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Prioritization and Recovery Initiative 
Support Programs Committee 
Report and Recommendations 

 
 
The Prioritization and Recovery Initiative was introduced to the campus in the fall of 
2005.  It was designed to review and evaluate all academic and support programs 
for the purpose of redistributing a portion of the university general fund budget. The 
primary focus of this initiative has been to make recommendations on how resources 
could be invested or redirected to advance the goals and mission of the university. 
 
The trustee committee for the support programs was convened in fall, 2006. The 
committee held an initial retreat in December 2006 and began to identify programs 
and to articulate evaluation criteria. During the 2007 winter and spring quarters each 
division identified programs for evaluation while the committee formulated the 
questions each program would be asked to address. Beginning on April 15, 2007, 
programs across the five divisions were asked to complete a detailed survey that 
would serve as the foundation for the appraisal of the program. These reports are 
available online at http://www.csupomona.edu/~prioritization. The committee 
evaluated each program to identify those it would recommend for increased support, 
decreased support, restructuring, or discontinuing. . 
 
This report reviews the committee’s process and the ideas about the future of the 
university that guided our evaluation of programs and recommendations for action.  
We present 19 specific recommendations with comments about implementation 
strategies.  This process has been challenging for all—for staff and faculty who 
located and entered data on their programs, for administrators who identified the 
programs for review, and the committee members who read and evaluated all the 
program reports.  We believe the campus will benefit, though, from this opportunity 
to look at the support programs holistically and from the opportunity to reinvest for 
growth and continued excellence. 
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Process 

The President asked each vice president to identify two senior members of their 
division to serve on the Support Programs Prioritization and Recovery (SPP&R) 
committee. Additionally, a member of the President’s Office and the Director of 
Academic Resources were asked to serve on the committee. The committee was 
charged to:  
 

1. Identify all university support programs. 
2. Identify any commonalities for the purpose of grouping the programs.  
3. Set up common criteria for each group of programs. 
4. Collect quantitative and qualitative data from various sources which could 

support recommendations.  
5. Analyze data based on the criteria developed by the committee and propose 

recommendations for increased support, decreased support, restructuring, or 
discontinuing. 

6. Report findings and recommendations to the Prioritization and Recovery 
Steering Committee. 

 
Committee members were asked to serve as trustees, representing the university, 
not their respective divisions. 
 
A timeline for committee activities is presented in Appendix 1.  After meeting with the 
President and the co-chairs of the Academic Programs P&R (APP&R) committee, 
the Support Programs committee agreed to adopt the same set of basic criteria used 
by the APP&R committee.  These basic criteria are: Centrality to Mission, Quality, 
Efficiency and Opportunity.  Two subcommittees were established, one to identify 
programs so that all activities would be evaluated at an appropriate level of detail 
(led by committee co-Chair Curtis Clark) and the other to develop questions about 
the programs that would provide indicators for the criteria (led by committee co-Chair 
Don Straney).  
 
While the APP&R Committee could identify the academic majors as their operational 
definition of a program, support programs were more difficult to characterize. The 
Program subcommittee recommended the divisions view “support programs” as any 
budgeted activity with continuing staff that is unique from other activities within a 
division, college, office, or department.  Programs that are part of the Foundation or 
auxiliaries were not included in the scope of this review. Initially, the divisions 
identified 489 potential programs.  After review and feedback from the 
subcommittee, the divisions reduced the number of programs to 377. That number 
was further reduced to 321 as the programs entered their reports online.  Programs 
were grouped into different types according to the parts of the university community 
that they supported because the indicators for theses different types could differ.  
The program types were: student support, faculty support, institutional support, 
constituent relations, and infrastructure support.  
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Paralleling the identification of programs, the Indicators subcommittee formulated a 
set of questions similar to those adopted by the APP&R Committee but modified to 
be appropriate for the support programs.  There was some variation in the questions 
for each of the different program types. In outline form, the criteria and indicators 
used were as follows: 

 
• Centrality to Mission 

  Essentiality of program 
  Support for the university’s mission 
  Internal/external demand 

• Quality 
  User expectations 
  Method of assessment 
  User feedback, quality indicators, benchmarking activities 
  Example of change made in response to feedback or assessment 
  Number of hours per employee spent during 2006-07 
  External recognition of the program 
  Internal recognition 

• Efficiency 
  Utilization of human resources 
  Utilization of time 
  Management of financial resources 
  Utilization of information technology 

• Opportunity  
  Change planned if significant and permanent increase in funding 

 Space changes that would enhance the program 
 

A web template was created for programs to enter data on each indicator; templates 
for the five different types of programs differed slightly.  Drafts of the templates were 
distributed across campus for comment and public forums, and divisional meetings 
were held to provide feedback on the structure of the templates.  The final templates 
opened on the web on April 15, 2007 and programs had until June 15, 2007 to 
provide their reports. The vice presidents then reviewed and approved the reports, 
which were opened to the campus community on the prioritization web site. 

 
The committee held a retreat on May 30, 2007 to develop rubrics to use in 
evaluating the programs. During this retreat the committee evaluated several draft 
reports and concluded that the data on efficiency were likely to be extremely variable 
and would be useful only for very general insight into the programs. There was 
considerable variation in how programs reported information on numbers of 
employees, numbers of people served, and even budgets.   
 
