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Introduction 

 
The Department of Urban and Regional Planning (DURP) at the University of Hawaii at Manoa 
is a professional field of study that endeavors to equip its students with a multidisciplinary set of 
intellectual and practical tools to improve the quality of life for present and future generations, 
both locally and globally, through planning, public policy and social collaboration.  Our Ph.D. 
Program is dedicated to the mission of producing educators and professionals in urban and 
regional planning at the highest levels of educational and professional preparation.  This goal is 
being accomplished through careful selection of applicants, our Ph.D. course curriculum, 
advising and mentoring, and engagement in research, including action-oriented and applied 
research beyond the campus. 
 
The inauguration of our Ph.D. program in 2002 was fully endorsed by faculty and encouraged by 
the accrediting body for planning programs in the U.S., the Planning Accreditation Board (PAB), 
which felt that UHM could establish itself as the premier planning program serving scholars and 
students interested in the Asia and Pacific regions.  The potential of the program to serve local 
needs of Hawaii at advanced levels of professional education and development was at the center 
of our enthusiasm for the establishment of our Ph.D. program.  No other Ph.D. program in the 
U.S. has the capacity to focus on issues particular to Hawaii and the Pacific islands as well as the 
broader Pacific-Asia region.    
 
Nearly 9 years after the initiation of its Ph.D. program, DURP has established a solid reputation 
among universities in the U.S. that offer doctoral degrees in planning. In 2007, DURP was 
ranked 14th nationally in “scholarly productivity”, well above many other larger universities and 
planning programs in the U.S.  In gaining this recognition, our program contributes to the 
reputation and the mission of the University of Hawaii as a center of excellence in the Asia-
Pacific Region.  Our graduates now hold leadership positions in planning and planning related 
fields throughout Hawaii. In addition to a strong base of local students, our Ph.D. students 
include representatives from more than 20 countries.  Our faculty is recognized for a range of 
applied research in Hawaii and throughout the Asia Pacific region.  
 
The demand for our Ph.D. program, including support through extramural funding, continues to 
increase. For the first time in history, more than half of the population in the world now lives in 
cities, and the fastest growing cities as well as the largest share of urban residents in the world 
now live in the Asia Pacific region.  The need for educators and professionals having a Ph.D. is 
growing in parallel with the establishment of graduate programs in the region and the rapidly 
growing demand for professional planners for leadership positions across all sectors of urban and 
regional planning.   All of our Ph.D. graduates are fully employed, with about half in university 
education and the other half in professional practice in Hawaii, the US mainland and in the Asia-
Pacific region. 
 
The goals we have set for our Ph.D. program directly support the mission of the University of 
Hawaii as a center of excellence in the Asia-Pacific Region.  As a multidisciplinary program of 
applied research, we are poised to contribute to the new UH initiative to form clusters of faculty 
able to collaborate across disciplines in support of campus priorities.  In particular, our 
established record in scholarship and outreach in Hawaiian community partnerships, 
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environmental sustainability, and multicultural education globally situate us well to creatively 
add to new ways of advancing the purposes of our university in our state by educating citizens, 
generating benefits that sustain our unique environment, improving health and well-being, 
attracting economic investments, and globally connecting UH to opportunities beyond our 
shores.  For all of the above reasons, our doctoral program merits permanent status and 
continuing support from the University of Hawai’i at Manoa. 
 
The sections below follow the guidelines in assessing the progress of our Ph.D. program from 
2002 to the first half of the 2010-2011 academic year. 
 
1. Is the program organized to meet its objectives? 
 Curriculum, requirements, admissions, advising and counseling, and other aspects of 

the program with reference to its objectives 
 
Beginning with admissions, all applicants must go through the standard university processes of 
applying to our department.  In addition, we require GRE test scores for everyone and TOEFL 
test scores from students from abroad.  For every student who qualifies on the basis of the 
strength of their applications and other required materials, we take an additional step of requiring 
one faculty member to express willingness to be the principal adviser and two more faculty to 
state their willingness to serve on a Ph.D. committee with the applicant.  We have found this to 
be an important mechanism to ensure a good fit of applicants with our program and to also 
manage the availability of faculty to advise them.   
 
Concerning curriculum, each Ph.D. degree student who already has received a master’s degree in 
planning from an accredited university is required to complete at least fifteen credits in advanced 
courses.  Because our Ph.D. Program is designed as an advising-intensive process, the 
curriculum consisting of two core courses and a more extensive menu of elective courses that is 
tailored to Ph.D. student needs in consultation with the advisor.  The two required courses are 
PLAN 602: Advanced Planning Theory and PLAN 655: Advanced Planning Methods and 
Models.  Each course must be completed with a minimum grade of B.  In addition to these two 
courses, Ph.D. candidates are required to take six credits in an allied field (to be selected in 
consultation with the student's advisor). Students are also required to take one three-credit course 
in research design/proposal writing.  In consultation with their advisers, students typically take 
several additional elective courses to fill the needs for their specific research topics. 
 
The reasons for our advising-intensive approach are twofold.  One is to manage the workload on 
faculty resources, which for Ph.D. research is more fruitful when directed toward close advising 
for advanced research rather than adding course requirements that can be less suited to these 
needs.  Another reason is that the typical student entering our program already has a graduate 
degree in planning, and thus a solid grounding in core dimensions of knowledge in our field.  
What is then needed most is to deepen knowledge in the student’s field of research, which is 
most efficiently and effectively accomplished through close advising with the faculty. 
 
