
HUMBOLDT STATE UNIVERSITY 
Academic Senate 

 
Resolution on Interim Program Review Policy for 2009/2010 – 2010/2011 

#09-09/10/EX – December 1, 2009 
 
Resolved: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the University adopt 
the attached Interim Program Review Process Policy to begin immediately for programs which have yet to 
start scheduled program reviews; and be it further 
 
Resolved:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the Integrated Curriculum  
Committee have a consultative role in making recommendations to the department and dean in finalizing the MOU;  
and be it further 
 
Resolved:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that programs currently 
undergoing program review may choose to use this interim process if it is preferred by the program over 
the existing process; and be it further  
 
Resolved:  That a future policy revision will be developed and brought to the Senate by spring 2011 to 
replace this interim policy.    
 
Rationale:   Both the CSU and WASC require that all programs undergo regular review.  In fact, the 2001 
WASC Handbook of Accreditation was updated in 2008 with, among other revisions, three new  
requirements in the institutional review process, one of which is “an analysis of the effectiveness of the 
Program Review Process.”  In this context, it is important that we maintain momentum in conducting 
regular program reviews. 
 
Last year, we followed the temporary process of program review that appended an addendum to departments’ 
Program Prioritization reports, pending the development of a new Program Review process. 

 
While the new process is currently under development, there are several factors that would make it difficult to use 
the approved temporary process this year:  
 

• There is a lot of review activity going on as a result of budget concerns, program prioritization, and other 
issues. Adding a full-on program review – even the temporary process -- is probably redundant, and it 
represents additional workload. 

• The collection and review of these disparate documents provides the opportunity for reflection and 
discussion that are primary benefits of the program review 

• Many programs are already initiating changes that are still in various stages of the development and approval 
process. 

• The curriculum oversight process and structure have changed, so the process of the review should be 
adjusted accordingly. 

 
For these reasons, the proposed process comprises the assembly of documents that already exist or are currently 
being produced and which need only be assembled for the program review, with the addition of a brief overview (#9, 
below). Assembling the program review almost entirely from existing documents would simplify this year’s reviews, 
and it would also serve to pilot the use of some of the measures being considered for the new program planning 
process (e.g., benchmarking measures, assessment results, success rates of underrepresented students and relevant 
plans for improvement).  

 
The proposed process has a clear goal, culminating in a Memorandum of Understanding that is collaboratively 
produced by the department, the dean, and the ICC. The MOU identifies a common set of expectations for all parties 
as the department moves forward. 

PASSED – December 8, 2009 – Academic Senate 
APPROVED – February 2, 2010 – President Richmond 



Attachment to Senate Resolution #09-09/10-EX 

Interim Program Review Policy for 2009/2010 – 2010/2011 

 
Programs scheduled to begin program review in 2009-2010, or whose program reviews have been delayed 
until 2009-2010, will conduct their reviews as follows: 
 
Content of the 09-10 Program Reviews: 
 

1) Program Prioritization Report 
2) For programs in prioritization categories I & IV: Dean’s recommendation, AMP letter, and ICC 

letter 
3) Any plan or proposal resulting from prioritization 
4) Assessment plan 
5) The last two annual assessment reports (originally submitted September 2008 and September 

2009) 
6) The department’s “Making Excellence Inclusive” plan if the department is in one of the first 

three cohorts of participants. 
7) The benchmarking data distributed by the deans in summer 2009 
8) The department’s response to the benchmarking data. 
9) A brief (2-5 page) overview that summarizes 

• what the above documents, collectively, indicate about the department 
• any changes not indicated in the above documents (e.g., significant changes to 

curriculum, increase in number of majors, etc.) 
• Plans for the future direction of the department 

 
Process for the 2009-2010 reviews: 
 

• Review is submitted to the office of the department’s college by March 1, 2010 
• The dean reviews the reports and works with the department to draft a Memo of 

Understanding that identifies a common set of expectations, consulting with the Provost as 
appropriate.  

• The Review and its accompanying draft MOU are submitted to the ICC via the Academic 
Programs office by date TBA.  

• The ICC sends the department and the dean any suggestions it has for MOU revisions by 
date TBA. 

• Final MOU and Review go to the Provost and the Senate as information items. 
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