
SECOND REPORT

OF THE

STRATEGIC PLANNING SUBCOMMITTEES

FOR

CHANGE AND REFORM

May 5, 1995



1

                                ACADEMIC SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE

I. SUBCOMMITTEE M EMBERSHIP  

Kerri Bowers, Student       
Janice R. Brown, Veterinary Medicine
Ernest Chavez, Psychology 
Christopher M. Coble, Student
S. Lee Gray, Agricultural & Resource Economics 
Jupe Herrick, Engineering
Don M. Hesser, Information Systems
Robert R. Keller, Liberal Arts     
Judy McKenna, Chair, Applied Human Sciences 
W. John Plotnicki, Business 
Judith Y. Schmidt, General Counsel
Gerry Bomotti, Liaison, Vice President for Administrative Services
Keith Miser, Liaison, Vice President for Student Affairs

II. R ATIONALE FOR CHANGE AND REFORM

A.  Impetus for Change
In its January 13, 1995 Interim Report, the Subcommittee outlined a rationale for change and reform, which recognized the need
for Colorado State to:     

• serve more effectively the needs of its students and other constituencies;
• streamline administrative structures and reduce bureaucracy;     
• regain the public trust and confidence in its integrity and ability to effectively manage public funds in an area of limited

funding for higher education; and     
• shape its own destiny in managing anticipated enrollment increases.

Further, the stated goal of such reformation efforts is to increase the University's effectiveness in fulfilling its core mission while
coping with the demands on resources and facilities which will result from increasing enrollments.

B.  Establishing Fair, Long-Range Goals That Fit the Mission 
Change and reform compels the University community to consider both the current state of the University and its future role in
the 21st Century.  By setting goals today, change can occur in a planned and purposeful way. Any budget deliberations and
allocations must be directed to clearly defined intermediate and long-range goals. Budget decisions made in a year-by-year, crisis
management mode creates a climate of cynicism, mistrust and lack of participation in focused long-range planning. Goals of
change and reform should incorporate a long-range view of the University's planning efforts, improve communication and debate
about such planning, and demonstrate that action and resource allocation is consistent with the goals of the plan. Such efforts will
serve to increase trust in the process and bestow  a sense of ownership in the institutional goals embodied in the plan.

C.  Incentives for Change
Incentives must be identified to encourage active participation in change and reform. Incentives must be provided to reward: units
carrying more than their fair share of student credit hour production; service units who increase efficiency; the adoption of
appropriate new technologies; innovative methods of doing business; the formation of cooperative alliances with other agencies
and institutions to make more efficient use of human and financial resources; and other reorganization efforts which strengthen
the mission and long-range goals of Colorado State.

III. U PDATE ON ACTION PLANS

Since January 13, the Academic Support Subcommittee has continued to seek information pertinent to change and reform at Colorado
State. In addition, a work group comprised of individuals from both Subcommittees worked together to discuss retirement issues. The
following report updates progress for three of the nine categories noted for further examination in the January 13 report.
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IV. R ECOMMENDATIONS

The Academic Support Subcommittee makes two sets of recommendations. The first relates to the University Counseling Center.  The
second, made in conjunction with the Academic Subcommittee, address anticipated retirement plans for academic faculty, administrative
professionals, and state classified employees.  That recommendation follows the report of the Academic Subcommittee.   

CHANGE AND REFORM RECOMMENDATION :  Student Services - University Counseling Center

The University Counseling Center was established to serve students working toward successful completion of academic
work while attempting to manage emotional problems and crisis situations.  After examining the need for these services
and the funding source, the Academic Support Subcommittee makes two recommendations: 

The services offered by the Counseling Center should be continued because a significant number of the students who
attend Colorado State avail themselves of cost-effective counseling help during their matriculation.

An alternative method for funding the Faculty Testing Service should be established because test scoring services
provided to academic departments are subsidized by student fees. 

Source: University Counseling Center Annual Report, 1993-94. A Report for the Change and Reform Subcommittee on
Academic Support, Vice President for Student Affairs, Keith Miser, February 22, 1995. Memorandum on Cost Analysis of Center
Operation, Charles Davidshofer, April 4, 1995.

Justification:  The Center is primarily funded by a semester fee of $20.90 per student. During the course of an academic year,
the Counseling Center serves more than 17 percent of the student body. In 1993-94, 3,539 students used the Counseling Center's
services. Data indicate that a larger percentage of students who seek counseling help are upperclass students.  Of the students
seeking counseling, 16.4% were freshmen, 19.5% sophomores, 19.1% juniors, 27.3% seniors, and 17.7% graduate students. 

Estimated Impacts: The impact of eliminating the Counseling Center would shift significant costs to students who need
counseling. The off-campus rate of $75 to $90 per session far exceeds the $20.90 student fee per semester. Students requiring
counseling average 4 sessions. A client evaluation study conducted in the fall semester of 1994 indicated that 8.4% (235) of the
students receiving counseling services reported they would have left the university if counseling services had not been available.
Thus, a significant minority of students indicate that counseling services helped them remain in school.

Implementation: The Strategic Planning Committee forward a commitment to the President and the University community to
meet the needs of students by endorsing the services of the Counseling Center. 

The Vice President for Student Affairs and the Director of the University Counseling Center develop an alternative funding
process for the faculty testing service.

V.  REPORT:  Student Services - University Counseling Center 

A.  Counseling Services and Related Activities
The University Counseling Center was established to meet the mental health needs of the students on the Colorado State campus.
It provides a variety of services, including but not limited to, crisis assistance, both group and individual psychological
counseling, learning assistance, and consultation to the university community on various social and psychological issues.  The
Center is funded through a $20.90 per semester student fee.  This fee amounted to a total of $788,481 for fiscal year 1994.  The
Center also generated revenues of $36,129, primarily through services delivered by the University Testing Service.  Thus, the
1994 budget was $824,610.  The Center has an advisory board which consists of the Director of the Center, one ASCSU senator,
and up to twelve students. Fees are set by the Student Fee Review Board.