Students without a master’s degree in planning are required to include courses to ensure core 
knowledge. Selecting these courses is a formal process that results in a memo from the adviser 
identifying them as required for the student in question.   If the student has no background in 
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planning education, the additional courses will amount to 15 to 21 credits in the following 
categories: 
 

• 9 credits of MURP core requirements (PLAN 600, 601, and 603); 
• 6 credits of MURP distribution requirements (PLAN 610, 620, 630, and/or 640); and 
• 6 credits of MURP planning practicum (PLAN 751) if they lack professional planning 

experience or a similar planning practicum. 
 
Upon successful admission to our doctoral program every student is assigned an adviser in 
consultation with the department chair.  Students are free to change advisers at will.  In addition 
to assisting the student in choosing core courses and providing advice about the program in 
general, the first task of the adviser is to work with the student to write a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) to serve as the basis for organizing calendars of study, identifying and 
developing a major and sub-field(s) of study, drafting preliminary dissertation proposals, and 
forming the Ph.D. committee.  The MOU is not a fixed contract but is rather a plan of study that 
is open to being amended throughout the course of study.  Its major purpose is to ensure that the 
student and the committee together adjust and monitor the student’s progress in a timely manner.  
The MOU is expected to be completed within the first two years of study and is to be signed by 
all committee members and kept on file at DURP. 
 
With the MOU as the basis of the course of study, the student works with the adviser and 
committee throughout the required progression of course work, which includes core Ph.D. 
courses required of all doctoral students, comprehensive examinations, proposal writing and 
defense, advance to candidacy, field research and dissertation writing, final dissertation 
presentation and awarding of the Ph.D. degree.   
 
To ensure that advancement through the curriculum and advising are done is a timely manner, 
we have adopted the following working calendar for students to complete the doctoral degree: 
 

First year -- complete basic requirements 
• Choose an adviser and draft a tentative study plan that is regularly reviewed.  
• Take 2 core courses.  
• Take 6 credits in allied fields.  
• Take research design/proposal course.  

Second year – choose a dissertation topic and forming a Ph.D. committee 
• Decide on the dissertation topic in consultation with the principal adviser/chair of the 

dissertation committee. 
• Identify five dissertation committee members, with at least one member from another 

department or program at UH (or, if approved, off campus). 
• Write a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) consisting of (a) a brief statement on the 

proposed dissertation topic, (b) names and descriptions of major and minor fields for the 
comprehensive exam, and (c) calendar of study, research and writing to completion of the 
Ph.D. Signed agreement on the MOU by all five Ph.D. committee members is required by 
the end of the second year.  

Second-third year – complete courses and comprehensive exam 
• Complete all course requirements.  
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• Prepare exam reading list for major and minor fields of study and successfully take 
comprehensive examination in consultation with Ph.D. committee members. Satisfactory 
completion of the comprehensive examination, which focuses on the student’s identified 
areas of concentration (normally a major field and one or two minor fields).  It is not 
directly linked to a student’s Ph.D. dissertation proposal but is instead intended to test the 
student’s scope of knowledge in the identified subject areas in terms of theories and/or 
methods associated with each field as well as policy applications and practical 
considerations in real world settings.  It is a five-day (i.e., Monday through Friday) open-
book exam.   

• Draft complete dissertation research proposal in consultation with committee members.  
Third year and after--advance to candidacy, do field research and complete the Ph.D.  

• Present dissertation proposal at a department colloquium. Having already completed all 
course requirements and successfully passing the comprehensive exam, upon acceptance 
of the proposal by the committee the student is advanced to candidacy for a Ph.D., also 
known as ABD (all but dissertation).  

• Field research, writing of Ph.D. dissertation, and final defense. 
 

 In sum, through our careful selection of applicants, advising intensive curriculum and 
mentoring, careful monitoring of student progress, and active engagement of students in 
research, our Ph.D. program is able to support and insure step-by-step progression through the 
program in a timely manner.   

  
2. Is the program meeting its learning objectives for students: 
 An assessment of the quality of student learning as indicated by systematic analysis of 

student performance with reference to standard expectations, surveys of student 
satisfaction with instructional aspects of the program, etc. 

 
Our pathway of advancement from admissions to completion of the Ph.D. degree includes a 
systemic assessment of student progress and program quality at key steps.   Each of these steps 
entails the filing of formal records with the department and the university.  This includes course 
grades, the MOU, comprehensive exam and committee’s comments on it, grades, research 
proposal, and final dissertation. Part of the assessment process involves attention to how students 
are meeting program learning objectives. DURP learning objectives are identified in Table 1 
below. 

Table 1: DURP Student Learning Objectives for PhD Candidates 
LEARNING 
OBJECTIVES 

600* 601* 603* 610* 620* 630* 640* 751* ELECTIVE: 
[6 Credits] 

655* 602* 

Describe and explain 
historic, social and 
economic processes leading 
to the transformation of  
human settlements and their 
habitats. 

 
 
I 

   
 
R 

  
 
R 

 
 
R 

 
 
R 

  
 

 
M 

Articulate justifications for 
planned interventions. 

I    
R 

 
R 

 
R 

 
R 

 
R 

  
 

M 

Think critically about how 
to create more socially just 
and environmentally 
sustainable regions, cities 

 
I 

   
R 

 
R 

 
R 

 
R 

 
R 

   
M 
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and communities. 
Apply methods of social and  
spatial analysis to gather, 
organize, display and 
interpret social-spatial 
information at a variety of 
scales. 