To facilitate the analysis of the 321 reports, the committee divided into four 3-
member teams, with no more than one person from each division on each team. All 
committee members declared possible conflicts of interest and did not evaluate 
those programs indentified.  Each team read and evaluated 1/4 of the reports across 
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all divisions.  Each committee member made an independent evaluation of each 
program. If team members reached different conclusions about a program, they 
discussed those differences until they arrived at a consensus.  Each team placed the 
programs they reviewed into one of the following categories: 
  

• Recommended for increased investment 
• Recommended for no change in investment 
• Recommended for decreased investment 
• Recommended for restructuring or merger 

 
From August 1 thru 3, 2007, the full committee met and reviewed each 
subcommittee recommendation.  Committee members had access to all reports at 
this meeting and referred to them constantly during the discussions.  The committee 
prepared a set of recommendations to make to the Steering Committee that 
represents a consensus of the committee members. 
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Context 
 

As a prelude to evaluating the programs, the committee identified issues likely to 
impact the campus over the next ten years.  Based on current projections and 
system goals, our campus will need to develop an infrastructure that supports 
continued growth of the student population, an increased access to students in our 
service area, and increased residential options for students and also for faculty, and 
staff.  The committee foresees a campus community that: 

 
• attracts faculty with national reputations as teachers and scholars who are the 

foundation for a collaborative relationship with the community, the private 
sector, and the disciplines;   

• provides students with active, hands-on learning in classes and offers 
effective learning and developmental support programs to enable students to 
begin successful careers in a timely fashion; 

• keeps pace with changing technology and anticipates needs of society and 
the workplace; 

• works cooperatively and collaboratively across division and program lines to 
solve problems and create an effective learning environment; 

• utilizes sustainable practices in its use of resources; 
• honors its history and heritage, creating a strong sense of connectivity and 

ownership for alumni. 
 
These ideas about the future of Cal Poly Pomona helped guide the committee in its 
analyses of programs and in formulating recommendations. 
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Recommendations 
 

After reviewing the reports submitted by each program, the Support Programs 
P&R committee developed 19 recommendations that we present below.  The 
recommendations are based primarily on the information each program presented in 
its report.  Although discussions were informed by committee members’ knowledge 
of programs, in the end it was the information in the report that served as the 
foundation of the recommendation. 
 
The recommendations of the SPP&R Committee are presented in five groups:  

• Development of campus capacity for program review 
• Candidates for investment 
• Candidates for redesign 
• Candidates for rethinking a funding model 
• Candidates for elimination of general fund support.   

 
There are very few programs identified in the last category.  After reviewing all 
programs, the committee noted that almost all have important roles to play in helping 
Cal Poly Pomona achieve its mission.  When asked “Would it still be Cal Poly 
Pomona if we eliminated this program?” the answer almost always was “no.”   
 
As an example, consider the motor pool.  While it is possible for the university to go 
without a motor pool, eliminating it would create a new set of economic challenges.  
Vehicles would be serviced off-campus, at rates comparable to what is paid for 
private vehicles.  Programs with vehicles would have to shift funding from other 
things to repair vehicles, or would go without them.  Eliminating the money spent on 
the motor pool would mean units with vehicles would spend more money 
maintaining them with private vendors.  It did not make sense to recommend 
changes that produced larger costs to other programs by shifting the burden of 
necessary support. 
 
Cal Poly Pomona does not have much flexibility left in its budget. The reductions of 
the past decade have forced colleges and divisions to be lean and cost conscious. 
Easy eliminations have already been made.  The committee believes much of the 
reinvestment that is needed on campus must come from redefining, redeployment, 
restructuring and rebalancing of important functions that cross divisions.   
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Group 1: Development of Campus Capacity for Program Review 

 
After reviewing campus support programs, the committee believes that many 
programs did not make a convincing case that they have effective mechanisms for 
monitoring program quality.  One indicator the committee found to be informative 
was whether programs could identify substantive changes made as a result of 
quality assessment.  Not many programs could identify meaningful changes made.    
While it is possible that programs have effective means to monitor quality but did not 
articulate them well, the committee concluded that that campus needs more 
experience and practice discussing and implementing program quality assessment.   

 
The committee expected some difficulty in evaluating program efficiency, 
considering the broad range of activities conducted by the 321 support programs.  
While there are some straightforward indices of efficiency for academic programs 
(cost/FTES, class size, etc.), no such common metrics could be used across 
programs as disparate as custodial services and commencement.  The committee 
tried to deal with this problem by clustering programs into five functional types, each 
with slightly different approaches to determining efficiency.  In the end, the 
committee discovered so much variability in meaningful metrics of efficiency that we 
used this information less than we did other indicators.  It was clear that all programs 
had not taken similar approaches to estimating budgets or counting individuals 
served.  Some colleges, for example, included the cost of computer replacement in 
their budget for Technology Support, but other colleges did not.  The campus is 
adept at discussing program budgets and expenses, but not so at discussing 
program efficiency. 

 
The campus-wide Learning-Centeredness implementation plan has initiated 
processes in each division to improve capabilities in quality assessment.  However, 
we also have a clear need for campus-wide practices and expectations for 
assessing program efficiency.  We need concerted efforts to ensure the next 
iteration of program review has more substantive information on the quality and 
efficiency of support programs.  To that end, we make two recommendations to 
enhance the capacity of the university to assess support programs: 
 

Recommendation 1 – Program Quality Assessment 
Cal Poly Pomona should develop an approach to assessing service program 
quality that is analogous to what is used in academic programs to assess and 
improve the curriculum.  The approach should be built on feedback from 
constituents on the quality of service provided as well as whether the right 
service is offered.  As with academic assessment programs, results should be 
shared appropriately, as should the remedies taken to enhance the program.  
 