3

During the 1993-94 school year, the Center saw a total of 3,539 students in its various services!a 35% increase in 6 years.  The
large majority of students, 2,806, used the clinical services; 733 students participated in the academic services.  The total number
of clinical services contacts with the 2,806 students was 11,143.  Of the students who were seen, 16.4% were freshman, 19.5%
sophomores, 19.1% juniors, 27.3% seniors, and 17.7% graduate students. 

The Counseling Center staff is also involved in a number of other activities. First, training activities such as serving on graduate
committees, teaching courses, professional training, and maintaining a nationally accredited psychology internship program.
Second, consultation and outreach programs and workshops attended by 5,000 faculty, staff, and students during the 1993-94
school year. Third, research activities and other professional activities. 

Recommendations for change and reform generated by the University community last fall included suggestions that the University
Counseling Center be discontinued and services be either privately contracted for by the students or through a contract for service
to the University. If the Counseling Center were closed and the psychological needs of more than 2,800 Colorado State students
were met by the Fort Collins counseling community, the cost for 11,200 sessions at $75 per session would be in excess of
$840,000. (The current rate for services depends on the professional degree of those offering the services. For example,
psychiatrists charge from $90 to $120 per session; psychologists charge $75 to 90 per session; and social workers fees range
from $50 to $90 per session). 

In addition to regularly scheduled counseling appointments, there were 597 emergency walk-ins to the 24-hour on-call service
at the Counseling Center. Meeting this need would require someone being on 24-hour call. If these on-campus emergency
services were not available, the need could stress the currently available community services. The other services which the Center
administers would require an element of the University Counseling Center to be maintained or they too would need to be privately
contracted. All and all, the costs to individual students and their families would be significantly more than $21 per semester fee.

The option for a managed health care service contract for mental health would have a negotiated capitation rate of $3 to $10 per
covered individual. Dr. Davidshofer, the director of the Counseling Center, was asked to estimate the cost if these services were
contracted to a managed health care service. It is estimated that the costs would be $4.50 for the approximately 17% user rate
for the student population. This would amount to a yearly contract of $1,134,000 ($4.50 X 21,000 students X 12 months).
However, there are a number of services such as consultation, training, and learning services which would be discontinued
without the Counseling Center.

A client evaluation study conducted in the fall semester of 1994 indicated that 8.4% (235) of the students receiving counseling
services would have left the University if counseling had not been available. These students reported that the counseling services
helped them remain in school. 

B.  University Testing Services
The University Testing Services provides testing services for the Counseling Center, academic testing for various academic
programs, contract testing for national testing companies (e.g., ACT, SAT, GRE, and GED), and scoring for objective classroom
tests given by faculty.  During the 1993-94 school year, the testing service administered 8,963 tests, and scored 122,477 answer
sheets for faculty examinations. The number of answer sheets scored does not include reruns, which would amount to a 50%
increase in the total numbers of answer sheets processed.  The majority of tests scored (87.4%) were from four colleges; Liberal
Arts, Business, Applied Human Sciences, and Natural Sciences. Approximately three hours per day is spent on faculty test
scoring, with midterm and finals week requiring full time attention to this task.

These data were collected from three reports: 1) The University Counseling Center Annual Report 1993-94. 2) A Report for the
Change and Reform Subcommittee on Academic Support, Keith Miser, Vice President for Student Affairs (February 22, 1995).
2) A Memorandum on Cost Analysis of Center Operation, Charles Davidshofer (April 4, 1995).
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C.  Recommendations
First , the committee recommends that the services offered by the University Counseling Center be continued. These services
are an important element of the entire University environment for students.  As the University continues to establish a supportive
environment for undergraduate students, the Counseling Center assists the University in reaching this goal. A significant number
of the students studying at Colorado State are in need of psychological counseling at some time during their matriculation. The
Counseling Center appears to be the least costly and most efficient manner for meeting these students' needs.

 
The Counseling Center also meets a variety of other needs for the campus community. The members of the staff teach classes,
train graduate students, and enhance the multicultural environment for students. The staff consults with various academic and
nonacademic groups on campus regarding mental health and learning issues. All in all, the campus community is well served by
the professional staff within the Counseling Center. 

The students pay for these services through their student fees. Should they believe that this is an inappropriate expenditure of
funds, they can initiate a vote to change the fee structure, and thereby discontinue these services.

Second, it is recommended that the Vice President for Student Affairs and the Director of the Counseling Center develop an
alternative funding process for the faculty testing service.  The test scoring service offered to academic departments is funded
partially through student fees. Thus students are subsidizing the scoring of their tests through their student fees. This does not
appear appropriate. 

VII. C OST EFFICIENCY AND QUALITY OF SERVICES 

A.  Efficiency and Quality of Services
In the Interim Report (January 13, 1995) the Subcommittee stated a goal "to evaluate whether various types of services are being
delivered in the most efficient manner" (p. 6).  This goal was identified under the heading of "privatization," which the
Subcommittee saw, and continues to see, as one of many possible avenues which may be considered in evaluating ways to
increase efficiency.

Unfortunately, many employees were upset by the heading and believed their jobs to be in jeopardy.  Because the purpose of the
Subcommittee's efforts in this area is to consider efficiency and quality of services, the category has been renamed "Cost
Efficiency and Quality of Services."  Also, we reiterate one of the Subcommittee's core values: "As change and reform are being
considered, the human element is of paramount importance."

An assessment of service delivery presents an opportunity for the institution to determine what it costs to provide services.  A
self-review can assist the individual units providing services in incorporating better management practices into their operations.
One study of service delivery conducted on campus indicated the campus unit delivered efficient, quality service at a lower cost
than could a private sector counterpart.  This type of analysis, however, has not been widely undertaken on campus, and data
comparing the costs of providing services on campus with those of the private sector are scarce. 