  
 
I 

 
 
I 

 
 
R 

 
 
R 

 
 
R 

 
 
R 

 
 
R 

  
 
M 

 

Work with clients to clarify 
organizational, 
neighborhood, or regional 
problems, generate and 
assess potential strategies to 
address these problems and 
assemble strategies in a plan 
or professional report. 

 
 
 
I 

   
 
 
R 

    
 
 
M 

   

Collaborate with residents, 
agency officials and others 
to design and implement 
strategies for identifying, 
acknowledging, gathering 
and collectively assessing 
and prioritizing individual 
and group perceptions and 
knowledge. 

    
 
 
R 

    
 
 
R 

   

Make a public presentation 
of a plan, professional report 
or public commentary in a 
coherent and persuasive 
fashion. 

        
M 

   
M 

Acknowledge and take 
responsibility for the ethical 
implications of the choices 
we make as professionals. 

 
I 

   
R 

    
R 

   
M 

Key: I = introduced; R = reinforce and opportunity for practice; M = mastery. * = courses [or 
equivalent] for MURP or for advancing to PhD candidacy. ** = Courses for PhD. 
 
As detailed above, the assessment for students begins with passing core courses and having at 
least three faculty participate in and sign agreement to the required Memorandum of 
Understanding outlining the (sub-)fields of expertise and the associated bodies of literature that 
will subsequently lead to the comprehensive exam.  The student seeks the assistance of each 
committee member in compiling bibliographies and in identifying key theoretical issues and 
debates relevant to each subfield.  The student circulates copies of the bibliography to all 
committee members. The committee may ask the student to prepare discussion papers or course 
syllabi, if it believes these preparations will assist the student in preparing for and passing the 
comprehensive exam. Assessment of student success in meeting program learning objectives 
occurs in individual courses and, for the PhD student, in the thesis proposal, proposal defense, 
thesis, thesis defense and, in some cases, on the basis of evidence from the student’s professional 
practice. 
 
While it is assumed that the principal adviser plays a major role in advising a student, the adviser 
strives to ensure that the entire committee participates in fully developing the student’s field of 
study and dissertation proposal.  Ideally, the student should have taken courses from every 
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committee member before the comprehensive exam. Each committee member is expected to 
assist the student in compiling bibliographies for the comprehensive exam.   The committee 
members each submit written comments on the exam to the principal adviser who compiles and 
edits them for the student.  This is followed by the student meeting with the committee to discuss 
the comments as a way to clarify and move forward toward the dissertation proposal.   If a 
student’s responses to exam questions are not deemed satisfactory, they may be given an 
opportunity to retake the comprehensive exam at the discretion of the examination committee. 
 
Successful completion of the exam leads to the next step of having full committee approval of 
the student’s Ph.D. dissertation proposal, which results in advancement to candidacy, and final 
public presentation and passing the Ph.D. dissertation defense.  The committee consists of at 
least five members, three of whom must hold appointments in the Department of Urban and 
Regional Planning.  Student and principal adviser are expected to have frequent meetings, and 
the student is expected to submit required documents and drafts of dissertation chapters to 
committee members, and committees also meet as a whole at key moments such as before the 
comprehensive exam, dissertation proposal and final defense. To further this process students are 
asked to prepare a calendar identifying key points for accomplishing specific tasks and goals 
toward completing the degree.  Official acceptance of the proposal by the committee  will qualify 
the student for advancement to Ph.D. candidate status subject to completion of other credit and 
residency requirements of the University of Hawai’i. 
 
In addition to receiving feedback from faculty during the course of their studies, students also 
provide feedback to faculty in several ways.  Every course is routinely evaluated by students, and 
the department has adopted a policy of making these evaluations available to all students, 
campus wide.  Our student organization also independently reviews the curriculum, course 
content and faculty performance.  Surveys by the department concerning student assessment and 
satisfaction are routinely done as part of our 5-year accreditation process and the university 
program review. Student representatives attend all faculty meetings and are given time to report 
to the faculty about student concerns.  All of these forms of evaluation occur with the everyday 
forms of student-faculty interaction that is fostered by our department’s policy and efforts toward 
collegiality and mutual respect among and between faculty and students. 
 
To further the independence of students in participating in department activities and deliberating 
among themselves about our doctoral program, our doctoral students have formed their own 
Ph.D. student association that meets frequently and voluntarily takes on such tasks reviewing 
course evaluations.  A representative from our doctoral students also participate in every faculty 
meeting. 
 
3. Are program resources adequate? Number and distribution of faculty, faculty areas of 

expertise, budget and sources of funds, and facilities and equipment. 
 
The department and our Ph.D. program operate within the framework of budgetary allocations 
by the Dean of the College of Social Sciences.   We have been fortunate to be able to increase 
our faculty size in concert with the needs of our student increases in the Ph.D. Program.  As a 
nationally accredited program, our faculty recruitment is always in line with filling key areas of 
planning education expertise.  At the same time, we also recruit in areas most appropriate to the 
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needs of Hawaii as well as the US and internationally.  More specifically, we identify four major 
fields of expertise:  community planning, transportation and land use, the environment, and 
urban and regional planning in the Asia-Pacific region. As of February 2011 we have 8.5 faculty 
but we will be hiring two new faculty in August 2011. Table 2 indicates the DURP faculty with 
Ph.D. responsibilities and their areas of expertise. 
 