Implementation Process – The committee recommends that Organizational 
Development and Training (ODT) be a designated lead for developing and 
delivering training to support programs on quality assessment, providing 



9 
 

programs with the tools they need to develop program-specific quality 
assessment mechanisms.  There are many institutions across the country 
that have developed useful approaches that programs can modify for their 
needs.  ODT has a large role to play in helping staff and management of 
programs learn how other universities have implemented similar approaches 
and should become a campus resource center on quality assessment for 
support programs. 

 
Recommendation 2 –Common Metrics and Measurements 
The university should adopt shared performance metrics so we can compare 
how effectively resources are used across widely differing programs. Such 
metrics should meet the specific needs of our campus while permitting 
programs to benchmark their performance with other units and institutions.   
 
Implementation Process - Financial Services has expertise and analytical 
capacity to take a leadership role in this effort.  As with Recommendation 1, 
the university must learn how other institutions, including the private sector, 
tackle similar problems.  The campus does not need to resurrect the Orange 
Book or adopt a management style ruled by constraint or decimal places.  But 
the campus does need common yardsticks to gauge how well programs use 
their resources to meet their goals. Areas such as technology support or 
administrative support, programs common to almost all units, might serve as 
candidates for an initial effort.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



10 
 

 
Group 2: Candidates for Redesign 

 
Programs we recommend for redesign generally provide services that other 
programs also provide.  Analysis of these programs suggests there are significant 
improvements to be made by restructuring and refinancing the separate programs.  
To achieve these outcomes, programs will need to work across traditional divisional, 
college and unit boundaries.  The recommendations in this category refer to clusters 
of programs. 
 
 
A. Academic Centers 
There are a number of different units on campus that are called centers.  While they 
all generally provide services, they are directed at different constituencies.  The 
centers in Student Affairs, for example, all provide services to students on campus 
or to visitors and potential students.  Many centers in Academic Affairs also serve 
student needs (e.g., International Center) or support faculty work (e.g., Faculty 
Center for Professional Development).  But other centers in Academic Affairs have a 
more “academic” focus on external constituents, professional activities, or 
scholarship. On review, these academic centers vary greatly in their size, funding 
and fit to the University’s mission.   
 

Recommendation 3 – Academic Centers 
The centers in Academic Affairs that focus on scholarship or serve external 
constituencies should support the mission of the university in ways that 
transcend what is possible by a single faculty member, department, or often 
college.  While it may often be necessary to provide general fund or CPP 
Foundation funding in the early stages of a center’s growth, the university 
should expect that academic centers will operate without general fund 
support. If a center requires general fund support AND has been recognized 
by the campus leadership as central to the mission, the funding must be 
budgeted as a line item in a lead college. 
 

Implementation Process - Academic Affairs should review each academic 
center on its contributions to the mission of the university, the soundness of 
its required business plan, and the quality and impact of its programs.  In 
general, Centers should focus the work of several faculty on scholarship, 
outreach and/or education not otherwise possible within departments or 
college boundaries.  They should have an appropriate business plan that 
ensures either self-sufficiency, (after an initial investment of general fund 
dollars and other funding), or direct budgeting of general fund dollars from a 
college budget. The business plan should identify the time when the center 
would no longer need central funding support. 
 
The committee believes the following centers are doing an excellent job of 
meeting these criteria at present. Each is a candidate for additional 
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investment, which may be generated by redistributing resources currently 
devoted to less central efforts in other centers or programs. 
 
Arabian Horse Center and BioTrek.  Both centers have great impact on 
visitors to campus and both can play important roles in the curriculum.  The 
committee recommends that future investments in both be designed to 
strengthen the connection with Cal Poly Pomona student learning and faculty 
scholarship. 
 
John T. Lyle Center.  The Lyle Center is redeveloping its central role on 
campus.  The committee recommends it be designated as a leader in campus 
efforts at sustainability and green practice. This center may be a candidate for 
additional investment as its role evolves.  
 
Downtown Center.  This center represents a significant investment by CLASS 
in community involvement.  The committee recommends that it expand its 
role as an integrating-point of university and city programs and initiatives and 
that future investments link programs from other units to its efforts. 
 
Center for Macromolecular Modeling and Material Design (CM3D).  This new 
center has a good balance between curricular impact and economic 
development.  The committee recommends merging into it other centers and 
programs that can expand its mission while sharing the commitment to 
education and industrial support. 

 
 
B.  Support for College Programs 
Each college supports its academic activities with a similar set of support programs, 
which have more in common in their work than are the academic programs they 
support. The committee examined basic support programs in the colleges under the 
following categories: 
 

• Administrative support 
• Advising and learning support 
• Instructional support 
• Assessment 
• Technology support 
• Equipment and facilities maintenance 
• Student recruiting 
• Staff development 
• Faculty development 
• Constituent relations 
• Development and Advancement support 

 
The colleges differed widely in the cases they made for the centrality, quality, 
efficiency and opportunity for these programs.  Funding for these programs also 
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varies across colleges, even after normalizing for college size. In some cases, the 
subject of the college explains this difference.  For example, Agriculture, Engineering 
and Science have considerably more equipment to maintain in teaching labs than do 
the other colleges so it is no surprise they budget much more than do the others for 
equipment and facilities maintenance. But it is difficult to untangle where the funding 
differences across colleges are based on such functional difference and where they 
are based on either inefficiency or inconsistencies in reporting.  Colleges were 
inconsistent also in how they evaluated the quality of these programs; assessment 
of these most basic tasks is much less developed than are the assessment methods 
for the degree programs in each college.  
 
