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Executive Summary 
 
The Planning for Distinction Instructional Program Task Group was charged with:  
 

“Formulating recommendations for consideration by the Steering Committee regarding 
which programs merit additional investment, which should be sustained at their present 
level, and which are less central to the university mission and/or would benefit from 
consolidation.1” 

 
After an extensive review of the program prioritization efforts at other universities and CSUs, the 
Instructional Program Task Group (IPTG) developed a list of instructional programs (section 4). 
We identified 430 programs, 56 from the College of Business and Economics, 62 from the 
College of Education and Allied Studies, 186 from the College of Letters, Arts, and Social 
Sciences, 123 from the College of Science, and 3 from Division of Continuing and International 
Education. Then we developed five criteria to evaluate instructional programs (section 5): 
 

• Consistency with the CSUEB SSC & ILOs  
• Internal and External Demand 
• Program Quality  
• Costs and Productivity 
• Unique Issues and Future Directions 

 
The IPTG developed a template to measure programs on each of the five criteria (section 6). The 
persons who were identified as department chairs or program directors completed the templates. 
Instructional Program Task Group members then read and scored each report using a set of 
rubrics (section 7).  A total of 353 programs were evaluated by the IPTG.  
 
The IPTG members reviewed the program scores. After a careful consideration of different 
methods of placing programs into categories (section 8) IPTG placed the 353 programs into one 
of three categories of recommendations for resource allocation (section 9).  
  
Category: Commend─57 programs (Top 20%).  

• The IPTG recommends that these programs be considered for additional investment 
by the University. 

 
Category: Maintain─178 programs (Upper 50%).  

• The IPTG recommends that University maintain the current resource levels for these 
programs. 

                                                 
1 Memorandum by Provost and VP of Academic Affairs Houpis and VP, Administration and Finance, CFO Wells on 
Planning for Distinction Program Prioritization Instructional Program Task Group Invitation, August 31, 2012. 
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Category: Review─118 programs (82 in Lower 20% and 36 in Bottom 10%).  

• The IPTG recommends that programs in the lower 20% be reviewed for potential 
consolidation, reorganization, reduced funding or program discontinuance. For 
programs in the bottom 10%, the IPTG recommends the University consider these for 
potential consolidation, reorganization, reduced funding or program discontinuance. 

 
The IPTG also reviewed the report of General Education and Graduation Requirements. 
However, due to the uniqueness of the GE program and Graduation Requirements, the IPTG 
determined that the current PFD process for instructional programs was not appropriate to 
evaluate GE and Graduation Requirements.  However, this report includes Observations for GE 
gleaned from the review and analysis of the report submitted by the Senior Director of 
Undergraduate Studies and General Education in section 10. In a similar vein the IPTG 
determined that the Library could not be evaluated with the current PFD process.  However, the 
IPTG recommends these programs should be reviewed and evaluated separately by the 
University.  
 
Section 11 describes the limitations and challenges encountered in the PFD process. Final 
recommendations are presented in section 12. 
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1. Introduction 
 
In a letter to the campus community on July 30, 2012 (Appendix I.1), President Leroy Morishita 
charged Vice President of Academic Affairs and Provost James Houpis, and Vice President of 
Administration and Finance and Chief Financial Officer Brad Wells with the task of providing a 
rigorous and deliberate review of all academic and administrative support programs at California 
State University, East Bay (CSUEB). The intent of Planning for Distinction (PFD), as the project 
was titled, was to develop a plan by which the University community could allocate additional 
resources to its highest priority programs, maintain steady funding for those programs 
determined to be central to the University mission and reduce funding for those programs that 
are determined to be less central to the University mission and shared strategic commitments. 
 
The President’s charge to the University community followed the exigent budget circumstances 
of the recession in 2007-2011, which resulted in a one-third reduction in the institution’s 
operating budget during the preceding five years. Further, there had been no comprehensive 
review in recent history that simultaneously and rigorously reviewed all academic and 
administrative programs against one another utilizing comparable institutional data by which to 
make informed strategic decisions. Importantly, the primary goal of this comprehensive 
institutional review was to provide a plan by which to identify the proper balance of academic 
and administrative programs that would provide direction to the University, within its financial 
constraints. The end goal was to maintain the hallmarks of quality and pursue those initiatives 
identified to be most essential to our ability to provide “academically rich, culturally relevant, 
learning experiences that prepare students to apply their education to meaningful life work, and 
to be socially responsible contributors to society” (University mission statement).  In addition, 
the PFD process could be utilized to provide a framework for strategic resource allocation into 
the future. 
 
The PFD process involved broad and collaborative participation by faculty, staff, students and 
administrators. Central to the process was the considerations of transparency, communication 
and fairness. Great care was given to providing information and answering questions from the 
University community in a timely fashion as the PFD process and committees were initially 
structured and implemented, as well as throughout the course of the committee’s work. Open 
University forums and workshops for faculty, staff and students were held to describe the 
process and answer questions. A University PFD webpage was developed which included other 
institutional review reports, communications, FAQ’s, and provided opportunity for input and 
feedback including an anonymous email address for use by the University community regarding 
the PFD process. Active solicitation of input and feedback were requested from the University 
community at specific intervals related to the committee’s development of definitions, evaluation 
criteria, template, and scoring rubrics.  

http://www20.csueastbay.edu/about/planning-for-distinction/index.html
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Three committees were formed to facilitate the PFD process. The Instructional Program Task 
Group (IPTG) was formed to prioritize University wide academic programs. The Support 
Program Task Group (SPTG) was formed to prioritize the University wide administrative 
services. A Steering Committee (chaired by Vice President for PEM, Linda Dalton) was used to 
review and oversee the work of the PFD process (including both the IPTG and SPTG) and 
provided the means and opportunity to readdress decisions or work products if it was deemed 
needed or warranted (Appendix I.7). 
 
Individual task group members of IPTG and SPTG were selected and invited to participate by 
the executive sponsors of the PFD process (VP and Provost James Houpis and VP and CFO Brad 
Wells) based upon knowledge and expertise related to the charge of the committee, and in 
consultation with those faculty (including committee chairs and officers of the Academic 
Senate), administrators, and staff most familiar with the programs and activities under review. 
Membership of the IPTG included faculty from four of the colleges of the University and the 
library, one representative from Associated Students Inc., the Deans from CLASS and CSCI and 
the Associate Vice President of Academic Programs and Graduate Studies. José López, 
Educational Leadership and Nancy Mangold, Accounting and Finance, served as Chairs of the 
IPTG. Letters of invitation were sent to each person and each member was asked to respond with 
their willingness to serve (Appendix I.2).  
 
The Sponsors and Steering Committee Chair developed a high level schedule to keep the 
initiative moving forward and established roles and responsibilities for all groups/parties to the 
initiative. At a kick-off meeting in October 2012, facilitated by the consulting firm Academic 
Impressions, members of the IPTG and SPTG were introduced to how the process would work, 
established guiding principles, and reviewed options for how decisions could be made 
throughout the process. In addition, a Special Projects Director and an administrative assistant 
were assigned to support the two task groups and the Steering Committee. Constituents of the 
IPTG and Steering Committee and their affiliations are included in Appendix I.3 and I.4. 
 
The Special Projects Director and administrative assistant were responsible for arranging space 
for meetings, developing and updating the website for PFD, generating agendas and keeping 
meeting notes, distribution of documents electronically to members, assisting the task group 
Chairs in document editing, compilation of data, working with Information Technology on the 
development of the online instructional program report templates, and for assisting in providing 
training for those individuals assigned to complete the reports. 
 
This report contains the process IPTG followed to conceptualize this study, collect relevant data, 
the findings and results of the prioritization and categorization of the instructional programs 
within the University from October 2012 through submission of this report in May 2014. 
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2. Operational Protocols of the Task Group 
 
The IPTG meetings were held weekly from November 2012 through March 2014, with a break 
in service during the summer quarter from mid-June through September 2013. Agendas and 
meeting notes are posted to the PFD website. 
 
The task group developed Operating Commitments and Agreements to govern its work and 
performance expectations: 

• Discussions should be focused on data in front of them 
• Collegiality – mutual respect and a safe environment  
• Commit to being prepared for discussion  
• Process based on agreed-upon principles  
• Clear delineation of confidentiality vis-à-vis transparency  
• Value and respect ideas  

 
Voting Protocols: 

• Meeting quorum would be 14 of the 19 members 
• Procedural votes would attempt to reach consensus of all members present. If there 

was no consensus, then the fall back protocol was 75% of those present. 
• Substantive votes required a super majority of 75% (14 people) of all members, with 

a fall back alternative of 2/3 (12) of the membership. Everyone was allowed to 
participate in substantive decisions. The objective was to achieve the 75% threshold, 
but if that was not achievable following discussion, a second vote would pass with 
2/3. 

• Participation via phone/Skype was acceptable 
 
The IPTG chairs met with the PFD Steering Committee twice monthly from November 2012 
through May 2013, to report progress and when necessary, seek clarification of direction. In 
addition, the IPTG chairs and Project Director also met regularly with the Executive Sponsors of 
PFD and the Chair of the Steering Committee to report progress, and to address issues. 
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3. Research on Program Prioritization Efforts at Other Universities 
 

The Instructional Program Task Group began the task of planning for distinction by studying the 
program prioritization efforts at several universities in the U.S. and at other California State 
University campuses. We studied the program prioritization efforts by Indiana State University, 
Washington State University, University of San Francisco, Gallaudet University, and at 
Humboldt State University, CSU Sacramento, and Cal Poly Pomona. 

 

Indiana State University 
 
Indian State University (ISU) undertook program prioritization in 2005 to 2006. The goals of 
their effort were to identify $2 million for reallocation to academic programs and to reduce the 
number of programs offered at ISU. The prioritization process included the evaluation of 
programs based on qualitative and quantitative measures, and a review of the way in which the 
General Education program is offered. 
 
ISU’s program prioritization was very comprehensive. Detailed documentation is available for 
all stages of its program prioritization process. ISU’s effort was a model for IPTG to study the 
entire process of program prioritization from program definition, final criteria, the design of the 
template, the evaluation, weighting and scoring process, the data used, categories used and lastly, 
the findings and recommendations. 
 
IPTG studied Indiana State University’s program prioritization effort extensively including:  

1. Program prioritization background and goals 
2. Timeline for program prioritization 
3. Program definition 
4. Curriculum and Academic Affairs Committee and Graduate Council’s 

recommendations on criteria and the final criteria 
5. Template that includes the following criteria 

a. Consistency with University Mission, Vision, Values, and Goals 
b. External and Internal Demand 
c. Quality 
d. Productivity, Costs, and Efficiency 
e. Potential 
f. Additional Information 

6. Evaluation and Weighting 
7. Data provided 
8. Categories and findings 

a. Retain and Possibly Enhance: 97 programs 
b. Monitor and Address Issues: 22 programs 
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c. Realign, Reorganize, or Integrate: 58 programs 
d. Eliminate: 37 programs 

9. List of programs by categories 
10. Review of general education 
11. Task Force recommendations 

 
The PowerPoint slides that summarize the details of the program prioritization efforts in the 
above 11 areas by Indiana State University are presented in IPTG Report Appendix I.11. 

Washington State University 
 
Facing few new resources available for investment in strategic priorities, Washington State 
University determined it must use its existing resources in the most efficient manner possible.  In 
order to increase the efficient use of limited resources the Academic Affairs division prioritized 
programs to place them on a continuum from investment to phase-out.  There were two phases. 
The Phase I task force developed a framework to guide the reviews. The Phase II task force 
worked with the President, the Provost, and the Chancellors to prioritize programs.  
 
The criteria used include centrality, cost effectiveness, internal and external demand, impact, 
productivity, quality and size.   

University of San Francisco 
 
IPTG examined the University of San Francisco’s program prioritization criteria and evaluation 
process. University of San Francisco’s (USF) Program Review Task Force identified ten criteria 
to use in the review process of current USF programs2. These 10 criteria were: 
 
Criterion One: Evaluation of program history, maturity, and congruence with current university 
expectations 
Criterion Two: Evaluation of the external need for, and viability of, the program. 
Criterion Three: Internal Demand for the Program. 
Criterion Four: Quality of Program Inputs and Processes. 
Criterion Five: Quality of Program Outcomes. 
Criterion Six: Size, Scope, and Productivity of the Program. 
Criterion Seven: Revenue and Other Resources Generated by the Program 
Criterion Eight: Costs and Other Expenses Associated with the Program. 
Criterion Nine: Impact, Justification, and Overall Essentiality of the Program. 
Criterion Ten: Opportunity Analysis of the Program 
 

                                                 
2 University of San Francisco Criteria for Review 
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Each criterion contains a set of questions that were used to guide the review process relevant to 
the criterion topic. The answers to these questions were obtained through a variety of data 
gathering mechanisms. Three surveys were developed by the Task Force and given to 
department chairs and program directors as one vehicle for obtaining primarily qualitative 
information. Quantitative data was also obtained from the business office and university 
databases.  
 
For data analysis, every program was scored on a four-point scale for each of the ten Criteria,  

• 4 Indicators suggest highest congruence with identified criterion 
• 3 Indicators suggest moderate high congruence with identified criterion 
• 2 Indicators suggest moderate congruence with identified criterion 
• 1 Indicators suggest low congruence with identified criterion 

 
IPTG studied the program prioritization efforts at three CSU campuses: Cal Poly Pomona, 
Humboldt State University, and CSU Sacramento. 

California State Polytechnic University, Pomona 
 
In 2004, Cal Poly Pomona President Ortiz stated that although Cal Poly Pomona was able to 
withstand recent budget cuts without the loss of permanent faculty or staff, it became apparent 
that the University had no institutional priorities.  “We have attempted to be all things to all 
people but given the funding trend that we have experienced over the last five years, and what is 
predicted in the future, we just cannot continue doing this,” he said3. The Prioritization Recovery 
Plan University Committee (PRPC) was established to be an ongoing committee of the 
University for the purpose of developing a process for reviewing and making recommendations 
to the University President and the Academic Senate in regard to the organization of and use of 
resources by all academic and nonacademic programs within Academic Affairs. As part of the 
Prioritization and Recovery Process in the Academic Affairs Division, four criteria were 
developed to assist in assessing the extent to which programs were achieving university goals4. 
These four criteria were: 

• Centrality to Mission/Validation  
• Quality/Outcomes 
• Efficiency 
• Opportunity analysis of the program 

 

                                                 
3 California State Polytechnic University, Creating a Learning-Centered University – Development of a 
Prioritization and Recovery Plan for Cal Poly Pomona, 10/27/2004. 
4 California State Polytechnic University, Pomona, Academic Program Prioritization and Recovery Planning 
Committee Recommendations 
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The PRPC used several tools for the program prioritization including focus groups, data 
template, surveys, data analysis, and an external scan.  
 
The PRPC does not make final decisions. The PRPC is an advisory group that can recommend:  

1. Increased funding of a Program 
2. Level funding of a Program 
3. Decreased funding of a Program 
4. Combine, reduce, or eliminate Programs. 

 
Their findings indicate that 

• the process revealed some very rich information about affinities and commonalities 
among programs that are hard to see without an “aerial view” 

• several programs could serve as model programs in content and approach 
• there were systematic problems that were common across the campus 

Humboldt State University 
 
In December of 2007, Interim Provost Robert Snyder established an academic Program 
Prioritization Task Force (PTF) that was charged with a comparative review of all academic 
programs at Humboldt State University (HSU). “The purpose of prioritization was to develop a 
collaborative process to identify and support the core strengths of the University, consistent with 
HSU's institutional vision, and to guide academic program priorities based upon an evaluation of 
programs. Prioritization included a review of all academic programs at HSU which lead to an 
undergraduate major or minor, certificate, credential, or a graduate degree. Evaluation was based 
on scoring using a consistent set of criteria that were intended to characterize the nature and 
quality of programs.5” 
 
The PTF conducted its work from mid-January of 2008 through February of 2009. The work 
included creating and ranking program criteria, eliciting department and program reports, scoring 
programs against the criteria, and assigning programs to university prioritization categories. The 
Task Force proposed criteria and presented criteria to the campus community for review. HSU’s 
final criteria were: 

1. Support for the University Vision;  
2. Program Demand (internal/external);  
3. Program Quality; 
4. Investments, Revenues and Efficiencies;  
5. Potential;  
6. Additional Information. 

 
                                                 
5 Humboldt State University, Academic Program Prioritization Final Report and Recommendations, 2/27/2009. 
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Department representatives using templates provided by the PTF completed program reports.  
 
The PTF used the overall program scores and comments provided by Review Teams and the 
PTF, to assign each program to one or more of the categories listed below. From a total of 98 
programs, the number of programs classified into each category is also presented below. 

• Enhance – 12 programs 
• Maintain – 34 programs 
• Review – 24 programs 
• Restructure – 19 programs 
• Revisit – 9 programs 

Sacramento State University 
 
At Sacramento State University, President Gonzalez after a recommendation from the Faculty 
Senate created the Task Force on Possible Revisions to University Policy on Instructional 
Priorities and Resource Allocation and the charge of the Task Force was endorsed by the Senate 
on February 25, 2010.  
 
The following criteria were used to compare programs when prioritizing programs within 
undergraduate or graduate programs across the University: 
 
Primary Criteria (60%; unprioritized, unweighted within set; precedence over Secondary 
Criteria) 

1. Quality of curriculum, instructional personnel, and curriculum delivery 
2. Clearly developed learning outcomes 
3. Advising program and graduation success 
4. Strength of teaching performance 

 
Secondary Criteria (40%, unprioritized, unweighted within set) 

1. Program history and development status 
2. Impact, justification and centrality to University mission 
3. External demand for the program 
4. Program size, scope 
5. Internal, non-major demand for the program 
6. Quality of program and resource utilization 
7. Revenue and other resources generated by program 
8. Costs and other expenses of program 
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For each criterion, each program was evaluated and assigned a quartile placement using evidence 
provided in the program's initial report. Committee members reviewed these documents and 
made informed holistic judgments on the overall strength of a program in each of the 12 areas. 
 
In addition, IPTG reviewed the program definition, criteria, rating rubric and the template at 
Gallaudet University, Cleveland State University, East Carolina University, Southeast Missouri 
State University, Southern Connecticut State University, University of Central Oklahoma, and 
The University of Southern Mississippi. 
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4. Defining and Identifying Programs 

Program Definition 
 
IPTG’s first charge was to define an academic program for the evaluation and subsequent 
categorization for the review.  As a first step to gain an understanding of the programs offered at 
CSUEB, several administrators responsible for University academic programs were invited to 
provide some insights into all the programs offered at CSUEB in November 2012. The Associate 
Vice President of Academic Programs and Graduate Studies provided an overview of all the 
programs offered in the catalog. The Deans of the four colleges shared with the task group the 
degree, credential and certificate programs offered at each college and the unique features of 
their programs. The Associate Vice President of the Continuing and International Education 
spoke to the task group on self-support programs and credit and non-credit certificate programs. 
The Senior Director of Undergraduate Studies and General Education presented the General 
Education (GE) and Graduation Requirements. The Director of Library also spoke on the library 
programs.  These presentations helped the task group gain a broader understanding of the nature 
of university programs. In addition, the Chairs of IPTG met separately with each Dean to discuss 
degree programs at each college and to understand the Dean’s views and concerns for those 
programs in December 2012. 
 
Next, IPTG studied the program definition used by other universities including Indiana State 
University, Gallaudet University, Cal Poly Pomona, Humboldt State University, CSU 
Sacramento and other universities.  The program definition used by Indiana State University is 
included in Appendix I.11 slide #4. From the study of other universities IPTG learned how other 
universities defined their academic activities and how they used the definition to evaluate and 
prioritize their programs. In addition, IPTG investigated the type of data used to evaluate 
programs and ascertain any difficulties involved with the utilization of program definitions.  
 
After gaining a thorough understanding of the CSUEB programs and a comprehensive review of 
the program definitions at other university, IPTG began the discussion regarding program 
definitions. After extensive discussions, the IPTG developed and adopted the following 
definition for an academic program in February 2013:  
 
Programs are operationally defined a set of academic activities that is required for degrees, 
credentials or certificates. These include: 

• Major 
• Option  
• Minor 
• Certificate 
• Credential 
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• General Education 
• Library instruction 
• Single subject matter preparation 
• Remedial requirements 
• Graduation requirements 

 
However, later in the scoring process, IPTG found that the criteria developed were not suitable 
for evaluating general education, library instruction, and graduation requirements. In addition, 
IPTG also lacked the data required to evaluate these programs. Therefore, IPTG was not able to 
score and rank general education, library GE courses, and graduate requirements. Observations 
for GE and Graduation Requirements are presented in Section 10. DCIE’s credit certificate, non-
credit certificate and Open University programs were later included in the evaluation by the 
Support Program Task Group. 

Identifying Programs 
 
The office of Academic Programs and Graduate Studies (APGS) compiled a preliminary list of 
academic programs from the catalog and presented the list on November 16, 2012 to the IPTG.  
The AVP of Continuing and International Education provided the list of the credit and non-credit 
certificate programs sponsored by DCIE. The Director of Undergraduate Studies and General 
Education provided the list of programs for GE and Graduation Requirements.  The Interim 
Director of the Library provided the list of GE courses the Library offered.  
 
Following extensive discussions IPTG compiled the University academic programs according to 
colleges, GE, Graduation Requirements, Library, and DCIE.  This list of programs was sent to 
individual college Deans and Associate Deans, AVP of DCIE, Director of Undergraduate Studies 
and GE, and the Library for verification. Associate Deans of each college further verified the list 
of programs with their respective department chairs and provided detailed feedback to IPTG. 
This verification process was repeated several times to ensure the list of programs was both 
comprehensive and accurate. Once the list of programs was finalized, it was published on the 
PFD website for the campus community review.  Based on input received, the list of academic 
programs was further revised to become the final list of 353 programs. 
 
Through this process, IPTG found that a department may offer several inter-related programs. 
For example, a department may have four degree programs (BA, BS, MA, and MS), several 
options or minors, a credential program, and a certificate program. These programs from the 
same department share many common attributes (i.e. faculty, program quality, etc.). Instead of 
having each department write multiple reports, one for each program, IPTG determined that it 
was more efficient to ask each department to write one report to include all its related programs 
together. Thus, common attributes among programs do not have to be repeated in multiple 
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reports. Understanding that the task group could evaluate similar programs together, IPTG 
adopted this “Report” approach that combined several affiliated programs together in one report. 
However, in reading the report, the task group members were required to score each program 
separately. 
 