Table 2 DURP Faculty with Ph.D. Responsibilities 

* Professor Kem Lowry has been retired as of 12/31/2010 
* Professor James Spencer is at 50% FTE 

Name Rank PhD Committee
Chair

Committee 
Member

Areas of Expertise

Makena Coffman I 3 N Y Environent economics and planning,
energy & climate change policy,
resource management, & general
equilibrium modeling

Priyam Das I 3 N Y Urban development, basic environental
services & governance in South Asia,
design & planning of the built
environment 

Michael 
Douglass

I 5 Y Y Urbanization in Asia, rural-urban
linkages, spatial planning theory,
community and civic space, &
international migration 

Peter Flachsbart I 4 Y Y Planning methods & models,
environmental planning, energy, land
use planning, & urban trasnportation
planning

Dolores Foley I 4 Y Y Community Planning, social policy,
conflict resolution & citizen
participation

Karl Kim I 5 Y Y Planning theory, planning methods,
infrastructure planning, & alternative
tourism planning

* Kem Lowry I 5 Y Y Alternative dispute resolution, coastal
management, planning theory, and
community-level planning

Luciano Minerbi I 5 Y Y Comparative urbanism, settlement
planning, environmental planning,
urban design, community development, 
planning with inddigenous people, &
Pacific island planning

* James Spencer I 4 Y Y Political economy & regional
development, urban labor markets,
environmental management,
community development, urban
services

Karen Umemoto I 5 Y Y Community planning, planning theory,
social policy, community economic
development, & race in ethnic relations
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Beyond the sources of funding provided by the University, our department has an exemplary 
record or receiving research grants. These grants have become a major source of funding our 
Ph.D. students through graduate assistantships and other forms of support such as attending 
conferences. 
 
The Department had over $6 million in grants and contracts in 2009-2010.  Our Ph.D. students 
are critical to our acquiring funding and meeting the requirements for the many grants and 
projects that the Department receives.  Our Ph.D. and Master students are not only resources for 
these projects but through these projects they are gaining important research skills and 
experiences that will benefit them in academia or professional careers as well as helping to fund 
their education. 
Our faculty serve as principal investigators on a range of projects from large state, national and 
international projects to medium and small projects that serve local public and private agencies. 
In addition faculty collaborate with other departments on various research projects.  
 
The listing below of some recent projects illustrates the range and diversity of projects: 
 
o Karl Kim. National Disaster Preparedness Training Center $4.8 mil per year 

o Jim Spencer. Vietnam Urban Planning Grant $550,000 

o Karl Kim. Kauai Important Ag Lands $500,000 

o Dolores Foley. Kauhale: Wai‘anae’s Youth Education & Entrepreneurial Initiative, 

$400,000 

o Mike Douglass. Liveable Cities in Asia  $300,000 

o Karl Kim.  Environmetal Impact Study $300,000 

o Dolores Foley and Luciano Minerbi. Am. Samoa Capacity Building for Ecosystem Village 

Disaster Resiliency. $366, 000 Luciano Minerbi. National Park Service Identification of 

Ancient and Historic Trails $265,500��� 

o Makena Coffman. Hawaii Energy Sustainability Program, $110,738.   

o Karl Kim. Sea Level Rise Study $95,000  

o Dolores Foley. Future Vision for Kupuna Care, $80,000 

o Karen Umemoto. Disproportionate Minority Contact Study, Hawaii State Office of Youth 

Services, 2011, $80,000 

o Makena Coffman. Environmental Indicators for Hawaii, $35,000 
 
 
Table 3 shows that from 2003 to end of spring semester 2011 the Ph.D. program had 27 students 
who were in various stages of study toward their doctoral degree.  Over these years, the ratios of 
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admissions to applications and actual entry into the program has varied. In a significant number 
of cases, substantial correspondence occurs between potential applicants and DURP faculty, 
which means that weaker or less suited people interested in our doctoral program are often 
screened out before their application process begins.  This further results in a higher ratio of 
applicants to admission because only strong candidates are encouraged to apply.   
 
All applications are reviewed by the entire faculty working as a committee as a whole for 
admissions to the Ph.D. program.  The department has adopted an agreement that in addition to 
each applicant meeting standards of admission, for a student to be admitted at least one faculty 
member must agree to be the (initial) adviser.   This is to ensure both fit between the student and 
our overall program and also that faculty have the expertise and willingness to supervise research 
at the doctoral level.  For these and other reasons related to our unique geographical location, the 
decision to enter our program is typically linked to the research interests and areas of expertise of 
respective faculty members and is thus closely monitored at the time of admission by both 
applicant and faculty in terms of potential to succeed and suitability to our program. 

 
 

Table 3.  Number of Applicants, Admissions and Entrants 
 

Academic 
Year 

Applicants         Admitted Entered Admit/Apply  
(%) 

Enter/Apply 
(%) 

2003—2004 12 8 4 67 33 
2004—2005 10 7 5 70 50 
2005—2006 18 9 6 50 33 
2006—2007 12 11 8 92 67 
2007—2008 10 7 3 70 30 
2009—2010 19 11 7 48 69 
2010—2011 25 13 5 52 22 
TOTAL 106 66 38 62 58 
AVERAGE 15.1 9.4 5.4 64 43 

 
When considering all Ph.D. students who are enrolled at DURP, there are an average of 2.5 
students per faculty FTE, which we believe is a prudent number to take on, especially during 
these earlier years of the program.    
 
4. Is the program efficient? Productivity and cost/benefit considerations within the overall 

context of campus and University “mission” and planning priorities.  Include 
quantitative measure comparing, for example, SSH/faculty, average class size, cost per 
SSH, cost per major with other programs in the college, on the campus, and, as 
appropriate, similar programs on other UH campuses. 