B.  Developing a Process
Most of the discussion addressing delivery of services is based on anecdotal evidence.  Developing a process to evaluate service
delivery at Colorado State will place service units in a strong position to respond to questions about cost efficiency and quality
of services and provide empirical evidence upon which to base rational decisions.  A process is needed to answer the following
questions:

• What information and data does a service unit need to address cost efficiency?
• How can quality of service be determined?
• Is it possible to deliver high quality services at Colorado State in a more cost effective manner?
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The Subcommittee is working with Gerry Bomotti to initiate the following process:  two service units, the motor pool and
custodial services (including both Facilities Management and Housing & Dining Services programs) will serve as pilot units to
establish a model plan for data collection focused on cost effectiveness and quality of service. These two groups were selected
because their services are significantly different. The motor pool is an example of a capital intensive service and custodial services
is an example of a labor intensive service. The Subcommittee's sole purpose in selecting these two units is to identify criteria and
benchmarks for considering cost and quality of all services offered at Colorado State.

It is the Subcommittee's intent to include the findings of the model-building process in the September 15, 1995 final report.  

VIII.  C ONTINUED COMMUNICATION        
The Subcommittee urges the Colorado State community to continue to provide feedback to the change and reform process. A variety
of opportunities exist for feedback including open forums and written responses. Three additional communication methods can be easily
accessed:

A. E-mail address: CandR@vines.colostate.edu       
B. Comment e-mail address: comment@vines.colostate.edu       
C. Voice mail: 491-5255

***

                                ACADEMIC SUBCOMMITTEE

I.  I NTRODUCTION

A. Subcommittee Membership
Subcommittee liaison is Provost Elnora M. Gilfoyle.  Subcommittee members are:
Ann M. Gill (Subcommittee Chair), Speech Communication, agill@vines, 491-6858
Martha Fosdick, Vice President for Student Affairs Office, fosdick@vpsa.sacc, 491-5312
James C. Heird, Animal Sciences, 491-6274  
Roger M. Hoffer, Forest Sciences, roger@cnr, 491-0600
Robert W. Hoffert, Political Science, rhoffert@vines, 491-5421 
G. Kay Jacks, Enrollment Services, kjacks@vines, 491-2127 
Richard D. Johnson, Finance and Real Estate, rkjohnson@vines, 491-5564  
Cathleen T. Love, Education, love@condor.cahs, 491-6317 
Gordon Niswender, Physiology, 491-5621 
Brian St. George, Wildlife Biology student, 416-1014
James Sites, Physics, sites@lamar, 491-6206 
Jean-Noel K. Thompson, Student Affairs in Higher Education M.S. student, 491-3004 
C. Byron Winn, Mechanical Engineering, byron@longs.lance, 491-6559 

B.  Summary of Charge and Procedures 
The charge to the Subcommittee, as defined by President Albert C. Yates in his addresses to the Subcommittee and by Judson
M. Harper, Vice President for Research and Chair of the Strategic Planning Committee in his October 26, 1994, memorandum
to the Subcommittees, is to:

! address increasing enrollments and financial challenges;
! regain the public trust;
! increase institutional effectiveness in fulfilling the University's mission;
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! increase quality and efficiency;
! increase the resource base; and
! create a better match between what the University does and available resources.

The Subcommittee was charged with considering the many suggestions forwarded by the University community.  In addition,
members were authorized to go beyond those suggestions to develop whatever initiatives they deemed important.  In discussing
individual items, the Subcommittee studied the suggestions it received relative to those items, sought additional information
available on campus, including existing studies and reports as well as knowledgeable individuals, and, in some cases, looked for
models from other institutions.  Following discussion, recommendations were formulated, discussed, and, in some instances,
adopted.  The Subcommittee procedures require a 2/3 majority vote for adoption of any recommendation.  The procedures also
allow for the possibility of a minority statement in a recommendation.

II.   REPORT ON SUBCOMMITTEE PROGRESS 

A.  Status of Previous Recommendations
The first set of recommendations appeared in the January 13, 1995, report.  These recommendations were forwarded to the
Strategic Planning Committee as well as to Faculty Council.  The Strategic Planning Committee, in conjunction with this
Subcommittee and the Subcommittee on Academic Support, held hearings on campus, solicited input by mail and e-mail, and
accepted comment in other forms from the University community.  The Subcommittee also met with the Chair of Faculty Council
to facilitate discussion of the recommendations and with the Strategic Planning Committee to discuss its action on the
recommendations.  Those recommendations (in italics) and the current status of each are described below.

1.   Academic Core.  
[T]here should be a general sense of urgency regarding curricular reform, but not at the expense of appropriate discussion
and investigation.  

Curriculum is and should be predominantly a faculty responsibility, but this principle does not preclude accepting input
from faculty committees, administrators, or any other source.  

Faculty Council and the University Curriculum Committee (UCC) should move forward with Commission on the
Undergraduate Experience (CUE) recommendations and proposals for further study.  

There are significant advantages to a coherent and rigorous academic core curriculum.  As an initial step toward this
goal, the Subcommittee supports elimination of the "B" list and streamlining of the "A" list in the University Studies
Program (USP).

In addition, the University Curriculum Committee is asked to initiate a systematic and purposeful consideration of the
University Studies Program that directly focuses on the challenge of how USP should respond to both the diverse
academic needs of a comprehensive university and the common need to provide a shared knowledge foundation for
educated citizens.

The Strategic Planning Committee concurred.  The UCC acted on the CUE recommendations, and Faculty Council passed
elimination of the B list and the additional four-credit requirement but defeated the recommendation to modify category I.D.
The CUE recommendations regarding capstone seminars and communication-intensive courses were referred back to the UCC
by Faculty Council.  UCC plans to reexamine all USP categories and eliminate courses that have prerequisites that would, in
themselves, satisfy the USP requirements for that category.  The UCC has scheduled discussion for fall term regarding the
definition of USP categories and reexamination of courses in those categories. 
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2.  Faculty Workload.  
[T]he development of a Faculty Workload Policy for Colorado State University within the following framework.  The
articulation of Faculty Workload should: 

! reflect and express the totality and essence of the faculty's professional responsibilities;
! be based on high professional standards;
! capture the unique form and impact of the faculty's responsibilities in teaching, advising, research, artistry,

outreach, and service;
! relate appropriately to the mission of Colorado State University both as a land grant and a Carnegie Class I

institution;
! recognize the necessary diversity of ways in which faculty teach, investigate, and serve, as well as the necessary

diversity of balances among these professional activities; and
! provide a credible benchmark for equity within the University and for legitimacy with those served by the

University.

