricular content coverage that can be achieved
through various program structures. Many successful computer science programs operate
without ABET accreditation entirely because industry employers typically prioritize
demonstrated technical competence over formal accreditation status, further reducing regulatory
constraints on program innovation.

The knowledge domain and skill sets central to computer science align naturally with
compressed degree formats, as the discipline emphasizes practical application, project-based
learning, and competency development that can be efficiently integrated within streamlined
curricula. Computer science education relies heavily on programming projects, software
development experiences, and hands-on technical work that consolidates multiple learning
objectives within individual assignments, reducing the need for extensive separate coursework in
discrete topics. Modern software development practices emphasize rapid prototyping, agile
methodologies, and continuous learning approaches that mirror the intensive, focused learning
environment characteristic of accelerated degree programs. The field’s emphasis on self-directed
learning and problem-solving skills also supports compressed formats because motivated
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students may supplement formal instruction with independent coding practice, online resources,
and open-source project contributions that accelerate skill development beyond traditional
classroom limitations.

Industry acceptance and workforce preparation factors strongly support 90-credit program
feasibility in computer science: Employers increasingly prioritize demonstrated competencies
and practical skills over traditional degree credentials or credit-hour totals (Forbes Technology
Council, 2026). The technology sector’s growing acceptance of coding bootcamp graduates, self-
taught programmers, and portfolio-based hiring demonstrates industry willingness to evaluate
candidates based on demonstrated capabilities rather than formal educational requirements.
Major technology companies, including Google, Apple, and IBM, have publicly eliminated
degree requirements for many positions, instead focusing on practical demonstrations of
technical competency through coding challenges and project portfolios. The absence of licensure
requirements, clinical experiences, or sequential skill-building dependencies eliminates primary
barriers typically associated with curricular streamlining efforts, while strong industry demand
for qualified developers creates a supportive environment for graduates from innovative program
formats.

Business Administration

Business administration programs earned a green highly feasible rating because of flexible
regulatory requirements, accommodating accreditation standards, and broad industry acceptance
of diverse educational backgrounds that create favorable conditions for successful program
innovation. Ohio’s administrative code does not specify minimum credit-hour requirements for
business programs, relying instead on institutional accreditation and general degree requirements
that provide substantial latitude for program design decisions. Both of the major specialized
business accreditors offer flexibility supportive of program innovation: The Association to
Advance Collegiate Schools of Business focuses on faculty qualifications, learning assurance,
and strategic management rather than prescriptive credit-hour requirements (Association to
Advance Collegiate Schools of Business, 2025), while the Accreditation Council for Business
Schools and Programs emphasizes teaching excellence, student learning outcomes, and
continuous improvement without mandating specific program structures or credit totals
(Accreditation Council for Business Schools and Programs, 2026).

The interdisciplinary nature of business education creates natural opportunities for
curriculum integration and efficiency that support compressed degree formats without
compromising educational effectiveness. Business administration encompasses multiple
functional areas, including marketing, finance, operations, and management, that can be
effectively integrated through case-study methods, capstone projects, and applied learning
experiences that consolidate multiple competencies within comprehensive assignments and
coursework. The field’s emphasis on practical applications and real-world problem-solving
aligns well with intensive course formats and experiential learning approaches that characterize
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successful accelerated programs. Modern business education increasingly emphasizes cross-
functional collaboration, strategic thinking, and adaptability skills that can be developed through
immersive learning experiences, internships, and project-based coursework that efficiently
integrate multiple business disciplines without requiring extensive separate instruction in each
functional area.

Industry acceptance and employment patterns strongly support 90-credit program viability in
business administration because employers across sectors demonstrate flexibility regarding
educational backgrounds and increasingly value demonstrated competencies over traditional
credentials. The absence of licensure mandates, clinical requirements, or rigid sequential learning
of the kind found in more-regulated professions removes several of the main barriers to RCD
design (see Table D.1).

Table D.1. Examples of Highly Feasible Fields and Reduced-Credit Feasibility Assessment for
Ohio-Regulated Baccalaureate Professions

Professional Field Feasibility Assessment Notes

Computer science Highly feasible Ohio code and specialized accreditors do not specify the
number of credit hours for a degree in computer science.
Industry standards do not specify degree requirements, and
some employers have flexibility regarding degree requirements
overall.

Business administration Highly feasible Ohio code does not mention the total credit-hours required for
a business degree. Industry and professional standards do not
mention the total credit-hours required. Feasible if
competencies and skills can be covered in fewer credit hours,
but these programs still prepare graduates for certificates and
licensing exams.