The following table summarizes the different types of programs at each college as well as the 
total number of programs and reports from each college, library, GE, Graduation Requirement, 
and DCIE as of September 12, 2013. 
 

CSUEB - Total Number or Programs 

  Total Total  Total  Total  Total 
Single 

Subject Remedial Total Total 

  Majors Options Minors Certificates Credentials 
Matter 

Prep Requirement Programs Reports 
CBE 11 37 6 2       56 13 

CEAS 14 30 4 4 9 1   62 17 
CLASS 40 90 44 9 1 1 1 186 49 
CSCI 32 65 11 9   5 1 123 24 
LIB                 1 
GE                 1 

Grad 
Req.                 1 
DCIE       3       3 3 
Total 97 222 65 27 10 7 2 430 109 

 
The College of Business and Economics (CBE) had 11 majors, 37 options, 6 minors, 2 
certificates for a total of 56 programs and 13 reports to complete. The College of Education and 
Allied Studies had 14 majors, 30 options, 4 minors, 4 certificates, 9 credentials, 1 single subject 
matter preparation for a total of 62 programs and 17 reports. The College of Letters, Arts, and 
Social Sciences had 40 majors, 90 options, 44 minors, 9 certificates, 1 credential, 1 single subject 
matter preparation, 1 remedial requirement for a total of 186 programs and 49 reports to 
complete. College of Science has 32 majors, 65 options, 11 minors, 9 certificates, 5 single 
subject matter preparations, 1 remedial requirement for a total of 123 programs with 24 reports to 
complete. Library had 1 report for its GE courses. GE and Graduation Requirement will each 
prepare one report. DCIE had 3 reports, one for the non-credit certificate programs, one for the 
credit certificate programs, and one for the Open University.  
 
A list of programs that includes the detailed programs at each college, Library, GE, Graduation 
Requirements, and DCIE is presented in Appendix II.  
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5. Criteria and Assessment Measures Development 

Development of Criteria 
 
The following section describes the process the IPTG used in developing the criteria and 
measures by which to evaluate each program. The criteria utilized to assess and score the 
instructional programs were the fundamental basis and foundation upon which the IPTG 
decisions were derived and subsequently recommendations were developed. 
 
The development of criteria started in November 2012.  IPTG first studied the criteria suggested 
in Dickeson’s book6, as well as, the criteria, weights, and rubrics developed at several 
universities including Indiana State University, Cal Poly Pomona, Humboldt State University, 
CSU Sacramento, Washington State University, Gallaudet University, and the University of San 
Francisco. Following this analysis IPTG started with the following11 criteria as a starting point. 
 

1. Consistency with CSUEB Mission, Strategic Commitments and ILOs 
2. History, Development, and Expectations of the Program 
3. External Demand for the Program 
4. Internal Demand for the Program 
5. Quality of Program Inputs and Processes 
6. Quality of Program Outcomes 
7. Size, Scope, and Productivity of the Program 
8. Revenues and Other Resources Generated by the Program 
9. Costs and Other Expenses Associated with the Program 
10. Impact, Justification, and Overall Essentiality of the Program 
11. Opportunity Analysis of the Program  

 
IPTG formed 11 subcommittees with two to three members to study each of the above 11 criteria 
on the following factors: the importance of each criterion in evaluating programs, recommend 
measures and data required for each criterion, and what will the data for each criterion provide. 
Each subcommittee met and researched its criterion and presented their findings and 
recommendations to the task group multiple times. Extensive and critical debates were held 
among IPTG members regarding every element of each criterion from January to March 2013. 
IPTG eventually selected and adopted five of the eleven criteria as the final criteria and 
reassigned IPTG members into five criteria subcommittees. Each subcommittee worked on the 
development of measures and rubrics to assess the criterion.  
 
IPTG approved the following five criteria on April 5, 2013: 

                                                 
6 Robert C. Dickeson, Prioritizing Academic Programs and Services, Reallocating Resources to Achieve Strategic 
Balance, Revised and updated, Jossey-Bass, 2010. 
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Criterion 1: Consistency with CSUEB Shared Strategic Commitments and Institutional 
Learning Outcomes  
 
This criterion assessed the program’s alignment with the Shared Strategic Commitments (SSCs) 
and Institutional Learning Outcomes (ILOs). This criterion was presented with the understanding 
that programs may not demonstrate alignment to every SSC and ILO.  
 
Criterion 2: Internal and External Demand 
 
This criterion investigates and identifies the Internal and External Demand of a program. Internal 
demand is assessed as it relates to FTES, number of majors, options, and minors, and number of 
degrees awarded. Job projections were used to provide information about the program’s external 
demand.  
 
Criterion 3: Program Quality 
 
This criterion assesses the program’s quality based on faculty instructional and professional 
achievements, program design, and program implementation and outcomes. Several factors were 
used to measure this criterion: teaching evaluations, awards, grants, recognitions, professional 
contributions such as peer reviewed journal publications, conference presentations, research 
grants, awards, fellowships, editorial and review contributions, curriculum, accreditation, 
assessment of learning outcomes, and student success.  
 
Criterion 4: Costs and Productivity  
 
Cost and Productivity are often measured in ratios, trends, and comparisons. This criterion 
utilized easily available data that included Student Faculty Ratio (FTES/FTEF) and Instruction 
Costs per FTES (Department Total Annual Instructional Costs/FTES – College Year). There was 
also a narrative that provided the opportunity to explain the meaning of the data in terms of costs 
and productivity as it relates to the program.  
 
Criterion 5: Unique Issues and Future Directions 
 
This criterion provides the opportunity to evaluate the use of existing resources, the impact of 
declining resources, and the impact of augmentation. Additionally, there was the opportunity to 
provide additional information that could be used to build on program elements already covered 
or to address any other unique issues or challenges and potential opportunity not covered 
elsewhere in the report. 
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Throughout the development of the criteria, the IPTG sought guidance and feedback from the 
Executive Committee and Steering Committee. In addition, the final criteria were made available 
to the University community for comments in April 2013. After receiving the comments and 
input from the University community, each subcommittee examined all the comments and 
considered the comments relating to its criterion and made recommendations to the entire task 
group on whether or how to incorporate the comments. IPTG discussed these recommendations 
by the subcommittees and where appropriate made revisions of the criteria. The five criteria and 
their sub-elements were voted and approved in June 2013 and subsequently ready for pilot 
testing in summer 2013. 

Development of Measures and Rubrics 
 
On April 12, 2013 the IPTG started discussions to develop measures for assessment of each of 
the approved criteria. The initial conversation was to determine the appropriate weights for each 
criterion.  A review of other universities’ work was presented as examples.  The IPTG Chairs 
prepared a proposed weighing scale.  After much discussion and three rounds of voting to reach 
the 75% threshold the following weights were adopted at that time. 
  

• Consistency with SSCs and ILOs – 10%  
• Internal and External demand – 25%  
• Program Quality – 30%  
• Revenues and Costs – 25%  
• Unique Issues and Future Directions – 10%  

 
The development of assessment measures was done utilizing the subcommittees, for each of the 
approved criteria. Each subcommittee would develop the rubrics for scoring their criteria for 
evaluating the program reports. At the IPTG meeting on April 26, 2013, following the discussion 
of sample rubrics from other universities, the subcommittees presented their proposed rubrics for 
discussion.  
 
The process utilized in developing the scoring rubrics was iterative for each criterion and 
continued through the spring quarter (2013).  As discussions progressed, IPTG members 
suggested revisiting previously approved weights for the criteria.  Changes were made in the 
weights of the criteria that were influenced in part by the weights assigned to sub-sections of 
criteria.  For example, the criterion of Demand has 4 sub sections—FTES, Majors, Degrees 
Awarded and Jobs, while the criterion Cost and Productivity has 3 sub sections.  Rubrics for the 
various criteria generally used a four-point scale that provided more points when the program 
demonstrated greater evidence in support of the response. 
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As the rubric development process progressed it became apparent that the data needed to 
evaluate certain sub-sections were either unavailable or did not exist at the program level.  The 
Institutional Research office provided an overview of available information for each criterion 
that influenced the development of the final rubrics.  This issue of the availability of data is 
further discussed in the recommendations section of this report.  
 
As discussions progressed task group members proposed a reexamination of the approved 
criteria weights as a result of the rubric discussions and data availability.  In addition, the 
prevailing view of IPTG was the Unique Issues criterion provided a future view of programs and 
therefore, should have a higher weight value.  On May 31, 2013, the IPTG increased the 
weighted value of that criterion and subsequently reduced the weight value of the Revenues and 
Costs criteria.  The following are the final approved weights for the five criteria: 
 

• Consistency with SSCs and ILOs – 10%  
• Internal and External demand – 25%  
• Program Quality – 30%  
• Revenues and Costs – 20%  
• Unique Issues and Future Directions – 15% 

 
The rubrics are contained within the report template, which can be found in Appendix III.  
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6. Template Development and Training 

Developing the Template 
 
Information Technology Services (ITS) assisted IPTG in developing the web-based PFD 
template using the survey tool which allows the departments to input their information directly 
into the PFD template. IPTG members requested that each department’s data and the appropriate 
quartiles from the rubric from the University be automatically populated into the department’s 
template. However, for ITS to customize each template for each individual department with the 
prepopulated data, it would require 6 months to one year to create. Therefore, a more 
standardized web template was developed. Each department and program received a 
standardized report template. Additionally, each department received a supplemental data 
package that contained individual departmental data information for a program. The office of 
Planning and Institutional Research (PIR) and DCIE compiled the supplemental data for each 
individual department and program. Using the individual department and program data sheets, 
each department was required to provide the appropriate department or program data in the 
standardized report template. 

Pilot Testing the Data 
 
Following the adoption of the 5 criteria by IPTG on June 7, 2013, the task group determined that 
it would be necessary to pilot test the University data specified for the five criteria to ensure that 
the developed criteria rubrics were workable and the results generated using these rubrics were 
meaningful.   
 
In the Summer Quarter (2013), the Chairs of IPTG examined all the IR-generated data needed 
for the PFD template to test whether the data could be used to assess the criteria rubrics 
developed by IPTG. PIR provided the institutional data on FTES, Degrees granted, and Majors 
data required in Criterion 2 for all University departments and programs. California 
Occupational Employment Projections 2010-2020 by the Labor Market Information Division of 
the Employment Development Department of the State of California were utilized for testing the 
job projections (required in Criterion 2). The office of Academic Programs and Graduate Studies 
(APGS) provided the required data on student evaluations for all departments. The CSU 
Systemwide SFR data and the CSUEB SFR data reported to the Chancellor’s Office were used 
for the SFR data (required in Criterion 4). The budget office within Academic Affairs provided 
the data for Instructional Costs (required for Criterion 4). 
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After extensive review of the University-generated data and testing the data against the 
developed criteria and rubrics the IPTG Chairs identified a number of important issues related to 
data for the programs that are discussed below. 
 
Data Issues with University Programs: 
1. The mapping between the PFD list of current programs provided by APGS verified by the 

colleges and the list of programs on the data sheets provided by PIR identified 
inconsistencies between the two lists.  

a. There were programs on the current program list that did not have data. IPTG had no 
information to identify whether the programs were new, have not been offered yet, or 
whether the programs are no longer being offered. These added programs to the data 
list and show them as having 0 averages. 

 
b. There are a number of programs with data provided on the PIR-generated data sheet, 

but are not listed on the PFD current program list. It was determined that programs 
may have been discontinued or combined with another program or may have changed 
names. These discontinued, merged programs or programs with different names 
continued to show as separate programs on the data sheet. IPTG worked through both 
lists to develop a list of current programs with data provided, and created a separate 
list of all the discontinued programs. In addition, IPTG added the programs with five 
years of data back to the PFD list of programs. This revised list was sent to the 
colleges to verify the final list of programs. 

 
c. IPTG identified that there was no mapping of the data between the current program 

name with the previous program name or between programs before or after merger. It 
was difficult to identify which former program name went with which new program 
name. 

 
d. Understanding the purpose of the PFD process was to review current programs, it was 

determined that the department or program should be provided only the data for the 
current programs. As a result, several departments and programs voiced concerns 
later that they were missing their previous program data and subsequently that the 
numbers for their programs were not accurate. For this reason, IPTG decided the data 
for all the discontinued programs, merged programs and programs with changed 
names be provided to each department separately allowing the department or program 
to use both sets of data to determine the accurate number of students within the 
majors and the degrees awarded. 

  
e. IPTG determined that discontinued programs should not be included in the quartile 

computation. The reason being that inclusion would distort the distribution of 
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programs in the four quartiles resulting in current programs being classified into a 
higher quartile when compared to both current and discontinued programs. As a result 
IPTG asked PIR to exclude the discontinued programs from the quartile computation. 

 
f. One particular issue that IPTG encountered was the “no option” option in degrees. 

The data sheets showed that many students graduate with “no option” for some 
degrees. However, the PFD current program list identified that departments do not 
offer or allow students to have “no option” within degrees. If a program shows data 
for “no option”, this was added to the list and sent to the colleges for further 
verification.  IPTG received detailed feedback with comments on whether each “no 
option” was valid or not. All the valid “no option” degrees were added to the list of 
programs. Also according to PIR, if a student graduates and did not indicate any of 
the listed options, such students are coded as “no option” for their major.  

 
g. There were programs identified which showed no data for some of the previous five-

year period. If a program was missing the first 2, 3 or 4 years of data, it was difficult 
to identify whether this program was new or an absence of students graduating with 
the major or degree in that particular year. Without detailed knowledge of the reasons 
for missing data for certain years, the average was computed using a five year period. 
The averages generated for new programs may be lower due to the use of five year 
averaging. However, each program was provided the opportunity in the narrative 
parts in the criteria to explain their numbers. 

 
h. IPTG also noted that the list of current programs, there are multiple credential or 

certificate programs with the same name offered by other programs, but on the PIR 
data sheets, there was only one credential or certificate program identified. IPTG 
evaluated the credential or certificate program with the appropriate data. 

Issues with Data Needed for the Criteria 
 
The following narrative discusses the issues identified by IPTG with the PIR data and data 
needed to evaluate the programs based upon the criteria and rubrics developed. 
1. The fundamental goal of the PFD process was to evaluate and prioritize programs. However, 

IPTG found that no program data was available, only department level data was available. 
More specifically: 

a. Many departments offer multiple BA, BS, MA or MS programs. It was difficult to 
separate the department data into data for each program sponsored by departments 
within the University.  

b. Some departments have no programs of their own, for example the departments in 
CBE. The department only provides courses or services to a degree program which is 
awarded at the college level. 
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c. IPTG also found that as a means, course prefixes cannot be used to identify a specific 
program either. Many departments have one course prefix that that is used for 
multiple programs. Conversely, some departments have multiple prefixes, but they 
belong to one program or are only a part of a college program. For example, there are 
two prefixes (Theater and Dance) for the one BA-Theater Arts program. There are 3 
prefixes for three engineering BS programs and 2 engineering MS programs. The BS 
Business Administration program includes several prefixes including accounting, 
economics, finance, management, marketing, etc. 
 

Based on the issues stated above, the department PIR data was not found ideal for evaluating the 
programs on the criteria. Understanding that program data were not available for this review, the 
IPTG decided to use the department data to evaluate programs, recognizing the limitations. 

 
2. IPTG also identified that there are no separate data for GE or for graduation requirements. 

Some departments offer courses for both the major and GE. It is difficult to distinguish how 
many students are enrolled in a particular course for meeting their major, minor(s), or GE 
requirements.  Due to the difficulty in obtaining specific data for GE and graduation 
requirements, the IPTG decided to only use the information in the report from the Senior 
Director, Undergraduate Studies and General Education for its recommendations on GE and 
graduation requirements. 

 
3. IPTG also identified that most of the data provided are available only for fall each year. No 

enrollment data is available for the other quarters except for degrees awarded. 
 
4. For undergraduate programs, PIR University data provides the FTES and SFR by Lower 

Division (LD) and Upper Division (UD) courses. No information was provided for (FTES or 
SFR) in undergraduate degree programs. However, for calculating FTES, IPTG was able to 
add the LD and UD FTES together to form the FTES for the undergraduate program. The 
IPTG computed new quartiles to reflect the FTES quartile for each undergraduate program 
based on the FTES for all undergraduate programs. In doing so was difficult to identify the 
SFR for the undergraduate programs since the original FTES and FTEF numbers that were 
used to calculate the SFR were not known. This required IPTG to compute a new SFR for 
undergraduate programs. This process is described in Section 7 under the heading Revised 
Rubrics and Quartiles. 

 
5. Initially, the data for self-support programs were not included in the PIR data sheets. After a 

specific request this data was included later. This provided the ability to have separate data 
lines, one for regular state-support programs and one for self-support programs. A large 
number of degree programs showed that they had both self-support and state-supported 
programs. A review of the data indicated that these programs usually have a very small 
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number (one or two students) in the self-support program. This has to do with how students 
registered for a regular University course. Since the numbers are very small in self-support 
programs, IPTG asked PIR to exclude these self-support program data lines (those with 1 or 
2 students) in the department data. 

 
6. As part of the analysis of programs separate quartiles were provided for undergraduate 

programs; majors-state-support programs, majors-self-support programs, options-state-
support programs, options-self-support programs, and minors. Separate quartiles also were 
provided for graduate programs; majors-state-support, majors-self-support, options-state-
support, options-self-support, credentials-state-support, and credentials-self-support. IPTG 
found that the quartiles for self-support majors or options by themselves were not 
meaningful. It was determined, however, that Credentials and Minors needed to be 
considered together with other programs.  This required IPTG to revise some quartiles that 
were given to departments and compute new quartiles that were more meaningful and 
aligned to the rubrics. These revised quartiles are described in Section 7: Revised Rubrics 
and Quartiles.  

 
7. IPTG subcommittee on Criterion 2 adopted the rubric scoring for Jobs as follows: 
 

Rating 4 3 2 1 
Total Jobs >4000 1850-4000  750-1849 <750 

 
It is difficult to verify whether these ranges are realistic or workable for the rubric without 
having the actual job projections from all University programs. Dr. Gregory Theyel, an IPTG 
member, is an industrial economist and has extensive knowledge on industry and jobs based on 
his work with Bay Area employers. IPTG asked Dr. Theyel to estimate the job numbers for all 
majors to help pilot test the rubric for jobs. As part of this process, the catalog description of 
each major and the skills expected to be achieved through the program was researched. Also 
researched were a cross listing of job websites (for the job descriptions) to identify the jobs that 
require the identified skill sets by degree. Five occupational titles were identified for each major 
that a program prepares students to successfully pursue and were developed based on the skill 
sets awarded by a degree.  As a result job projections for 75 majors were developed. These 
estimates were sent to the departments for review and analysis. The departments were allowed 
either use these job estimates, or provide different job estimates or select a different set of jobs 
that the program identified as more appropriate job projections. 
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Pilot Testing the Template 
 
IPTG determined that it also was critical to pilot test the web-based report template to ensure the 
report template was complete, clearly written and the department chairs and program directors 
that were responsible for writing the report were provided clear instructions.  
 
In the Summer Quarter (2013), several IPTG members who were department chairs or program 
directors pilot tested the report template to identify any questions or issues that needed to be 
addressed. The report template was revised based on the comments received which included 
clearer instructions, and aligning data tables to provide space on the report template for multiple 
majors and options, and to provide links to the relevant rubrics for each criteria. 

Report Template Trainings  
 
IPTG conducted several report template-training workshops designed to assist report writers in 
how to complete the template. There were a total of six workshops provided. Two of the 
workshops were University-wide for any department chair or program director. Four workshops 
were provided for specific colleges (one for each of the colleges).  Comments from two 
workshops (Sept. 27 and 30, 2013) were noted and used to address issues on the template and to 
further revise the report template to make it clearer for the report writers. 
 
The college workshops were held between September 30, 2013 and November 13, 2013 for the 
chairs and directors at each college. The Chairs of IPTG went to separate college training 
workshops. Additionally, when requested, the Project Director met individually with department 
chairs to assist with completing the report template. The IPTG Vice Chair also met with many 
department chairs and program directors to assist with specific questions on department data and 
any special issues encountered when filling out specific report templates. 

Final Template  
 
The final template was made available on October 1, 2013. Each department was provided a 
supplemental data package that contains: 

1. Table 1: Faculty Headcount by Department 
2. Table 2: FTEF by Prefix, by Tenured, Tenure Track and FERP Faculty and Lecturer 
3. Table 3: FTEF by Prefix by Remedial, Lower Division, Upper Division, and Graduate 
4. Table 4: Number of Courses, Sections and Enrollment by Program Type 
5. Table 5: Number of Courses, Sections and Enrollment by Course Delivery Method  
6. Table 6: Number of Courses, Sections and Enrollment by Course Format 
7. Table 7: FTES by Prefix by Remedial, Lower Division, Upper Division, Graduate and 

Total FTES 
8. Table 8: Total Number of Students by Majors, Option, and Minors 
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9. Table 9: Total Number of Degrees Awarded for the College Year, by Major, Options, 
Minor, and Credentials 

10. Table 10: IPTG’s Estimated Job Projections 
11. Table 11: Student Evaluations: On-Ground for Fall, Winter and Spring 2012 
12. Table 12: Alumni Survey: Alumni Satisfaction with Program  
13. Table 13: Alumni Survey: Alumni Employment Status 
14. Table 14: Alumni Survey: Is Your Employment Related to Your Major 
15. Table 15: Subsequent Education 
16. Table 16: SFR (FTES/FTEF) 
17. Table 17: Instructional Cost per FTES (Departmental Annual Instructional 

Salaries/Department FTES by College Year) 
18. Worksheet for Criterion 2 on California State Job Projections for Majors/Options 
19. Worksheet for Criterion 3 on Faculty Professional Achievement 

 
In addition, California Occupational Employment Projections 2010-2020 was provided to each 
department as well as a separate department on-line course evaluations if available.  
 
A Microsoft document that closely replicates the web tool report template for the Instructional 
Program can be found in Appendix III. A pdf version of the print out for the web-based 
Instructional Program template is provided in Appendix IV. 

Completing the Template 
 
IPTG initially agreed that the deadline for submission of the Instructional Program report 
template be set for November 1, 2013. Adjusting to concerns expressed by many chairs about the 
ability to meet the November 1 deadline, the PFD Sponsors, after review with President 
Morishita, extended the deadline for submission of the report to November 15, 2013. IPTG 
further extended to the Dean of each college the ability to grant additional extension to 
department chairs and program directors for submission of the PFD reports when such extension 
was requested and justified. 
 