Faculty Council Executive Committee should form a Special Committee, consisting of one faculty member from each college
and the libraries and chaired by the Provost, to formulate a draft Faculty Workload policy by May 1, 1995.

The Faculty Workload Policy, in its draft form, should be presented directly to the faculty for their consideration and
discussion prior to presentation to Faculty Council for action.

The Strategic Planning Committee concurred.  Faculty Council Executive Committee appointed a "Faculty Productivity
Committee," chaired by Penelope Bauer, Vice Chair of Faculty Council.  The Faculty Productivity Committee considered the
Subcommittee's recommendation, the Colorado Commission on Higher Education (CCHE)'s "Faculty Productivity Policy,"
and a report of the State Auditor regarding faculty workload and productivity.  The Faculty Productivity Committee has
recommended changes to Section E of the Academic Faculty and Administrative-Professional Staff Manual to detail
expectations for faculty performance and productivity and set them as criteria for promotion, merit increases, and tenure.
Faculty Council has not acted on these recommendations. 

3.  Strategic Planning.  
[T]he President immediately initiate a process that will lead to effective refinements of the University Strategic Planning
process, giving special consideration to the following planning issues:

! strategic planning that anticipates and is responsive to new issues, circumstances, and fiscal conditions;
! clarification of administrative responsibilities for development and implementation of the strategic plan and formation

of a Strategic Planning Committee whose composition reflects that clarification;
! prioritization of Aims, and of the Goals, Objectives, and Strategies among Aims;
! limitation of the number of Strategies and of their total dollar value to realistic projections;
! consolidation of Aims 5, 6, and 7 into a single support aim that is essential to the accomplishment of Aims 1 through

4; and
! effective implementation of strategic planning within routine University operations, including documentation relating

to the implementation of planning priorities.

The Strategic Planning Committee concurred.  On March 29, 1995, Judson M. Harper, Chair of the Strategic Planning
Committee, circulated a draft update of "The Future of Colorado State University:  The Context for Planning," which identifies
some aspects of the culture of Colorado State University, identifies five goals which are the basis of the Strategic Planning
Framework (teaching and advising, research and scholarship, outreach, university community, and physical and financial
resources), and discusses the planning process and the priorities for decision making.  University comment was invited on the
draft document.  The Strategic Planning Committee will make final recommendations to the President on May 15.  On May
2, Faculty Council voted to endorse the five goals in the draft document.  [Please note:  a final bullet was inadvertently left
out of this recommendation in the January 13, 1995, report.  That portion of the recommendation appears later in
this report as an "Amendment to a Recommendation."]
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4.  Faculty Governance
[T]he structure of faculty governance be reorganized and enhanced in relationship to the following considerations:

! that the pursuit of practical, operational values such as effective, deliberative action, timely responsiveness, policy
coherence, and functional efficiency should have the highest priority in the formation of faculty governance structures
and procedures;

! that Faculty Council be reorganized to more closely resemble a Faculty Senate model of faculty governance, with two
representatives from each college and a limited number of University at-large representatives for a total Faculty
Senate of 24 to 32 members;

! that the Faculty Senate should be an exclusively faculty body, representing only members of the regular faculty;
! that the new Faculty Senate's committee structure be substantially streamlined into fewer committees with less

specifically specialized responsibilities to encourage committees to focus their efforts on broad, policy issues rather
than on changing details of implementation; and

! that the practical details of "shared governance" be articulated to clarify differentiations of responsibilities between
the Faculty Senate and the administrative structure and to coordinate these differentiated roles.

The Strategic Planning Committee supports the recommendation that the structure of faculty governance be reorganized and
encourages expeditious Faculty Council consideration.  Faculty Council Executive Committee surveyed the faculty regarding
their opinions on the structure of Faculty Council.  Sue Pendell, Chair of Faculty Council, has indicated that she will forward
to Code Committee models and information coming from the survey as well as the model proposed by the Subcommittee.

5.  Graduate School
[T]he current structure of the Graduate School should be replaced by an organizational arrangement that: 

! places primary administrative leadership in a staff position in the Office of the Provost, e.g., Associate Provost for
Graduate Studies;

! emphasizes that the primary administrative responsibilities for academic standards of graduate programs rest with
college deans and department heads;

! creates an administrative framework for graduate education that parallels the administrative structures and processes
for undergraduate education as much as possible and appropriate; and

! preserves and enhances current services, record-keeping functions, and monitoring procedures and places them
within the responsibilities of appropriate central administrative services.

The Strategic Planning Committee noted that the specific functions and organizational structure of the Graduate School deserve
further study.  The Provost and the Council of Deans currently are developing a plan to submit to the Faculty Council Executive
Committee by July 1, 1995.

6.  Graduate Student Enrollment
Colorado State University require graduate student registration during any term in which the student is using University
resources, including the time of faculty or other University personnel, the library, laboratories, studios, or other University
facilities.

Each term, a graduate student using University resources must enroll in and complete an appropriate number of credits,
to be determined by the student's department.

  
Implementation by department heads and chairs will be reviewed regularly by academic deans and the administrator
for graduate education.

The Strategic Planning Committee concurs, specifically including summer session among the terms.  Faculty Council
Executive Committee forwarded the recommendation to the Graduate Council, which recommended that enrollment be
required during any semester (fall or spring) in which a graduate student was using University resources.  This
recommendation will be on the agenda for the first Faculty Council meeting in the fall or will be handled by Faculty Council
Executive Committee during the summer.
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B.  Discussions about Structural Change
One of the topics of Subcommittee discussion during spring semester was possible reforms of the academic structure.  After
considerable study and discussion, the Subcommittee identified a number of issues and questions relative to the University
structure.  Those issues and questions were presented to the Council of Deans on March 8, 1995.  Responses to the issues and
questions were requested by June 1, 1995.  The memo to the Deans and the issues and questions are set out below in italics.