NOTE: This assessment of feasibility of RCD implementation by degree field in Ohio is based on a review of state
statutes, specialized accreditation standards, and licensure requirements.

Examples of Degree Fields Feasible with Achievable Change

Elementary Education

Elementary education programs represent a feasible but coordination-intensive case for 90-
credit implementation, earning a yellow Feasible with Achievable Change rating because of
extensive clinical experience requirements and complex stakeholder relationships that would
require significant accommodation from multiple parties to achieve successfully. The Ohio
Revised Code mandates that elementary teacher preparation programs maintain accreditation
from the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) and specifically requires
12 semester-hours in reading instruction, but, notably, does not specify minimum total credit-
hour requirements across teacher education programs, which creates some regulatory flexibility
for innovative program design (Ohio Revised Code Section 3319.22, 2024). However, CAEP’s
accreditation standards emphasize comprehensive clinical partnerships and progressive field
experiences distributed throughout the program, including early classroom observations,
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structured practicum experiences, co-teaching responsibilities, and culminating student teaching
periods that typically span between ten and 16 weeks of full-time classroom responsibility
(CAEP, undated). These clinical requirements traditionally necessitate a four-year program
timeline to allow the appropriate sequence and duration.

The sequential nature of teacher preparation creates substantial curricular compression
challenges that would require careful restructuring to maintain educational effectiveness within a
condensed timeframe. Elementary education candidates must master content knowledge across
multiple subject areas, including mathematics, science, social studies, and language arts, while
simultaneously developing pedagogical content knowledge that integrates subject-matter
expertise with age-appropriate instructional strategies. Existing four-year teacher education
programs typically use early coursework to build a foundational understanding of child
development, learning theory, and classroom management before progressing to teaching-
methods courses that are closely integrated with field experiences in actual classrooms. The
profession’s emphasis on reflective practice and gradual skill development through repeated
classroom exposure creates inherent tensions with accelerated degree program structure because
effective teaching requires extensive practice with feedback cycles that traditionally unfold over
multiple semesters of progressively intensive clinical experiences.

Clinical partnership requirements present both the primary implementation challenge and the
most viable pathway for successful 90-credit elementary education programs. School districts
that host traditional teacher candidates would need to restructure supervision systems and field
experience scheduling to accommodate compressed clinical timelines, potentially requiring
additional investment in mentor-teacher training and student oversight capacity during intensive
placement periods. However, the education sector’s teacher shortages create strong incentives for
school partners to support innovative preparation models that could increase qualified candidate
throughput without compromising preparation quality. Successful implementation would require
extensive coordination among teacher preparation programs, school district administrators,
building principals, and classroom mentor teachers to develop new models for intensive clinical
education that meet CAEP standards while supporting accelerated degree completion.
Alternative certification programs and intensive teacher preparation models demonstrate that
accelerated pathways can produce effective educators when properly structured with year-round
academic calendars, concentrated summer clinical experiences, and creative integration of
coursework with field experiences. Our national inventory identified a 90-credit elementary
education bachelor’s program, further suggesting that such a program is feasible. Ninety-credit
programs in elementary education are feasible with achievable change through sustained,
collaborative commitment from education stakeholders.

Medical and Clinical Laboratory Technologists

Medical and clinical laboratory technology programs present a feasible but complex case for
90-credit implementation, earning a yellow “feasible with achievable change” rating because of

46



substantial clinical training requirements and technical skill development needs that would
require significant coordination among multiple stakeholders to achieve successfully within a 90-
credit-hour and three-year timeline. The Ohio Administrative Code does not specify minimum
credit-hour requirements for clinical laboratory technologist education and there is not a state
license. Employers may require national certification through professional organizations, such as
the American Society for Clinical Pathology. This arrangement creates regulatory flexibility for
program innovation. However, the National Accrediting Agency for Clinical Laboratory
Sciences (NAACLS) requires programs to include comprehensive clinical practicum experiences
that typically span multiple laboratory departments, including chemistry, hematology,
microbiology, immunology, and blood banking; most programs incorporate 16 to 24 weeks of
intensive clinical rotations that are traditionally distributed across senior-year coursework
(NAACLS, 2026).

The length and technical complexity of laboratory science combine to create sequential
learning challenges that would require careful curriculum restructuring to maintain educational
effectiveness within a compressed timeframe. Students must master foundational sciences,
including organic chemistry, biochemistry, microbiology, and immunology, before progressing
to specialized laboratory skill development. Existing four-year programs typically use the first
two years of study to cover foundational science courses and general education requirements,
followed by two years of specialized laboratory science coursework integrated with clinical
experiences. Compressing this sequence would likely require summer clinical intensives, year-
round program operation, and innovative partnerships with clinical sites that are willing to
accommodate nontraditional scheduling approaches. Taken together, these represent achievable
but coordination-intensive changes (see Table D.2).