 
As shown in Table 5 the cost to the university of running our Ph.D. program is below the a 
comparable program.  For 2009-2010, for example, while the comparable cost per SSH is at 
$513, ours is $173.   Further, our projections to 2014-2015 show an even lower cost per SSH at 
$167 compared to the projected $513 per SSH for a comparable program.  When the revenues 
generated through grants that doctoral students gain employment from and assist us to secure are 



 11 

added to the calculations, our Ph.D. program is shown to be exceptionally efficient and a positive 
contribution to funding the educational experience at UHM. 
 
  
5. Evidence of program quality. A qualitative assessment of the program in relation to 

competing demand for resources by new programs and continuing programs.  
Accreditation or other external evaluation, student performances (e.g., on external 
exams), satisfaction, placement and employer satisfaction, awards to faculty and 
students’ faculty publication record, evaluation of faculty, etc. 

 
Since 1986, the Department of Urban and Regional Planning has consistently retained nationally 
accreditation by the Planning Accreditation Board (PAB), which reviews accreditation every 5 
years.  In every reaccreditation report we are lauded as an exemplary program in the US and 
Canada. In 2007 the program was reaccredited through 2013. The PAB Chair Eugenie Birch said 
the program was given the longest accreditation term possible because of its “exemplary record.” 
In addition, the field of Urban and Regional Planning is supported by several major US-based 
scholarly associations, including the American Planning Association (AP), the Association of 
Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP), the American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP), and 
the Urban Affairs Association (UAA).  All of these organizations are based on and promote the 
understanding that as a field of education, planning programs seek to link the production of 
knowledge to real world contexts and problem-solving.  This view is very well-aligned with the 
strategic plan of UHM, which emphasizes education’s role in making connections to the core 
places of Hawaii, the Pacific, and Asia, and across a range of scholarly and applied research 
actors from universities, to research organizations, to community organizations. The Ph.D. 
program at DURP has been geared to serve each of these partner sectors through an explicit 
focus on applied scholarship in this world region. 
 
DURP's track record of scholarship and position in the field of urban planning and studies is 
indicative of the quality of the Carnegie Research I qualifications of the department and the 
value of the Ph.D. program that is both one of the bases of these qualifications and a beneficiary 
of them. In 2007, the most recent data to which the department has access, DURP was ranked 
14th nationally in terms of scholarly productivity. DURP's faculty productivity rank places it one 
position below Ohio State and two behind USC, as well as one position above the University of 
Michigan and two above the University of Illinois, Chicago. These measures clearly place the 
intellectual and research environment present within DURP as among some of the most 
competitive universities in the country.  Because the Ph.D. program is focused on research, its 
high ranking is an indicator of the quality of the Ph.D. environment created in the department.  
 
DURP's scholarly reputation in the field was rewarded in 2010 by being selected to host in 
Honolulu the national meeting and international conference of the Urban Affairs Association. 
This contribution to the field provided an opportunity for DURP Ph.D. students and others to 
highlight their research and build connections with scholars in the field across the US and 
internationally.  
 
In a recent survey of Ph.D. students the respondents were overwhelmingly positive on their 
evaluations of faculty.  They indicated that they were satisfied with the feedback (93% agree or 
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strongly agree) and 92% agreed or strongly agreed that they had the instructional and advising 
support needed to achieve their learning goals.  They also suggested a number of improvements 
including adding specific courses and mechanisms that the faculty are considering. 
 
Concerning comparisons with other departments and programs at UHM, DURP faculty have 
won numerous teaching and research awards at the highest levels of recognition.  These include 
the Excellence in Research Award from the College of Social Sciences, teaching awards, 
finalists for Graduate Mentor of the Year, the Hung Wo and Elizabeth Lau Ching Award and the 
Robert Clopton Award for Outstanding Service to the Community and awards for leadership.  
Faculty have also been awarded a very high number of fellowships, visiting scholar and visiting 
professor awards at high ranking universities in Asia and North America.  All of these awards 
contribute to the exemplary record of receiving research grants by the department that total to 
millions of dollars in extramural funding coming to the university.  The reciprocal relationship 
between having highly qualified Ph.D. students and successfully implementing research grants 
has in effect meant that the Ph.D. program generates more funds for the university than it costs.  
This is furthered by our Ph.D. students’ ability to obtain external funding to pay tuition and other 
costs for their studies. 
 
6. Are program outcomes compatible with the objectives? 
 Analysis of numbers of majors, graduates, SSHs offered, service to non-majors, 

employment of graduates, etc., in relationship to objectives. 
 
As a Ph.D. program, the core student body consists of majors in our department.  However, as 
with our MURP program, the Ph.D. program also attracts students from across the campus who 
wish to gain skills in applied research.  Graduate students from Education, Social Work Political 
Science, Public Administration and NREM take both core and elective courses.  
 
Concerning Ph.D. students specifically, using the benchmark of 4.1 years-to-completion (or 4.4) 
we can say that most DURP Ph.D. students are on track to complete their degrees within this 
average measure. 12.5% of current Ph.D. students are behind schedule according to these 
criteria, and an additional 12.5% will be behind by the end of Spring 2009.  Most students are 
currently on schedule to meet the current average years-to-completion. While this should not be 
surprising, it does indicate that the department is not becoming bogged down by its Ph.D. 
program, and that most current students are moving through the program at an adequate pace.    