The majority of the PFD reports were submitted by December 1, 2013. Except for very few 
reports, PFD reports were received by December 13, 2013. All PFD reports received were 
distributed to IPTG evaluation teams based upon prior agreement on assignment and 
responsibility for each team on December 15, 2013.  .  
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7. Reading and Scoring Reports 

Report Reading Methods 
 
The initial composition of IPTG had 24 members in 2012-13, and by end of spring 2013 (due to 
three administrators and one student members leaving IPTG) 20 members remained on the task 
group to read and score the reports. It was anticipated that a total of 109 reports would be read 
and scored.  IPTG considered two rounds of reading these 109 reports, conceptually, for the first 
round of reading, four different reading methods were considered.  The following table 
summarizes these four proposed methods.  
 
 Report Reading Methods - First Round Reading  
No. Reading Method 

 
Number of Reports 
Each Member Reads 

1 3 members randomly assigned to read a report, use 
average score from 3 members  

17 reports 
(109 x 3 / 20 = 16.4) 
 

2 4 members randomly assigned to read a report, use 
average score from 4 members 
 

22 reports 
(109 x 4 / 20 = 21.8) 
 

3 5 members randomly assigned to read a report, use 
average score from 5 members 
 

28 reports 
(109 x 5 / 20 = 27.3) 
 

4 Rating method used for reading the Writing Skills Test 
(WST) – Two or more teams will be assigned to read the 
same set of reports and identify the difference in mean 
scores. If the difference in mean scores is not acceptable, 
other teams will be asked to read the same set of reports. 
This process will repeat until the difference in the mean 
scores reaches an acceptable level. 
 

Varying number of reports 
(estimated 40 to 60 depending 
on the number of rounds of 
rereading needed) 
 

 
For the second round of reading, IPTG expected that the task group would read the top 20% and 
bottom 30% of the reports again.  It was estimated that this process would entail having 
approximately 55 reports to read in the second round. Depending on the number of members 
assigned to each team, the number of reports read would range from 9 to 14 reports. The 
following table identified the team size and number of reports to read discussed by IPTG. 
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Report Reading Methods - 2nd Round Reading 
Top 20% and Bottom 30% – Estimated 55 reports 

No. Reading Method Number of Reports Each 
Member Reads 

1 3 members randomly assigned to read a report, use 
average score from 3 members 
 

9 reports 
(55 x 3 / 20 = 8.25) 
 

2 4 members randomly assigned to read a report, use 
average score from 4 members 
 

11 reports 
(55 x 4 / 20 = 11) 
 

3 5 members randomly assigned to read a report, use 
average score from 5 members 
 

14 reports 
(55 x 5 / 20 = 13.75) 
 

4 Rating Method used for reading WST 0 
 
The following table summarizes the scope of the work for the two rounds of reading by team size 
that was discussed by IPTG. 
 

Reading Methods – First and Second Round 
Total Number of Reports to Read 

 Reading Methods First Round Second Round Total Number of 
Reports to Read 

 3 members randomly 
assigned to read a report 
 

17 9 26 

 4 members randomly 
assigned to read a report 
 

22 11 33 

 5 members randomly 
assigned to read a report 
 

28 14 42 

 Rating Method used for 
reading WST 

Varying number  
(estimated 40-60) 

 Varying number 
(estimated 40-60) 

 
After much discussion, IPTG agreed to have three members read a report in order to efficiently 
manage the workload. Instead of randomly assigning members to read the reports, it was decided 
to have each evaluation team be composed of members from different colleges in order to 
provide the background knowledge and understanding of different programs from the respective 
colleges.  For the second round of reading, IPTG decided to wait until the first round of reading 
was completed to determine the method for selecting which reports to consider for the second 
round reading. 

Report Reading Teams 
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At the beginning of Fall Quarter 2013, the IPTG composition had 19 members to complete the 
work of reading and scoring reports.  
 
IPTG assigned six teams, comprised of three members each, to read all the PFD reports 
submitted. The exception was that one team had four members due to the total number of task 
group members. The guidelines IPTG used for selecting team members were such that each team 
would have three (or four) members from different colleges. This enabled each team to have a 
better understanding of the programs in different colleges. In addition, each team had members 
who served on different subcommittees when developing the criteria and rubrics. This provided 
the opportunity to have members’ expertise from different criteria subcommittees on each team. 
The six reading teams membership and affiliation are described in the tables below: 
  
Instructional Program Task Group - Report Reading Teams by Organization  

 CBE CEAS CLASS CSCI Library Total 
Team 1 1 1 1 1  4 
Team 2 1 1  1  3 
Team 3 1  1 1  3 
Team 4  1 1 1  3 
Team 5 1  1  1 3 
Team 6  1 1  1 3 
 

Instructional Program Task Group - Report Reading Teams by Criterion  
 Criterion 1 Criterion 2 Criterion 3 Criterion 4 Criterion 5 Total 
Team 1   1 1    4 
Team 2 1   1   1 3 
Team 3   1 1 1  3 
Team 4 1     1 1 3 
Team 5  1 1 1  3 
Team 6 1  1  1 3 
 
With an estimated 104 reports, each team was assigned 17 reports as shown in the following 
table. 
 

 Total Number of 
Reports 

No. of Reports 
Assigned to Each 
Team 

CBE 13 2 
CEAS 17 3 
CLASS 50 8 
CSCI 24 4 
Total 104 17 

 



35 
 

In assigning the final reports to teams, several important principles were followed. 
 

• Team members would not read the reports that he or she prepared. 
• Team members would not read the reports from his or her department. 
• Team member would not read any reports from any programs that they teach in, or 

are affiliated with. 
• Each IPTG member sent to the Chairs a list of programs that they should not read. 
• Each reading team only knew the reports and programs assigned to their team. IPTG 

members did not have any knowledge of which team or which team members were 
assigned reading their department or program reports. Important to this process was 
objectivity and elimination of any potential external influence or pressure in meeting 
their assignment.  

 
All evaluation of programs was kept confidential throughout the entire scoring process. 
When IPTG discussed the program scores or classification into categories, all program 
scores were represented by a number and IPTG members only knew the scores for the 
programs they were assigned to score. The only individual with access to all the program 
scores was the Vice Chair who was responsible for compiling the program scores from all 
six reading teams, and performed all the statistical and analytical work. The Vice Chair 
did not share the program scores or programs rankings with the IPTG members until the 
conclusion of final IPTG meeting on March 14, 2014, when the scores for all programs 
were displayed visually very briefly. The Vice Chair was responsible for maintaining 
confidentiality of all the program scores and program rankings until the release of this 
final report. 
 
This process ensured that the scoring and subsequent classification process for programs 
was completely objective. Confidentiality was followed throughout the entire IPTG work 
process and up to the last IPTG meeting on March 14, 2014. 

 

Norming Session 
 
In order to assure that all task group members understood the scoring process, and utilization of 
the criteria rubrics, the task group held two norming sessions in Fall Quarter 2013. IPTG selected 
an undergraduate program report that encompassed a variety of programs such as major, options, 
minors, certificates, GE courses and graduate requirement courses and a graduate program report 
that was representative of other graduate programs. Every task group member was asked to read 
and score these two reports prior to the norming session. 
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At the norming session, IPTG compared the scores across all 19 members for each sub-element 
of the five criteria selected for analysis.  For each element, if the member scores were similar, it 
showed that the task group was consistent using the rubric to score this element. However, if the 
scores were not consistent, those members with high or low or other scores reviewed for the 
group their justifications. This process provided the opportunity for IPTG to discuss and come to 
a common understanding on the utilization of rubrics to generate a score. IPTG spent an entire 
meeting going through the process of how to score the program reports. Through this process 
IPTG developed a common understanding on how to score each part of the report according to 
the scoring rubrics for the five criteria.  

Scoring Template in Excel 
 
To facilitate the scoring, the IPTG developed a scoring template in Excel to assist task group 
members.  The scoring template followed the design of the five criteria with the assigned weight 
for each criterion and for each element of the criterion. The scoring template automatically 
arrived at a weighted total program score for each program based on the five criteria and their 
respective weights. An example of the Excel scoring template is included in Appendix V.1.  

Revised Rubrics and Quartiles 
 
In the process of scoring the PFD reports, IPTG identified a need to revise the initial quartiles 
provided to each department by PIR. IPTG also found that some rubrics needed to be clarified in 
order to assist the task group members scoring. IPTG revised the quartiles and adjusted the 
rubrics to ensure score consistency and reliability.   
 
Criterion 2 - FTES  
 
As noted earlier, the office of Planning and Institutional Research (PIR) provided each 
department with the FTES data for the Remedial, Lower Division (LD), Upper Division (UD), 
Graduate and Total FTES. The quartile was provided for the total FTES. However, after 
discussion, IPTG decided that it will be more appropriate to use the undergraduate FTES to 
evaluate undergraduate programs and to use the graduate FTES to evaluate graduate programs. 
Therefore, IPTG used the FTES data supplied by PIR and combined the LD and UD FTES to 
form an undergraduate FTES for each department. A new quartile for each department was then 
computed using these combined undergraduate FTES. IPTG also computed a separate quartile to 
use for the graduate programs using the graduate FTES. The revised quartiles for undergraduate 
FTES and graduate FTES are presented in Appendix V.2 and V.3. 
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Criterion 2 – Degrees Awarded 
 
In comparing undergraduate degrees awarded by program, PIR provided five separate quartiles 
for each type of program: undergraduate majors – state-support, undergraduate majors- self-
support, options – state-support, options – self-support, and minors.  However, IPTG was 
charged with the responsibility to review and rank all programs collectively.  In addition, there 
were only 4 self-support majors and 8 self-support options. It could be argued that a self-support 
program ranked in the top quartile with only 4 majors is not representative of its quartile among 
all majors at the University. Therefore, IPTG determined that it was more appropriate for majors 
to be compared with all majors (both state-support and self-support). For the same reason, it also 
was important to compare options and minors together with all options (both state-support and 
self-support). Therefore, IPTG used the undergraduate degree data provided by PIR and 
computed two revised quartiles, one for all undergraduate majors and one for all undergraduate 
options and minors. The summary of these revised quartile ranges for the undergraduate degrees 
awarded and options and minors combined is presented in Appendix V.4. 
 
For graduate degrees awarded, PIR also provided five separate quartiles for each type of 
program: graduate major – state-support, graduate major – self-support, graduate option – state-
support, graduate option – self-support, and credentials. IPTG considered credentials equivalent 
to graduate degrees. In addition, there are only 10 credential programs identified. A quartile 
ranking among 10 credential programs would not have been representative among all University 
graduate programs. Therefore, IPTG used the graduate degree data provided by PIR and 
computed two revised quartiles, one for all graduate majors including state-support, self-support, 
and credentials) and one for all graduate options including state-support and self-support. The 
summary of revised quartile ranges for the graduate degrees awarded and options is also included 
in Appendix V.4. 
 
Criterion 2: Jobs 
 
In consideration of the criterion “Demand”, and based on the actual job forecasts for all 
programs, IPTG computed a range of four quartiles using the natural breaks found in the data. 
For programs reporting more than 4,000 projected jobs, the score was 4, for programs reporting 
1,850 to 4,000 projected jobs, the score was 3, for programs reporting 750 to 1,849, the score 
was 2 and for programs reporting projected jobs below 750, the score was 1. 
 
Interestingly, some programs reported more than all jobs available in California according to 
California’s Projections for Jobs for the 10-year period from 2010 to 2020. It could be that some 
programs may have used inaccurate job forecasts from the table. In such cases, IPTG teams 
determined the appropriate quartile for these programs, and adjusted the scores. 
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If a program did not provide job projections for its options or minors, the teams used the job 
projections from the majors for its options and minors for the calculation and score. 
 
Criterion 5: SFRS 
 
One of the data points ITPG identified was the Student Faculty Ratio (SFR) data, which was 
available only for the department and for systemwide at the Lower-Division (LD) and the Upper-
Division (UD) levels. IPTG had to compute an undergraduate SFR using the LD SFR and UD 
SFR weighted by their respective FTES compared to the total undergraduate FTES. This was 
done for both the department and the systemwide SFR in order to compare the department 
undergraduate SFR with the systemwide undergraduate SFR to determine whether the 
department was above or below the systemwide SFR. 
 
Criterion 5: Instructional Costs per FTES   
 
In the initial rubrics for Criterion 5, on instruction costs, a score of 4 indicated significant 
decrease in costs, a 3 indicated moderate decrease in costs, a 2 indicated moderate increase in 
costs, and a 1 indicated significant increase in costs. To ensure consistent interpretation of this 
rubric, IPTG used all the data on instructional costs per FTES and computed the year-to-year 
percent change in instructional costs per FTES. Based on the actual data ranges calculated, IPTG 
determined that a significant decrease in costs was  when an average year-to-year percent change 
decreased for more or equal to -10%. A moderate decrease in costs was when the average year-
to-year percent change decreased between -0% to -9.9%. A moderate increase in costs was when 
an average year-to-year percent change increase between +0% to +9.9%. Lastly, a significant 
increase in costs was when an average year-to-year percent change increase between +0% to 
+9.9%. 
 
The revised rubrics for the five criteria are included in Appendix V.5. 

Results of the First Round of Reading 
 
The final number of programs scored by each reading team and the mean and median program 
scores for each reading team is presented in the table below. Each reading team received a 
similar number of PFD reports. However, each report may have contained a different number of 
programs in terms of options and minors. This resulted in a discrepancy in the number of 
programs scored among different teams. 
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Teams Number of 
Programs 

Mean Score Median Score 

Team 1 56 70.83 67.25 
Team 2 70 71.86 72.40 
Team 3 40 67.34 67.82 
Team 4 66 77.99 78.98 
Team 5 43 76.98 77.86 
Team 6 78 73.41 74.91 
Total Programs 353 73.30 73.82 

 
IPTG reviewed the consistency of scoring results across all six teams. Each team was asked to 
review their program scores paying particular attention to any program receiving a score below 
60. 
 
The mean score from team 1 to team 6 is 70.83, 71.86, 67.34, 77.99, 76.98 and 73.41, 
respectively. These scores were determined to be very close to the overall mean score of 73.30 
for all 353 programs reviewed. The overall median for all 353 programs evaluated was 73.82.  

Results of the Second Round of Reading 
 
In a comprehensive review of program scores from the first round reading, IPTG identified an 
initial 28 programs in the Bottom 10% (explained in the Section 8 Methods Considered for 
Classifying Programs into Categories.) for a second round of reading. A new team was formed to 
read these 28 reports. This new reading team was composed of one member from each of the six 
first round reading teams. The new team members could not be a team member whose program 
or department was in the Bottom 10%. 
 
The results from the second round reading of these 28 programs in the Bottom 10% showed that 
25 of the 28 programs received a slightly higher score compared to the scores from the first 
round readings. The average score for the 28 programs from the first round readings was 55.65 
and the average score from the second round readings was 60.28. Twelve of the 28 programs 
were classified to the third category when the scores from the first round reading were replaced 
by the scores from the second round reading. Sixteen of the initial 28 programs remained in the 
lowest category. As part of the process, the task group recognized that if 12 programs were 
shifted to the third category, then 12 programs from the third category would be moved down to 
the lowest category. That would have then presented a new set of the Bottom 10% to consider for 
re-reading. 
 
The second round reading teams expressed that they were rushed to complete the second round 
reading. They suggested that the original scoring team members had more time and took extra 
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care in reading and scoring programs during the first round. Following this discussion, IPTG 
agreed that the scores from the first round reading were determined to be more reliable than the 
scores from the second round reading. 
 
After much debate on the results and subsequent changes in program rankings from the second 
round reading, IPTG voted to use the first round reading scores as the final scores. The second 
round reading served to assure the task group that the results were very similar to the first round 
reading and the scores from the first round readings were indeed reliable and consistent. 
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8. Methods Considered for Classifying Programs into Categories 

Summary and Distribution of Instructional Program Scores 

Summary Statistics of Instructional Program Scores 
 
The descriptive statistics were calculated for all program scores, and Table 1 presents the 
summary program scores for the 353 instructional programs including minimum, maximum, 
mean, median and standard deviation. The scores represent the average score generated by IPTG 
members reading a particular program report. The highest and the lowest average total program 
scores are 94.29 and 34.69, respectively. The mean average total program score is 73.38 while 
the median is 73.87. The standard deviation for the average total program score is 9.12. The 
mean average score for criterion 1 is 7.54, for criterion 2 is 18.34, for criterion 3 is 22.44, for 
criterion 4 is 13.85, and for criterion 5 is 11.21. 
 

Table 1 
CSUEB Instructional Program Scores 

Summary Statistics 

  

Average 
Score of 
Criterion 

1 

Average 
Score of 
Criterion 

2 

Average 
Score of 
Criterion 

3 

Average 
Score of 
Criterion 

4 

Average 
Score of 
Criterion 

5 

Average of 
Total 

Program 
Score 

Minimum 3.86 6.56 7.50 5.00 3.75 34.69 
Maximum 9.71 25.00 30.00 18.75 15.00 94.29 

Mean 7.54 18.33 22.38 13.83 11.23 73.30 
Median 7.50 18.65 23.13 14.17 11.25 73.82 
Std. Dev 0.92 4.09 4.16 2.77 1.75 9.12 

Distribution of Instructional Program Scores 
 
IPTG examined the scoring results of the 353 programs. Table 2 summarizes the frequency of 
distribution of the program scores by ranges.  
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Table 2 
CSUEB Instructional Program Scores 

Frequency Table 
Score 
Ranges From To 

Number of 
Programs Percentage 

1 30 50 7 2% 
2 50 60 14 4% 
3 60 65 45 13% 
4 65 70 67 19% 
5 70 75 58 16% 
6 75 80 59 17% 
7 80 85 72 20% 
8 85 90 29 8% 
9 90 100 2 1% 

Total     353 100% 
 
The range of scores for the 353 programs appears to be normally distributed. The majority of the 
program scores, representing 301 programs (86%), are in the ranges from 60 to 85. Forty-five 
programs scored in the range of 60 to 65, and 67 programs scored in the range of 65 to 70, 58 
programs scored in the range of 70 to 75, 59 programs scored in the range of 75 to 80, and 72 
programs scored in the range of 80 to 85.  
 
At the two ends of the score ranges, two programs (1%) scored above 90, 29 programs (8%) 
scored between 85 to 90, and 21 programs (6%) scored below 60. The frequency of the 353 
program scores in the different ranges is also shown below. This chart shows that the distribution 
of the program scores resembles a normal distribution. 
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Methods Considered in Classifying Programs to Categories 
 
IPTG considered three different methods for classifying the programs into different categories. 
These included the following: a statistical model using the mean and the standard deviation of 
the distribution, the percentage of all the average total program scores, and the percentage of the 
average total program scores combined with thresholds on several criteria. The following is a 
discussion of these methods considered for presentation of the programs into categories 

Statistical Model 
 
The IPTG examined the distribution of the average total program scores based on the statistical 
distribution of mean and standard deviation score. Using the mean average total program score 
of 73.30 and the standard deviation 9.12, six ranges are identified using the mean and the 
standard deviation: below 2 standard deviations (0 to 55.06), -1 standard deviation to -2 standard 
deviation (55.06 to 64.18), mean to -1 standard deviation (64.18 to 73.30), mean to +1 standard 
deviation (73.30 to 82.41), +1 standard deviation to +2 standard deviation (82.41 to 91.53), and 
above 2 standard deviations (91.53 to 100). 
 
Table 3 presents a summary of the number of programs in each of the six statistical ranges 
utilizing this methodology. There are 230 program scores in the range of the mean plus or minus 
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one standard deviation. These 230 program scores constitute 65.3% of the total program score, 
similar to a normal distribution where 66.7% of the observations will fall in the range of mean 
plus or minus one standard deviation. One hundred and thirty program scores are in the range of 
mean plus one standard deviation and 100 programs are in the range of mean minus one standard 
deviation. 
 
In the range of the +1 standard deviation to +2 standard deviations are 58 program scores 
(16.5%), whereas, 56 program scores (15.9%) are in the range of -1 standard deviation to -2 
standard deviations. Lastly, there is one program whose score is above +2 standard deviations 
and there are 8 programs whose scores are below -2 standard deviations.  
 

Table 3 
CSUEB Instructional Program Scores 

Score Ranges Based on Mean and Standard Deviations 

No. Range Description From To 

Number 
of 

Programs 

Percentage 
of 

Programs 
1 Below -2 STDEV 0 55.06 8 2.0% 
2 -1 STDEV to -2 STDEV 55.06 64.18 55 15.9% 
3 Mean to -1 STDEV 64.18 73.30 100 28.4% 
4 Mean to +1 STDEV 73.30 82.41 130 36.9% 

5 
+1 STDEV  to +2 
STDEV 82.41 91.53 59 16.5% 

6 Above +2 STDEV   91.53 100.00 1 0.3% 
  Total Programs     353 100.0% 

 
Chart 2 below shows the instructional program scores in the six statistical ranges in a frequency 
distribution chart. 
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Using the statistical method for program prioritization allows classification of 230 (65.1%) 
program scores that are in the range of the mean plus or minus one standard deviation into the 
original approved category “Sustain Present Level of Resources7.” Sixty (17%) program scores 
were in the range above the +1 standard deviation will be classified into the original approved 
category “Merit Additional Investment8”, and 63 (17.9%) program scores below the range of -1 
standard deviation would be considered for the original approved categories “Consolidate or 
Reorganize with Reduced Funding9” or “Phase Out10.”  
  

                                                 
7 Initial categories considered by IPTG based on Provost Houpis and VP Wells IPTG Invitation on August 31, 2012 
 
8 Initial categories considered by IPTG based on Provost Houpis and VP Wells IPTG Invitation on August 31, 2012 
 
9 Initial categories considered by IPTG based on Provost Houpis and VP Wells IPTG Invitation on August 31, 2012 
 
10 Initial categories considered by IPTG based on Provost Houpis and VP Wells IPTG Invitation on August 31, 2012 
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Percentage of Average Total Program Scores 
 
In a second methodological approach for program prioritization and categorization IPTG 
considered using a percentage of the average total program scores. This method divides the 
average total program scores into the Top 20%, Upper 50%, Lower 20%, and the Bottom 10%. 
The average total mean program scores ranged from 81.98 to 100 for the Top 20%, 67.82 to 
81.98 for the Upper 50%, 62.77 to 67.82 for the Lower 20%, and 34.69 to 62.77 for the Bottom 
10%. There were 71 programs identified in the Top 20%, 172 programs in the Upper 50%, 74 
programs in the Lower 20%, and 36 programs in the Bottom 10%. The actual percentage for 
Upper 50% is 49% and for Lower 20% is 21%. It was determined by IPTG that the best 
approach was to keep programs with identical scores in one group rather than split them between 
two categories. Hence the upper 50% range has 1% less and the lower 20% range has 1% more.  
  
