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AAP	  RESPONSE	  TO	  THE	  DRAFT	  PLAN	  



Associated Academic Professionals 
To:  President Bob Davies, Provost Steve Adkison 
From:  Associated Academic Professionals, Executive Council 
Subject:  AAP Response to the 2013 Eastern Sustainability Plan 
Date:  June 7, 2013 
 
The AAP Executive Council of Eastern Oregon University appreciates the efforts made by the 

Administration to retain faculty while minimizing the impact of major cuts upon many 

programs, while undergoing significant cuts itself.    The union is also fully committed to long-

term sustainability and the quality of the academic programs at the university.  Nonetheless, 

the recent Sustainability Plan, “Positioning Eastern Oregon University for Mission Fulfillment 

and Financial Sustainability” (May, 2013), does not adequately address systemic problems that 

can undermine long-term sustainability and instructional quality.  

AAP has the following overarching concerns: Problems with the validity of certain data points, 

and the absence of an accumulated summary of proposed cost savings, prevent AAP from fully 

evaluating the plan’s potential for creating a viable fund balance in years to come. In light of 

our concerns, we fear the potential for even more unanticipated cuts and a repeat of the 

current process in coming years. Moreover, we fear the need for unilateral decisions without 

faculty consultation during Summer 2013 as financial shortfalls are suddenly realized, which 

could result in a failure to meet student needs, undermining retention. Such an unfortunate 

situation would further demoralize faculty by eschewing shared governance and damaging the 

shared vision of the university. The instructional faculty realize that Administration is as 

interested in avoiding that situation as is AAP. We appreciate the opportunity to provide what 

we hope is helpful feedback.  

Below, AAP briefly summarizes the sources of our concerns. The overarching concerns 

mentioned above can be divided into three major areas of analysis for the current Sustainability 

Plan: 1) Budget Analysis; 2) Program Analysis; 3) Vision, Transparency, and Shared Governance. 

Each of these issues is treated separately.  

Budget Analysis   

In order to make concrete, sustainable budget decisions, a more complete, detailed picture of 

the budget is required.  

 An itemized Budget Summary tied to the proposed actions outlined in the Sustainability 

Plan is necessary to see both expenditures and revenues, including savings.  We do not 

know exactly what the target is or if the proposed reforms will meet it; the target has 



changed several times.  For every program that is cut, we should see the cost savings. 

Streamlining programs that does not produce cost savings is counter-productive and 

could impact revenue negatively, not to mention under-serving students. 

 Based on the information we have received, it appears conservative budgeting 

principles have not been followed:  Relative to anticipated revenue, the conservative 

value should be utilized; predictions for expenditures should reflect the higher end of 

fiscal year projections.  These values should be readily accessible in a concluding Budget 

Summary. 

 A robust sample of programs shows inaccurate enrollment data to be a common 

denominator. Especially problematic are data provided for under-enrolled courses 

taught as hybrids, capstones, and one time course by arrangements not calculated 

within faculty loads. The number of misidentified under-enrolled courses, which can 

range in CAS programs from 50% to 100%, leads to a gross overestimate of the number 

of these courses and the potential savings of reducing them. Without a Budget 

Summary, we are greatly concerned that such overestimation renders the goal of 

establishing a sound Fund Balance a much less certain enterprise.   

 The method of calculating the “institutional mean” by which programs are being 

evaluated is unclear. If the institutional mean includes Eastern’s graduate offerings, it is 

artificially deflated (under-estimated) because of the higher tuition for graduate courses 

and the lower rate of pay for instructors who teach the courses as overload. In effect, 

graduate courses generate twice the revenue at half the cost; including them in the 

institutional mean artificially deflates the cost per SCH for undergraduate programs. If a 

potentially invalid institutional mean is used to focus curricular restructuring, those 

efforts to restructure, which reduce program effectiveness, will be propelled by an 

artificial and mostly unachievable goal (the institutional mean) at the undergraduate 

level.  This would not be a sound or sustainable basis for the elimination of 

concentrations and minors—we are in danger of reducing programs without cause.   

 

Program Analysis: 

AAP is concerned with the potential over-reliance upon the Delaware Study as the model for 

analyzing programs, their effectiveness, and their fiscal strength.  While the Delaware Study is 

one of the only studies that provides institutional data for national comparisons, the authors 

repeatedly emphasize that its information is provided by voluntary participants from larger, far 

more complex universities.  Eastern Oregon University is a small, regional university with fewer 

than 5,000 students. Thus, the question the validity of comparisons based upon data from that 

study immediately arises.    In fact, the study authors caution against comparing study data 

against small schools where small programs are organized into divisions. 



