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Introduction
With great enthusiasm, California State University, Monterey Bay opened its doors to students fifteen years
ago. Since that time CSUMB has developed programs and curricula that empower students and instill in
them skills and knowledge they need to become able citizens of the 21st Century. Though we have grown
and changed through the years, our staff, faculty, and students remain excited by and committed to the
original campus vision. As the campus approached its second accreditation cycle, in its second decade of
operation, we sought to engage in self-study that would help us understand the ways we needed to change
and develop to best serve our students over the next fifteen years. We have devoted considerable time,
energy, and resources to this endeavor and we have an enormous sense of excitement and accomplishment
over our progress.
CSUMB has worked seriously towards increasing student success and graduation rates, as well as toward
developing and strengthening our feedback loops. The Fall 2009 CPR acknowledged and reaffirmed this
work and encouraged us to develop it further for the EER. We have enjoyed developing the EER as a
narrative—a story that describes our progress and achievements—and have given serious attention to the
visiting team’s and commission’s directives.
To help orient readers, we organized the report by sections and themes largely consistent with our proposal.
Section 1 responds to the CPR action letter and CPR team report by giving an account of the campus’
work on strengthening feedback loops, as well as a summary of our approach to this accreditation cycle, the
development of our themes, and how the campus has engaged in this work that is so important to CSUMB’s
near- and long-term success. We close this section with important updates on the formation of a campus
curriculum committee as well as the development and adoption of a new general education curriculum, the
Otter Model.
Section 2 describes our work in relationship to the three themes from our Institutional Proposal: 1) Factors
in Student Success: Student Success Initiatives; 2) Analyzing the Value of the CSUMB Academic Model;
and 3) Quality in Teaching and Learning: Evaluation of Different Capstone Models. The subsection for
each theme presents what we proposed, the story of the theme’s research, what was learned, and how the
campus is using what we have learned. We connect the themes to the recommendations of the action letter,
the team report, and the CFRs, throughout.
We present additional important work required by WASC in the final section “Additional Required
Elements for the Educational Effectiveness Review.” This work includes student learning in GE, the majors,
and the co-curricular programs, campus-wide support for teaching, learning, and assessment, analysis of the
effectiveness of our program review process, and importantly, a comprehensive response to the action letter’s
directive regarding “Improvement of Student Retention and Graduation Rates.” A subsection integrating
the themes that emerge from this accreditation cycle, the value of this work to the campus, and how we will
resource the work and maintain our momentum concludes the report.
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Section 1: Response to Last Capacity and Preparatory Review
Recommendations
A. Strengthening Feedback Loops
We are happy to report a great deal of progress in this area. As noted in the post CPR commission action
letter, the university “has developed an appropriate evidence-based model to determine how well it is
achieving its educational purposes and learning objectives” (March 2010 letter, p. 1). However, the team
report indicates that in practice, “the collection and use of data are inconsistent across the university (p. 1).”
The action letter instructs CSUMB that a central focus of the Educational Effectiveness Review should be to
demonstrate that the university “is using outcomes data to improve programs and student learning over the
short and long term” (p.1). We are proud to demonstrate that the university is, in fact, doing this.
Strengthening feedback loops by enhancing consistent use of data and implementing decisions to improve
programs and services is part of continuous improvement and this is occurring across the university (CFRs
4.1, 4.3, 4.4). As expected, this report discusses the use of outcome data to understand and to improve
student learning in General Education (the university’s University Learning Requirements, or ULR
program), in the majors, and in co-curricular programs (CFRs 2.4, 2.5). Additionally, we provide examples
of program improvement resulting from the program review process (CFR 2.7). We present some important
examples of our work here in this section; however, because they are required elements in and of themselves,
they are also discussed in detail in Section 3 entitled, “Additional Required Elements for the Educational
Effectiveness Review.”
The Academic Senate passed our program review model in 2006, and thus it is not quite five years in
existence on our campus. Program review occurs every seven years and is overseen by the provost’s office.
We are deeply engaged in a productive learning curve as the campus implements the new model and
articulates the importance of assessment of student achievement (CFRs 2.7, 4.1, 4.3, 4.4). The review
model we are using for university services outside of academic degree programs is analogous to that for the
CSUMB academic program review, with a self-study including data analysis, an external review, and the use
of program/service review results in planning and implementing continued improvement. Here we present
some examples of institutional learning and how we strengthen feedback loops in Academic Programs and
University Services.
Example 1: The academic program review of the major in Information Technology and Communication
Design (ITCD) conducted in 2007 included the examination of enrollment data, assessment of student
learning, an external review, and development of a Program Improvement Plan (CFRs 1.2, 2.1, 2.4, 4.5).