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council of Deans
FROM: Strategic Planning Subcommittee on Academic Reform

Ann Gill, Chair
SUBJECT: Academic Structure
DATE: March 8, 1995
                                   

Our Subcommittee was charged by President Yates to make recommendations for academic reform that would increase
institutional effectiveness in fulfilling the University's mission, increase quality and efficiency, and create a better match
between what the University does and available resources.  During this semester, the Subcommittee has discussed
various ideas for reform of the academic structure.  Prior to making recommendations about such reform, we are
seeking the perspectives and active involvement of academic units.

Listed on the attached pages are issues we have discussed.  We request that individual colleges and/or departments
meet, discuss, and respond to these issues.  Where relevant, we ask that discussions include other units similarly
affected.  Please feel free to comment on any issue, whether or not your unit is directly affected.  The Subcommittee
welcomes conversations with your units as they are in the process of considering these issues, particularly if such
communication can clarify perspectives or concerns and move us toward more effective recommendations for change.

Our criteria for evaluating various proposals are that any changes must:  1) significantly enhance the overall quality
of academic programs in the affected unit; 2) result in real cost savings to the University; or 3) be more effective in
achieving a central mission of the University than is the status quo.  Therefore, your response should address these
criteria.

Please send your responses to the Subcommittee, c/o Ann Gill, Department of Speech Communication, by June 1, 1995.
Your thoughtful consideration and analysis of these various alternatives and of their implications will be most helpful
to the Subcommittee and will serve as a positive basis for effective changes in the University.  Our recommendations
for reform of the academic structure will be delivered to the campus community in September.  Thank you for your
assistance in our deliberations.

***

Issues primarily addressed to the Colleges of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources.
a. How can greater coordination of programs in the College of Agricultural Sciences and the College of Natural

Resources effectively be encouraged?
b. Would coordination be enhanced by a merger of the two colleges?  
c. If not, how would greater coordination be pursued by separate units?  
d. If the colleges are merged, what units and programs should be included, either as they are currently structured

or in a reorganized form, and what units or programs should be considered for affiliations with other
colleges? 

Issues primarily addressed to the Colleges of Liberal Arts, Natural Sciences, Applied Human Sciences, Business,
Engineering, and Veterinary Medicine and Biomedical Sciences.
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a. What changes in organizational structure best enhance effective interactions among the traditional
foundational disciplines in the arts and sciences and Colorado State's applied and professional disciplines?

b. Are the primary contributions of the traditional foundational disciplines strengthened by joining the Colleges
of Liberal Arts and Natural Sciences into an Arts and Sciences College or by retaining a differentiated
organizational structure?

c. What are the advantages and difficulties of locating Arts and Sciences disciplines within professional and
applied colleges:  for example, psychology in Applied Human Sciences; economics in Business; biology,
biochemistry, and chemistry in Veterinary Medicine and Biomedical Sciences; computer science, mathematics,
statistics, and physics in Engineering?

d. Among the foundational disciplines, what are the benefits and disadvantages of restructured organization:
for example, joining affinity social science units [such as anthropology and sociology]; language arts units
[such as English and foreign languages]; and mathematical units [such as mathematics and statistics]?

Issues primarily addressed to the Colleges of Business, Agricultural Sciences, Applied Human Sciences, Liberal Arts,
and Natural Resources.

a. What organizational structure best expresses the current role of business within the University's priorities and
purposes and contributes to the most effective fulfillment of those priorities and purposes?

b. Would a School of Business, perhaps organized within Applied Human Sciences, be an effective device to
preserve a distinctive business focus and simultaneously link business to a broader set of perspectives and
interactions?

c. Either as a school or as a college, what components should form the business program:  the five current units;
eliminating current units [such as taxation]; or the addition of other units [such as agricultural and resource
economics, economics, technical journalism, recreation and tourism, manufacturing management,
construction management]?

Issues primarily addressed to the Colleges of Applied Human Sciences, Business, Agricultural Sciences, Liberal Arts,
and Veterinary Medicine and Biomedical Sciences. 

a. Are there qualitative and fiscal benefits created by the use of professional schools as the internal
organizational basis for the College of Applied Human Sciences?

b. What definition of "school" is required in order to meet the conceptual and practical requirements necessary
to use this concept as a basis of structural organization?

c. The creation of various "schools" can be proposed for this type of organization--for example, Schools of
Business, Communication, Design, Education, and Health and Human Services.  What advantages and
disadvantages are likely to result if this form of organization is implemented for these and other affinity
program groups?

d. If, in a particular programmatic area, a school concept is advantageous, what specific academic
programs/units are most appropriate to be included in that school? 

Issues addressed to all colleges.
a. Are there beneficial organizational changes and/or economies that could be realized by terminating specific

graduate degrees or undergraduate majors in departments/programs with low numbers of majors?
b. Are there beneficial organizational changes and/or economies that could be realized by terminating specific

graduate degrees or undergraduate majors in departments/programs with high costs per major or per SCH?
c. Are there beneficial organizational changes and/or economies that could be realized by eliminating, merging,

or otherwise combining specific departments and/or programs? 

Upon receipt of responses by the Deans to these issues and questions, the Subcommittee will continue discussion of issues
related to academic structure.
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 C.  Future Subcommittee Activity
The Subcommittee is sensitive to the timing of this report, which is just prior to the beginning of summer break for 9-month
faculty.  Therefore, the majority of Subcommittee recommendations will be presented to the campus in the September report
in order to assure full discussion by the entire campus community.

Among the issues the Subcommittee will address during the summer are academic structure (in the context of the Deans'
responses to the Subcommittee's issues and questions), advising, the academic calendar, the academic core, and progress on
previous Subcommittee recommendations.  Time permitting, other issues from among the numerous ones submitted by the
campus community to the Subcommittee may be considered.

III.   AMENDMENT TO A RECOMMENDATION  

CHANGE AND REFORM AMENDMENT TO A RECOMMENDATION :  Strategic Planning 

The Strategic Planning Subcommittee on Academic Program Reform requests that it's January 13, 1995, recommendation
on Strategic Planning be amended to include a seventh planning issue:

. focus membership of the Strategic Planning Committee on Academic Deans and Vice Presidents.