To the general concern above we would add some specific concerns. First, AAP views any top-

down cuts in programs with great apprehension. Programmatic cuts that lead to reduced 

offerings for students damage programs and ultimately the reputation of the university. Such 

cuts should always be a last resort. While AAP acknowledges the budget crisis and the need to 

restore the Fund Balance, for reasons stated above and below, the union is not convinced that 

the proposed programmatic changes will realize the projected savings.  Furthermore, at least 

some of the changes appear to reduce student opportunities without any apparent 

accompanying savings (as indicated below).  Inaccurate analyses of the need for eliminations in 

programs could have been corrected had the individual programs been more fully engaged by 

the Administration in a review of proposed cuts, just as with the inaccurate identification of 

under-enrolled courses.   

The following points identify the sources of our concerns: 

 Assumptions about degree programs (such as 80 credits maximum) do not fit all 

programs, especially those that prepare students for graduate or professional school.  

AAP recognizes the importance of providing multiple entry points into programs for 

transfer students, but some programs are highly prescribed in order to prepare students 

for graduate, professional, and occupational programs.  We recommend conversations 

with faculty from all programs to understand the often unique demands that influence 

student preparation in a discipline.  In the present process, disciplinary conversations 

have not been uniform and appear at times haphazard.  That fact is a major source of 

concern and has noticeably undermined faculty morale. 

 Along the same lines, the desire to maintain the flexibility of multiple access and exit 

points within a program contradicts the desire to streamline programs and offerings 

inherent in a minimal model.  For example, a program that requires a number of credits 

at a particular level (e.g., 15 credits of 300-level electives) cannot provide multiple entry 

points if the curriculum is streamlined to offer only three courses a year at that level, or 

if courses are staggered every other year.  Then, if the major is reduced to a single 

concentration, while we avoid being something for everyone, we are in danger of 

becoming nothing in particular to anyone.  We jeopardize Eastern’s foremost 

educational advantage—our remarkably high placement rate in graduate programs, 

including medical school.   Again, we recommend that all programs be consulted before 

decisions are made to eliminate courses that provide needed access points to programs 

or that prepare students for ensuing academic work.  

 The initial Sustainability Plan proposed eliminating “stand alone minors.”  The present 

draft proposes to cut concentrations within majors, but leave the concentrations as 

potential minors.  These changes could potentially move these concentrations to stand 

alone minors.  This appears to be a contradiction and again highlights the difficulty 



programs have in imagining how to meet mutually exclusive directives from the 

Administration.  

 The elimination of concentrations, preapproved Liberal Studies programs, and minors 

are proposed as cost-cutting measures, but it is not clearly explained just how the 

savings will be realized.  Several of the proposed programs to be cut cost little to 

nothing to offer, as the courses that make up these programs will still be taught even 

after these proposed cuts.   For example, the courses required for the preapproved 

Organizational Psychology program (offered through Business and Psychology) will 

continue to be taught even if that specific program is eliminated.  It is stated in the plan 

that the elimination of this preapproved program will direct students into majors, which 

is positive outcome for most students.  However, faculty should be consulted, as some 

of the preapproved programs (such as Organizational Psychology) have been designed 

to prepare students for specific opportunities that individual majors may not address.  In 

another example, only 11% of the Environmental Studies program requires any 

dedicated faculty time. Unfortunately, while this would translate into a few hundred 

dollars because of low enrollment, the program has not received marketing support and 

is practically invisible to the prospective student.   Perhaps a goal of the updated plan is 

to restrict unsupported curricular sprawl, but if degree options do not result in 

additional costs, it behooves the institution to provide students with more paths to 

success not fewer. 