According to this classification, the Top 20%, 71 programs, potentially will be classified into the 
original approved category “Merit Additional Investment”. The Upper 50%, 172 programs, 
would be considered for the original approved category “Sustain Present Level of Resource.” 
The Lower 20% would be considered for the original approved category “Consolidate or 
Reorganize with Reduced Funding”. The Bottom 10% would be considered for the original 
approved category “Phase Out11”. 
  

Table 4 
CSUEB Instructional Program Scores 

In Percentages of Average Total Program Scores 

Score Ranges From to 
Number of 
Programs Percentage 

Top 20% 81.98 100 71 20% 
Upper 50% 67.82 81.98 172 49% 
Lower 20% 62.77 67.82 74 21% 

Bottom 10% 34.69 62.77 36 10% 
Total 

  
353 100% 

 

Percentage of Average Total Program Scores and Meeting Criteria Threshold 
 
The final method considered by IPTG was to use the percentage of average total program scores 
and whether a program meets a minimum threshold for certain identified criteria in order to 
classify programs into prioritization categories. 
Using this approach, in order for a program to be classified into the recommended category of 
“Merit Additional Investment,” a program must satisfy all the following requirements. 

                                                 
11 Initial categories considered by IPTG based on Provost Houpis and VP Wells IPTG Invitation on August 31, 2012 
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• Average total program score in the Top 20% of all programs, 
• Minimum score of 3 for Criterion 2 - Internal and External Demand, 
• Minimum score of 3 for Criterion 3 - Program Quality, and 
• Minimum score of 3 for Criterion 5 - Unique Issues and Future Directions. 

 
Following discussion, IPTG agreed that for a program to merit additional investment from the 
University, a program must demonstrate a strong demand with a minimum score of 3 out of the 
maximum of 4, high quality with a minimum score of 3 out of a maximum of 4, and have 
justified positive future directions for the program with a minimum score of 3 out of the 
maximum of 4.  Therefore, a program that ranked in the Top 20%, but did not meet the threshold 
of 3 in criteria 2, 3, or 5, the program will be classified into the next category “Sustain Present 
Level of Resource.” 
 
For a program to be classified into the recommended category of “Sustain Present Level of 
Resource”, a program must satisfy all the following requirements. 
 

• Average total program score in the Upper 50% of all programs, 
• Minimum score of 2 for Criterion 1 - Consistency with SSCs and ILOs, 
• Minimum score of 2 for Criterion 2 - Internal and External Demand, 
• Minimum score of 2 for Criterion 3 - Program Quality,   
• Minimum score of 2 for Criterion 4 - Costs and Productivity, 
• Minimum score of 2 for Criterion 5 - Unique Issues and Future Directions. 

 
IPTG agreed that for a program to sustain its present level of resources from the University, a 
program must demonstrate that it meets a threshold of a score of 2 in each of the five criteria.  
The rationale is that the program needs to have made an effort to achieve consistency with the 
University ILO’s and SSC’s at a score of 2, demonstrated demand for the program at a score of 
2, meets program quality with a score of 2, reducing program costs and increasing productivity at 
a score of 2 and justification of the future directions with a score of 2. Considering that the 
minimum score for each criterion is a 1, a program needs only have a score of 2 to meet this 
category threshold. This was considered not very difficult for consideration of a program to the 
original approved category “Sustain Present Level of Resources.”  
 
For a program that is in the Upper 50%, but did not meet a score of 2 for all five criteria, the 
program would be classified into the next category “Consolidate or Reorganize with Reduced 
Funding.” 
 
For a program to be classified into the category “Consolidate or Reorganize with Reduced 
Funding”, a program must satisfy the following requirements: 
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• An average total program score in the Lower 20% of all programs, 
• Scores for criteria 2, 3, 4 to be above the mean minus 2 standard deviations score of the 

specific criterion, or 
• A minimum score of 3 for criterion 2 – Internal and External Demand. 

 
The remaining programs, those that do not classify into one of the above 3 categories will be 
classified into the original approved category “Phase Out.” 
 
Table 5 provides a summary of the number of programs for each category based on this 
methodological approach. There were 14 programs identified in the Top 20% that do not meet 
the threshold for criteria 2, 3 or 5. These 14 programs would be added to the next lower category, 
leaving only 57 programs in the top category. There are 8 programs identified in the Upper 50% 
that fail to meet the threshold of a score of 2 for all five criteria. These 8 programs were removed 
from category 2 and added to the next lower category 3. There were no programs found in the 
Lower 20% that did not meet the requirements for category 3. 
 

Table 5 
CSUEB Instructional Program Scores 

Percentages of Average Total Program Scores and Meeting Criteria Threshold 

Groups From to 

Number 
of 

Programs 

Programs not 
meeting 
Criteria 

Threshold 

Final No. 
of 

Programs Percentage 
Top 20% 81.98 100 71 14 57 16% 
Upper 50% 67.82 81.98 172 8 178 51% 
Lower 20% 62.77 67.82 74 0 82 23% 
Bottom 10% 34.69 62.77 36 0 36 10% 
Total     353 22 353 100% 

 
Therefore, as a result of this analysis the final count of the number of programs classified into 
category 1 was 57 programs (16%), 178 programs (51%) were classified into category 2, 82 
programs (23%) were classified into category 3, and 36 programs (10%) were classified into the 
lowest category 4. 
 
Following deliberation and discussion of the three methodological approaches for prioritization 
and categorization IPTG voted to adopt the approach using a percentage of programs according 
to the weighted average total program scores and whether a program meets the criteria threshold 
for classifying the programs into categories (the last approach described here).  
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9. Categories and Program Rankings 

Categories 
 
In the Memorandum from the program sponsors, Vice President and Provost Houpis and Vice 
President and Chief Financial Officer Wells, on Planning for Distinction Program Prioritization 
Instructional Program Task Group invitation on August 31, 2012, it was stated that the IPTG 
would be responsible for: 
  

Formulating recommendations for consideration by the steering committee regarding 
which programs merit additional investment, which should be sustained at their present 
level, and which are less central to the university’s mission, and/or would benefit from 
consolidation.12 
 

Based on above memorandum, the IPTG approved the four following categories on June 7, 2013.  
 
 Approved Categories, June 7, 2013 
1 Merit Additional Investment 
2 Sustain Present Level 
3 Consolidate or Reorganize with Reduced Funding  
4 Phase Out 
 
At the final IPTG meeting on March 14, 2014, the following three categories were approved to 
be IPTG’s final categories for recommendations to the program sponsors. 
 
 Final Categories for Instructional Programs, March 14, 2014 
1 Commend 
2 Maintain 
3 Review 
 1. Lower 20%  

2. Bottom 10% 
 
These final categories represent IPTG’s recommendations for all the instructional programs 
which it reviewed in meeting its charge.  
 
A detailed description of IPTG’s recommended categories follows. 
 

                                                 
12 Memorandum by Provost and VP of Academic Affairs Houpis and VP, Administration and Finance, CFO Wells 
on Planning for Distinction Program Prioritization Instructional Program Task Group Invitation, August 31, 2012 
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Category “Commend” 
 
Based on the selected methodological approach of using the percentage of programs ranked 
according to the weighted average total program scores and meeting criteria thresholds for 
prioritization and categorization, 57 programs were classified into the category “Commend.”  
These 57 programs are in the Top 20% of all the programs evaluated according to the ranking of 
weighted average total program scores.  After moving 14 programs that did not meet the criteria 
threshold for the Top 20% group, these 57 programs constitute the top 16% of all the programs.  
These 57 programs provided a range of scores from 81.98 to 94.29.  The mean average total 
program score was 85.48 and the median was 85.28. The average scores for the five criteria and 
for the total program score for these 57 programs are as follows: 
 

Top 57 Programs in Category Commend 

  
Average of 
Criterion 1 

Average of 
Criterion 2 

Average of 
Criterion 3 

Average of 
Criterion 4 

Average of 
Criterion 5 

Average of 
Total Program 

Score 
Mean 7.76 22.91 26.49 15.94 12.39 85.48 
Median 7.50 22.66 26.88 16.25 11.25 85.28 
 
In addition, these top 57 programs also met the threshold of a minimum score of 3 out of a 
maximum of 4 for criteria; Criterion 2 Internal and External Demand, Criterion 3 Program 
Quality, and Criterion 5 Unique Issues and Future Directions.  
 
In evaluating the scores for Criterion 2 Internal and External Demand, these 57 programs 
demonstrated excellent internal and external demand for their programs based on FTES, degrees 
awarded, and the jobs forecast for their program graduates. Further, these programs’ FTES and 
degrees awarded were in the upper middle quartile or at the top quartile of all University 
programs reviewed.  
 
In evaluating the scores for Criterion 3 Program Quality, these 57 programs demonstrated and 
evidenced excellent or good program quality in the areas of: faculty instructional achievement 
and professional achievement, and program design and program implementation and outcomes. 
For the sub-criterion faculty instructional achievement, these 57 programs provided strong 
evidence of implementing strategies for teaching improvement based upon evaluation of student 
outcomes, and faculty achievements in awards, grants and teaching recognitions. For the faculty 
sub-criterion of professional achievement, there was good or strong evidence of faculty 
professional achievement; and for program design, there are exceptional or good evidence of 
relevance and innovation in their program design; for program implementation and outcomes, 
these programs provided compelling evidence of a systematic assessment process integrated with 
program improvement, as well as demonstrated high student achievement and outcomes. 
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Lastly, for Criterion 5 Unique Issues and Future Directions, these 57 programs provided 
evidence that additional resources would enhance the program. 
 
IPTG identified these 57 programs as the “Distinctive Programs” within the University. These 
programs exceled in nearly all the criteria evaluated and are recommended to be considered for 
additional investment by the University. 

Category “Maintain” 
 
Based on the selected methodological approach (the percentage of programs ranked according to 
the weighted average total program scores and meeting the criteria threshold) there were 178 
programs classified into the category “Maintain.”  These 178 programs represent the Upper 50% 
of all the programs according to the ranking of weighted average total program scores.  The 
actual number of programs is 51% of the total programs. These 178 programs encompass a broad 
range of scores from 67.82 to 81.98. The mean and the median for the five criteria and for the 
total program scores are presented below: 
 

178 Programs in Category Maintain 

  
Average of 
Criterion 1 

Average of 
Criterion 2 

Average of 
Criterion 3 

Average of 
Criterion 4 

Average of 
Criterion 5 

Average 
of Total 
Program 

Score 
Mean 7.71 18.90 23.42 14.67 11.41 76.11 
Median 7.64 18.91 23.75 14.90 11.25 76.73 

 
In addition, these programs also met the threshold of a minimum score of 2 out of a maximum of 
4 for all five criteria. 
 
In evaluating Criterion 1 Consistency with CSUEB Shared Strategic Commitments (SSC’s) and 
instructional learning outcomes (ILO’s), these 178 programs demonstrated evidence of 
alignment to the Institutional Learning Outcomes in the near future, and provided evidence of 
contribution to 2 - 3 of the University’s SSC’s. 
 
A review of Criterion 2 Internal and External Demand, these 178 programs demonstrated that 
FTES, degrees awarded and jobs forecasts were at the lower middle quartile or above of all the 
programs at the University. 
 
Review of these programs responses on Criterion 3 Program Quality, these 178 programs 
demonstrated evidence in support of at least a score of 2 for the overall faculty instructional 
achievement, professional achievement, and program design and program implementation and 
student outcomes. For the sub-criterion faculty instructional achievement, these programs 
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demonstrated that at a minimum, they maintained effective teaching strategies, they did not 
evidence instructional improvement related to evaluation of student outcomes, and their program 
faculty received few grants, awards or recognitions for instructional excellence. In regard to the 
sub-criterion faculty professional achievement, these 178 programs provided moderate evidence 
for professional achievement. With respect to the sub-criterion program design, these programs 
provided some evidence of relevance and innovation in program design, and for the sub-criterion 
program implementation and student outcomes, these 178 programs provided some evidence of 
an assessment process and program improvement, and demonstrated a satisfactory level for 
student achievement. 
 
In evaluating performance on Criterion 4 Costs and Productivity, these programs generated a 
minimum score of 2. When these programs’ SFR are compared to the systemwide SFR over 5 
years, an average percentage change in SFR (i.e. percentage above or below the systemwide 
SFR) for these programs was in the range of zero to -20%. Fundamentally, this result indicates 
that the average program’s SFR is below the system SFR. These programs evidenced a history of 
only 1 or 2 years above the systemwide average SFR. In evaluating instructional cost per FTES, 
these programs demonstrated a moderate increase in cost with an average year-to-year percent 
change in the range of 0% to 9.9%. 
 
Lastly, when looking at Criterion 5 Unique Issues and Future Directions, these 178 programs 
received a score of 2 indicating that significant additional resources would be needed in order to 
enhance the program. 
 
This group of 178 programs was classified into the category “Maintain”. These programs are not 
identified as “distinctive” programs for the University compared to the 57 programs in category 
“Commend.” However, these programs reached an acceptable threshold in every criterion. IPTG 
recommends that these programs maintain their current resources level. 

Category “Review” 
 
Based on the selected methodological approach (percentage of programs ranked according to the 
weighted average total program scores and meeting the criteria threshold) a total of 118 
programs were classified into the category “Review.”  IPTG further classified this category into 
two groups; “Review” into the “Lower 20%” (82 programs) and the “Bottom 10%” (36 
programs). 
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Lower 20% 

Analysis of the Lower 20% group in the “Review” category identified 82 programs. This group 
of programs includes the initial 74 programs identified in the Lower 20% plus an additional 8 
programs that did not meet the threshold for the five criteria in the category “Maintain.”  The 
actual number of programs represents 23% of the total programs evaluated. The scores generated 
by these 82 programs ranged from 62.77 to 67.82. The mean and the median calculation for the 
five criteria and for the total program scores are presented below: 
 

82 Programs in Category Review - Lower 20% 

  
Average of 
Criterion 1 

Average of 
Criterion 2 

Average of 
Criterion 3 

Average of 
Criterion 4 

Average of 
Criterion 5 

Average of 
Total 

Program 
Score 

Mean 7.44 15.65 20.03 12.25 10.66 66.02 
Median 7.40 15.63 20.00 11.67 11.25 65.49 

 
These 82 programs in the Lower 20% are recommended for “Review”. IPTG recommends these 
programs be reviewed for potential consolidation, reorganization, reduced funding or program 
discontinuance. 

Bottom 10% 

Analysis of the Bottom 10% in the “Review” category identified 36 programs. The actual 
number of programs also happens to represent 10% of the total programs reviewed. The scores of 
these 36 programs ranged from 34.69 to 62.77. The mean and the median calculation for the five 
criteria and for the total program scores are presented below: 
 

36 Programs in Category Review -Bottom 10% 

  
Average of 
Criterion 1 

Average of 
Criterion 2 

Average of 
Criterion 3 

Average of 
Criterion 4 

Average of 
Criterion 5 

Average 
of Total 
Program 

Score 
Mean 6.55 14.35 16.04 9.98 9.76 56.67 
Median 6.32 14.19 17.50 10.00 8.75 59.44 

 
The 36 programs identified in the Bottom 10% are recommended for “Review”. IPTG 
recommends that these programs should be reviewed for potential consolidation, reorganization, 
reduced funding or program discontinuance. 
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Summary of Categories 
 
The following table provides a summary of the three categories: 
 

Categories 
No. of 

Programs  
Score Range 

Mean Percentage From To 
Commend 57 81.98 94.29 85.48 16% 
Maintain 178 67.82 81.98 76.11 51% 
Review - Lower 20% 82 62.77 67.82 66.02 23% 
Review – Bottom 10% 36 34.69 62.77 56.67 10% 
Total 353    100% 

 
The range of scores for each category is large for Commend, Maintain and Review – Bottom 
10%. The exception is the category of Review – Lower 20%. The scores for Commend range 
from 81.98 to 94.29. The scores for Maintain range from 67.82 to 81.98. The scores for Review 
– Lower 20% range from 62.77 to 67.82. The scores for Review – Bottom 10% range from 34.69 
to 62.77. Within each category, several programs had identical scores and many program scores 
were very close. IPTG recommends consideration of not only the categories, but also the scores 
on the various criteria in differentiating one program from another for any resource decisions. In 
addition, the program scores at the cut-off point between categories are very close. This should 
be taken into consideration when making resource decisions for a particular program.  
 

Programs that did not provide any PFD Reports 
 
Some programs on the initial list of programs but did not submit a PFD report.  These 39 
programs are listed separately. These 39 programs, if active, will need to be reviewed, and if not 
active these programs should be discontinued. 

 Program Rankings 
 
The results for the three categories of recommendation are presented in Tables 6 through 9. Each 
of the tables includes the list of programs ranked according to the weighted average total 
program scores within the category and the college where the program resides. In addition each 
table also includes the average score for each of the five criteria and the total program scores. 
 
Table 6 presents the list of the 57 programs that comprise the category “Commend.” Table 7 
presents the list of 178 programs for the category “Maintain.” Table 8 presents the list of 82 
programs in the category “Review” and the sub-group “Lower 20%. Lastly, Table 9 presents the 
list of 36 programs in the category “Review” and the sub-group “Bottom 10%. 
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In addition, the results of program prioritization a categorization are presented by the four 
colleges. For each college, the programs are listed according to the category and the weighted 
average total program score within the category. The 43 programs in the College of Business and 
Economics (CBE) are presented in Table 10, the 44 programs in the College of Education and 
Allied Studies (CEAS) are presented in Table 11, the 162 programs in the College of Letters, 
Arts and Social Sciences (CLASS) are presented in Table 12, and the 104 programs in the 
College of Science (CSCI) are presented in Table 13. A list of 39 programs that did not provide 
PFD reports is presented in Table 14. 

Unique Issues with Programs  
 
In reviewing the total of 353 programs evaluated by IPTG for this report a number of unique 
issues were identified in reading, scoring and ranking programs. The following narrative 
describes these issues: 
 

• Several programs elected to not submit carefully written or complete reports. These 
reports lacked the necessary information IPTG members needed in order to give careful 
consideration and score the responses. As a result, these programs received a lower score 
due to poorly written or incomplete reports, and the results may not reflect accurately the 
program prioritization and categorization. 

 
• A number of self-support programs have been started up in recent years. As a result these 

programs did not have the requested five years of data needed for scoring some of the 
elements of some of the criteria.  Several self-support programs also lacked the data 
required for analysis of costs and productivity or other criteria. In addition the report 
writer did not elaborate on this using the narrative parts of the template.  As a 
consequence these programs received lower scores since the IPTG members were unable 
to evaluate these programs based on the limited information provided in the PFD report 
submitted. 
 

• Several programs evaluated were interdisciplinary in nature. These programs, often by 
design, do not have a department or dedicated faculty, but use faculty and courses from 
other departments across the University. As a result these programs in several instances 
were not able to provide information on the sub-criterion in quality such as faculty 
instructional or professional achievements, program design and implementation, costs 
and productivity or other required information. These interdisciplinary programs received 
lower scores due to the lack of information provided in the report. 
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• In several instances programs left questions blank or had no data or responded “not 
applicable” for some criteria. These programs were assigned the lowest scores for the 
blank field in certain criteria, and therefore resulting in lower score for the program.  
 

• Another issue identified by IPTG was that remedial programs are not regular degree 
programs.  As a result these remedial programs lacked the information required for 
degrees awarded, job forecasts, costs and productivity. It was difficult for remedial 
programs to provide justification on future directions. As a consequence remedial 
programs received lower scores because they are not a degree program and hence lack the 
information for a regular degree program. 
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10. General Education Observations  
  
The IPTG as part of the PFD process reviewed the report on General Education submitted by 
the Senior Director of Undergraduate Studies and General Education. However, due to the 
uniqueness of the GE program, IPTG determined that the current PFD process utilized for 
instructional programs was not appropriate to evaluate GE. The Library was considered a 
part of the GE program.  Despite this, a subcommittee of 4 members and the IPTG chairs 
developed the following observations to guide a recommended future review and evaluation 
of the GE program by the University.  
 
• The PFD process identified weaknesses in GE data collection process. The current data 

collection approach was found insufficient to measure important objectives, such as: 
o Identifying students who are taking an approved GE course with the intent of 

applying credit to a GE requirement or using it for a major requirement; current 
data cannot distinguish students who are declared majors and intend to apply the 
course to the major. 

o To efficiently plan for the number of sections and seats to offer for each GE 
requirement each quarter and know how many 1st year cluster seats are needed. 

o To identify the real cost of the General Education program. 
 

• The University funding model for the GE program should be reviewed and the following 
questions should be considered. 

o Should GE SCU’s get the same level of resources as the SCU’s for major 
courses?  

o How resources are currently distributed to departments relative to the teaching of 
GE courses versus major requirements?   

o Is the current distribution model based on history or sound academic goals?  
o Is the current distribution model efficient and effective in?  
o Would it be useful to examine and then assign faculty approximate teaching loads 

devoted to LD-GE, UD-GE, and major requirements that they would expect to 
teach?  

o If the GE program was restructured with a limited course inventory sufficient to 
provide the appropriate number of seats each term, would the result make 
additional funds available for degree programs? 

 
• Given the poor first year and second year retention rates, the University should examine 

the role of GE in pursuit of improved retention and graduation rates. A review of campus 
climate data should be undertaken to examine the success of current GE clusters and the 
possible need for alternative cluster-models or approaches. 
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• The University should examine the integration of GE into majors. Several issues should 
be considered in this process: 

o All majors should have the option to integrate GE courses into their programs so 
that GE courses are not concentrated in a few departments. Guidelines do not 
seem to exist to provide direction to departments and colleges. 

o The report indicates course inventory issues such as a shortage of GE in critical 
thinking. Consideration should be given to majors integrating program courses 
with the critical thinking and/or communication ILO’s.  

o The role of the office of GE should be clarified in approving courses for GE 
credit. 

o The GE report identified other course inventory issues exist that should be 
examined.  