Current staff resources in the colleges reflect the same long-term attrition that other 
divisions have suffered after several rounds of budget cuts.  Funds for equipment 
and supplies, the other main component of these programs, have been reduced 
even more.  At one time, colleges could plan on buying new equipment each year 
with year-end dollars. That is no longer possible and student learning suffers from 
reliance on out-of-date or non-working equipment. Further reducing these budgets 
could do harm to the educational mission of the colleges.  
 
There are, however, opportunities for synergy, collaboration and sharing that have 
not been explored fully among the colleges.  Could the colleges increase their 
support for faculty and students by a planned coordination across what are now 
independent operations?  Are there savings that could be made by sharing 
resources across colleges, resources that could then be reinvested in these 
programs to enhance their quality? In that spirit, the committee offers the following 
recommendation: 
 

Recommendation 4 –Review and Redesign of College-based Support 
Programs 
Colleges can free up resources to enhance student learning and better 
support faculty work by redesigning how their basic services are provided, 
looking for opportunities to cooperate, share and innovate with other colleges 
or divisions. Long-held assumptions about place, process, and participants 
should be re-examined.  Opportunities to fund activities with non-general fund 
dollars should be developed.   
 
Two categories of college support programs, faculty development and student 
advising, must be enhanced with new funds:   
 

1. The university increased significantly the expectations for faculty 
scholarship over the past decade, but the funds for faculty travel and 
research initiation have remained unchanged.  Travel to conferences 
and professional meetings must be supported more to allow faculty to 
meet expectations of scholarship. Faculty need larger grants to initiate 
scholarly projects over and above what is available from Research, 
Scholarship, and Creative Activities (RSCA) funds. Because faculty 
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scholarly activity increases grant and contract funding, the committee 
would invite the CPP Foundation to fund these increases. 

 
2. The university is investing too little in effective student academic 

advising.  The Advising Task Force, which has been effective in 
improving advising on campus, should develop a proposal for 
additional investment.  This proposal should be tied to improvements 
identified as needed by advising assessment activities.  

 
Implementation Process - Apart from faculty development and student 
advising, this recommendation can be implemented by colleges working 
together to change how service is delivered to create the funds to enhance 
the level of service provided. Some specific starting points are the following: 
 

1. The Colleges of Agriculture, Engineering and Science share the need 
to maintain expensive, sophisticated equipment used by large numbers 
of students in the classroom.  These colleges should examine how 
they can enhance this support by sharing resources, expertise and 
costs (including service contracts). 
   

2. Each degree program has a specific approach to assessing its learning 
outcomes.  But all must collect assessment instruments, analyze them, 
and store examples for review by accreditation teams.  Shared 
resources and/or centralized support should streamline clerical and 
analytical aspects of assessment, giving faculty more time to use their 
departmental assessment process to enhance the curriculum. 
 

3. Colleges and enrollment services need a new model for collaborating 
on student recruiting.  Reallocating resources and redeploying people 
should allow us to better meet the university’s enrollment goals.  For 
example, it may be more effective if the National Student Exchange 
program in Student Affairs were housed in the International Center in 
Academic Affairs so that students interested in either national or 
international study would have one point of contact.  
 

4. Colleges allocate little money to staff development programs.  A prime 
candidate for investment in this area is development of techniques for 
assessing service quality.  Better informed staff can help redefine how 
we deliver administrative services. 

 
5. The structure of technology support in the colleges depends on how 

technology is supported campus-wide.  The committee will make a 
specific recommendation on technology support programs in the next 
section. 
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While this recommendation applies to college support programs, the 
committee wants to be clear that the same recommendation applies to 
analogous programs in other divisions.  College programs are singled out 
because the support programs in each are very similar.  But every unit on 
campus should reexamine how it delivers service and free up resources of 
money, time and space to reinvest in improving the quality of its program.  All 
divisions have the responsibility to ensure that services are provided 
efficiently with minimal duplication. 

 
 
C.  Technology Support 
Although a polytechnic campus uses many forms of technology, the programs in this 
category primarily support computing, information management and 
communications. Almost all major units on campus have a technology support 
program; 27 submitted reports.  There is considerable variation in how programs in 
this cluster reported budgets and users.   
 
On a per FTE-Employee basis, the general fund budgets of technology support 
programs fall into three distinct clusters:   

• Five report budgets on the order of $100,000/FTE-E. These are university-
wide programs that support basic infrastructure, equipment and site licenses 
that benefit all; 

• 15 report budgets of $60-80k/FTE-E. These are programs that support 
individual divisions or colleges and there is little variation in the budget of 
supporting these units, even though the budgets include funds for specialized 
equipment upgrade and replacement as well as for personnel; 

• Seven report budgets of $20-40k/FTE-E. These programs support a small 
division (University Advancement), specific needs within a division 
(Information Services—SAITS in Student Affairs), or provide specific support 
for instructional technology services for faculty, students and the university.   

 
This is a very simple analysis of a set of complex programs.  It does not take into 
account, for example, the funds budgeted to university-wide programs for facilities, 
licenses or data systems used in the instructional technology support programs, 
funds that do not show up in the budget of the latter.  
 
