
   
    
 
 

 

May 20, 2022 

 

 
TO:   Jason Stajich, Chair 
  Riverside Division of the Academic Senate 
 
FROM:  John Kim, Chair   

CHASS Executive Committee 
 

RE: Proposal: Pre-Proposal for a University Honors College at UC Riverside 

______________________________________________________________________________  
The CHASS Executive Committee (EC) thank our colleagues who have worked on this pre-
proposal for a University Honors College at UC Riverside. We begin our response by expressing 
our enthusiastic endorsement of the University Honors Program’s instructional mission and urge 
campus administration to continue in its support of this program, if not also, to expand it. 
 
The CHASS EC formed a subcommittee to study the pre-proposal and make recommendations. 
The subcommittee’s findings were discussed at our regular committee meeting on May 18, 2022 
and were approved on that day. Our comments and recommendations are as follows: 
 

1) Purpose: A stronger pedagogical justification is needed as the fundamental purpose of the 
University Honors College remains unclear. What will the University Honors College do 
that the University Honors Program does not already do? The proposal states that  

Honors-specific expectations, requirements, programming, resources, and 
opportunities to achieve the learning outcomes by developing a multi-year 
learning community that reflects the vision and mission of the University Honors 
College and incorporates a challenging and rigorous curriculum, including depth; 
complexity; interdisciplinary perspectives; faculty interaction; writing; 
preparation for undergraduate research, creative activity, or experiential learning; 
and a capstone project. 

This is the goal of the Honors program now. It is unclear how becoming a College is 
needed or will change/add much. Moreover, the proposed curriculum is also hard to 
follow considering some of its key foundations, such as World History, are currently 
under review as UCR studies possible revisions to its General Education Requirements. 
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2) Revenue Generation: The pre-proposal states that it is a revenue-generating unit but does 
not explain how it is so. It states: 

University Honors currently generates revenue for the campus by enrolling up to 
200 high-achieving first-year students each year, by enrolling up to 100 high-
achieving transfer students each year, and by maintaining a total enrollment of 
between 800 – 900 students each year, but it does not receive that revenue 
because University Honors was designated as a cost-pool, as opposed to a 
revenue-generator, when the budget model was revised in 2016.  

However, the assertion that the University Honors Program is revenue-generating 
requires more justification. By the criteria set forth in the pre-proposal, it would seem that 
any academic unit on campus would be revenue generating merely by enrolling students.  
 

3) Teaching Burden: The pre-proposal states that: “The University Honors College will 
work with departments from other colleges and schools…” In other words, this puts all 
the burden on faculty and their colleges. Teaching for Honors does not count for faculty’s 
standard teaching load and often means less classes in home departments. As UCR is 
trying to create new departments, Black Studies and Environment, Sustainability, and 
Health, pulling even more faculty out or in joint-appointments seems tricky. 
  

4) 2014 External Review and Cost: The proposal also cites the 2014 external review, which 
makes some recommendations about how Honors could transition to honors college, but 
all of them are costly: 

A. Having a full-time director or Dean 
B. Having house/space for program 
C. Having designated faculty who teach a course 

The current proposal specifies some revenue streams, but this seems insufficient if we are 
thinking at the college level. Without clear allocations of funds for full time faculty and 
for a director/dean for the program, this proposal does not seem feasible. 
 

5) The pre-proposal skips ahead in its external review. The 2014 external review posed 3 
recommendations. The first is simply a tweaking of how Honors gives GE credits and the 
second is a lengthy and careful (and forceful) recommendation about “A full-time 
Director, larger staff, significant changes in the curriculum.” The final recommendation, 
which is more aspiration than the previous two, deals with a potential transition to an 
Honors College. It is unclear why the first two careful suggestions were glossed over in 
favor of the third. Moreover, some of the great suggestions made in recommendation 3 of 
the external report (like reaching out to high-schools and beginning the process of 
recruitment earlier) appear in this proposal but without any clear indication of how they 
were going to be achieved.   
 

None of these comments or recommendations should be construed as CHASS EC’s opposition to 
this pre-proposal. On the contrary, we are strongly supportive of the University Honor Program 
but merely remain uncertain if transforming it to a college with its own dean is advisable at this 
time, especially given current budgetary constraints. 
 