 Concrete and transparent processes are needed for determining when “under-enrolled 

courses” are permitted to go forward or overload courses are moved into load 

(“flipping”).  Although the plan provides a vague process in which faculty meet with 

their dean to negotiate rescheduling or cancelling of under-enrolled courses, it is 

imperative to establish clear criteria that direct the process, especially if decisions will 

be made over the summer while many under-enrolled courses are mis-identified.  For 

example, many sections of WR 115 each Fall appear to be under-enrolled during the 

summer, only to fill with our late enrolling first-year students, so much so that in the 

two weeks before Fall term starts, the ENGL/WR program receives requests from 

Advising for opening additional sections.  Furthermore, many students are unable to 

register until the first week of classes due to financial and academic holds, so deciding 

what courses will actually be under-enrolled once the term starts is often guesswork at 

best.  An administrator who does not consult with the program, or is unaware of this 

pattern, could end up cutting needed sections and then adding twice as many when Fall 

term starts, creating an administrative and staffing emergency.  Such examples illustrate 

the necessity of regular program consultation.  Additionally, it is unclear how faculty 

who choose not to offer an under-enrolled course as overload will have workloads 

adjusted or how those students will be served, especially if the course moved into 



overload is required in a discipline. The potential for favoritism and informal dealmaking 

increases without clear processes and criteria for decision making. Even then, the 

process has to be balanced with program-level understanding of curricula, historical 

trends, and retention needs.   

 As for the “flipping” of a low enrollment inload for large enrollment overload course, 

there also needs to be a criteria-driven process for deciding which low enrollment 

courses will be allowed to run and which will be canceled. Again, the process must 

ensure equitable application of the strategy across programs and prevent the 

appearance of favoritism. At this juncture AAP has not had time to develop a clear idea 

about the nature of this process, but we strongly recommend that it be developed 

through consultation with faculty to ensure minimal disruption to programs and student 

success. 

 AAP agrees that “one size fits all” does not work in our current fiscal situation.  Each 

program must be analyzed in a shared discussion between Administration and the 

individual program leaders to ensure success of quality programs.  Although this has 

been done with several programs already, it would be infinitely better if the 

administration met with all individual programs that might be impacted by fiscal 

decision-making, so that the process is uniform.  Consistency of process is necessary for 

faculty morale and to avoid any appearance—real or imagined—of favoritism. 

 

Vision, Transparency, and Shared Governance    

As mentioned above, The Sustainability Plan raises concerns regarding transparency, shared 

governance, and fairness: 

 The Budget and Planning Committee has not received consistently specific responses to 

their questions. 

 Consultation with academic programs has not been uniform.  

 The Sustainability Plan lacks a clear, detailed picture of the budget and financial impact 

of cuts on academic programs. 

 The decision-making process, including the compressed timeline, may very well result in 

cuts being made without full consultation with program faculty, especially if decisions 

are made during the summer.  The danger is we may cut courses required for majors or 

for retention. 

 Problems identified above with obtaining an accurate budget and with incomplete or 

inaccurate data have a negative impact on faculty and staff morale in a time when 

transparency and commitment to long-standing traditions of shared governance are 



necessary to ensure faculty confidence in the Administration’s plan for establishing a 

consistent Fund Balance.  

  

Additional Considerations   

The following considerations may present additional cost saving opportunities.  AAP believes a 

clear cost/savings analysis needs to be provided for each, as the rationale for increased funding 

for some units may be clear to the Administration but has not been adequately articulated to 

the faculty: 

 A complete accounting and rationale for increased athletic costs vs. revenue and vís-a-

vís instructional programs is needed.  It appears the budget for Athletics is being 

increased while academic programs are being cut or curtailed.  At Eastern that is the 

reverse of the vision the faculty has for a viable liberal arts institution. 

 A complete accounting and rationale with an objective analysis of the cost effectiveness 

of CTLA is needed to ensure that resources dedicated to it are not actually undermining 

academic programs, even while the CTLA mission is precisely to support academic 

programs. 

 A complete accounting and rationale for increased Admissions costs vs. revenue and vís-

a-vís instructional programs is needed. 

 An understanding of the role of marketing in helping faculty promote their programs, 

via admissions literature, website presence, etc., and the budget for such necessary (and 

often lacking) support is needed.  

 Overlay of practicum credit on work study to professionalize the practice may assist 

various administrative units on campus with maximizing their missions. 

 

Conclusion 

AAP is always willing to meet the Administration more than half way; the union is certain 

programs are planning significant curricular changes in good faith, although at the 

Administration’s behest and often against their better judgment.  AAP fully appreciates the 

Administration’s herculean effort to retain as many concentrations, minors, and faculty as 

possible, while enduring significant cuts itself.  The instructional faculty is committed to doing 

everything possible to save the university, as long as it does not undermine the mission or the 

distinct advantages of an undergraduate education at Eastern.  Clearly, the Administration feels 

the same way.  Now what is needed is a fully articulated sense that we are working together, 

informed by consistently transparent practices and policies that bring the Administration and 

instructional faculty together on common ground, with common purpose. 
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