The committee is concerned that three technology programs that are clearly central 
to our mission, demonstrate high quality outcomes, and articulate good proposals for 
additional resources are in the group with the least funding per FTE-E. These three 
instructional technology support programs are excellent candidates for additional 
investment.  They are: 

• Instructional Support Services – Faculty,  
• Instructional Support Services – Institutional,  
• Instructional Support Services – Student. 
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Although we suspect that there is potential for synergy, restructuring, and increased 
quality and efficiency among the remaining programs, they are so widely distributed 
both organizationally and by function that the potential is not easy to identify.  
 
Some technology services, such as voice and data networks, have become utilities, 
and are appropriately centralized. At the other end of the spectrum, colleges and 
other units reasonably have lead responsibility for managing technology resources 
particular to their areas.  CLASS and ENV take the lead on GIS support, because 
they have the expertise to do so.  Engineering manages the complex needs for 
computer-based instrumentation in its laboratories while Science leads our 
development of supercomputing resources.  Between these extremes, however, the 
most effective level of consolidation or distribution of technology services is less 
obvious. The campus has agreed, for example, that email should be a centralized 
service, but at other universities it is more distributed. Our campus has standardized 
what we provide faculty in smart classrooms to make it easier to predict what a room 
has available. But this centralized design must be sensitive to changing faculty 
needs to keep from limiting innovation in teaching. The Learning Management 
System is centralized, but many online pedagogical tools are specific to colleges or 
departments. Technology support is currently both consolidated and distributed. 
 
Instructional technology and related areas have more commonality across colleges 
and divisions than they have differences.  Cal Poly Pomona’s current structure, as 
well as a historic conservatism about campus-wide resources, has encouraged each 
unit to develop its own support for these functions, often duplicating effort. 
 
Beyond issues of infrastructure and equipment, faculty and students need stronger 
support when they use instructional technology, and staff when they use enterprise 
technology.  The committee makes the following recommendation for rebalancing 
funding and refocusing programs: 
 

Recommendation 5 - Technology Support 
Academic Affairs, Student Affairs and Instructional & Information Technology 
should cooperate to achieve an overall increase in effective support for faculty 
use of technology in the classroom and student learning success from 
technology-based experiences.  All divisions should cooperate to achieve a 
similar increase in effectiveness of enterprise-wide technology support. To do 
this, the divisions should re-examine how resources are distributed and 
programs structured in this area and establish effective, cooperative cross-
divisional programs to support the educational and enterprise use of 
technology.  Collaborative programs that cross divisions should increase both 
efficiency and effectiveness.   

 
 
Implementation Process - The IT Governance Committee is charged with 
developing a “comprehensive IT planning process”, and is the appropriate 
venue for identifying and promoting collaboration to increase efficiency and 
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effectiveness. In cooperation with the divisions, IT Governance should identify 
those areas of instructional and enterprise technology support where common 
needs exceed unit-specific requirements, and articulate expectations for 
service in these areas that faculty, staff, and students can expect.  The 
divisions should collaborate in redesigning support in these common areas to 
eliminate duplication and achieve economies of scale; reinvesting funds to 
increase the overall quality of service we provide faculty, staff, and students.  
To accomplish this, we must overcome our habit of talking about centralized 
or decentralized support for technology as if these were the only options for 
the campus.  Cal Poly Pomona will need a more cooperative, university-wide 
focus to provide faculty, staff, and students the increased service they will 
need as technology evolves.  At present, the best ideas for the future should 
be developed by IT Governance and the committee suggests that this 
organization play a leadership role in this effort. 
 
Nowhere is the need for cooperation and collaboration more apparent than in 
the several programs that contribute to the campus data warehouse.  The 
warehouse was not identified as a program in its own right, and many 
programs do participate in its creation and maintenance.  The campus needs 
a data warehouse system urgently.  This service should have a high priority 
for examination. 

 
 
D.  Learning Support Services 
At a university that identifies learning as the central focus of its work, programs that 
support learning, especially those that provide direct help, are essential to student 
success. The committee received reports from 15 programs on campus, based in 
Academic Affairs or Student Affairs, which independently offer learning support 
services and/or counsel on enrollment issues to students: 
 

• ARCHES – Student Affairs 
• Disability Resource Center – Student Affairs 
• Student Support Equity Programs (Educational Opportunity Program) – 

Student Affairs 
• Information Competency/Library – University Library 
• Learning Resource Center (CRSP, Upward Bound, McNair) – Academic 

Affairs 
• Learning Resource Center – Academic Affairs 
• Math and Science Help Center (MaSH) – College of Science  
• Maximizing Engineering Potential – College of Engineering 
• RISE Residential Support Program – Student Affairs 
• Science Education Enhancement Services – College of Science 
• Student Support Equity Programs (Renaissance Scholars) – Student Affairs 
• Student Support Equity Programs (Summer Bridge) – Student Affairs 
• Test Center – Academic Affairs 
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• Student Support Equity Programs (Undeclared Student Program) – Student 
Affairs 

• University Writing Center – Academic Affairs 
 
Students value these services.  But there is significant redundancy across this 
cluster. Most of these programs support student learning in mathematics, for 
example, although this is usually provided independent of the faculty teaching the 
courses.  The efficiency of student learning support varies across programs as well.  
Some programs do not describe effective means for assessing outcome quality. 
 
These programs have grown up independently in response to perceived learning 
needs in specific parts of the university or the curriculum.  Efforts to coordinate 
learning support across divisions are not strong and the programs report very few 
linkages with similar programs.  Students are referred to them by advisors or faculty, 
by other students, and by staff, often in an ad hoc manner.  A learning-centered 
campus should have a more visible, cohesive and intentional learning support 
system, one that assesses its performance, collaborates with course instructors, and 
plans for new services to meet student needs.   
 