 
• The GE report revealed a concentration of GE offerings within some departments. In 

addition some departments offer a substantial number of GE approved courses that 
also meet major requirements. Several questions arise from this issue: 
o How does a program that serves primarily GE enrollment, but without many 

majors, maintain its distinctiveness?  
o Would the ability of a program to define a dual mission serve as criteria for 

allowing the combination of GE students and majors in the same class/section? 
o What role should degree programs or groups of degree programs be allowed to 

have in the selection and/or development of GE courses most appropriate for the 
students in their programs? 

 
• The University should examine the placement of General Education within the 

University organization. The IPTG offers the following considerations:  
o Reexamine the organizational model and placement of the organization. Would it 

be useful to create a separate, independent organizational unit for GE? 
o GE is not currently an academic unit that is guided in the traditional academic 

manner by a specific responsible faculty and chair with resources and academic 
accountability. Should there be an independent unit that includes a chair, faculty 
and a separate budget?  

o There appear to be communication issues with departments regarding control over 
resources and curriculum development. As an administrative office, GE seems to 
have minimal influence on programmatic issues and subject to faculty 
politics/pressure.  

o The office of GE is currently administrative in nature. Within its narrow band of 
influence, the program has proved effective in developing distinctive programs 
like the General Studies, GS faculty community, peer mentoring, and service 
learning. 
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o Since GE is in effect interdisciplinary, are there appropriate models for program 
faculties that are beyond a single discipline? 
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11. Limitations and Challenges 
 
IPTG was charged to review and evaluate all the University academic programs. There are 
several limitations and challenges identified by IPTG in carrying out the PFD project. The 
following narrative discusses these limitations and challenges. 
 

1. Surprisingly, IPTG did not have a definitive list of current academic programs to 
evaluate. In addition to the significant limitations and data issues related to the programs 
mentioned in Section 6 Pilot Testing the Data, the process identified inconsistencies 
among the University, the colleges and the departments and PIR on the programs that the 
University offers. IPTG created the list of programs from the initial list provided by 
APGS. The list of programs was sent to APGS to verify multiple times during 2012-13 
and after the pilot study. Even with this extensive verification process, departments 
articulated that the list did not represent the programs they actually offered. Further, 
IPTG found that on the PFD reports submitted, departments reported programs different 
from the working list of programs. For the PFD recommendations, IPTG utilized the 
program names reported on the department PFD report. A list of programs that did not 
submit a PFD report is also provided.    

 
2. A second limitation to the process was that the University does not have data at the 

program level. IPTG had to use the department level data in order to evaluate all the 
programs. The only criterion that utilized program level data was Criterion 2 - Internal 
and External Demand. Three items in Criterion 2 utilized program level data. They are 
number of students in majors, options and minors, degrees awarded, and jobs projection. 
The number of students in majors or options or minors was not used to score because 
students frequently declare majors late in their academic career. So the number on majors 
or options or minors may not represent the actual number of students in majors or options 
or minors. If the University is going to utilize the PFD process in the future the need to 
provide discrete program level data will be essential. 
 
For the programs in the same department, common department data for Criteria 1, 3, 4 
and 5 were used to score the programs. Hence the scores are very similar for most of the 
programs in the same department except for when the degrees, jobs or SFRS are 
sufficiently different among the different options, minors, credentials and certificates. 
 

3. IPTG did not have adequate IT support to carry out its work. It would have been ideal to 
have a customized template with pre-populated program data. This would avoid all the 
potential errors for departments when transferring data to the template. IPTG asked the 
report writers to check all reported data to make sure that the right data was chosen and 
entered. When IPTG made the decision to revise the quartiles, the IPTG team members 
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were asked to go through the quartile ranges to identify the proper quartiles based on 
reported data. 
 
During the report reading, scoring and categorizing process, due to the limitation of time 
to complete the work, we did not ask for ITS support. The Vice Chair of the IPTG 
designed the scoring template for the task group to use. IPTG team members summarized 
their own scores multiple times; some teams sought the help of the project director and 
staff. The Vice Chair was required to review, summarize and transform all the data into a 
final data set to ensure consistent scores and then run all the statistical analysis for 
prioritization and categorization of programs. The scoring process would be more 
efficient if the scoring template can be designed as a web-based program and all the 
scores, revised scores, and results can be captured through the web and used for further 
and future analysis.  
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12. Recommendations 
 

IPTG completed its charge to review and rank all University academic programs for Planning 
for Distinction for CSU East Bay and the results are presented in Section 9. The committee’s 
work was accomplished by 24 members including 3 administrators, 20 faculty and 1 student. 
The task group membership included representatives from the four colleges, the library and 
students. It is important to note the considerable amount of time devoted during this two-year 
period, from September 2012 to March 2013, to accomplish this overall PFD process. The 
professional, objective and transparent process was followed throughout and IPTG 
respectfully presents this report with the following recommendations to the University 
community for consideration.  
 
IPTG’s recommendations for the University are: 

 
1. The criteria and related elements developed through the PFD process be used for the five-

year program review in the future. We believe that the PFD criteria and related elements 
represent a thorough and careful consideration of the important aspects of a program. The 
criteria considered included the program’s consistency with the University ILO’s and SSC’s, 
a program’s internal and external demand, program’s quality based on its faculty and 
program’s design and implementation, costs and productivity as well as the future directions 
of the program.  This set of criteria and related elements in IPTG’s view represent a model 
for program review in the future.  
2. The University invests in an IT system to support program review if the University 

community adopts the criteria and related elements for academic program review in the 
future.  

a. Create customized template with prepopulated program data for each department 
to use in the future. 

b. Create web-based scoring template to allow scoring teams to score programs and 
to capture the scoring data for further analysis. 

  
3. The University and the respective colleges conduct a review of all its programs to ensure 

that the programs listed in the catalog, the programs in the Institutional Research data, 
and the programs that the department offers are all congruent. 

a. First, ensure the policy and process for creating, modifying and discontinuing a 
program is strictly followed. The list of programs should truly represent the 
University’s current sponsored programs. 

b. There should also be coordination between the divisions responsible for 
instructional programs and the division responsible for institutional research data 
so that the new or discontinued programs are updated in the database on a regular 
basis. In order to replicate this PFD process in the future, the Institutional research 
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database will need to be able to produce a list of current programs with relevant 
data to identify the status of a program (current, merged, or discontinued) and be 
able to map a former program with a new program (merged or changed names). 

 
4. The University invests in an information or database system that will produce the 

program data that are needed by the departments and colleges to help them make 
evidence-based decisions regarding their programs and their future direction. Such 
program data should be provided to the departments on a regular basis, and take into 
account and resolve the data issues identified in this report. 

    
5. The University carefully considers the resource implications of a large number of both 

undergraduate and graduate majors and options that have a very small number of degrees 
awarded each year. 
 

In addition, the PFD review process identified a large number of programs (majors, options 
and minors) that graduated very few students. Presented below are four tables which 
demonstrate this fact. The first table is for undergraduate degrees awarded for the 49 majors, 
the second one is for degrees awarded for the 194 options and minors, the third table is for 
the graduate degrees awarded for the 51 majors and credentials and the last table is for the 
graduate degrees awarded for 76 options.  

 

Undergraduate 
Programs 

No. of Graduates 
No. of 

Programs 

Percentage 
of 

Programs From To 
Degrees Awarded -

Majors 0.2 7.4 20 40.8% 
  10.2 18 11 22.4% 
  18.4 51.2 9 18.4% 
  52 706 9 18.4% 

Total Programs     49 100% 
 
The table above shows that of the degrees awarded to the 49 majors, 20 (41%) majors 
awarded 0.2 to 7.4 undergraduate degrees, 11 (22.4%) majors awarded 10.2 to 18 
degrees, 9 (18.4%) majors awarded 18.4 to 51.2 degrees, and 9 (18.4%) majors awarded 
52 to 706 degrees.   
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Undergraduate 
Programs 

No. of Graduates 
No. of 

Programs 

Percentage 
of 

Programs From To 
Degrees Awarded –
Options and Minors  0   1.8 77 40% 

  2 4.8 39 20% 
  5 14.2 39 20% 
  15.2 283 39 20% 

Total Programs     194 100% 
 
The table above shows that of the degrees awarded to the 194 options and minors, 77 
(40%) options and minors awarded only 0 to 1.8 degrees in these options and minors, 39 
(20%) options and minors awarded 2 to 4.8 degrees in their options and minors, 39 (20%) 
options and minors awarded 5 to 14.2 degrees, and 39 (20%) options and minors awarded 
15.2 to 283 degrees. This table illustrates that 116 (60%) options have less than 4.8 
graduates on average annually in the last five years. 

 

Graduate Programs 

No. of Graduates 
No. of 

Programs 

Percentage 
of 

Programs From To 
Degrees Awarded – 

Majors & Credentials 0 6.6 19 37.3% 
  7.4 11.8 11 21.6% 
  12.4 33 11 21.6% 
  34.2 189.4 10 19.6% 

Total Programs     51 100% 
 
The table above shows that of the graduate degrees and credentials awarded to the 51 
majors, 19 (37.3%) majors awarded 0 to 6.6 undergraduate degrees, 11 (21.6%) majors 
awarded 7.4 to 11.8 degrees, 11 (21.6%) majors awarded 12.4 to 33 degrees, and 10 
(19.6%) majors awarded 34.2 to 189.4 degrees. This table illustrates that 30 majors, close 
to 60%, graduated less than 11.8 students annually in their majors over the past five 
years. 
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Graduate Programs 

No. of Graduates  
 No. of 

Programs 

Percentage 
of 

Programs From To 
Degrees Awarded -

Options 0 3.6 31 41% 
  4.2 6.4 17 22% 
  7.4 13.2 14 18% 
  13.4 70.4 14 18% 

Total Programs     76 100% 
 
The table above shows that of the degrees awarded to the 76 graduate options, 31 (41%) 
options awarded only 0 to 3.6 degrees in their option, 17 (22%) options awarded 4.2 to 
6.4 degrees in their options, 14 (18%) options awarded 7.4 to 13.2 degrees in their 
options, and 14 (18%) options awarded 13.4 to 70.4 degrees in their options. This table 
illustrates that 48 (63%) graduate options had less than 6.4 students graduated annually 
with their options over the last five years. 

  
IPTG recommends the University consider the resource implications of a large number of both 
undergraduate and graduate majors and options having a very small number of degrees awarded 
each year. 
 

Tables 6-14 



No. College Program Name

Average 
Score 

Criterion 1

Average 
Score 

Criterion 2

Average 
Score 

Criterion 3

Average 
Score 

Criterion 4

Average 
Score 

Criterion 5

Average 
Total 

Program 
Score Category

1 CBE MS- Accountancy 9.71 25.00 28.75 17.08 13.75 94.29 1

2 CLASS
BA- Human Development- Option- Early Childhood 
Development 7.06 22.81 27.50 17.92 15.00 90.28 1

3 CEAS Credential- Multiple Subject Teaching Credential 8.43 25.00 30.00 15.00 11.25 89.68 1
4 CEAS Credential- Single Subject Teaching Credential 8.71 23.54 28.75 16.67 11.25 88.92 1
5 CSCI MS- Statistics 8.19 22.97 24.38 18.75 13.75 88.04 1
6 CLASS BA- Human Development 7.06 21.35 27.50 17.08 15.00 87.99 1

7 CLASS
BA- Human Development- Option -Adult Development and 
Gerontology 7.06 21.35 27.50 17.08 15.00 87.99 1

8 CLASS BA- Human Development- Option-Childhood Development 7.06 21.35 27.50 17.08 15.00 87.99 1
9 CLASS Minor- Human Development 7.06 21.35 27.50 17.08 15.00 87.99 1

10 CEAS MS- Counseling- Option- Marriage & Family Therapy 8.03 23.44 25.00 16.46 15.00 87.92 1
11 CSCI MS- Statistics- Option- Applied Statistics 8.19 21.98 24.38 18.75 13.75 87.05 1
12 CBE MBA 7.69 25.00 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.86 1
13 CBE MBA- Option- Marketing Management 7.69 25.00 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.86 1
14 CBE MBA- Option- Strategy and International Business 7.69 25.00 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.86 1
15 CLASS BA- Human Development- Option- Adolescent Development 7.06 20.16 27.50 17.08 15.00 86.80 1
16 CEAS MS- Counseling 8.03 22.29 25.00 16.46 15.00 86.78 1
17 CEAS MS- Counseling- Option- Clinical Child/School Psychology 8.03 22.29 25.00 16.46 15.00 86.78 1
18 CEAS MS- Counseling- Option- School Counseling 8.03 22.29 25.00 16.46 15.00 86.78 1
19 CSCI MS- Biostatistics 8.49 22.24 25.63 18.75 11.25 86.35 1
20 CEAS MS- Special Education- Option- Mild-Moderate Disabilities 9.13 22.66 30.00 13.13 11.25 86.16 1
21 CBE MBA- Option- Finance 7.69 24.27 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.13 1
22 CBE MBA- Option- Operations & Supply Chain Management 7.69 24.27 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.13 1
23 CSCI MS- Biostatistics- No Option 8.49 22.24 25.63 17.92 11.25 85.52 1
24 CBE BS- Business Administration 7.36 25.00 24.38 16.25 12.50 85.49 1
25 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Accounting 7.36 25.00 24.38 16.25 12.50 85.49 1

26 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Marketing Management 7.36 25.00 24.38 16.25 12.50 85.49 1
27 CBE Minor- Business Administration 7.36 25.00 24.38 16.25 12.50 85.49 1
28 CBE MBA- No Option 7.69 23.54 28.75 14.17 11.25 85.40 1
29 CLASS MS- Social Work 7.42 22.66 26.88 17.08 11.25 85.28 1

Category COMMEND Programs - 57 Programs
Table 6



No. College Program Name

Average 
Score 

Criterion 1

Average 
Score 

Criterion 2

Average 
Score 

Criterion 3

Average 
Score 

Criterion 4

Average 
Score 

Criterion 5

Average 
Total 

Program 
Score Category

Category COMMEND Programs - 57 Programs
Table 6

30 CLASS MS- Social Work- Option- Community Mental Health 7.42 22.66 26.88 17.08 11.25 85.28 1
31 CLASS MS- Social Work- Option - Children Youth and Families 7.42 22.66 26.88 17.08 11.25 85.28 1
32 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Business Economics 7.36 24.38 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.86 1

33 CEAS
Credential- Special Education-Mild/Moderate Disabiliies, Level 
1, Preliminary 9.13 20.78 30.00 13.13 11.25 84.28 1

34 CEAS MS- Special Education- No Option 9.13 20.78 30.00 13.13 11.25 84.28 1
35 CEAS MS- Special Education- Option- Moderate-Severe Disabilities 9.13 20.78 30.00 13.13 11.25 84.28 1

36 CBE MBA- Option- Human Resources and Organizational Behavior 7.69 22.29 28.75 14.17 11.25 84.15 1
37 CBE MBA- Option- Information Technology Management 7.69 22.29 28.75 14.17 11.25 84.15 1
38 CLASS BS- Criminal Justice Administration 6.72 24.84 23.13 18.13 11.25 84.07 1
39 CLASS BS- Criminal Justice Administration- Option- Correctns 6.72 24.84 23.13 18.13 11.25 84.07 1

40 CLASS
BS- Criminal Justice Administration- Option- Law Enforcement 
& Administration 6.72 24.84 23.13 18.13 11.25 84.07 1

41 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Corporate Management 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1
42 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Entrepeneurship 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1
43 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Finance 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1

44 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Human Resources 
Management 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1

45 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Information Technology 
Management 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1

46 CSCI MS- Engineering Management 8.47 21.77 26.88 15.63 11.25 83.99 1
47 CSCI MS- Biological Science 7.61 21.46 26.88 16.67 11.25 83.86 1

48 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Operations & Enterprise 
Resource Management 7.36 22.81 24.38 16.25 12.50 83.30 1

49 CBE Minor- Marketing 7.36 22.50 24.38 16.25 12.50 82.99 1
50 CSCI BS- Nursing  7.50 25.00 25.00 14.17 11.25 82.92 1
51 CSCI BS- Nursing- Option- RN Advanced Placement Track 7.50 25.00 25.00 14.17 11.25 82.92 1

52 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Advertising & Public 
Relations 7.36 22.29 24.38 16.25 12.50 82.78 1

53 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Supply Chain 
Management 7.36 22.29 24.38 16.25 12.50 82.78 1
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54 CEAS
Credential- Special Education-Moderate/Severe Disabilities, 
Level I Preliminaryy 9.13 18.91 30.00 13.13 11.25 82.41 1

55 CEAS MS- Special Education 9.13 18.91 30.00 13.13 11.25 82.41 1
56 CLASS MA- English- Option- TESOL 7.06 21.35 23.75 16.25 13.75 82.16 1
57 CBE MBA- Option- Entrepreneurship 7.50 20.47 28.75 14.17 11.25 82.14 1

Mean 7.76 22.91 26.49 15.94 12.39 85.48  
Median 7.50 22.66 26.88 16.25 11.25 85.28  
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1 CBE BA- Economics- Option- Accounting 8.43 25.00 21.88 17.50 11.25 84.06 2
2 CBE BA- Economics- Option- Social Science Economics 8.43 25.00 21.88 17.50 11.25 84.06 2
3 CLASS BA- Human Development- Option- Women's Development 7.06 16.51 27.50 17.08 15.00 83.15 2
4 CBE BA- Economics 8.43 23.85 21.88 17.50 11.25 82.91 2
5 CBE BA- Economics-  Option- Statistical Economics 8.43 23.85 21.88 17.50 11.25 82.91 2
6 CSCI BS- Biological Science 7.51 23.54 26.25 15.21 10.00 82.51 2
7 CLASS Certificate- Early Childhood Development 7.06 17.08 26.25 17.08 15.00 82.47 2
8 CSCI MS- Chemistry 7.89 16.04 24.38 18.75 15.00 82.06 2
9 CSCI BA- Physics 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2

10 CSCI BA- Physics- No Option 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
11 CSCI BS- Physics 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
12 CSCI BS- Physics- No Option 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
13 CSCI Credential- Physics Education 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
14 CSCI Minor- Physics 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
15 CBE MSBA- Information Tecnology Management 7.64 18.91 25.00 17.92 12.50 81.96 2
16 CEAS MS- Education Option- Educational Technology Leadership 8.08 21.35 26.25 15.00 11.25 81.94 2
17 CSCI BS- Computer Engineering 8.67 16.98 28.13 15.63 12.50 81.90 2
18 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Forensic Science 7.51 21.51 26.25 15.21 11.25 81.73 2
19 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Physiology 7.51 21.51 26.25 15.21 11.25 81.73 2
20 CSCI BS- Nursing- Option- Prelicensure 7.50 23.75 25.00 14.17 11.25 81.67 2
21 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Cell & Molecular Biology 7.51 21.35 26.25 15.21 11.25 81.58 2
22 CLASS MS- Speech Pathology- No Option  7.68 21.25 28.13 13.13 11.25 81.43 2
23 CSCI MS- Construction Management 8.47 19.06 26.88 15.63 11.25 81.28 2
24 CEAS BS- Kinesiology 8.47 25.00 20.00 13.96 13.75 81.18 2
25 CLASS Minor- English 7.46 23.70 23.13 14.38 12.50 81.16 2
26 CBE BA- Economics- No option 8.43 22.08 21.88 17.50 11.25 81.14 2
27 CSCI BS- Biology- No Option 7.51 20.78 26.25 15.21 11.25 81.00 2
28 CLASS BA- Political Science- Option- Pre-Law 8.93 21.20 25.00 14.58 11.25 80.96 2
29 CLASS BS- Speech Pathology & Audiology- No Option 7.68 21.20 28.13 12.71 11.25 80.96 2
30 CLASS MA- English 7.06 21.35 23.75 16.25 12.50 80.91 2
31 CBE Minor- International Business 7.60 22.29 25.00 13.33 12.50 80.72 2

Category MAINTAIN Programs - 178  Programs
Table 7
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32 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Ecology & Conservation Biology 7.51 20.31 26.25 15.21 11.25 80.53 2
33 CSCI BS- Nursing- Option- LVN BSN 7.50 22.60 25.00 14.17 11.25 80.52 2
34 CSCI BS- Construction Management 8.67 15.52 28.13 15.63 12.50 80.44 2
35 CSCI BS- Industrial Engineering 8.67 15.52 28.13 15.63 12.50 80.44 2
36 CLASS BA- English- Option- Language and Discourse 7.46 22.97 23.13 14.38 12.50 80.43 2
37 CLASS BA- English- Option- Creative Writing 7.46 22.81 23.13 14.38 12.50 80.27 2
38 CLASS BA- English- Option- Literature 7.46 22.81 23.13 14.38 12.50 80.27 2
39 CLASS MS- Speech Pathology 7.68 20.05 28.13 13.13 11.25 80.23 2
40 CSCI MS- Chemistry- No option 7.89 14.17 24.38 18.75 15.00 80.18 2
41 CSCI MS- Chemistry- Option- BioChemistry 7.89 14.17 24.38 18.75 15.00 80.18 2
42 CLASS BA- English 7.36 22.81 23.13 14.38 12.50 80.17 2
43 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- General Biology 7.51 19.90 26.25 15.21 11.25 80.12 2
44 CSCI MA- Biological Science 7.61 17.71 26.88 16.67 11.25 80.11 2
45 CBE MS- Business Administration 7.64 17.03 25.00 17.92 12.50 80.09 2
46 CLASS MA- English- No Option 7.06 21.35 23.75 15.42 12.50 80.08 2
47 CSCI BS- Nursing- Option- No Option 7.50 21.88 25.00 14.17 11.25 79.79 2
48 CLASS BA- Political Science- No Option 8.93 21.93 25.00 13.75 10.00 79.61 2
49 CLASS Minor- Sociology 7.50 23.49 21.88 14.17 12.50 79.53 2
50 CSCI BS- Biochemistry- No option 7.31 20.47 24.38 14.79 12.50 79.44 2
51 CLASS BA- Political Science 8.93 19.32 25.00 14.58 11.25 79.09 2
52 CLASS BS- Speech Pathology & Audiology 7.68 19.32 28.13 12.71 11.25 79.09 2
53 CSCI MS- Statistics- No Option 8.19 15.89 24.38 17.92 12.50 78.87 2
54 CLASS MA- Multimedia 8.24 20.10 21.25 15.42 13.75 78.76 2
55 CLASS MA- Multimedia- No Option 8.24 20.10 21.25 15.42 13.75 78.76 2
56 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Microbiology/Biomedical 7.51 18.44 26.25 15.21 11.25 78.66 2
57 CLASS BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- African American Studies 6.63 20.78 25.00 15.00 11.25 78.66 2