 
Table 4.  Progress of Students through the Ph.D. Program 2003-2010 

 
All PhD Students admitted from 2003   
   Average Years to Completion 4.4  
   Percent on track 75.0  
   Percent dropped out 3.1  
   Current Ph.D. Students / Faculty FTE 2.5 

 
Of the ten students who have been awarded Ph.D. degrees, the average time to degree has been 
4.4 years.  Secondly, of the 13 students who have taken the comprehensive exams, the average 
time to completion of this stage is 1.9 years.  Finally, of the 12 students who have been advanced 
to candidacy, the average time from date of enrollment has been 2.13 years.  Several students are 
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now in the late stages of dissertation writing and are on schedule to receive their Ph.D. degree in 
Spring 2011.  
 
Using the benchmark of 4.4 years-to-completion we can say that most DURP Ph.D. students are 
on track to complete their degrees within this average measure. 12.5% of current Ph.D. students 
are behind schedule according to these criteria, and an additional 12.5% will be behind by the 
end of Spring 2011.  Approximately 75% are currently on schedule to meet the current average 
years-to-completion. While this should not be surprising, it does indicate that the department is 
not becoming bogged down by its Ph.D. program, and that most current students are moving 
through the program at an adequate pace.  We believe this to be above national averages of 5-7 
years from admission to completion of Ph.D. degrees in the social sciences. 
 
 
7. Are program objectives still appropriate functions of the college and University? 
 Relationship to University mission and development plans, evident of continuing need 

for the program, projections of employment opportunities for graduates, etc. 
 
Our Ph.D. program originated as one designed to complement and enhance the educational 
mission of the University of Hawaii to be a center of excellence in the Asia-Pacific Region.  
More specifically, as an advanced program of education and training, our Ph.D. degree provides 
Hawaii, the U.S. and our world region with both educators and practitioners and a rapidly 
growing field of education and professional opportunities.   For the first time in history, more 
than half of the population in the world now lives in cities, and the fastest growing cities as well 
as the largest share of urban residents in the world now live in the Asia Pacific region.  The 
demand for educators and professionals continues to expand in parallel with the advent of the 
urban century.  The contributions of our faculty and students cover a wide range of community, 
government, non-government, and private sector enterprises.  Our Ph.D. students come from 
more than 20 countries.  Our faculty members engage in applied research throughout the region 
and beyond.  We have established a solid reputation in scholarship and applied research in 
Hawaii, the U.S. and internationally as well. 
 
In focusing its curriculum on such vital areas as environmental sustainability and multicultural 
planning, DURP has included a special focus in its recruitment efforts by focusing on attracting 
Ph.D. students from Asia and the Pacific, including those from or interested in planning in 
Hawaii and the Pacific Islands.  Once they have arrived at DURP and began their doctoral 
studies, students have been progressing well through the major milestones: memorandum of 
understanding with their adviser and committee, comprehensive exams, dissertation proposal 
defense, dissertation defense.  This steady progress is especially observable for those students 
admitted in 2004 and after, once initial departmental procedures had time to be more routinized.  
 
In light of the time it takes to begin and complete Ph.D. studies, and given the relative recent 
inauguration of our Ph.D. program in 2002, we are only just now beginning to be able to track 
the progress of our doctoral students after completing their degree. Projections for employment 
opportunities remain excellent for all of our graduates.  A majority of graduates to date have 
been international students and either were promoted or found new positions.  



 14 

Our recent surveys show that all 10 graduates have obtained excellent positions with 50% in 
academic positions: 

 
2010 
Kas Auskevich, :Principal, Evaluation Research, Fairbanks, Alaska 
Katia  Balassiano,: Visiting Assistant Professor, Cornell University 
Made Ibrunner:  Researcher, University of Hawaii 
Noriko Kono:     Assistant Professor, Toyko City University 
 
2009 
Ashwin Sabapathy: Azim Premji University in Bangalore, India 
Wilmar Salim: : Assistant Professor, School of Architecture, Planning, and Policy  
       Development, Institute of Technology Bandung (ITB) 
Cheryl Soon: Director of Planning for SSFM International, Honolulu 
 
2008 
Ross Stephenson: State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) Historian  
Napat Settachai:   College of Innovation, Thammasat University 
Bunnarith Meng,: Director of Department of Land Management, and Director of  
   Land  Management Sub-Sector Program, Cambodia 

 
Projections for employment opportunities remain excellent for all of our graduates.  A majority 
of graduates to date have been international students and either were promoted or found new 
positions.  
 
Concluding Statement 
 
In a time span of nine years the Ph.D. program in Urban and Regional Planning at UHM has 
matured into an efficient, productive and highly successful program that is serving the 
educational mission of the university in an exemplary manner.  Admissions procedures and the 
procedures to guide students through the program are rigorous and directed toward timely degree 
completion. Revenues generated by having a Ph.D. program exceed the SSH per student costs 
attributed to the program.  Students who have received our Ph.D. degree are fully employed and 
making contributions to universities as well as to professional practice throughout the Asia 
Pacific region.   
 
The Ph.D. program has many other benefits extending beyond the degree itself.  Ph.D. students 
provide important linkages between faculty and MURP students through their graduate assistant 
capacities, voluntary mentoring, and as examples of advanced scholarship.  They are 
indispensable to the department’s continuing record in receiving and implementing research 
grants.  They also assist other departments in GA positions and student mentoring as well.    
 