Individually, the current programs may be excellent at what they provide, but a 
learning-centered campus requires a comprehensive learning support system that 
serves the varied needs of all students.  Towards that end, the committee 
recommends establishing a Learning Coalition: 
 

Recommendation 6 – Learning Coalition 
The committee recommends the current learning support programs come 
together as a Learning Coalition.  As the name implies, individual programs 
must join in common purpose to support student learning, contributing their 
specialized expertise to build a comprehensive learning support system, 
whose goal derives from current student needs, not just the history of each 
program.  This structure should assist students to identify easily their learning 
support needs, to access learning support services that meet those needs, 
and to know they are receiving the best support for their learning the campus 
can provide.  
 
Implementation Process.  There is a considerable amount of general fund 
dollars dedicated to these operations individually (in excess of $2.5 million 
from the General Fund). The committee would ask Academic Affairs and 
Student Affairs to take the lead in developing a plan to deploy these 
resources in ways that provide campus-wide, curriculum-wide support for 
student learning in ways that are consistent with the learning outcomes of 
courses and programs.   The coalition will require innovative leadership to 
develop the learning support systems needed on a learning-centered 
campus.  Additional funding will be required from new sources such as 
grants, endowments and private sources.  Programs participating in the 
learning coalition often have other functions besides learning support, and 
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there may be opportunities for collaboration in these other activities as well.  
With proposed changes in building occupancy in the central part of campus, 
we recommend finding space to house learning support programs together in 
a location convenient to students.  One example might be the current home of 
the College of Business Administration, once its new facility is completed. 
Another example would be Building 1. 

 
 
E.  Communication 
Maintaining strong and consistent communication channels, both on campus and 
with the university’s external communities, is extremely important for the future of the 
campus and our relationships with constituents.  Over the past ten years, the Office 
of Public Affairs has won numerous national awards with an extremely small staff. 
But the small size of this operation means that divisions and colleges must often 
meet their own communication needs themselves, often with staff reassigned from 
other duties.  Many units have developed their own magazines and newsletters with 
varying results in quality or effectiveness.  The minimal funding for marketing to 
prospective students has not been effective as many prospects appear unaware of 
the stature of the academic programs.  Even communications as simple as billing 
statements send conflicting messages to students.  The prospect of a capital 
campaign and refocused enrollment planning intensify the need to redesign 
communication programs. 
 
Cal Poly Pomona will always be represented by many voices.  But the university 
needs to ensure that the messages and quality of our marketing and communication 
efforts are consistent with its reputation and image.  Communication materials are 
often best produced at a unit level, because they are designed to meet unit goals.  
But the public should receive consistent messages from units across the institution.  
The committee recommends the following restructuring to better balance the 
tensions between unit goals and university purpose: 
 

Recommendation 7 – Coordinated University Communication 
Based on the Director of Development model, the committee recommends 
creating a cadre of communication, marketing and web specialists who are 
housed in division or college offices, but who report to the Office of Public 
Affairs.  This office can provide the technical oversight and supervision 
needed, while location in the colleges will ensure the communication needs of 
these units are met. These new staff would provide colleges/divisions with 
immediate communication support in the areas of print and online 
publications as well as other communication strategies. Public Affairs would 
provide institutional leadership, ensuring that the university identity and 
quality are maintained at the highest levels, while also brokering on behalf of 
the campus to ensure that the university is being economical with its 
communication resources. The committee views this recommendation as an 
important investment in preparation for the capital campaign, but it is also one 
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that will have long-lasting positive impacts on the ability of colleges and 
divisions to make the work of the faculty and staff visible. 
 
Implementation Process – University Advancement should prepare a 
business plan to implement a DoD-like cadre of communication experts in 
colleges and divisions.   The plan should integrate with needs for the capital 
campaign, but the need for communications officers in units will certainly 
outlast that effort. 

 
 
F.  MAJOR EVENT SUPPORT 
 
Cal Poly Pomona has a number of major events, ranging from commencement to 
fund-raisers to career fairs.  These activities enrich student experiences and create a 
sense of community on campus.  But they can be a significant challenge to organize 
and put on.   Offices that must provide permission or be notified are scattered across 
divisions.  It is a challenge to identify a time or place where other events are not 
scheduled.  With the exception of signature events such as commencement, it is 
challenging for organizers and various support services to communicate about 
logistics and planning.   
 
Major event coordination is currently a dispersed function with many programs 
contributing.   In a few cases, such as commencement, Bronco Fusion or 
Orientation, the lead programs are easily identified and are excellent examples of 
collaboration across divisions.  But often, events are specific to one unit or college. 
 
Two things would help units spend less time and effort in planning campus events: 
streamline the permission and notification process and make it easier to schedule 
times and locations for events.  We make the following two recommendations: 
 

Recommendation 8 – One-Stop Shop for Event Planning  
The university should identify one office that will coordinate and streamline 
the process of scheduling campus events and establish the business 
practices that will make it successful. University Advancement has a unit 
devoted to major events, Student Affairs is responsible for several events, 
and in Academic Affairs several programs manage either events or facilities.  
These units should work together to develop a plan to implement a one-stop 
shop for event planning and coordination.  We recommend that an 
experienced event planner lead this effort.  
 
