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Memorandum 
 

DATE: June 25, 2012 
 

TO:  James T. Strong, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs 
  

FROM:  James Tuedio, HAPR Co-Chair 
 Richard Weikart, HAPR Co-Chair 
 
SUBJECT:  HAPR Report and Recommendations (Response to Feb 6th Charge) 
 
 The Holistic Academic Program Review Committee (HAPR) has met throughout the spring 
semester to address the charge outlined in your memo of Feb 6th.  We found the charge to be 
ambitious, and the stakes magnified by the compressed timeframe.  The committee reviewed 
input from all six colleges, much of it addressed to the seventeen areas of review outlined in your 
memo, and some of which addressed the impact of possible trigger cuts we may face in the 
coming year if state revenues are not replenished sufficiently to sustain current levels of funding 
for the CSU.  We took the possibility of a trigger cut seriously, but tried to focus more attention 
on the issues of academic priority emphasized in your memo.   
 As a broadly representative committee comprising twenty-two members, our task was 
complicated by the need to develop criteria for the relative valuation of academic priorities while 
simultaneously prioritizing our issues and focal points for consideration.  We held seven 
comprehensive meetings to discuss the extensive range of priority considerations set forth in 
your memo and to review the findings and supporting views expressed in the comprehensive 
college reports. From these discussions came a draft set of recommendations, which we shared 
with the campus and opened to discussion in a campus forum.  We then met twice more to 
finalize our initial recommendations, which we present here for your review and consideration. 
Throughout the process, video recordings were posted to the HAPR website, along with meeting 
notes summarizing the focus of our discussions.  
 Our recommendations fall into three categories: criteria for the priority valuation of academic 
programs; high-priority focal points for further investigation; quantitative data categories to 
emphasize in conducting the priority valuation of academic programs; some priorities calling for 
further input from the colleges; and a proposal to extend the work of the committee into the 
coming academic year.  Our initial recommendations do not simplify your task; in fact they 
complicate it.  But the priorities and practices we are highlighting for more careful analysis are 
deemed by many to be central to our university mission and deserve additional collective 
attention before further steps are taken to establish a priority ranking of academic programs.  We 
see this as a process for calibrating the spectrum of practices operating across the colleges, and 
for establishing shared priorities we can agree to emphasize in determining how best to distribute 
our resources for sustainable results, regardless of whether we are expanding or contracting our 
overall investment in academic programs. 
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HOLISTIC ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW: 
INITIAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 

 The HAPR committee’s capacity to execute its charge in a timely manner, under 
the expansive expectations set forth in the Provost’s memo of February 6th, and with 
full and proper consultation along the way, was limited by the magnitude, complexity 
and broad range of considerations placed under our purview of analysis. It took the 
full timeframe afforded us under the Provost’s charge to arrive at the following 
recommendations, which narrow the focus of review among the Provost’s original 
multitude of considerations, directing attention to those we find to be most 
compelling to a strategic mindset for gauging the viability, efficiency and 
effectiveness of academic programs and their centrality to the university mission.  
 While the timetable allotted for this holistic review has not afforded sufficient 
time to conduct a thorough review of our academic programs, we do believe we made 
important progress and have determined the most important areas to focus attention as 
the holistic review is moved forward in a more complete manner.  By narrowing our 
focus to the following areas of review, the HAPR committee has achieved broad 
agreement on the higher priority considerations to emphasize, the overarching criteria 
to apply, and the salient data points to emphasize in the ongoing collection and 
review of quantitative and qualitative measures of academic program delivery.  
 

Priority Ranking of Academic Programs 
 
 

 We believe it makes sense to conduct a comprehensive holistic valuation of our 
academic curriculum. The point should be to guide more effective efforts to manage 
enrollments and distribute operational investments so as to achieve optimal quality 
within the affordable delivery of our academic programs. We also believe the 
valuations used to rank-order the relative priority of academic programs should be 
chosen carefully and given proper emphasis.  Our mission as a public university should 
remain the most important focal point.  Whether the university’s budget grows or 
decreases, an established set of criteria and comparative valuations should be guiding 
collective decisions regarding the allocation of resources.   

HAPR recommends using the following weighted criteria to establish whether an 
academic program should receive higher, medium or lower priority consideration when 
allocating available resources or reviewing programmatic investments in support of our 
university mission.  We believe the University’s mission is more than the focus of a 
mission statement, and more encompassing than the strategic priorities outlined in 
strategic planning documents. To varying degrees, our mission operates through the 
academic programs we currently support and deliver to our student body, through 
collective efforts to cultivate an effective community workforce, and through 
investments in higher academic achievement. We believe the criteria listed below 
(weighted as greater, medium or modest-impact valuations) reference central 
academic priorities essential to our University’s mission, and should carry significant 
weight in any deliberations about the future prospects of academic programs: 



Greater Impact Valuations 
 

• Contribution to foundational learning in the Liberal Arts and Sciences (core 
academic necessities for productive living and viable skills and attunements) 

 
• Contribution to preparing students for the workforce needs and opportunities of 

the region (where academic learning makes a central difference in their prospects) 
 

• Impact on other academic programs (e.g., embedded connections to other 
programs/ majors/general education (with proportional calibration for degree of 
importance), contribution to student retention and graduation rates) 
 

• Demonstrated indicators of academic quality (achievement of student competencies: 
accreditation/APR assessment measures/Core Indicators of Educational Quality; 
patterns of faculty/student research/scholarship/creative activity; regional impact; 
alumni success;) 
 

• Enrollment patterns, graduation rates and future projections for majors, minors, 
and concentrations within majors (declared/graduated) 