We present this request to advance our doctoral program from provisional to permanent with the 
belief that UHM can point to our doctoral program as an exemplar of its role as the Carnegie 1 
Ph.D. awarding flagship campus for the UH system.  
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Academic Program Cost and RevenuesTemplate: Provisional to Established 

ENTER VALUES IN HIGHLIGHTED CELLS ONLY
CAMPUS/Program 

Projected Years
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8

ENTER ACADEMIC YEAR (i.e., 2004-05) 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
Students & SSH

A. Headcount enrollment (Fall) 3 5 9 16 22 25 25 26
B. Annual SSH 848 1,043 1,248 1,337 1,451 1,377 1,594 1,419

Direct and Incremental Program Costs Without Fringe
C. Instructional Cost without Fringe 21,000$            35,000$           63,000$           112,000$         154,000$         175,000$           175,000$         182,000$                           
        C1. Number (FTE) of FT Faculty/Lecturers 0.30                  0.50                 0.90                 1.60                 2.20                 2.50                   2.50                 2.60                                   
        C2. Number (FTE) of PT Lecturers -                    -                   -                   -                   -                   -                     -                   -                                    
D. Other Personnel Costs -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                       -$                     -$                                      
E. Unique Program Costs -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                       -$                     -$                                      
F. Total Direct and Incremental Costs 21,000$            35,000$           63,000$           112,000$         154,000$         175,000$           175,000$         182,000$                           

Revenue
G. Tuition 152,640$          193,998$         240,864$         267,400$         352,593$         393,822$           524,426$         527,868$                           

Tuition rate per credit 180$                 186$                193$                200$                243$                286$                  329$                372$                                  
H. Other -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                       -$                     -$                                      
I. Total Revenue 152,640$          193,998$         240,864$         267,400$         352,593$         393,822$           524,426$         527,868$                           

-131,640 -158,998 -177,864 -155,400 -198,593 -218,822 -349,426 -345,868

Program Cost per SSH With Fringe
   K. Instructional Cost with Fringe/SSH 33$                   45$                  68$                  113$                143$                172$                  148$                173$                                  
         K1. Total Salary FT Faculty/Lecturers 21,000$            35,000$           63,000$           112,000$         154,000$         175,000$           175,000$         182,000$                           
         K2. Cost Including Fringe of K1 28,350$            47,250$           85,050$           151,200$         207,900$         236,250$           236,250$         245,700$                           
         K3. Total Salary PT Lecturers -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                       -$                     -$                                      
         K4. Cost Including fringe of K3 -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                       -$                     -$                                      
   L. Support Cost/SSH 303$                 280$                330$                336$                355$                423$                  469$                469$                                  

         Non-Instructional Exp/SSH 351$                 338$                386$                399$                422$                497$                  551$                551$                                  
         System-wide Support/SSH 51$                   51$                  53$                  56$                  60$                  68$                    72$                  72$                                    
         Organized Research/SSH 99$                   109$                109$                119$                127$                142$                  154$                154$                                  

   M. Total Program Cost/SSH 336$                 325$                398$                449$                498$                595$                  617$                642$                                  
   N. Total Campus Expenditure/SSH 592$                 571$                624$                650$                690$                793$                  870$                870$                                  

Instruction Cost with Fringe per SSH
   K. Instructional Cost/SSH 33$                   45$                  68$                  113$                143$                172$                  148$                173$                                  
   O. Comparable Cost/SSH 1,120$              904$                592$                581$                632$                643$                  773$                513$                                  

Program used for comparison:

MANOA/PhD URP

J.  Net Cost (Revenue)

PhD in NREM (CTAHR)

Provisional Years (adjust as needed to show all provisional years)

Reviewed by campus VC for Administrative Affairs:                               (date)
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TABLE 5
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A B C D E F G H I J K
Academic Program Cost and RevenuesTemplate: Provisional to Established 

ENTER VALUES IN HIGHLIGHTED CELLS ONLY
CAMPUS/Program 

Projected Years
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

ENTER ACADEMIC YEAR (i.e., 2004-05) 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15
Students & SSH

A. Headcount enrollment (Fall) 26 27 28 28 28
B. Annual SSH 1,419 1,500 1,550 1,580 1,580

Direct and Incremental Program Costs Without Fringe
C. Instructional Cost without Fringe 182,000$          189,000$         196,000$         196,000$         196,000$         
        C1. Number (FTE) of FT Faculty/Lecturers 2.60                  2.70                 2.80                 2.80                 2.80                 
        C2. Number (FTE) of PT Lecturers -                    -                   -                   -                   -                   
D. Other Personnel Costs -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     
E. Unique Program Costs -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     
F. Total Direct and Incremental Costs 182,000$          189,000$         196,000$         196,000$         196,000$         

Revenue
G. Tuition 588,885$          687,000$         776,550$         859,520$         927,460$         

Tuition rate per credit 415$                 458$                501$                544$                587$                
H. Other -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     
I. Total Revenue 588,885$          687,000$         776,550$         859,520$         927,460$         

-406,885 -498,000 -580,550 -663,520 -731,460

Program Cost per SSH With Fringe
   K. Instructional Cost with Fringe/SSH 173$                 170$                171$                167$                167$                
         K1. Total Salary FT Faculty/Lecturers 182,000$          189,000$         196,000$         196,000$         196,000$         
         K2. Cost Including Fringe of K1 245,700$          255,150$         264,600$         264,600$         264,600$         
         K3. Total Salary PT Lecturers -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     
         K4. Cost Including fringe of K3 -$                      -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                     
   L. Support Cost/SSH 469$                 469$                469$                469$                469$                