58 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Real Estate Management 7.36 17.92 24.38 16.25 12.50 78.40 2
59 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Physical Education Teaching 8.47 22.08 20.00 13.96 13.75 78.26 2
60 CSCI BS- Statistics- No Option 8.04 18.13 23.75 17.08 11.25 78.25 2
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61 CSCI BA- Biological Science 7.51 17.71 26.25 15.21 11.25 77.93 2
62 CLASS BA- Sociology  7.50 23.49 21.88 13.75 11.25 77.86 2
63 CLASS BA- Sociology- Option- Social Services  7.50 23.49 21.88 13.75 11.25 77.86 2
64 CLASS BA- Sociology- Option- Sociology 7.50 23.49 21.88 13.75 11.25 77.86 2
65 CSCI Minor- Biological Science 7.51 18.85 26.25 15.21 10.00 77.83 2
66 CSCI Minor- Chemistry 7.64 19.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 77.69 2
67 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Exercise Nutrition Wellness 8.47 21.35 20.00 13.96 13.75 77.53 2

68 CLASS
MS- Health Care Administration- Option- Management and 
Change in Health Care 6.74 20.57 21.88 18.33 10.00 77.52 2

69 CLASS MS- Health Care Administration 6.19 21.30 21.88 18.13 10.00 77.50 2
70 CEAS Single Subject Matter Preparation- Physical Education 8.47 19.90 20.00 13.96 15.00 77.33 2
71 CSCI Certificate- Biotechnology 7.51 17.03 26.25 15.21 11.25 77.25 2
72 CLASS BA- History 7.94 22.40 21.88 15.00 10.00 77.22 2
73 CLASS BA- History- No Option 7.94 22.40 21.88 15.00 10.00 77.22 2
74 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Biomedical Lab Science 7.51 16.98 26.25 15.21 11.25 77.20 2
75 CLASS BA- Environmental Studies 6.92 15.47 26.88 16.67 11.25 77.18 2
76 CLASS BA- Environmental Studies- Option- Physical Environment 6.92 15.47 26.88 16.67 11.25 77.18 2

77 CLASS
BA- Environmental Studies- Option- Sustainable Resource 
Management 6.92 15.47 26.88 16.67 11.25 77.18 2

78 CLASS Minor- Environmental Studies 6.92 15.47 26.88 16.67 11.25 77.18 2
79 CEAS EDD- Education Leadership 7.49 19.84 24.38 14.17 11.25 77.12 2
80 CEAS Credential- Administrative Services, Professional 7.68 19.01 26.25 12.92 11.25 77.11 2
81 CLASS Minor- Criminal Justice Administration 6.72 20.78 23.13 16.46 10.00 77.09 2
82 CBE MA- Economics 8.88 19.22 20.00 17.50 11.25 76.84 2
83 CBE MA- Economics- No option 8.88 19.22 20.00 17.50 11.25 76.84 2
84 CSCI BS- Biochemistry 7.31 17.86 24.38 14.79 12.50 76.84 2
85 CEAS Certificate- Pre-Physical Therapy 8.47 20.63 20.00 13.96 13.75 76.81 2
86 CLASS BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- American Indian Studies 6.63 18.91 25.00 15.00 11.25 76.78 2

87 CLASS
BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- Genders & Sexualities in 
Communities of Color 6.63 18.91 25.00 15.00 11.25 76.78 2

88 CLASS BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- Latino/a Studies 6.63 18.91 25.00 15.00 11.25 76.78 2
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89 CLASS
BA- English- Option- Interdisciplinary Language, Literature, and 
Writing Studies 7.46 19.27 23.13 14.38 12.50 76.73 2

90 CLASS Minor- Creatve Writing 7.46 19.27 23.13 14.38 12.50 76.73 2
91 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Therapeutic Studies 8.47 19.17 20.00 13.96 15.00 76.60 2
92 CLASS BA- Environmental Studies Option- Environment and Society 6.92 15.47 26.25 16.67 11.25 76.55 2
93 CSCI Credential- Biology Education 7.51 16.30 26.25 15.21 11.25 76.52 2
94 CBE Certificate- Graduate Economics Studies 8.88 19.22 20.00 17.08 11.25 76.43 2
95 CSCI BS- Statistics 8.04 16.25 23.75 17.08 11.25 76.38 2
96 CLASS MS- Social Work Special Session 8.58 25.00 20.63 13.13 8.75 76.08 2
97 CSCI Minor- Biostatistics 8.04 15.73 23.75 17.08 11.25 75.85 2
98 CSCI Minor- Statistics 8.04 15.73 23.75 17.08 11.25 75.85 2
99 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Physical Activity Studies 8.47 20.31 20.00 13.13 13.75 75.66 2

100 CLASS BA- Political Science- Option- Public Affairs and Administration 8.93 17.14 25.00 14.58 10.00 75.65 2
101 CSCI Certificate- Applied  Statistics 8.19 12.66 24.38 17.92 12.50 75.64 2
102 CLASS MPA- Option- Health Care Administration 7.50 23.75 24.38 10.00 10.00 75.63 2
103 CLASS MPA- Publication Administration 7.50 23.75 24.38 10.00 10.00 75.63 2
104 CLASS BA- History- Option- US History 7.94 20.52 21.88 15.00 10.00 75.34 2
105 CLASS Minor- Speech Pathology & Audiology 7.68 15.57 28.13 12.71 11.25 75.34 2
106 CLASS BA - Ethnic Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
107 CLASS BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- Asian American Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
108 CLASS Minor- African American Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
109 CLASS Minor- Asian American Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
110 CLASS Minor- Ethnic Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
111 CLASS Minor- Genders & Sexualities in Communities of Color 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
112 CLASS Minor- Latino/a Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
113 CEAS MS- Kinesiology 6.78 20.89 19.38 15.83 11.25 74.12 2
114 CEAS MS- Kinesiology- No Option 6.78 20.89 19.38 15.83 11.25 74.12 2
115 CSCI BS- Health Sciences 8.08 24.17 18.75 14.17 8.75 73.92 2
116 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- Option- Administration & Management 8.08 24.17 18.75 14.17 8.75 73.92 2
117 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- Option- Pre-Clinical Preparation 8.08 24.17 18.75 14.17 8.75 73.92 2
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118 CSCI BA- Biochemistry- No option 7.31 14.84 24.38 14.79 12.50 73.82 2
119 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- No Option 8.47 19.27 20.00 12.29 13.75 73.78 2

120 CEAS Credential- Administrative Services, Preliminary Special Session 6.76 19.17 21.88 13.33 12.50 73.64 2
121 CSCI BS- Chemistry 7.64 14.84 23.75 14.79 12.50 73.52 2
122 CSCI BS- Chemistry- No Option 7.64 14.84 23.75 14.79 12.50 73.52 2
123 CLASS MPA- Public Management & Policy Analysis 7.75 14.69 23.13 15.42 12.50 73.48 2
124 CLASS MPA- Special Session 7.75 14.69 23.13 15.42 12.50 73.48 2
125 CLASS BA- History- Option- Asian History 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
126 CLASS BA- History- Option- European History 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
127 CLASS BA- History- Option- History of Calif. & the American West 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
128 CLASS BA- History- Option- Latin American History 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
129 CLASS Minor- History 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
130 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- No Option 8.08 23.65 18.75 14.17 8.75 73.40 2
131 CLASS Certificate- Criminal Justice 6.72 17.03 23.13 16.46 10.00 73.34 2
132 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Social Justice 8.47 17.76 20.00 13.13 13.75 73.11 2
133 CSCI BA- Biochemistry 7.31 14.11 24.38 14.79 12.50 73.09 2
134 CLASS Minor- Chinese Language & Cultural Studies 8.38 18.85 21.25 12.08 12.50 73.06 2
135 CLASS Minor- American Indian Studies 6.63 15.00 25.00 15.00 11.25 72.88 2
136 CEAS MS- Educational Leadership Special Session 6.76 18.28 21.88 13.33 12.50 72.75 2
137 CSCI BA- Chemistry 7.64 14.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 72.69 2
138 CSCI BA- Chemistry- No Option 7.64 14.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 72.69 2
139 CSCI BS- Chemistry- Option- Forensic Science 7.64 14.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 72.69 2

140 CSCI
Credential- Single Subject Matter Preparation- Chemistry-
Chemistry Education 7.64 14.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 72.69 2

141 CEAS
Certificate- Reading & Literacy Added Authorization (RLAA) 
Reading Program 9.25 16.20 25.63 10.00 11.25 72.32 2

142 CEAS MS- Education Option- Reading Instruction Special Session 9.25 16.20 25.63 10.00 11.25 72.32 2
143 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- Option- Environmental Health & Safety 8.08 22.45 18.75 14.17 8.75 72.20 2
144 CSCI Minor- Health sciences 8.08 22.45 18.75 14.17 8.75 72.20 2
145 CLASS MPA- Option- Management of Human Resources & Change 7.50 20.05 24.38 10.00 10.00 71.93 2
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146 CLASS BA- Art 7.40 21.20 16.88 15.00 11.25 71.73 2
147 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Special Studies 8.47 16.35 20.00 13.13 13.75 71.70 2

148 CSCI
Credential- Single Subject Matter Preparation- Biochemistry-
Chemistry Education 7.31 12.66 24.38 14.79 12.50 71.63 2

149 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- Option- Community Health 8.08 21.77 18.75 14.17 8.75 71.52 2
150 CLASS Minor- Political Science 8.93 13.59 25.00 13.75 10.00 71.27 2

151 CLASS
BA- Communication- Option- Professional, Public & 
Organizational Communication 7.25 18.44 21.25 13.75 10.00 70.69 2

152 CLASS BA- Communications 7.25 18.44 21.25 13.75 10.00 70.69 2
153 CLASS BA- Communications Option- Media Production 7.25 18.44 21.25 13.75 10.00 70.69 2
154 CSCI MS- Computer Science 5.40 25.00 20.63 10.83 8.75 70.61 2
155 CSCI MS- Computer Science- No option 5.40 25.00 20.63 10.83 8.75 70.61 2
156 CLASS MA- Communication 8.00 15.63 21.88 15.00 10.00 70.50 2
157 CSCI BS- Psychology 7.33 20.73 20.63 13.75 7.50 69.94 2
158 CSCI Minor- Psychology 7.33 20.73 20.63 13.75 7.50 69.94 2
159 CSCI BA- Psychology 7.33 20.63 20.63 13.75 7.50 69.83 2
160 CSCI MS- Computer Networks- No Option 6.13 22.60 18.13 14.17 8.75 69.77 2
161 CLASS BFA- Art 7.40 19.84 16.25 15.00 11.25 69.75 2
162 CLASS Minor- Geography 7.75 14.06 18.75 14.17 15.00 69.73 2
163 CEAS MS- Education Leadership 6.47 20.63 21.88 11.88 8.75 69.60 2
164 CLASS BA- Theater Arts 8.29 17.50 23.75 10.00 10.00 69.54 2
165 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- No Option 8.29 17.50 23.75 10.00 10.00 69.54 2
166 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Dance 8.29 17.50 23.75 10.00 10.00 69.54 2
167 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Graphic Design (Electronic Art) 7.40 19.01 16.88 15.00 11.25 69.54 2
168 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Multimedia 7.40 19.01 16.88 15.00 11.25 69.54 2
169 CLASS MA- Music- No Option 7.65 14.95 21.88 12.50 12.50 69.48 2
170 CLASS Remedial- English 6.82 16.35 20.00 12.29 13.75 69.22 2
171 CSCI MS- Geology- No Option 7.21 13.28 23.75 13.54 11.25 69.03 2
172 CSCI MS- Geology- Option- Environmental Geology 7.21 13.28 23.75 13.54 11.25 69.03 2
173 CLASS MA- Music 7.65 14.22 21.88 12.50 12.50 68.75 2
174 CSCI MS- Computer Networks 6.13 20.73 18.13 14.17 8.75 67.90 2
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175 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Finance Special Session 7.46 12.50 23.75 11.67 12.50 67.88 2
176 CLASS BA- Philosophy 9.07 12.50 23.13 11.88 11.25 67.82 2
177 CLASS BA- Philosophy- No Option 9.07 12.50 23.13 11.88 11.25 67.82 2
178 CLASS Minor- Philosophy 9.07 12.50 23.13 11.88 11.25 67.82 2

Mean 7.71 18.90 23.42 14.67 11.41 76.11
Median 7.64 18.91 23.75 14.90 11.25 76.73
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1 CSCI MS- Statistics- Option- Computational Statistics 8.19 11.67 24.38 17.92 12.50 74.65 3
2 CLASS BA- Music- No Option 8.54 20.05 23.75 9.17 12.50 74.01 3
3 CSCI MS- Statistics- Option- Actuarial Science 8.19 10.16 24.38 17.92 12.50 73.14 3
4 CLASS BA- Music 8.54 18.65 23.75 9.17 12.50 72.60 3
5 CSCI Certificate- Theoretical Statistics 8.19 7.60 24.38 17.92 12.50 70.59 3
6 CSCI MS- Statistics- Option- Mathematical Statistics 8.19 7.60 24.38 17.92 12.50 70.59 3
7 CBE MBA- Global Innovator Special Session 8.67 22.97 23.75 5.00 10.00 70.39 3
8 CBE MBA- One Year Intensive Special Session 8.67 22.97 23.13 7.29 7.50 69.55 3
9 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Acting 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3

10 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Directing 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
11 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Musical Theatre 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
12 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Theater & Dance for Children 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
13 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Theater History & Literature 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
14 CLASS Certificate- Creative Video (Interdisciplinary) 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
15 CLASS Minor- Children's Theater & Dance 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
16 CLASS Minor- Creative Video (Interdisciplinary) 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
17 CLASS Minor- Dance 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
18 CLASS Minor- Theater 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
19 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Art History 7.40 17.14 16.88 15.00 11.25 67.66 3
20 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Art Studio 7.40 17.14 16.88 15.00 11.25 67.66 3
21 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Digital Graphics 7.40 17.14 16.88 15.00 11.25 67.66 3
22 CLASS BA -Art- Option- Photography 7.40 17.14 16.88 15.00 11.25 67.66 3
23 CSCI MS- Geology 7.21 11.82 23.75 13.54 11.25 67.57 3
24 CLASS BS- Geography 7.75 11.88 18.75 14.17 15.00 67.54 3
25 CEAS BS- Recreation- Option- Recreation Management 5.83 22.08 14.38 13.75 11.25 67.29 3
26 CSCI BS- Computer Science- No Option 6.60 21.30 20.00 10.63 8.75 67.27 3

27 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Corporate Management 
Special Session 7.46 11.88 23.75 11.67 12.50 67.25 3

28 CBE BS- Business Administration Special Session 7.46 11.88 23.75 11.67 12.50 67.25 3
29 CLASS MA- Geography 8.76 9.84 19.38 15.42 13.75 67.15 3
30 CLASS MA- Geography- No Option 8.76 9.84 19.38 15.42 13.75 67.15 3

Category REVIEW-1 Programs - Lower 20% - 82 Programs
Table 8
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31 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Technology & Design 8.29 15.63 23.75 9.17 10.00 66.83 3
32 CEAS BS- Hospitality and Tourism 6.03 18.18 15.00 15.00 12.50 66.70 3

33 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Supply Chain 
Management Special Session 7.46 10.63 23.75 11.67 12.50 66.00 3

34 CBE
BS- Business Administration-Option- Operations & Enterprise 
Resources Management Special Session 7.46 10.63 23.75 11.67 12.50 66.00 3

35 CLASS Minor- Music 8.54 11.93 23.75 9.17 12.50 65.89 3

36 CLASS BA-Art - Option- Pictorial Arts (Drawing/Painting/Printmaking) 7.40 15.26 16.88 15.00 11.25 65.79 3
37 CLASS Minor- Art Studio 7.40 15.26 16.88 15.00 11.25 65.79 3
38 CLASS MA- History 7.40 16.15 21.88 11.46 8.75 65.63 3
39 CLASS BA - Liberal Studies 8.03 21.30 15.00 10.00 11.25 65.58 3
40 CLASS BA- Liberal Studies University minors & Special Options 8.03 21.30 15.00 10.00 11.25 65.58 3
41 CLASS MA- Anthropology 8.18 13.18 19.38 16.04 8.75 65.52 3
42 CEAS MS- Education 9.21 25.00 8.75 10.00 12.50 65.46 3
43 CEAS BS- Recreation 5.83 20.21 14.38 13.75 11.25 65.42 3
44 CEAS BS- Recreation- Option- Recreation Therapy 5.83 20.21 14.38 13.75 11.25 65.42 3
45 CEAS Minor- Recreation 5.83 20.21 14.38 13.75 11.25 65.42 3
46 CSCI BS- Computer Science  6.60 19.43 20.00 10.63 8.75 65.40 3

47 CSCI
BS- Computer Science- Option- Networking & Data 
Communications 6.60 19.43 20.00 10.63 8.75 65.40 3

48 CSCI BS- Computer Science- Option- Software Engineering 6.60 19.43 20.00 10.63 8.75 65.40 3

49 CLASS
MS- Health Care Administration- Option- Management & 
Change in Health Care Special Session 6.14 12.08 23.13 12.71 11.25 65.31 3

50 CLASS MS- Health Care Administration Special Session 6.14 12.08 23.13 12.71 11.25 65.31 3
51 CLASS BA- Geography 7.50 9.84 18.75 14.17 15.00 65.26 3

52 CEAS MS- Education Leadership-Option- Urban Teacher Leadership 6.47 16.09 21.88 11.88 8.75 65.07 3
53 CLASS BA- Liberal Studies- Option- Childhood Studies/Teacher Prep 8.03 20.57 15.00 10.00 11.25 64.85 3
54 CEAS MS- Recreation & Tourism 7.01 15.00 13.75 17.50 11.25 64.51 3
55 CLASS MA- Sociology 6.90 18.13 18.75 12.92 7.50 64.19 3
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56 CLASS BA- Spanish 5.71 20.42 18.75 7.92 11.25 64.04 3
57 CLASS BA- Spanish- No Option 5.71 20.42 18.75 7.92 11.25 64.04 3
58 CLASS Minor- Spanish 5.71 20.42 18.75 7.92 11.25 64.04 3
59 CLASS BA- Anthropology- Option- Socio Cultural Anthropology 8.68 13.80 19.38 13.33 8.75 63.94 3
60 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Spacial Arts (Ceramics/Sculpture) 7.40 13.39 16.88 15.00 11.25 63.91 3
61 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Web Design 7.40 13.39 16.88 15.00 11.25 63.91 3
62 CLASS Minor- Art History 7.40 13.39 16.88 15.00 11.25 63.91 3
63 CLASS MA- History- Option- Public History 7.50 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.85 3
64 CLASS MA- History- Option- Teaching 7.50 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.85 3
65 CLASS BFA- Art- Option- Traditional Arts 7.40 13.91 16.25 15.00 11.25 63.81 3
66 CLASS MA- History -Option- Examination 7.40 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.76 3
67 CLASS MA- History- Option- Thesis 7.40 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.76 3
68 CLASS MA-History- No Option 7.40 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.76 3
69 CLASS BA- Liberal Studies- Option- Special Education/Liberal Arts 8.03 19.43 15.00 10.00 11.25 63.70 3
70 CSCI BS- Computer Science- Option- Computer Engineering 6.60 17.55 20.00 10.63 8.75 63.52 3
71 CLASS BA- Anthropology  8.88 13.18 19.38 13.33 8.75 63.32 3

72 CLASS
BA- Anthropology- Option-Archeology & Biological 
Anthropology 8.68 13.18 19.38 13.33 8.75 63.32 3

73 CSCI BS- Mathematics- Option C- Mathematics Teaching 6.32 23.02 17.50 7.71 8.75 63.30 3
74 CLASS Minor- Photography 7.40 12.71 16.88 15.00 11.25 63.24 3
75 CLASS BFA- Art- Option- Digital Graphic 7.40 12.03 17.50 15.00 11.25 63.18 3

76 CLASS BA- Liberal Studies- Option- Studies in Education/Bachelor Plus 8.03 18.70 15.00 10.00 11.25 62.98 3
77 CSCI BS- Environmental Science 5.83 13.33 22.50 11.25 10.00 62.92 3

78 CSCI
BS- Environmental Science- Option- Environmental Systems 
and Resource Management 5.83 13.33 22.50 11.25 10.00 62.92 3

79 CSCI BA- Geology 6.42 12.71 20.63 14.38 8.75 62.88 3
80 CSCI BS- Geology 6.42 12.71 20.63 14.38 8.75 62.88 3
81 CSCI Minor- Geology 6.42 12.71 20.63 14.38 8.75 62.88 3
82 CEAS Credential- Administrative Services, Preliminary 6.47 13.80 21.88 11.88 8.75 62.77 3
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Mean 7.44 15.65 20.03 12.25 10.66 66.02
Median 7.40 15.63 20.00 11.67 11.25 65.49
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1 CLASS BA- French 6.32 16.35 18.75 12.08 8.75 62.16 4
2 CLASS Minor- French 6.32 16.35 18.75 12.08 8.75 62.16 4
3 CLASS Minor- American Sign Language 5.78 16.15 21.88 9.58 8.75 62.13 4
4 CLASS Minor- Anthropology  8.68 11.93 19.38 13.33 8.75 62.07 4
5 CLASS BFA- Art-  Option- Photography 7.40 12.03 16.25 15.00 11.25 61.93 4
6 CLASS BFA- Art- Option- Graphic Design 7.40 12.03 16.25 15.00 11.25 61.93 4
7 CLASS BFA- Art- Option- Multimedia 7.40 12.03 16.25 15.00 11.25 61.93 4