Justification:  This strategic planning issue had been formally approved by the Subcommittee but was inadvertently omitted from
the January 13, 1995, report.

Implementation:  This amendment should be incorporated into the January 13, 1995, Strategic Planning recommendation.

IV.   RECOMMENDATIONS  

A.  CHANGE AND REFORM RECOMMENDATION :  Mission and Goals

The Strategic Planning Subcommittee on Academic Program Reform recommends that:

The University officially adopt and promote a single, concise statement both of its mission and of its goals. 

Such statements should be utilized to build community within the University and to project a common purpose
to external constituencies.

The official statement of mission should consist, in large part, of material currently in the University catalog and
other existing documents.  (A suggested draft of the mission statement is attached.)

The official statement of University goals should be identical with the goals articulated in the current strategic
planning process.  (That statement of goals is attached.)

Source:  The Subcommittee received suggestions indicating that the campus is not well-focused on a single statement of
mission and goals.

Justification:   There appears to be significant confusion on campus as to the mission of Colorado State University.  The
General Catalog, the Graduate and Professional Bulletin, the Colorado statutes, and introductions to various documents all
have sections with the flavor or explicit title of a University mission statement, but they differ in emphasis and
comprehensiveness. In addition, the mission statement in the General Catalog appears to have had revisions and additions that
have resulted in loss of overall coherence and flow. 
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Similarly, the "Goals of Colorado State University" statement in the General Catalog takes a completely different approach
from the statement of goals in the March 29, 1995, draft document by the Strategic Planning Committee.  This Subcommittee
believes that the goals articulated by the Strategic Planning Committee are well stated and make sense, operationally, for the
University.  

  
Estimated Impacts:  Statements of mission and goals, if truly a part of the University culture, can be a powerful tool for
building community and projecting commonality of purpose.  Little or no direct financial impact is expected from this
recommendation.

Implementation:  This recommendation should be forwarded to the President for action.

***

THE MISSION OF COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY

Evolution of the Mission

Since its establishment as one of the land-grant colleges under the Morrill Act of 1862, Colorado State has evolved into a
comprehensive Carnegie Class I research university.  The Morrill Act brought together liberal and practical education for the first
time and opened higher education to all qualified students.  No longer were economically disadvantaged groups to be deprived of
the opportunity to participate fully in the benefits of higher education.  The Act also fostered economic development by emphasizing
service to agriculture and the mechanic arts, which were the dominant segments of the economy at that time.

Subsequent federal legislation led to the establishment of the Agricultural Experiment Station and the Cooperative Extension
Service, while state legislation added responsibility for the Colorado State Forest Service.  Following several name changes, the
institution became Colorado State University in 1957.  It earned full accreditation by the North Central Association of Colleges and
Schools in 1974.

In 1987, Colorado State was classified as a Carnegie Class I research university.  This classification is reserved for institutions of
higher education that offer a full range of baccalaureate programs, are committed to graduate education through the doctorate degree,
and give high priority to research.  In addition, institutions receiving this designation must receive at least $33.5 million in federal
support annually and award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees each year.

Recognizing these distinctive designations, Colorado law now mandates that "Colorado State University shall be a comprehensive
graduate research university with high admission standards offering a comprehensive array of undergraduate programs consistent
with the tradition of land-grant universities."

The Mission Today

Colorado State University shares with all universities the commitment to search for truth and understanding, to enhance and extend
knowledge, to preserve and transmit the intellectual content of the culture, and to educate people for critical thought.  The unique
mission of Colorado State University results from the combination of its heritage as a land-grant institution with its designation as
a comprehensive research institution.  That mission is to promote liberal and practical education; to develop solutions to problems
facing the global environment and its inhabitants; to promote personal and economic well-being; and to serve Colorado, the nation,
and the world.

The liberal and practical education of all students at the University is provided by excellence in teaching and advising.  Educational
programs range from baccalaureate to postgraduate, and access is not limited by the economic, social, or personal characteristics
of any individual.  The purpose of this education is to develop 

an understanding of basic principles of mathematical and scientific reasoning, logic and critical thinking, and the organization
and effective communication of ideas;
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an awareness of history, the arts, the natural and social sciences, technology, and the professions;

the competence to produce creative and responsible solutions to complex and pressing technological, environmental, and
societal problems;

an appreciation of personal and cultural diversity; and

a dedication to a life of learning and responsible citizenship.

The role of basic and applied research as well as scholarship at Colorado State University is to develop solutions to the many
problems facing the rapidly changing global environment and its inhabitants.  In this quest, University researchers and scholars
develop and test technologies, provide leadership and professional assistance, and help shape public understandings and values.
Research and scholarship thereby help to fulfill the University's commitment to discover, apply, disseminate, and preserve
knowledge.

The role of outreach at Colorado State University is to provide all individuals access to the knowledge, technology, and artistry
available through the University.

The purpose of all education, research, scholarship, artistry, and outreach at the University is to respond to the changing needs of
the people of Colorado, the nation, and the world as well as to promote the personal and economic well being of those who are
served.  Colorado State University remains faithful to its land-grant heritage, strives for excellence in all endeavors as a
comprehensive research institution, and draws upon this unique combination to make the positive changes necessary for leadership
in meeting the intellectual, social, and technological challenges of the future.

***

Statement of University Goals
(from the March 29, 1995, draft document of the Strategic Planning Committee)

Goal 1.  Teaching & Advising
Provide a university education designed to meet the current and future needs of students by developing critical thinking,
communication skills, problem-solving capabilities, subject matter and technical expertise in chosen major areas, and the
appreciation of diverse and multicultural perspectives.

Goal 2.  Research & Scholarship
Provide an environment supportive of excellent scholarly inquiry that will promote the pursuit and free expression of ideas and
ensure that Colorado State University will disseminate the results of its research, scholarship, and artistry through its classrooms
and laboratories and throughout the world for the benefit of all.

Goal 3.  Outreach
Enhance the capability of Colorado State University to fulfill its land-grant responsibility to serve the needs of the people of the state,
the nation, and the world by developing and sharing knowledge.