Recommendation 9 – Common Campus Calendar 
Public Affairs and I&IT should collaborate to create a common, online campus 
calendar of events.  We envision a system where input of events is easy and 
viewers can find information quickly and effectively.  The divisions should 
establish expectations that all events they sponsor be listed in the campus 
calendar.
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Group 3: Candidates for Investment 
 
Recommendation 10 – Safety and Security 
Safety and security on campus is a prominent issue for current and prospective 
students and their parents, as well as for university faculty and staff. Our location in 
a major metropolitan area means the need for diligence on safety will be ongoing. 
 
Alarm and Card-Access Systems.  While Cal Poly Pomona enjoys exceptional 
leadership and staffing in the areas of police and emergency preparedness, the 
university has not dedicated the type of institutional funding that would maintain an 
appropriate alarm and card-access system for many buildings on campus. Colleges 
have been forced to develop and purchase their own systems, which have been 
effective and well-managed. The committee recommends that the university partner 
with the best college-based model, using their process, and invest in a common 
system that can be centrally funded and maintained. 
 
Police Department.  The committee recommends that our police department become 
fully staffed, based on a nationally accepted formula for the student population.   
 
 
Recommendation 11 – Environmental Health and Safety 
One important subset of safety issues for a polytechnic institution is the safe 
handling of chemicals and other materials used in student and faculty projects and 
laboratories. Recent budget reductions have left Environmental Health and Safety 
programs under funded, although the programs have performed extremely well. This 
performance is based on strong, individual efforts of key personnel.  But it is only a 
matter of time before the university faces a significant problem that could be avoided 
by better support for EHS. The committee recommends that the university invest in 
expanding this program (both centrally and in colleges with significant EH&S 
programs).  The opportunity plan described by EH&S provides a good roadmap for 
the immediate future. 
 
Recommendation 12 – Organizational Development & Training 
For a number of years, organizational development was an area that the university 
acknowledged as important verbally, but never funded for success. New leadership 
in this department has made an exceptional difference in the quality of programs 
now available. But the department is not positioned to offer more comprehensive 
campus support due to their limited staff resources and budget. The committee 
recognized the role that ODT can now play on campus, taking the lead on numerous 
educational initiatives in support of staff units. The committee recommends 
investment in this operation and to designate ODT as a central clearinghouse, with 
the Faculty Center for Professional Development, for campus training programs. 
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Investments Included in Other Recommendations 
Mention was made in several recommendations elsewhere in this report of 
programs that are excellent candidates for increased funding and investment.  
These are listed below for easy reference.   
 

Arabian Horse Center 
BioTrek 
Center for Macromolecular Modeling and Material Design (CM3D) 
Downtown Center 
Instructional Support Services – Faculty 
Instructional Support Services – Institutional 
Instructional Support Services – Student 
John T. Lyle Center 
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Group 4: Candidates for a Revised Funding Model 
 
Recommendation 13 – Intercollegiate Athletics 
Cal Poly Pomona has a storied legacy in intercollegiate athletics, with 13 national 
championships, 16 national athletes of the year and several hundred All-Americans 
under the tutelage of Hall of Fame coaches such as Darlene May (women’s 
basketball) and John Scolinos (baseball).  The university competes at the NCAA 
Division II level nationally and the California Collegiate Athletic Association for 
conference play.  
 
While athletics has helped build a national identity for Cal Poly Pomona, the 
university has not reciprocated in staffing and facility support. The university’s 
athletic facilities must rank among the worst in Southern California. Bleachers at the 
soccer field were formally condemned years ago, but have yet to be physically 
removed. Scolinos Field does not have restrooms or locker rooms on site. Neither 
Darlene May Gymnasium nor Kellogg Gymnasium has air conditioning, frequently 
forcing athletes to practice in an unhealthy environment. The budget currently 
supports one head coach for four different sports (men’s and women’s cross 
country, men’s and women’s track and field). The limited institutional support is 
demoralizing for the coaching staff and student athletes. The committee 
recommends that the university commit to funding athletics at a level that would lead 
to team success and institutional pride in the programs.  That will require either 
significantly enhanced funding from a variety of sources, or a re-conceptualization of 
what our institutional goals are for athletics. To allow these programs and student 
athletes to continue under current conditions tarnishes our reputation. The institution 
should clearly define the goals of athletics and fund accordingly. 
 
Implementation Process - Student Affairs should initiate a review of current athletics 
program funding in relation to peer institutions with which we compete.  If, as the 
individual athletic program reports suggest, we are noticeably below our peer 
institutions in funding, a decision needs to be made whether to invest in the success 
of our programs, or to change our goals for athletics to be consistent with available 
resources.  The upcoming capital campaign is an obvious opportunity for funding an 
increased investment in athletics. 
 
Recommendation 14 – Counseling and Psychological Services (CAPS) 
The Counseling and Psychological Services (CAPS) program provides an extremely 
valuable resource for students in need. The committee recognizes the impact this 
program has on many students. The committee believes that CAPS is a form of 
health care and should be funded as an integral part of Student Health Services. 
This would require an expansion of the student health fee to meet a percentage of 
CAPS budget.  It may be possible, for example, to utilize CAPS and the SHS for 
intake evaluations for the Disability Resource Center; it may make more sense to 
include this service in SHS on campus than to continue to send students to off-
campus providers. 
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Implementation Process – Student Affairs should create a business plan to fund the 
integration of CAPS as well as DRC intake, evaluations for new services, and 
screening services into an expanded Student Heath Services model.  The plan 
should be based on fee revenue and should free up resources from existing 
programs for re-direction to improve other student services. 
 