 
Medium Impact Valuations  

 
• Preparation for further academic or professional advancement (w/proportional 

calibration of degree of importance) 
 

• Demonstrations of ongoing faculty currency and professional development 
 

• FTES for GE components of a program (resource efficiencies and quality of 
instructional faculty; measures of student learning) 
 

• Program SFR and average class size (capacity relative to prescribed limits: 
accreditation; C-factors/optimal modes of instruction; reasonable workload) 
 

• Cost of program delivery in relation to enrollments generated (cost per FTES) 
 

• Distinctive service to the community (cultural resource, community resource, 
applied research, service internships) 

 
Modest Impact Valuations  

 
• Impact of a degree program’s composition (major/GE/service components) on 

faculty recruiting/retention 
 

• Efficiency of a degree program’s composition (capacity vis-à-vis reasonable/ 
equitable/expected faculty workloads; cost-efficiency in course scheduling and 
fulfilling degree requirements)  

 
 



Quantitative Data Categories for HAPR 

We also believe it is critical to establish a collection of data points sufficiently complex to reflect 
the diverse measures of productivity relevant to a holistic review of our academic programs: 
 

• FTES (overall program total  ==  also % of campus total  ==  also LD/UD/GR distributions 
for program)  

 

• FTEF (overall program total  ==  also % of campus total  ==  also LD/UD/GR distributions 
for program)  

 

• SFR (overall program total  ==  also % of campus total  ==  also LD/UD/GR distributions 
for program)   

 

• FTES and SFR for GE+LIBS components of a program  => but count LIBS prefix classes as 
non‐GE component of LIBS total) 

 

• FTES and SFR:  GE+LIBS vs. non‐GE  => but count LIBS prefix classes as non‐GE 
component in the LIBS program total) 

 

• cost of delivery per FTES (overall program  ==  ratio of campus average  ==  GE portion 
vs. non‐GE portion)  

 

• average class size (overall average & by LD/UD/GR)  ==  also GE vs. non‐GE) 
 

• 5‐year trend for headcount of majors (1st and 2nd majors combined) => also by 
Concentration for Business and LIBS 

 

• supervision (S‐factor) enrollments vs. C‐factor enrollments for a program 
 

• Distribution of program S‐factor enrollments => use this S‐factor breakdown: 
4980/5980: Independent Studies  ==  4910/4940/5940: Internships  ==  4990/5990: 
Thesis  ==  all other supervision units: Field Experience/Practicum)  

 

• enrollment capacity for LD/UD/GR (C‐factors carry “normal class size” as benchmark for 
determining capacity %  == also figure this using a 2nd benchmark: class maxes listed in 
schedule => but enrollments for cross‐listed sections/multiple site sections will need to 
be combined and compared to the “combined max”)  

 

• Student graduation rates by program (primarily for majors, but should also parse by 
Concentrations in Business and Liberal Studies since concentrations are the core of their 
respective programs) => [note: to accommodate tendencies for students to change 
majors early on, it might be helpful to use the declared major at 60 units as a baseline. 
 Mostly we’re interested in a comparison of the number of declared majors vs. those 
who actually graduate in that major.  If we list the number of declared majors and the 
number of students graduating in that major in a given year, that might be enough for 
now.  We can parse the details more carefully at a later stage of review.] 
 



High-Priority Focal Points For Continuing Holistic Review 
 
In addition to the priority ranking of programs, and after review of the individual college HAPR 
reports, we recommend further investigations into the following areas of holistic review, with 
the goal of achieving timely, meaningful and sustainable results calibrated to the operative 
budget constraints we face: 
 
1. Examination of lower or medium priority low-enrolled academic programs (e.g., 

majors/post-baccalaureate programs or selective components/tracks/concentrations within 
majors/ post-baccalaureate programs) with a target objective of preserving what is more 
central to the core mission. Medium or higher priority programs could include lower 
priority low-enrolled components calling for examination. 

 
2. Examination of possible larger scale savings from cutting lower or medium priority self-

standing programs (including isolated disciplines, sub-disciplines, areas of specialization 
within a degree program).  

 
3. Examination of workload/scheduling practices for independent study/internship/ 

supervision assignments to align needs with effective practices and reasonable investments 
of resources (cf. “modest impact valuations”).  The committee recommends comprehensive 
analysis from programs and colleges regarding existing practices and justifications for 
modes of instruction involving independent study/supervision workload, including how the 
workload is computed/assigned/justified in the context of overall program delivery and 
allocation of instructional resources.  

 
4. Examination of outlier unit/workload requirements for majors, including workload 

implications of credit hour assignments for required/elective courses (cf. “modest impact 
valuations”).  The committee recommends comparative analysis of specific/overall unit 
requirements for similar majors across CSU campuses, and careful consideration to 
reducing these requirements in outlier cases to lessen the demand for instructional 
resources while maintaining essential/viable components of the academic program. 
 

5. Examination/implementation of cost-efficient restructuring of colleges/departments/ 
programs to sustain/improve the quality and effectiveness of academic program delivery.    

 
6. Examination of more efficient ways to provide qualitative investment and support for 

ongoing instructional currency, professional development and academic program 
assessment, and to sustain the ongoing facilitation of student research, community service 
and internship placements deemed to be central components of academic program delivery.   

 
We also strongly recommend broad and careful review of recent academic program prioritization 
efforts at CSU Humboldt and CSU Sacramento.  If HAPR is afforded the opportunity to continue 
conducting this holistic review of our academic programs, our next order of business will be to 
review and discuss the formal documents from these two campuses pertaining to their program 
prioritization efforts.  We stand ready to conduct a comprehensive review of the requested data 
points and qualitative valuations outlined above, which we consider essential components to a 
proper execution of our charge.   