Goal 4.  University Community
Ensure that Colorado State University will provide an environment that will encourage students, staff, and faculty from all segments
of our pluralistic society to participate to the full level of their capabilities and to realize their aspirations.

Goal 5.  Physical & Financial Resources
Provide modern, safe, and accessible facilities, financial resources, and up-to-date management practices which are essential if
Colorado State University is to accomplish its teaching, research and outreach missions.
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***

JOINT RECOMMENDATION

CHANGE AND REFORM RECOMMENDATION :  Retirements

As a result of work done jointly, the Strategic Planning Subcommittees on Academic Program Reform and Academic
Support recommend that the University plan for allocation of resources resulting from retirements.

Given the academic mission of the University and the fact that academic faculty represent the largest category of
salary dollars likely to be released by retirements, the Provost and Council of Deans should propose a plan for
allocation of the significant resources likely to result from retirements over the next decade.  The proposed plan should
include:

Estimates of the likely retirements in the next 10 years and the amount of salary dollars likely to be released as
a result;

Recommendations for allocating resources resulting from retirements to high priority areas;

Cost/benefit and feasibility analyses of incentives for retirements and, if applicable, a proposal for seeking
modification of state laws and fiscal rules to permit such incentives; and

Policies (including opportunities to continue to assist with advising, mentoring, teaching, or provision of other
services) that will allow retired faculty to maintain their ties to University life and ease the transition from full-
time employment to retirement. 

No later than December 1, 1995, the Provost should submit the proposed plan to appropriate bodies, including the
Executive Budget Committee and Faculty Council Executive Committee, for review and action.

Source:  The subcommittees received suggestions regarding retirement and retirement incentives.  The retirement issue was
studied jointly by members of the two subcommittees.  That study is the basis of this recommendation. 
Justification:   A detailed rationale for this recommendation is set forth in the attached "Joint Subcommittee Report on
Retirement."  Over half the members of the academic faculty are 50 years or older.  Although this fact and the numbers included
in the report do not indicate actual retirements, they do indicate the need for better analysis, estimates, and planning.  It is
imperative that the University take full advantage of this important opportunity to allocate resources to uses of the highest
priority.  

This recommendation charges the Provost and Council of Deans with the responsibility to develop a proposed plan because
of the centrality of the University's academic mission and because the academic faculty represents the largest category of salary
dollars that will be released by retirements.  However, all segments of the University!faculty, staff and students!must be full
participants in action on the proposed plan.  Further, the proposed plan is to be guided by the University's Strategic Plan.

Estimated Impacts:  According to the attached report, the total salaries associated with the potential retiree pool (in 1995),
which includes academic faculty, administrative professionals, and state classified personnel, is approximately $12 million.
(For specific amounts upon which this estimate is based, see the attached report.)

However, it is recognized that the majority of these dollars would be used to replace retirees, so only the net savings would be
available for reallocation.  Based on preliminary estimates, that amount may be approximately $4 million. 

Implementation:  This recommendation should be forwarded to the President for action.
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***

RETIREMENT: JOINT SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT 

On January 13, 1995, the Academic Support Subcommittee submitted an Interim Report to the Strategic Planning Committee. The
interim report was subsequently distributed to faculty and staff throughout campus. One of the categories identified for further study
was retirement. The Subcommittee's rationale was: "To the extent that retirement provides resource(s) for reallocation, there will
be reduced pressure to engage in budgetary actions elsewhere that may cause dislocations. Retirements may also provide the
opportunity to hire individuals who are experts in newly emerging areas of importance, who are more recently trained, and who may
be more productive." (p. 7) 

The Subcommittee recommended that a work group comprised of members of the Academic Subcommittee and the Academic
Support Subcommittee investigate the following:  (1) estimates of a potential pool of retirees and the concomitant salary dollars that
could be made available for reallocation by retirements; (2) the feasibility and desirability of offering retirement incentives; and (3)
the current status of committee work on transitional retirement policies and early retirement incentives. A joint committee comprised
of Don Hesser, Bob Keller, Cathy Love, Judy McKenna, Gordon Niswender, and Byron Winn explored these topics and forwarded
information to the Subcommittees. The Subcommittees, in turn, developed the report which focuses primarily on the impact of salary
dollars released by the estimated number of retirees.

A. A Potential Pool of Retirees

Retirement is related to the age and the number of years of service of employees.  Three categories of employees are
examined--academic faculty (defined as regular and transitional), administrative professionals, and state classified. Table 1
provides data on the age distribution of 999 academic faculty (the group that, in the short run, is estimated to have the largest
number of retirees and the largest pool of total salaries).   

Table 1.  Age Distribution of Academic Faculty, 1995

Age Number
65 years and older  58
60 to 64 107
55 to 59 162
50 to 54 184          
45 to 49 171          
40 to 44 176          
35 to 39  94          
30 to 34  43          
25 to 29   4

It is instructive to note that 6 percent of the faculty are 65 years and older, 17 percent of the faculty are 60 years and older, 33
percent are 55 years and older, and 50 percent are 50 years and older. A first approximation of potential retirees was estimated
by employing the concept of fully qualified retirement benefits (FQRB) from the PERA Retirement Benefit Schedule.  FQRB
are related to the retirement benefits that are paid at particular combinations of age and length of employment (Appendix A).
The rate of increase in annual retirement benefits reaches a peak in the age group 55 to 59 with 30 years of employment and
age 60 or older with 20 years of employment. At this time, there are 166 potential faculty retirees based on the concept of
FQRB. 

The salary dollars associated with the estimated number of potential retirees (using the concept of FQRB) in the categories of
academic faculty, administrative professional, and state classified was provided by OBIA. Table 2 presents OBIA's estimates.