8 CLASS
BA- Liberal Studies- Option- Organizational Leadership/Liberal 
Arts 8.03 17.55 15.00 10.00 11.25 61.83 4

9 CSCI BS- Environmental Science- Option- Life Science 5.93 13.33 22.50 11.25 8.75 61.76 4
10 CSCI BS- Environmental Science- Option- Physical Science 5.93 13.33 22.50 11.25 8.75 61.76 4
11 CSCI Minor- Computer Science 6.60 15.68 20.00 10.63 8.75 61.65 4
12 CSCI Minor- Software Development 6.60 15.68 20.00 10.63 8.75 61.65 4
13 CLASS BA- International Studies 8.18 15.83 17.50 7.50 12.50 61.51 4
14 CSCI BS- Mathematics- Option B- Applied Mathematics 6.32 20.42 17.50 7.71 8.75 60.69 4
15 CSCI MS- Mathematics- Option III- Applied Mathematics 5.93 17.24 17.50 11.04 8.75 60.46 4
16 CSCI MS- Mathematics  5.93 17.24 17.50 10.21 8.75 59.63 4
17 CLASS Minor- Multimedia 7.40 9.01 16.88 15.00 11.25 59.54 4
18 CLASS Minor- International Studies (Interdisciplinary) 8.18 14.48 16.88 7.50 12.50 59.53 4
19 CSCI BS- Mathematics- Option A- Pure Mathematics 6.32 19.06 17.50 7.71 8.75 59.34 4
20 CSCI BS- Mathematics 6.22 18.96 17.50 7.71 8.75 59.14 4
21 CSCI BS-Mathematics- No Option 6.32 18.54 17.50 7.71 8.75 58.82 4
22 CSCI MS- Mathematics- Option I- Pure Mathematics 6.07 12.81 18.75 11.04 10.00 58.67 4
23 CSCI Minor- Mathematics 6.32 17.71 17.50 7.71 8.75 57.99 4
24 CLASS Certificate- Spanish for the Professions 5.71 14.17 18.75 7.92 11.25 57.79 4
25 CSCI MS- Mathematics- No Option 5.93 14.06 17.50 11.04 8.75 57.28 4
26 CLASS Credential- Single Subject Matter Preparation- Social Science  7.31 12.81 16.25 8.96 11.25 56.58 4
27 CSCI MS- Mathematics- Option II- Mathematics Teaching 5.93 12.81 17.50 11.04 8.75 56.03 4
28 CSCI Certificate- Foundational Mathematics Teaching 6.32 15.73 17.50 7.71 8.75 56.01 4
29 CEAS MS- Education- Option- Early Childhood Education 9.21 14.74 8.75 9.17 12.50 54.36 4
30 CEAS Minor- Early Childhood Education 9.21 9.01 8.75 10.00 12.50 49.47 4
31 CSCI Remedial Math 5.83 6.56 16.88 11.88 7.50 48.65 4

Category REVIEW-2 Programs - Bottom 10% - 36 Programs
Table 9
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32 CEAS MS- Education- Option- Online Teaching & Learning 4.42 10.52 11.25 5.00 15.00 46.19 4
33 CLASS Minor- Urban Studies 5.86 13.49 1.88 8.54 15.00 44.77 4
34 CLASS Minor- German 4.75 14.22 7.50 7.50 6.25 40.22 4
35 CLASS Minor- Italian 5.78 12.81 7.50 6.25 7.50 39.84 4

36 CLASS Minor- Filipino and Filipino American Studies (Interdisciplinary) 3.86 12.08 7.50 7.50 3.75 34.69 4
 

Mean 6.55 14.35 16.04 9.98 9.76 56.67  
Median 6.32 14.19 17.50 10.00 8.75 59.44  
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C-1 CBE MS- Accountancy 9.71 25.00 28.75 17.08 13.75 94.29 1
C-12 CBE MBA 7.69 25.00 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.86 1
C-13 CBE MBA- Option- Marketing Management 7.69 25.00 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.86 1
C-14 CBE MBA- Option- Strategy and International Business 7.69 25.00 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.86 1
C-21 CBE MBA- Option- Finance 7.69 24.27 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.13 1
C-22 CBE MBA- Option- Operations & Supply Chain Management 7.69 24.27 28.75 14.17 11.25 86.13 1
C-24 CBE BS- Business Administration 7.36 25.00 24.38 16.25 12.50 85.49 1
C-25 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Accounting 7.36 25.00 24.38 16.25 12.50 85.49 1

C-26 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Marketing Management 7.36 25.00 24.38 16.25 12.50 85.49 1
C-27 CBE Minor- Business Administration 7.36 25.00 24.38 16.25 12.50 85.49 1
C-28 CBE MBA- No Option 7.69 23.54 28.75 14.17 11.25 85.40 1
C-32 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Business Economics 7.36 24.38 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.86 1

C-36 CBE MBA- Option- Human Resources and Organizational Behavior 7.69 22.29 28.75 14.17 11.25 84.15 1

C-37 CBE MBA- Option- Information Technology Management 7.69 22.29 28.75 14.17 11.25 84.15 1

C-41 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Corporate Management 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1
C-42 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Entrepeneurship 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1
C-43 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Finance 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1

C-44 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Human Resources 
Management 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1

C-45 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Information Technology 
Management 7.36 23.54 24.38 16.25 12.50 84.03 1

C-48 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Operations & Enterprise 
Resource Management 7.36 22.81 24.38 16.25 12.50 83.30 1

C-49 CBE Minor- Marketing 7.36 22.50 24.38 16.25 12.50 82.99 1

C-52 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Advertising & Public 
Relations 7.36 22.29 24.38 16.25 12.50 82.78 1

C-53 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Supply Chain 
Management 7.36 22.29 24.38 16.25 12.50 82.78 1

C-57 CBE MBA- Option- Entrepreneurship 7.50 20.47 28.75 14.17 11.25 82.14 1

Table 10

CBE Programs - 43 Programs
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M-1 CBE BA- Economics- Option- Accounting 8.43 25.00 21.88 17.50 11.25 84.06 2
M-2 CBE BA- Economics- Option- Social Science Economics 8.43 25.00 21.88 17.50 11.25 84.06 2
M-4 CBE BA- Economics 8.43 23.85 21.88 17.50 11.25 82.91 2
M-5 CBE BA- Economics-  Option- Statistical Economics 8.43 23.85 21.88 17.50 11.25 82.91 2

M-15 CBE MSBA- Information Tecnology Management 7.64 18.91 25.00 17.92 12.50 81.96 2
M-26 CBE BA- Economics- No option 8.43 22.08 21.88 17.50 11.25 81.14 2
M-31 CBE Minor- International Business 7.60 22.29 25.00 13.33 12.50 80.72 2
M-45 CBE MS- Business Administration 7.64 17.03 25.00 17.92 12.50 80.09 2
M-58 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Real Estate Management 7.36 17.92 24.38 16.25 12.50 78.40 2
M-82 CBE MA- Economics 8.88 19.22 20.00 17.50 11.25 76.84 2
M-83 CBE MA- Economics- No option 8.88 19.22 20.00 17.50 11.25 76.84 2
M-94 CBE Certificate- Graduate Economics Studies 8.88 19.22 20.00 17.08 11.25 76.43 2

M-175 CBE BS- Business Administration- Option- Finance Special Session 7.46 12.50 23.75 11.67 12.50 67.88 2
R1-7 CBE MBA- Global Innovator Special Session 8.67 22.97 23.75 5.00 10.00 70.39 3
R1-8 CBE MBA- One Year Intensive Special Session 8.67 22.97 23.13 7.29 7.50 69.55 3

R1-27 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Corporate Management 
Special Session 7.46 11.88 23.75 11.67 12.50 67.25 3

R1-28 CBE BS- Business Administration Special Session 7.46 11.88 23.75 11.67 12.50 67.25 3

R1-33 CBE
BS- Business Administration- Option- Supply Chain 
Management Special Session 7.46 10.63 23.75 11.67 12.50 66.00 3

R1-34 CBE
BS- Business Administration-Option- Operations & Enterprise 
Resources Management Special Session 7.46 10.63 23.75 11.67 12.50 66.00 3

R2-No., Category Review-2, Program rank number.

*C-No., Category Commend, Program rank number.
M-No., Category Maintain, Program rank number.
R1-No., Category Review-1, Program rank number.
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C-3 CEAS Credential- Multiple Subject Teaching Credential 8.43 25.00 30.00 15.00 11.25 89.68 1
C-4 CEAS Credential- Single Subject Teaching Credential 8.71 23.54 28.75 16.67 11.25 88.92 1

C-10 CEAS MS- Counseling- Option- Marriage & Family Therapy 8.03 23.44 25.00 16.46 15.00 87.92 1
C-16 CEAS MS- Counseling 8.03 22.29 25.00 16.46 15.00 86.78 1
C-17 CEAS MS- Counseling- Option- Clinical Child/School Psychology 8.03 22.29 25.00 16.46 15.00 86.78 1
C-18 CEAS MS- Counseling- Option- School Counseling 8.03 22.29 25.00 16.46 15.00 86.78 1
C-20 CEAS MS- Special Education- Option- Mild-Moderate Disabilities 9.13 22.66 30.00 13.13 11.25 86.16 1

C-33 CEAS
Credential- Special Education-Mild/Moderate Disabiliies, Level 
1, Preliminary 9.13 20.78 30.00 13.13 11.25 84.28 1

C-34 CEAS MS- Special Education- No Option 9.13 20.78 30.00 13.13 11.25 84.28 1
C-35 CEAS MS- Special Education- Option- Moderate-Severe Disabilities 9.13 20.78 30.00 13.13 11.25 84.28 1

C-54 CEAS
Credential- Special Education-Moderate/Severe Disabilities, 
Level I Preliminaryy 9.13 18.91 30.00 13.13 11.25 82.41 1

C-55 CEAS MS- Special Education 9.13 18.91 30.00 13.13 11.25 82.41 1
M-16 CEAS MS- Education Option- Educational Technology Leadership 8.08 21.35 26.25 15.00 11.25 81.94 2
M-24 CEAS BS- Kinesiology 8.47 25.00 20.00 13.96 13.75 81.18 2
M-59 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Physical Education Teaching 8.47 22.08 20.00 13.96 13.75 78.26 2
M-67 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Exercise Nutrition Wellness 8.47 21.35 20.00 13.96 13.75 77.53 2
M-70 CEAS Single Subject Matter Preparation- Physical Education 8.47 19.90 20.00 13.96 15.00 77.33 2
M-79 CEAS EDD- Education Leadership 7.49 19.84 24.38 14.17 11.25 77.12 2
M-80 CEAS Credential- Administrative Services, Professional 7.68 19.01 26.25 12.92 11.25 77.11 2
M-85 CEAS Certificate- Pre-Physical Therapy 8.47 20.63 20.00 13.96 13.75 76.81 2
M-91 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Therapeutic Studies 8.47 19.17 20.00 13.96 15.00 76.60 2
M-99 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Physical Activity Studies 8.47 20.31 20.00 13.13 13.75 75.66 2

M-113 CEAS MS- Kinesiology 6.78 20.89 19.38 15.83 11.25 74.12 2
M-114 CEAS MS- Kinesiology- No Option 6.78 20.89 19.38 15.83 11.25 74.12 2
M-119 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- No Option 8.47 19.27 20.00 12.29 13.75 73.78 2

M-120 CEAS Credential- Administrative Services, Preliminary Special Session 6.76 19.17 21.88 13.33 12.50 73.64 2
M-132 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Social Justice 8.47 17.76 20.00 13.13 13.75 73.11 2
M-136 CEAS MS- Educational Leadership Special Session 6.76 18.28 21.88 13.33 12.50 72.75 2

Table 11

 CEAS Programs - 44 Programs
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M-141 CEAS
Certificate- Reading & Literacy Added Authorization (RLAA) 
Reading Program 9.25 16.20 25.63 10.00 11.25 72.32 2

M-142 CEAS MS- Education Option- Reading Instruction Special Session 9.25 16.20 25.63 10.00 11.25 72.32 2
M-147 CEAS BS- Kinesiology- Option- Special Studies 8.47 16.35 20.00 13.13 13.75 71.70 2
M-163 CEAS MS- Education Leadership 6.47 20.63 21.88 11.88 8.75 69.60 2
R1-25 CEAS BS- Recreation- Option- Recreation Management 5.83 22.08 14.38 13.75 11.25 67.29 3
R1-32 CEAS BS- Hospitality and Tourism 6.03 18.18 15.00 15.00 12.50 66.70 3
R1-42 CEAS MS- Education 9.21 25.00 8.75 10.00 12.50 65.46 3
R1-43 CEAS BS- Recreation 5.83 20.21 14.38 13.75 11.25 65.42 3
R1-44 CEAS BS- Recreation- Option- Recreation Therapy 5.83 20.21 14.38 13.75 11.25 65.42 3
R1-45 CEAS Minor- Recreation 5.83 20.21 14.38 13.75 11.25 65.42 3

R1-52 CEAS MS- Education Leadership-Option- Urban Teacher Leadership 6.47 16.09 21.88 11.88 8.75 65.07 3
R1-54 CEAS MS- Recreation & Tourism 7.01 15.00 13.75 17.50 11.25 64.51 3
R1-82 CEAS Credential- Administrative Services, Preliminary 6.47 13.80 21.88 11.88 8.75 62.77 3
R2-29 CEAS MS- Education- Option- Early Childhood Education 9.21 14.74 8.75 9.17 12.50 54.36 4
R2-30 CEAS Minor- Early Childhood Education 9.21 9.01 8.75 10.00 12.50 49.47 4
R2-32 CEAS MS- Education- Option- Online Teaching & Learning 4.42 10.52 11.25 5.00 15.00 46.19 4

 

R2-No., Category Review-2, Program rank number.

*C-No., Category Commend, Program rank number.
M-No., Category Maintain, Program rank number.
R1-No., Category Review-1, Program rank number.
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C-2 CLASS
BA- Human Development- Option- Early Childhood 
Development 7.06 22.81 27.50 17.92 15.00 90.28 1

C-6 CLASS BA- Human Development 7.06 21.35 27.50 17.08 15.00 87.99 1

C-7 CLASS
BA- Human Development- Option -Adult Development and 
Gerontology 7.06 21.35 27.50 17.08 15.00 87.99 1

C-8 CLASS BA- Human Development- Option-Childhood Development 7.06 21.35 27.50 17.08 15.00 87.99 1
C-9 CLASS Minor- Human Development 7.06 21.35 27.50 17.08 15.00 87.99 1

C-15 CLASS BA- Human Development- Option- Adolescent Development 7.06 20.16 27.50 17.08 15.00 86.80 1
C-29 CLASS MS- Social Work 7.42 22.66 26.88 17.08 11.25 85.28 1
C-30 CLASS MS- Social Work- Option- Community Mental Health 7.42 22.66 26.88 17.08 11.25 85.28 1
C-31 CLASS MS- Social Work- Option - Children Youth and Families 7.42 22.66 26.88 17.08 11.25 85.28 1
C-38 CLASS BS- Criminal Justice Administration 6.72 24.84 23.13 18.13 11.25 84.07 1
C-39 CLASS BS- Criminal Justice Administration- Option- Correctns 6.72 24.84 23.13 18.13 11.25 84.07 1

C-40 CLASS
BS- Criminal Justice Administration- Option- Law Enforcement 
& Administration 6.72 24.84 23.13 18.13 11.25 84.07 1

C-56 CLASS MA- English- Option- TESOL 7.06 21.35 23.75 16.25 13.75 82.16 1
M-3 CLASS BA- Human Development- Option- Women's Development 7.06 16.51 27.50 17.08 15.00 83.15 2
M-7 CLASS Certificate- Early Childhood Development 7.06 17.08 26.25 17.08 15.00 82.47 2

M-22 CLASS MS- Speech Pathology- No Option  7.68 21.25 28.13 13.13 11.25 81.43 2
M-25 CLASS Minor- English 7.46 23.70 23.13 14.38 12.50 81.16 2
M-28 CLASS BA- Political Science- Option- Pre-Law 8.93 21.20 25.00 14.58 11.25 80.96 2
M-29 CLASS BS- Speech Pathology & Audiology- No Option 7.68 21.20 28.13 12.71 11.25 80.96 2
M-30 CLASS MA- English 7.06 21.35 23.75 16.25 12.50 80.91 2
M-36 CLASS BA- English- Option- Language and Discourse 7.46 22.97 23.13 14.38 12.50 80.43 2
M-37 CLASS BA- English- Option- Creative Writing 7.46 22.81 23.13 14.38 12.50 80.27 2
M-38 CLASS BA- English- Option- Literature 7.46 22.81 23.13 14.38 12.50 80.27 2
M-39 CLASS MS- Speech Pathology 7.68 20.05 28.13 13.13 11.25 80.23 2
M-42 CLASS BA- English 7.36 22.81 23.13 14.38 12.50 80.17 2
M-46 CLASS MA- English- No Option 7.06 21.35 23.75 15.42 12.50 80.08 2
M-48 CLASS BA- Political Science- No Option 8.93 21.93 25.00 13.75 10.00 79.61 2
M-49 CLASS Minor- Sociology 7.50 23.49 21.88 14.17 12.50 79.53 2

Table 12

CLASS Programs - 162 Programs
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M-51 CLASS BA- Political Science 8.93 19.32 25.00 14.58 11.25 79.09 2
M-52 CLASS BS- Speech Pathology & Audiology 7.68 19.32 28.13 12.71 11.25 79.09 2
M-54 CLASS MA- Multimedia 8.24 20.10 21.25 15.42 13.75 78.76 2
M-55 CLASS MA- Multimedia- No Option 8.24 20.10 21.25 15.42 13.75 78.76 2
M-57 CLASS BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- African American Studies 6.63 20.78 25.00 15.00 11.25 78.66 2
M-62 CLASS BA- Sociology  7.50 23.49 21.88 13.75 11.25 77.86 2
M-63 CLASS BA- Sociology- Option- Social Services  7.50 23.49 21.88 13.75 11.25 77.86 2
M-64 CLASS BA- Sociology- Option- Sociology 7.50 23.49 21.88 13.75 11.25 77.86 2

M-68 CLASS
MS- Health Care Administration- Option- Management and 
Change in Health Care 6.74 20.57 21.88 18.33 10.00 77.52 2

M-69 CLASS MS- Health Care Administration 6.19 21.30 21.88 18.13 10.00 77.50 2
M-72 CLASS BA- History 7.94 22.40 21.88 15.00 10.00 77.22 2
M-73 CLASS BA- History- No Option 7.94 22.40 21.88 15.00 10.00 77.22 2
M-75 CLASS BA- Environmental Studies 6.92 15.47 26.88 16.67 11.25 77.18 2
M-76 CLASS BA- Environmental Studies- Option- Physical Environment 6.92 15.47 26.88 16.67 11.25 77.18 2

M-77 CLASS
BA- Environmental Studies- Option- Sustainable Resource 
Management 6.92 15.47 26.88 16.67 11.25 77.18 2

M-78 CLASS Minor- Environmental Studies 6.92 15.47 26.88 16.67 11.25 77.18 2
M-81 CLASS Minor- Criminal Justice Administration 6.72 20.78 23.13 16.46 10.00 77.09 2
M-86 CLASS BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- American Indian Studies 6.63 18.91 25.00 15.00 11.25 76.78 2

M-87 CLASS
BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- Genders & Sexualities in 
Communities of Color 6.63 18.91 25.00 15.00 11.25 76.78 2

M-88 CLASS BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- Latino/a Studies 6.63 18.91 25.00 15.00 11.25 76.78 2

M-89 CLASS
BA- English- Option- Interdisciplinary Language, Literature, and 
Writing Studies 7.46 19.27 23.13 14.38 12.50 76.73 2

M-90 CLASS Minor- Creatve Writing 7.46 19.27 23.13 14.38 12.50 76.73 2
M-92 CLASS BA- Environmental Studies Option- Environment and Society 6.92 15.47 26.25 16.67 11.25 76.55 2
M-96 CLASS MS- Social Work Special Session 8.58 25.00 20.63 13.13 8.75 76.08 2

M-100 CLASS BA- Political Science- Option- Public Affairs and Administration 8.93 17.14 25.00 14.58 10.00 75.65 2
M-102 CLASS MPA- Option- Health Care Administration 7.50 23.75 24.38 10.00 10.00 75.63 2
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M-103 CLASS MPA- Publication Administration 7.50 23.75 24.38 10.00 10.00 75.63 2
M-104 CLASS BA- History- Option- US History 7.94 20.52 21.88 15.00 10.00 75.34 2
M-105 CLASS Minor- Speech Pathology & Audiology 7.68 15.57 28.13 12.71 11.25 75.34 2
M-106 CLASS BA - Ethnic Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
M-107 CLASS BA- Ethnic Studies- Option- Asian American Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
M-108 CLASS Minor- African American Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
M-109 CLASS Minor- Asian American Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
M-110 CLASS Minor- Ethnic Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
M-111 CLASS Minor- Genders & Sexualities in Communities of Color 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
M-112 CLASS Minor- Latino/a Studies 6.63 17.03 25.00 15.00 11.25 74.91 2
M-123 CLASS MPA- Public Management & Policy Analysis 7.75 14.69 23.13 15.42 12.50 73.48 2
M-124 CLASS MPA- Special Session 7.75 14.69 23.13 15.42 12.50 73.48 2
M-125 CLASS BA- History- Option- Asian History 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
M-126 CLASS BA- History- Option- European History 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
M-127 CLASS BA- History- Option- History of Calif. & the American West 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
M-128 CLASS BA- History- Option- Latin American History 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
M-129 CLASS Minor- History 7.94 18.65 21.88 15.00 10.00 73.47 2
M-131 CLASS Certificate- Criminal Justice 6.72 17.03 23.13 16.46 10.00 73.34 2
M-134 CLASS Minor- Chinese Language & Cultural Studies 8.38 18.85 21.25 12.08 12.50 73.06 2
M-135 CLASS Minor- American Indian Studies 6.63 15.00 25.00 15.00 11.25 72.88 2
M-145 CLASS MPA- Option- Management of Human Resources & Change 7.50 20.05 24.38 10.00 10.00 71.93 2
M-146 CLASS BA- Art 7.40 21.20 16.88 15.00 11.25 71.73 2
M-150 CLASS Minor- Political Science 8.93 13.59 25.00 13.75 10.00 71.27 2

M-151 CLASS
BA- Communication- Option- Professional, Public & 
Organizational Communication 7.25 18.44 21.25 13.75 10.00 70.69 2