Table D.2. Examples of Fields That Are Feasible with Achievable Change and Reduced-Credit
Feasibility Assessment for Ohio-Regulated Baccalaureate Professions

Professional Field Feasibility Assessment Notes

Education Feasible with achievable change Ohio code requires a particular
number of credit-hours in specific
content areas (e.g., teaching of
reading) but not overall. Specialized
accreditor requirements and
standards do not mention the number
of credit-hours required. Clinical and
observation hours are required
before graduation, and this may not
be achievable within three years of
beginning the degree program.

Medical and clinical laboratory Feasible with achievable change Ohio code does not mention the total

technology credit-hours required for laboratory
technologists. NAACLS specialized
accreditor requirements and
standards do not mention the total
credit-hours required. Clinical
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Professional Field Feasibility Assessment Notes

practicum requirements could be
difficult to accommodate within a 90-
credit program and would require
substantial coordination and
redesign.

NOTE: This assessment of feasibility of RCD implementation by field in Ohio is based on a review of state statutes,
specialized accreditation standards, and licensure requirements.

Examples of Likely Infeasible Fields

Architecture

Architecture programs represent a red likely infeasible field for 90-credit degree
implementation due to inflexible accreditation requirements, statutory professional licensing
barriers, and industry standards that create multiple substantial barriers for successful program
innovation. The National Architectural Accrediting Board (NAAB) maintains rigid accreditation
standards that explicitly require a minimum of 150 semester credit-hours for professional
architecture bachelor’s degree programs, representing a direct barrier under existing standards to
90-credit program development (NAAB, 2026). Ohio Revised Code Section 4703.07 mandates
that graduating from a NAAB-accredited program is a prerequisite for architectural licensure,
which creates a regulatory dependency that eliminates flexibility for alternative program
structures (Ohio Revised Code, Section 4703.07, 2021). Unlike other professional fields where
multiple pathways to licensure exist, architecture maintains its singular reliance on NAAB
accreditation.

The comprehensive nature of architectural education creates substantial curricular challenges
that extend far beyond credit-hour considerations, encompassing design studio sequences,
technical knowledge requirements, and professional skill development that resist compression
without fundamental compromise to educational effectiveness. NAAB standards require
extensive design studio experiences that typically constitute roughly one-third of total program
credits; studios build sequentially from basic design principles through complex architectural
projects that integrate structural systems, environmental controls, and construction technologies.
These studio experiences depend on iterative design processes, peer collaboration, and faculty
mentorship relationships that unfold over extended time frames, making meaningful compression
extremely difficult without sacrificing the experiential learning that is central to architectural
education. Additionally, architecture programs must address building systems integration,
structural engineering principles, environmental sustainability, construction methods, and
professional practice management across multiple specialized coursework areas that collectively
require substantial credit allocation to achieve the competency standards that are expected by
both accreditors and the profession.
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Professional practice requirements and industry expectations create additional barriers that
make 90-credit architecture degrees professionally disadvantageous, even if educational
obstacles could be overcome. The architecture profession maintains a strong commitment to
comprehensive education as essential preparation for complex design challenges, public safety
responsibilities, and project management demands that characterize professional practice.
Architectural employers, clients, and regulatory agencies expect graduates to demonstrate
mastery across diverse competency areas, including design creativity, technical proficiency,
project coordination, and regulatory compliance, that traditionally require extensive educational
preparation and professional experience to develop adequately. The profession’s emphasis on
protecting public health, safety, and welfare through rigorous educational standards creates
institutional resistance to degree compression that would be difficult to overcome through
stakeholder coordination alone. Interstate and international architectural education standards and
reciprocity agreements further complicate potential program modifications because reduced
credit requirements could affect graduate mobility and professional recognition beyond Ohio
boundaries, making 90-credit architecture programs not only educationally challenging but
professionally counterproductive for student career advancement and industry acceptance.

Engineering

Engineering programs earned a red likely infeasible rating because of prescriptive
accreditation requirements, extensive mathematical and scientific prerequisites, and professional
licensing standards that create multiple substantial barriers for successful program innovation.
The ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission maintains detailed curriculum standards that
effectively mandate substantial credit-hour totals through specific requirements, including one
year of mathematics and basic sciences, one-and-one-half years of engineering topics, and
general education components that collectively necessitate degree programs substantially
exceeding 90 credits. Ohio Administrative Code Section 4733-9 requires graduation from an
ABET-accredited engineering program for professional engineering licensure eligibility or a
board approved non-ABET program of four or more years, creating regulatory dependency that
eliminates flexibility for alternative program structures (Ohio Administrative Code, Chapter
4733-9, undated).