     The dollars do not include estimates of future salary increases or inflation.1

16

Table 2.  Salaries of Potential Retirees, 1995

A.  Academic Faculty     
1. Age 55 to 59, 30 or more years service: $1,014,900     
2. Age 60 to 64, 20 or more years service:  5,802,022     
3. Age 65 or older, 20 or more years service:  3,016,505

SUBTOTAL $9,833,427

B.  Administrative Professionals                                 
1.  Age 55 to 59, 30 or more years service: $  268,974     
2.  Age 60 to 64, 20 or more years service:    237,200     
3.  Age 65 or older, 20 or more years service:     60,100     

SUBTOTAL                                           $  566,274 

C. State Classified         
1.  Age 55 to 59, 30 or more years service:       $  317,736     
2.  Age 60 to 64, 20 or more years service:         1,023,120     
3.  Age 65 or older, 20 or more years service:          496,764     

SUBTOTAL                                           $1,837,620

GRAND TOTAL                                           $12,237,321

The total salaries associated with the potential retiree pool (in 1995) is more than $12 million and the largest component is
attributed to the academic faculty category. The $12.2 million represents the gross salary dollars that could be released by
retirement and could be used for reallocation. A net amount of dollars released by retirement is approximated by assuming that
retirees are, on average, replaced by less expensive hires (e.g., assistant or associate professors are hired to replace retired full
professors). Thus, if replacement salaries are 66 percent of the retirees' salaries (approximately the ratio of assistant to full
professor salaries), then the net dollars available for reallocation is $4.2 million. The same method was used to generate gross
estimates of salary dollars released by faculty and staff retirements 5 and 10 years into the future. The salaries of the potential
retiree pool 5 years from now is estimated to be $16.7 million.  The salaries of the potential retiree pool 10 years from now1

is estimated to be $21 million.   Although the gross and net salaries released by estimated retirements are based on a simplistic1

method, it is clear that millions of dollars will be available to replace retirees and\or to fund high priority programs.

B. Early Retirement

Early retirement programs typically fall into two categories: (1) plans which provide financial incentives to terminate
employment at a specified time in the near future; and (2) plans which provide a transition, or phase in, to retirement at a
specified time in the future by reducing work responsibilities (and compensation) until retirement. 

There are a number of rationales for providing early retirement plans. The Subcommittees' perspective is that the vast majority
of academic faculty, administrative professionals, and state classified employees, who may be eligible for early retirement, are
valued professionals. They have contributed much to the life of the University and deserve to be treated honorably. Thus, early
retirement plans ought to be discussed in the context of providing positive options for deserving professionals which at the same
time provide the advantage of released salary dollars for the University.
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1.  Retirement Incentives.

The Subcommittees received information on early retirement plans from other universities and from Gerry Bomotti and
Bill Liley. Most of the plans have these features:  (1) a relatively short period of time to accept the early retirement option
(two to three months), (2) a monetary incentive in the form of a lump sum payment or an increase in base salary, (3) a
continuation of the University's contribution to medical insurance and other benefits, and (4) a purchase of service-year
credits which will increase retirement benefits. 

Some of these retirement incentives are not applicable to Colorado State University at this time. Bill Liley enumerated the
following constraints: (1) the PERA policy (under litigation) which does not allow the 15 percent annual salary increases
(for three years) that were given previously as a retirement incentive; (2) the law no longer allows the restriction of
continued employment eligibility based on a maximum age; and (3) the fiscal rules of Colorado do not authorize, at this
time, monetary incentives for early retirement. An Ad Hoc Retirement Policies Committee is investigating retirement
incentives and other issues related to early retirement. Given the restrictions listed above, it may be useful to survey faculty
on their receptivity to non-monetary incentives for early retirement. These incentives may take the form of opportunities
to: advise and mentor students, teach a freshman seminar or a course in an area of expertise, share office space, provide
access to e-mail and so forth. The intent is to enable faculty to retain ties (although limited ones) to academic life and to
ease the transition from full-time work to retirement. 

2.  Transitional Retirement.

The Ad Hoc Retirement Policies Review Committee issued a report on January 25, 1995 and its recommendations are
being considered for approval. The major revisions from current practice are as follows. First, transitional appointments
(TA) shall be not less than one year nor more than four years. Second, TA is limited to full-time members of the academic
faculty who are at least 55 with 20 or more years of service at the University or at least 60 with 5 or more years of service.
Third, transitional appointments are at 50 percent of the normal appointment (may be exceeded in special cases with
approval) and 50 percent of the normal salary. Fourth, those on TA shall not be eligible for sabbaticals. To the extent that
the recommendations are approved by the University, the transitional appointment policy will be the University's
operational early retirement program.

C. Recommendations.

First , it is clear, in spite of the simple methods used, that millions of dollars will be released by retirees in a relatively short
period of time. Resources of this potential magnitude should not be left where they happen to occur, by default, nor should there
be an immediate assumption that such resources must be centralized. It is imperative that the University plan wisely for this
unfolding process and not squander a great opportunity to allocate resources to uses of the highest priority. Given that academic
faculty represent the largest category of salary dollars released by retirement, the Provost and Council of Deans should play
a pivotal role in the planning process. 

Second, given the fact that 50% of the faculty are 50 years and older (Appendix B), more precise estimates of the amount of
salary dollars released by faculty and staff retirements in the next 5 to 10 years need to be made by the appropriate University
entity. The accuracy of the estimates may be improved by surveying units on campus and by extrapolating historical data on
retirements (during the past 5 years the average age and length of service for the 133 academic faculty retirees was 61 years
old with 25 years of service). 

Third , the cost of monetary incentives and the possible benefits of releasing salary dollars earlier need to be assessed. If such
a cost-benefit analysis indicates that such monetary incentives may be economically beneficial, the University should seek the
appropriate changes in state law and/or fiscal rules to permit such incentives. 

In considering the benefit of monetary retirement incentives, there are other issues as well. Monetary incentive plans are
"blanket" incentives, that is, they are offered to all eligible employees. A "blanket" policy may have a perverse result of
encouraging more productive employees to leave while less productive employees stay. 
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In an era which is projected to have increasingly scarce financial resources, it may make more sense to rely on voluntary
retirement, given the large potential pool of retirees, rather than to incur costs associated with providing monetary incentives
for early retirement.

Fourth , the role of non-monetary incentives (e.g., opportunities for advising, mentoring, teaching, provision of services, etc.)
for early retirement should be explored. Non-monetary incentives may be cost effective and they enable faculty to retain ties
to University life and ease the transition from full-time work to retirement. 
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