M-152 CLASS BA- Communications 7.25 18.44 21.25 13.75 10.00 70.69 2
M-153 CLASS BA- Communications Option- Media Production 7.25 18.44 21.25 13.75 10.00 70.69 2
M-156 CLASS MA- Communication 8.00 15.63 21.88 15.00 10.00 70.50 2
M-161 CLASS BFA- Art 7.40 19.84 16.25 15.00 11.25 69.75 2
M-162 CLASS Minor- Geography 7.75 14.06 18.75 14.17 15.00 69.73 2
M-164 CLASS BA- Theater Arts 8.29 17.50 23.75 10.00 10.00 69.54 2
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M-165 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- No Option 8.29 17.50 23.75 10.00 10.00 69.54 2
M-166 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Dance 8.29 17.50 23.75 10.00 10.00 69.54 2
M-167 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Graphic Design (Electronic Art) 7.40 19.01 16.88 15.00 11.25 69.54 2
M-168 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Multimedia 7.40 19.01 16.88 15.00 11.25 69.54 2
M-169 CLASS MA- Music- No Option 7.65 14.95 21.88 12.50 12.50 69.48 2
M-170 CLASS Remedial- English 6.82 16.35 20.00 12.29 13.75 69.22 2
M-173 CLASS MA- Music 7.65 14.22 21.88 12.50 12.50 68.75 2
M-176 CLASS BA- Philosophy 9.07 12.50 23.13 11.88 11.25 67.82 2
M-177 CLASS BA- Philosophy- No Option 9.07 12.50 23.13 11.88 11.25 67.82 2
M-178 CLASS Minor- Philosophy 9.07 12.50 23.13 11.88 11.25 67.82 2
R1-2 CLASS BA- Music- No Option 8.54 20.05 23.75 9.17 12.50 74.01 3
R1-4 CLASS BA- Music 8.54 18.65 23.75 9.17 12.50 72.60 3
R1-9 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Acting 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3

R1-10 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Directing 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
R1-11 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Musical Theatre 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
R1-12 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Theater & Dance for Children 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
R1-13 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Theater History & Literature 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
R1-14 CLASS Certificate- Creative Video (Interdisciplinary) 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
R1-15 CLASS Minor- Children's Theater & Dance 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
R1-16 CLASS Minor- Creative Video (Interdisciplinary) 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
R1-17 CLASS Minor- Dance 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
R1-18 CLASS Minor- Theater 8.29 15.63 23.75 10.00 10.00 67.67 3
R1-19 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Art History 7.40 17.14 16.88 15.00 11.25 67.66 3
R1-20 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Art Studio 7.40 17.14 16.88 15.00 11.25 67.66 3
R1-21 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Digital Graphics 7.40 17.14 16.88 15.00 11.25 67.66 3
R1-22 CLASS BA -Art- Option- Photography 7.40 17.14 16.88 15.00 11.25 67.66 3
R1-24 CLASS BS- Geography 7.75 11.88 18.75 14.17 15.00 67.54 3
R1-29 CLASS MA- Geography 8.76 9.84 19.38 15.42 13.75 67.15 3
R1-30 CLASS MA- Geography- No Option 8.76 9.84 19.38 15.42 13.75 67.15 3
R1-31 CLASS BA- Theater Arts- Option- Technology & Design 8.29 15.63 23.75 9.17 10.00 66.83 3
R1-35 CLASS Minor- Music 8.54 11.93 23.75 9.17 12.50 65.89 3
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R1-36 CLASS BA-Art - Option- Pictorial Arts (Drawing/Painting/Printmaking) 7.40 15.26 16.88 15.00 11.25 65.79 3
R1-37 CLASS Minor- Art Studio 7.40 15.26 16.88 15.00 11.25 65.79 3
R1-38 CLASS MA- History 7.40 16.15 21.88 11.46 8.75 65.63 3
R1-39 CLASS BA - Liberal Studies 8.03 21.30 15.00 10.00 11.25 65.58 3
R1-40 CLASS BA- Liberal Studies University minors & Special Options 8.03 21.30 15.00 10.00 11.25 65.58 3
R1-41 CLASS MA- Anthropology 8.18 13.18 19.38 16.04 8.75 65.52 3

R1-49 CLASS
MS- Health Care Administration- Option- Management & 
Change in Health Care Special Session 6.14 12.08 23.13 12.71 11.25 65.31 3

R1-50 CLASS MS- Health Care Administration Special Session 6.14 12.08 23.13 12.71 11.25 65.31 3
R1-51 CLASS BA- Geography 7.50 9.84 18.75 14.17 15.00 65.26 3
R1-53 CLASS BA- Liberal Studies- Option- Childhood Studies/Teacher Prep 8.03 20.57 15.00 10.00 11.25 64.85 3
R1-55 CLASS MA- Sociology 6.90 18.13 18.75 12.92 7.50 64.19 3
R1-56 CLASS BA- Spanish 5.71 20.42 18.75 7.92 11.25 64.04 3
R1-57 CLASS BA- Spanish- No Option 5.71 20.42 18.75 7.92 11.25 64.04 3
R1-58 CLASS Minor- Spanish 5.71 20.42 18.75 7.92 11.25 64.04 3
R1-59 CLASS BA- Anthropology- Option- Socio Cultural Anthropology 8.68 13.80 19.38 13.33 8.75 63.94 3
R1-60 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Spacial Arts (Ceramics/Sculpture) 7.40 13.39 16.88 15.00 11.25 63.91 3
R1-61 CLASS BA- Art- Option- Web Design 7.40 13.39 16.88 15.00 11.25 63.91 3
R1-62 CLASS Minor- Art History 7.40 13.39 16.88 15.00 11.25 63.91 3
R1-63 CLASS MA- History- Option- Public History 7.50 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.85 3
R1-64 CLASS MA- History- Option- Teaching 7.50 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.85 3
R1-65 CLASS BFA- Art- Option- Traditional Arts 7.40 13.91 16.25 15.00 11.25 63.81 3
R1-66 CLASS MA- History -Option- Examination 7.40 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.76 3
R1-67 CLASS MA- History- Option- Thesis 7.40 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.76 3
R1-68 CLASS MA-History- No Option 7.40 14.27 21.88 11.46 8.75 63.76 3
R1-69 CLASS BA- Liberal Studies- Option- Special Education/Liberal Arts 8.03 19.43 15.00 10.00 11.25 63.70 3
R1-71 CLASS BA- Anthropology  8.88 13.18 19.38 13.33 8.75 63.32 3

R1-72 CLASS
BA- Anthropology- Option-Archeology & Biological 
Anthropology 8.68 13.18 19.38 13.33 8.75 63.32 3

R1-74 CLASS Minor- Photography 7.40 12.71 16.88 15.00 11.25 63.24 3
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R1-75 CLASS BFA- Art- Option- Digital Graphic 7.40 12.03 17.50 15.00 11.25 63.18 3

R1-76 CLASS BA- Liberal Studies- Option- Studies in Education/Bachelor Plus 8.03 18.70 15.00 10.00 11.25 62.98 3
R2-1 CLASS BA- French 6.32 16.35 18.75 12.08 8.75 62.16 4
R2-2 CLASS Minor- French 6.32 16.35 18.75 12.08 8.75 62.16 4
R2-3 CLASS Minor- American Sign Language 5.78 16.15 21.88 9.58 8.75 62.13 4
R2-4 CLASS Minor- Anthropology  8.68 11.93 19.38 13.33 8.75 62.07 4
R2-5 CLASS BFA- Art-  Option- Photography 7.40 12.03 16.25 15.00 11.25 61.93 4
R2-6 CLASS BFA- Art- Option- Graphic Design 7.40 12.03 16.25 15.00 11.25 61.93 4
R2-7 CLASS BFA- Art- Option- Multimedia 7.40 12.03 16.25 15.00 11.25 61.93 4

R2-8 CLASS
BA- Liberal Studies- Option- Organizational Leadership/Liberal 
Arts 8.03 17.55 15.00 10.00 11.25 61.83 4

R2-13 CLASS BA- International Studies 8.18 15.83 17.50 7.50 12.50 61.51 4
R2-17 CLASS Minor- Multimedia 7.40 9.01 16.88 15.00 11.25 59.54 4
R2-18 CLASS Minor- International Studies (Interdisciplinary) 8.18 14.48 16.88 7.50 12.50 59.53 4
R2-24 CLASS Certificate- Spanish for the Professions 5.71 14.17 18.75 7.92 11.25 57.79 4
R2-26 CLASS Credential- Single Subject Matter Preparation- Social Science  7.31 12.81 16.25 8.96 11.25 56.58 4
R2-33 CLASS Minor- Urban Studies 5.86 13.49 1.88 8.54 15.00 44.77 4
R2-34 CLASS Minor- German 4.75 14.22 7.50 7.50 6.25 40.22 4
R2-35 CLASS Minor- Italian 5.78 12.81 7.50 6.25 7.50 39.84 4

R2-36 CLASS Minor- Filipino and Filipino American Studies (Interdisciplinary) 3.86 12.08 7.50 7.50 3.75 34.69 4

R2-No., Category Review-2, Program rank number.

*C-No., Category Commend, Program rank number.
M-No., Category Maintain, Program rank number.
R1-No., Category Review-1, Program rank number.
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C-5 CSCI MS- Statistics 8.19 22.97 24.38 18.75 13.75 88.04 1
C-11 CSCI MS- Statistics- Option- Applied Statistics 8.19 21.98 24.38 18.75 13.75 87.05 1
C-19 CSCI MS- Biostatistics 8.49 22.24 25.63 18.75 11.25 86.35 1
C-23 CSCI MS- Biostatistics- No Option 8.49 22.24 25.63 17.92 11.25 85.52 1
C-46 CSCI MS- Engineering Management 8.47 21.77 26.88 15.63 11.25 83.99 1
C-47 CSCI MS- Biological Science 7.61 21.46 26.88 16.67 11.25 83.86 1
C-50 CSCI BS- Nursing  7.50 25.00 25.00 14.17 11.25 82.92 1
C-51 CSCI BS- Nursing- Option- RN Advanced Placement Track 7.50 25.00 25.00 14.17 11.25 82.92 1
M-6 CSCI BS- Biological Science 7.51 23.54 26.25 15.21 10.00 82.51 2
M-8 CSCI MS- Chemistry 7.89 16.04 24.38 18.75 15.00 82.06 2
M-9 CSCI BA- Physics 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2

M-10 CSCI BA- Physics- No Option 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
M-11 CSCI BS- Physics 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
M-12 CSCI BS- Physics- No Option 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
M-13 CSCI Credential- Physics Education 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
M-14 CSCI Minor- Physics 9.22 16.93 28.75 15.83 11.25 81.98 2
M-17 CSCI BS- Computer Engineering 8.67 16.98 28.13 15.63 12.50 81.90 2
M-18 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Forensic Science 7.51 21.51 26.25 15.21 11.25 81.73 2
M-19 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Physiology 7.51 21.51 26.25 15.21 11.25 81.73 2
M-20 CSCI BS- Nursing- Option- Prelicensure 7.50 23.75 25.00 14.17 11.25 81.67 2
M-21 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Cell & Molecular Biology 7.51 21.35 26.25 15.21 11.25 81.58 2
M-23 CSCI MS- Construction Management 8.47 19.06 26.88 15.63 11.25 81.28 2
M-27 CSCI BS- Biology- No Option 7.51 20.78 26.25 15.21 11.25 81.00 2

M-32 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Ecology & Conservation Biology 7.51 20.31 26.25 15.21 11.25 80.53 2
M-33 CSCI BS- Nursing- Option- LVN BSN 7.50 22.60 25.00 14.17 11.25 80.52 2
M-34 CSCI BS- Construction Management 8.67 15.52 28.13 15.63 12.50 80.44 2
M-35 CSCI BS- Industrial Engineering 8.67 15.52 28.13 15.63 12.50 80.44 2
M-40 CSCI MS- Chemistry- No option 7.89 14.17 24.38 18.75 15.00 80.18 2
M-41 CSCI MS- Chemistry- Option- BioChemistry 7.89 14.17 24.38 18.75 15.00 80.18 2
M-43 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- General Biology 7.51 19.90 26.25 15.21 11.25 80.12 2

Table 13

CSCI Programs - 104 Programs
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M-44 CSCI MA- Biological Science 7.61 17.71 26.88 16.67 11.25 80.11 2
M-47 CSCI BS- Nursing- Option- No Option 7.50 21.88 25.00 14.17 11.25 79.79 2
M-50 CSCI BS- Biochemistry- No option 7.31 20.47 24.38 14.79 12.50 79.44 2
M-53 CSCI MS- Statistics- No Option 8.19 15.89 24.38 17.92 12.50 78.87 2
M-56 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Microbiology/Biomedical 7.51 18.44 26.25 15.21 11.25 78.66 2
M-60 CSCI BS- Statistics- No Option 8.04 18.13 23.75 17.08 11.25 78.25 2
M-61 CSCI BA- Biological Science 7.51 17.71 26.25 15.21 11.25 77.93 2
M-65 CSCI Minor- Biological Science 7.51 18.85 26.25 15.21 10.00 77.83 2
M-66 CSCI Minor- Chemistry 7.64 19.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 77.69 2
M-71 CSCI Certificate- Biotechnology 7.51 17.03 26.25 15.21 11.25 77.25 2
M-74 CSCI BS- Biological Science- Option- Biomedical Lab Science 7.51 16.98 26.25 15.21 11.25 77.20 2
M-84 CSCI BS- Biochemistry 7.31 17.86 24.38 14.79 12.50 76.84 2
M-93 CSCI Credential- Biology Education 7.51 16.30 26.25 15.21 11.25 76.52 2
M-95 CSCI BS- Statistics 8.04 16.25 23.75 17.08 11.25 76.38 2
M-97 CSCI Minor- Biostatistics 8.04 15.73 23.75 17.08 11.25 75.85 2
M-98 CSCI Minor- Statistics 8.04 15.73 23.75 17.08 11.25 75.85 2

M-101 CSCI Certificate- Applied  Statistics 8.19 12.66 24.38 17.92 12.50 75.64 2
M-115 CSCI BS- Health Sciences 8.08 24.17 18.75 14.17 8.75 73.92 2
M-116 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- Option- Administration & Management 8.08 24.17 18.75 14.17 8.75 73.92 2
M-117 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- Option- Pre-Clinical Preparation 8.08 24.17 18.75 14.17 8.75 73.92 2
M-118 CSCI BA- Biochemistry- No option 7.31 14.84 24.38 14.79 12.50 73.82 2
M-121 CSCI BS- Chemistry 7.64 14.84 23.75 14.79 12.50 73.52 2
M-122 CSCI BS- Chemistry- No Option 7.64 14.84 23.75 14.79 12.50 73.52 2
M-130 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- No Option 8.08 23.65 18.75 14.17 8.75 73.40 2
M-133 CSCI BA- Biochemistry 7.31 14.11 24.38 14.79 12.50 73.09 2
M-137 CSCI BA- Chemistry 7.64 14.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 72.69 2
M-138 CSCI BA- Chemistry- No Option 7.64 14.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 72.69 2
M-139 CSCI BS- Chemistry- Option- Forensic Science 7.64 14.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 72.69 2

M-140 CSCI
Credential- Single Subject Matter Preparation- Chemistry-
Chemistry Education 7.64 14.84 23.75 13.96 12.50 72.69 2

M-143 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- Option- Environmental Health & Safety 8.08 22.45 18.75 14.17 8.75 72.20 2
M-144 CSCI Minor- Health sciences 8.08 22.45 18.75 14.17 8.75 72.20 2
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M-148 CSCI
Credential- Single Subject Matter Preparation- Biochemistry-
Chemistry Education 7.31 12.66 24.38 14.79 12.50 71.63 2

M-149 CSCI BS- Health Sciences- Option- Community Health 8.08 21.77 18.75 14.17 8.75 71.52 2
M-154 CSCI MS- Computer Science 5.40 25.00 20.63 10.83 8.75 70.61 2
M-155 CSCI MS- Computer Science- No option 5.40 25.00 20.63 10.83 8.75 70.61 2
M-157 CSCI BS- Psychology 7.33 20.73 20.63 13.75 7.50 69.94 2
M-158 CSCI Minor- Psychology 7.33 20.73 20.63 13.75 7.50 69.94 2
M-159 CSCI BA- Psychology 7.33 20.63 20.63 13.75 7.50 69.83 2
M-160 CSCI MS- Computer Networks- No Option 6.13 22.60 18.13 14.17 8.75 69.77 2
M-171 CSCI MS- Geology- No Option 7.21 13.28 23.75 13.54 11.25 69.03 2
M-172 CSCI MS- Geology- Option- Environmental Geology 7.21 13.28 23.75 13.54 11.25 69.03 2
M-174 CSCI MS- Computer Networks 6.13 20.73 18.13 14.17 8.75 67.90 2
R1-1 CSCI MS- Statistics- Option- Computational Statistics 8.19 11.67 24.38 17.92 12.50 74.65 3
R1-3 CSCI MS- Statistics- Option- Actuarial Science 8.19 10.16 24.38 17.92 12.50 73.14 3
R1-5 CSCI Certificate- Theoretical Statistics 8.19 7.60 24.38 17.92 12.50 70.59 3
R1-6 CSCI MS- Statistics- Option- Mathematical Statistics 8.19 7.60 24.38 17.92 12.50 70.59 3

R1-23 CSCI MS- Geology 7.21 11.82 23.75 13.54 11.25 67.57 3
R1-26 CSCI BS- Computer Science- No Option 6.60 21.30 20.00 10.63 8.75 67.27 3
R1-46 CSCI BS- Computer Science  6.60 19.43 20.00 10.63 8.75 65.40 3

R1-47 CSCI
BS- Computer Science- Option- Networking & Data 
Communications 6.60 19.43 20.00 10.63 8.75 65.40 3

R1-48 CSCI BS- Computer Science- Option- Software Engineering 6.60 19.43 20.00 10.63 8.75 65.40 3
R1-70 CSCI BS- Computer Science- Option- Computer Engineering 6.60 17.55 20.00 10.63 8.75 63.52 3
R1-73 CSCI BS- Mathematics- Option C- Mathematics Teaching 6.32 23.02 17.50 7.71 8.75 63.30 3
R1-77 CSCI BS- Environmental Science 5.83 13.33 22.50 11.25 10.00 62.92 3

R1-78 CSCI
BS- Environmental Science- Option- Environmental Systems 
and Resource Management 5.83 13.33 22.50 11.25 10.00 62.92 3

R1-79 CSCI BA- Geology 6.42 12.71 20.63 14.38 8.75 62.88 3
R1-80 CSCI BS- Geology 6.42 12.71 20.63 14.38 8.75 62.88 3
R1-81 CSCI Minor- Geology 6.42 12.71 20.63 14.38 8.75 62.88 3
R2-9 CSCI BS- Environmental Science- Option- Life Science 5.93 13.33 22.50 11.25 8.75 61.76 4

R2-10 CSCI BS- Environmental Science- Option- Physical Science 5.93 13.33 22.50 11.25 8.75 61.76 4
R2-11 CSCI Minor- Computer Science 6.60 15.68 20.00 10.63 8.75 61.65 4



No. College Program Name

Average 
Score 

Criterion 1

Average 
Score 

Criterion 2

Average 
Score 

Criterion 3

Average 
Score 

Criterion 4

Average 
Score 

Criterion 5

Average 
Total 

Program 
Score Category

CSCI Programs - 104 Programs

R2-12 CSCI Minor- Software Development 6.60 15.68 20.00 10.63 8.75 61.65 4
R2-14 CSCI BS- Mathematics- Option B- Applied Mathematics 6.32 20.42 17.50 7.71 8.75 60.69 4
R2-15 CSCI MS- Mathematics- Option III- Applied Mathematics 5.93 17.24 17.50 11.04 8.75 60.46 4
R2-16 CSCI MS- Mathematics  5.93 17.24 17.50 10.21 8.75 59.63 4
R2-19 CSCI BS- Mathematics- Option A- Pure Mathematics 6.32 19.06 17.50 7.71 8.75 59.34 4
R2-20 CSCI BS- Mathematics 6.22 18.96 17.50 7.71 8.75 59.14 4
R2-21 CSCI BS-Mathematics- No Option 6.32 18.54 17.50 7.71 8.75 58.82 4
R2-22 CSCI MS- Mathematics- Option I- Pure Mathematics 6.07 12.81 18.75 11.04 10.00 58.67 4
R2-23 CSCI Minor- Mathematics 6.32 17.71 17.50 7.71 8.75 57.99 4
R2-25 CSCI MS- Mathematics- No Option 5.93 14.06 17.50 11.04 8.75 57.28 4
R2-27 CSCI MS- Mathematics- Option II- Mathematics Teaching 5.93 12.81 17.50 11.04 8.75 56.03 4
R2-28 CSCI Certificate- Foundational Mathematics Teaching 6.32 15.73 17.50 7.71 8.75 56.01 4
R2-31 CSCI Remedial Math 5.83 6.56 16.88 11.88 7.50 48.65 4

R2-No., Category Review-2, Program rank number.

*C-No., Category Commend, Program rank number.
M-No., Category Maintain, Program rank number.
R1-No., Category Review-1, Program rank number.



No. College
Program 

Type Program Name
1 CBE Certificate Taxation
2 CBE MBA  Moscow Program 
3 CBE Minor Economics
4 CBE Minor Information Technology Management
5 CBE Minor Advertising
6 CBE MS Taxation
7 CBE Option  MBA Moscow Program Option - Finance
8 CBE Option  MBA Moscow Program Option - General MBA
9 CBE Option MBA  Moscow Program Option - Strategy and International Business

10 CEAS Certificate Educational Technology Leadership
11 CEAS Certificate Online Teaching & Learning
12 CEAS Credential PPS School Counseling Credential
13 CEAS Credential PPS School Psychology Credential
14 CEAS Minor Hospitality and Tourism
15 CEAS Minor Recreation Therapy (no data)
16 CEAS MS Education Curriculum (Antioch)
17 CLASS BA Latin American Studies
18 CLASS BA Women's Studies
19 CLASS Certificate Organizational Communication
20 CLASS Certificate Public History
21 CLASS Credential Cartography and Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
22 CLASS Credential Speech-Language Pathology Services Credential
23 CLASS Credential Sustainable Resource Management
24 CLASS Minor Asian Studies
25 CLASS Minor California Studies (Interdisciplinary)
26 CLASS Minor Communication
27 CLASS Minor Interactive Sculpture
28 CLASS Minor international Business
29 CLASS Minor Latin American Studies (Interdisciplinary)  
30 CLASS Minor Multimedia (Interdisciplinary)

39 Programs that did not Provide PFD Reprots
Table 14



31 CLASS Option BA Liberal Studies- Option- Special Education/Teacher Prep 
32 CSCI Certificate Construction Planning and Control
33 CSCI Certificate Construction Project Administration
34 CSCI Certificate Engineering Management
35 CSCI Certificate Pre-Health Advisory Program
36 CSCI Certificate Quality Management (Engineering)
37 CSCI Option BA Biological Science- Option- General Biology
38 CSCI Option Psychology-Option- Ergonomics and Human Factors Psychology
39 CSCI Option Psychology-Option- Industrial/Organizational Psychology
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