Recommendation 15 – International Center 
Cal Poly Pomona values a diverse campus environment. The university’s multi-
cultural community extends education beyond the classroom, giving our students a 
global perspective on social and political issues. The International Center is primarily 
charged with facilitating the needs of international students, giving them a resource 
to help assimilate them into the university culture. Because of this, the committee 
recommends that a portion of international student fees fund center programs and 
reduce its reliance on the general fund.  As the need for services to international 
students grows, the committee recommends Academic Affairs evaluate the need for 
specific international program fees to augment current resources.  
 
Implementation Process – The International Center, working with Academic Affairs 
and Administrative Affairs, should prepare a business plan to use a portion of 
international student fees to support its programs that benefit international students. 
 
Recommendation 16 – Plant and Animal Units 
The farm units are a significant part of the university’s history.  Courses in the 
College of Agriculture make use of these programs to help students learn 
agricultural practice first hand.  The units also generate income to the university by 
selling products and services.  It is not clear in the programs’ reports how much of 
their general fund budget supports the educational programs and how much 
subsidizes entrepreneurial or auxiliary operations.  The committee recommends that 
the only use of general funds at the farm units be for support of courses and direct 
student learning, and that the connection between support and student learning be 
made clear.  The farms should be self-supporting in all other functions.  It would be 
reasonable to expect the farms to produce a surplus that can help support student 
learning on the farms. 
 
Implementation Process – The College of Agriculture should develop a business 
plan for the farm units that will 1) establish the costs of direct instruction provided on 
the farm units and 2) ensure the units are self-sufficient without subsidy from the 
General Fund for all other activities.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



24 
 

Group 5: Candidates for Elimination of General Fund Support 
 
The committee lists here several programs whose reports indicate they advance the 
institution’s mission and goals only indirectly.  We recommend they not receive 
General Fund support and may be candidates for elimination if other support is not 
available. 
 
  
Recommendation 17 – Neutra House 
In 1979, the Neutra family and Cal Poly Pomona came to an agreement whereby the 
Richard and Dion Neutra Research House would become a university educational 
facility. But the condition of the house and its distance from the campus has 
impeded the university’s ability to truly benefit from this gift. While this program does 
not currently receive general fund support, it does cost the university time and 
energy in addressing its declining condition. If the university does not absolve itself 
of the Neutra House, it may be liable for extraordinary facility costs in the future. The 
committee recommends that the College of Environmental Design explore all options 
to transfer ownership of the Neutra House to an organization that can give it the 
attention that this landmark richly deserves. 
 
Recommendation 18– The Library as a Place 
This program appears to be a short-term solution to overseeing the renovation of the 
Library.  The committee believes its utility ends with the completion of the renovation 
and the program should terminate at that time. 
 
Recommendation 19 – Various Academic Centers 
Several academic centers did not present convincing cases for meeting criteria in 
this review.  Their reports did not demonstrate centrality to the institution’s mission, 
assessment of program quality, or opportunity.  We recommend the following 
Centers not receive general fund support and that their use of university space be 
re-examined: 
 

• Center for Business and Design 
• Center for Promotional Development 
• Center for Turf, Irrigation, and Landscape Technology 
• Real Estate Research Council 

 
 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED BY THE MEMBERS OF THE SUPPORT 
PROGRAMS PRIORITIZATION AND RECOVERY COMMITTEE: Dr. Curtis Clark 
(co-chair), Sandi Davis, Dr. Ron Fremont, Dr. Don Hoyt, Darwin Labordo, April 
McKettrick, Lisa Rotunni, Megan Stang, Dr. Don Straney (co-chair), Kathleen Street, 
Jeff Swanson and Michael Sylvester. 
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Appendix 1.  Support Program Prioritization and Recovery Committee 
Timeline 

 
 
 
Oct. 2006  Committee formed 
 
Dec. 20, 2006 Retreat to begin formulating indicators and identifying programs 
 
Feb. 9, 2007  Receive initial program lists from divisions (over 500) 
   Full committee received draft indicators 
 
Feb. 23, 2007 Feedback to divisions on programs 
   Draft indicators shared with campus for comment 
 
Mar. 8, 2007  Open forum for campus community on indicators 
 
Mar. 19, 2007 Final program list from divisions  
   Feedback from divisions on indicators 
 
April 15, 2007 Templates opened for data entry 
 
June 1, 2007  Committee finalized rubrics for evaluating programs 
 
June 15, 2007 Templates closed for data entry 
   Subcommittees began reading program reports 
 
Aug 2-3, 2007 Committee retreat to formulate recommendations 
 
Sept 14, 2007 Final report completed 
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Appendix 2.  Support Program Prioritization and Recovery Committee 
Membership 

 
 
 

Dr. Curtis Clark, Director of Web Development, Instructional and Information 
Technology (Co-chair) 

 
Sandi Davis, Executive Assistant, President’s Office 
 
Dr. Ron Fremont, Associate Vice President for University Relations 
 
Dr. Don Hoyt, Associate Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies 
 
Darwin Labordo, Associate Vice President and Associate Chief Financial 

Officer 
 
April McKettrick, Instructional Designer, Instructional and Information 

Technology 
 
Lisa Rotunni, Director of Academic Resources 
 
Megan Stang, Director of University Housing 
 
Kathleen Street, Associate Vice President for Enrollment Management 
 
Dr. Don Straney, Interim Dean of the College of Agriculture and Dean of the 

College of Science (Co-Chair) 
 
Jeffery Swanson, Associate Vice President for University Development 
 
Michael Sylvester, Associate Vice President for Facilities Planning and 

Management 
 
 
 