         Non-Instructional Exp/SSH 551$                 551$                551$                551$                551$                
         System-wide Support/SSH 72$                   72$                  72$                  72$                  72$                  
         Organized Research/SSH 154$                 154$                154$                154$                154$                

   M. Total Program Cost/SSH 642$                 639$                640$                636$                636$                
   N. Total Campus Expenditure/SSH 870$                 870$                870$                870$                870$                

Instruction Cost with Fringe per SSH
   K. Instructional Cost/SSH 173$                 170$                171$                167$                167$                
   O. Comparable Cost/SSH 513$                 513$                513$                513$                513$                

Program used for comparison:

MANOA/PhD in URP

J.  Net Cost (Revenue)

PhD in NREM (CTAHR)

Projected Years (adjust as needed to show all provisional years)

Reviewed by campus VC for Administrative Affairs:                               (date)
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Instructions

A.
B.

C.

D.

E.

F.
G.
H.

I.
J.

K.

L.

For example, from the 2005-06 UH Expenditure Report, the support expenditure/ssh per campus is:           

UHM $382.00 + $60 - $112 for organized research  = $330
UHH $278 + $40 = $318
UHWO $179.00 + $32 = $211
Haw CC $111.00 + $33 = $144
Hon CC $168.00 + $38 = $206
Kap CC $114.00 + $30 = $144
Kau CC $346.00 +  $68 = $414
Lee CC $112.00 + $28 = $140
Maui CC $175.00 + $39 = $214
Win CC $257.00 + $44 = $301

M.
N.

O.

Rev. 04.28.09

Headcount Enrollment:  Headcount enrollment of majors each Fall semester.  Located at url:  http://www.iro.hawaii.edu/maps/mltitles.asp
Please include an explanation of this template in your narrative.

Total Revenue:  G + H  *Formula for column D: =IF(OR(D21<>"",D23<>0),SUM(D21,D23),"")
Net Cost:   F - I   This is the net incremental cost of the program to the campus.  A negative number here represents net revenue (i.e., revenue in excess of cost.)  If there is a net cost, please explain 
how this cost will be funded.  *Formula for column D: =IF(AND(D18<>"",D24<>""),D18-24,"")

Annual SSH:   Course Registration Report located at http://www.iro.hawaii.edu/maps/mltitles.asp.  Add the SSH for the Fall and Spring reports to obtain the annual SSH. This is all SSH taught by the 
program, including to non-majors.

Other Personnel Cost: Salary cost (part or full time) for personnel supporting the program (APT, clerical lab support, advisor, etc.)  This includes personnel providing necessary support for the program 
who may not be directly employed by the program and may include partial FTEs. Add negotiated collective bargaining increases and 4% per year for inflation thereafter.
Unique Program Cost:  Costs specific to the program for equipment, supplies, insurance, etc.  For provisional years, this would be actual cost.  For established years, this would be projected costs 
using amortization for equipment and add 4% per year for inflation thereafter.
Total Direct and Incremental Cost:  C + D + E   *Formula for column D: =IF(OR(D13<'"",D16<>0,D17<>0),SUM(D13,D16,D17),"")
 Tuition :  Annual SSH X resident tuition rate/credit  *Formula for column D: =IF(D10>0,D10*D22,"")

Instructional Cost without Fringe (automated calculation):  Direct salary cost for all faculty and lecturers teaching in the program. *Formula for column D: =IF(OR(D32<>"",D34<>""),D32+D34,"")

C2. Number of part time lecturers who are <.5 FTE.

Other:  Other sources of revenue including grants, program fees, etc.  This should not include in-kind contributions unless the services or goods contributed are recorded in the financial records of the 
campus and included in Direct and Incremental Costs in this template.

C1. Number of full time faculty and lecturers who are >.5 FTE.

Comparable Program/Division Instructional Cost/SSH:  Taken from UH Expenditures Report (http://www.hawaii.edu/budget/expend.html) or campus data, as available.  Please note in the space 
provided, the program used for the comparison.

Instructional Costs with Fringe/SSH:   (K2 + K4) / B     *Formula for column D: =IF((D10<>""),(SUM(D33,D35)/D10,"")

Support Cost/SSH:The campus’ non instructional expenditure/ssh + systemwide support  – organized research (UHM only) as provided by UH Expenditure Report  
(http://www.hawaii.edu/budget/expend.html )  *Formula for column D: =IF(OR(D37>0,D38>0,D39>0),D37+D38-D39,"")

Total Program Cost/SSH:  K + L   *Formula for column D: =IF(OR(D31<>"",D36<>""),D31+D36,"")
Total Campus Expenditure/SSH:  Taken from UH Expenditures Report  For example, for 2005-2006:  UHM = $799-112 (organized research) = $687, UHH = $528, UHWO = $429, HawCC = $329, 
HonCC = $375, KapCC = $300, KauCC = $677, LeeCC=$279,  Maui CC= $385, WinCC=$442

K1. Salaries without Fringe of Full Time Faculty and Lecturers who are > .5 FTE based on FTE directly related to the program.  Add negotiated collective bargaining increases and 4% per year for 
inflation thereafter. 
K2. K1 X 1.35   *Formula for column D: =IF(D32="","",D32*1.35)

K3. Salaries without Fringe for Lecturers who are < .5 FTE based on FTE directly related to the program.  Add negotiated collective bargaining increases and 4% per year for inflation thereafter.
K4. K3 X 1.05   *Formula for column D: =IF(D34="","",D34*1.05)
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