The sequential and cumulative nature of engineering education creates substantial curricular
challenges for the creation of 90-credit engineering bachelor’s degree pathways. Development of
the essential skills for professional competency requires prescriptive course sequences, including
extensive mathematics preparation (such as calculus sequences, differential equations, and
statistical methods), which precedes a sequence of physics courses that provide the foundations
for specialized engineering coursework. The mathematical and scientific foundations alone
require 45 to 60 credit-hours before students can meaningfully engage with engineering design
problems. The remaining credits within a 90-hour framework would be insufficient to address
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the engineering design experiences, laboratory work, and capstone projects that ABET requires
for program approval.

Even if educational obstacles could be addressed through innovative curriculum design,
professional practice requirements create additional barriers that make 90-credit engineering
degrees likely infeasible. The engineering profession maintains a strong commitment to
comprehensive education as essential preparation for public safety responsibilities, complex
technical challenges, and ethical decisionmaking. State licensing boards, professional
engineering societies, and industry employers expect graduates to demonstrate mastery across
broad competency areas, including technical analysis, design methodology, project management,
and regulatory compliance, all of which traditionally require extensive educational preparation to
develop adequately. Interstate and international engineering education agreements and
professional mobility considerations further complicate potential program modifications because
reduced educational requirements could affect graduate recognition for professional practice in
other jurisdictions and limit career advancement opportunities (see Table D.3).

Table D.3. Examples of Likely Infeasible Degree Fields and Reduced-Credit Feasibility
Assessment for Ohio-Regulated Baccalaureate Professions

Professional Field Feasibility Assessment Notes

Architecture Likely infeasible A 90-credit hour bachelor’s degree is likely infeasible for
architecture because NAAB specialized accreditor
requirements are set at 150 credit-hours for completion of
a degree.

Engineering Likely infeasible A 90-credit hour bachelor’s degree is likely infeasible for
professional engineering—licensure pathways because of
both ABET minimum content expectations and Ohio’s
four-year curriculum requirement.

NOTE: This assessment of feasibility of RCD implementation by field in Ohio is based on a review of state statutes,
specialized accreditation standards, and licensure requirements.

Limitations and Intended Use

Several limitations should be kept in mind when interpreting this field-level assessment.
First, it reflects the policy and regulatory environment at the time of the study. Accreditor
guidance, state law, licensing rules, and professional expectations might change over time, which
could alter feasibility judgments. Second, the assessment focuses on structural feasibility rather
than educational outcomes. A rating of highly feasible does not imply that a reduced-credit
program in that field would necessarily preserve quality or produce outcomes equivalent to a
traditional program. It means only that external barriers to implementation appear comparatively
limited under existing conditions. Third, some forms of evidence were more formal and more
verifiable than others. Ohio statutes and accreditor standards could often be documented clearly,
while employer expectations and broader professional norms were sometimes less clearly
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codified. In such cases, we relied on the best available documentary evidence together with
interview-based interpretation.

A fourth limitation is that broad degree field labels can mask important internal variation. A
field category, such as business, education, or health, might contain subfields that face materially
different licensure requirements, curriculum structures, or graduate pathway expectations. The
assessment therefore should not be taken to mean that every program within a broad field faces
identical conditions. Finally, the framework was developed for the purposes of Ohio’s policy
study. Although many of the considerations are relevant more broadly, the resulting judgments
should not be treated as automatically transferable to other states without taking differences in
law, governance, approval processes, and institutional accreditation relationships into account.

The matrix is best used as a screening and discussion tool. It can help state agencies,
institutional leaders, and academic units identify where reduced-credit degree development
appears most plausible, where additional investigation would be needed, and where strong
external constraints are likely to make adoption difficult under existing conditions. Used in this
way, the matrix supports a field-specific approach to RCDs rather than a single statewide
assumption that all fields can or should move toward a 90-credit model. This matrix is intended
to help focus attention on where careful experimentation might be most appropriate and where
the burden of proof for redesign would likely be much higher.
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Abbreviations

AACSB
ABET
ACBSP
CAEP
CIP
IPEDS
NAAB
NAACLS
ODHE
RCD

Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business
Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology
Accreditation Council for Business Schools and Programs
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation
Classification of Instructional Programs

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System

National Architectural Accrediting Board

National Accrediting Agency for Clinical Laboratory Sciences
Ohio Department of Higher Education

reduced-credit bachelor’s degree
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