An analysis of diminishing enrollment drew particular attention to the profile of current students and to the
curriculum. The external reviewers recommended the elimination of a Major Learning Outcome (MLO) in
mathematics that was a hold-over from an earlier focus on computer science. Students in computer science
were now being served directly by a new major in Computer Science and Information Technology (CSIT),
but the MLOs for ITCD had not yet been re-focused. The reviewers proposed that the mathematics MLO
was relevant for computer science but not communication design and therefore should be eliminated as a
requirement. Further, the reviewers recommended renaming the degree as “Communication Design” in order
to better describe the artistic and design content of the curriculum. Faculty embraced and implemented both
of these recommendations. Furthermore, the department engages in an annual assessment retreat at the end
of each academic year, during which time faculty reviews student work in relationship to Major Learning
Outcomes. If necessary, faculty will evaluate the effect (if any) of eliminating the mathematics requirement and
make any further adjustments, during the next review. (The ITCD program review portfolio with self-study,
external reviewers’ report, and Program Improvement Plan will be in the team room.)
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Example 2: Academic program review has also produced a powerful evidence-driven learning experience
for Environmental Science, Technology & Policy (ESTP). Similar to ITCD, the review process involved
significant self-study, assessment of student learning, and study of its curriculum. The program has since
invested significant time and energies pursuing several of its external reviewers’ recommendations. The
reviewers highlighted redundant and divergent major learning outcomes, and suggested eliminating some
and clarifying others. As ESTP has begun to restructure its areas of specializations within the major, moving
to raise several of them to formal degree programs, it is reshaping the major learning outcomes (MLOs) to
reflect the reviewers’ recommendations.
The program conducted several mapping exercises that deconstructed outcomes into core skills and
abilities, and analyzed curricula to understand where these skills and abilities are introduced, practiced and
developed, and mastered by students. As a result, the faculty came to a better understanding of the meaning
of their MLOs and identified gaps in the curriculum. Faculty are modifying courses to address those gaps.
ESTP engaged in assessment of student learning in two MLOs as part of its self-study; it was the first time
the department had engaged in MLO assessment. In response, the reviewers encouraged the program
to streamline and routinize the assessment of MLOs. The department now incorporates this work in its
annual assessment plans. Finally, the reviewers strongly encouraged ESTP to develop an Environmental
Studies degree for students who were not prepared or able to complete the rigorous, math-intensive ESTP
curriculum. As a result, the department developed this new major which was passed by the Academic Senate
during Fall 2010.
Example 3: In 2009-2010 the university implemented “Academic and Administrative Services Review,”
a multi-year, cyclical program review of services (as opposed to academic programs) in Academic Affairs,
Enrollment Services, Student Affairs, and Administration & Finance (CFRs 4.4, 4.6). The services review
goes beyond identifying the goals accomplished by a unit to evaluating the effectiveness of services and
outcomes by collecting and analyzing data, conducting external reviews, identifying needed changes
and making improvement decisions, and implementing and evaluating improvements. Service reviews
demonstrating strengthened feedback loops and continuous improvement have been conducted in Student
Activities & Leadership Development, Student Housing & Residential Life, and across each unit in Facilities
& Operations. We will provide these reviews in the team room, and an example from the first year of
services reviews is included here.
Campus Planning & Development, a unit in Facilities Management & Planning, engaged in services review
during 2009-2010. CPD examined the design process it used for the Tanimura & Antle Family Memorial
Library (completed in 2008) and responded by changing its design process (CFR 4.4). During the library
design phase, the design team led a process in which library occupants determined what was needed/required
in their new area as part of their individual office and/or departmental space. The design team asked many
questions about each area and how the building occupants would or could work in the new library. In the
years that passed before we actually constructed and occupied the building, some of the building occupants
changed and they had little input into modifying the new spaces. About a year after the new library opened,
the design team surveyed the new occupants to evaluate satisfaction with air quality, office layout, acoustic
quality, cleanliness, lighting, etc. Based on the responses received, the design team learned what worked well
and what did not.
CPD and Facilities Management and Planning reviewed the survey results and determined what could be
modified locally to improve the occupants’ satisfaction with their work place. The overall general satisfaction
with the workplace was good (78 percent). Thermal comfort and cleanliness did not have high ratings, and
changes were made right away regarding those aspects of building operation. The energy manager made
adjustments to the temperature of the building to rectify several concerns, and the custodial contractor
modified the cleaning routine. The library director consulted with his staff to see if they noticed a difference
and sent these results to CPD so the responses could remain anonymous.
3

Based on what it learned from evaluating the library design process, CPD will incorporate changes in the
future. As we design the next academic spaces, we will pay particular attention to thermal comfort, acoustic
quality, and lighting issues since those areas most concerned the library occupants. While we maintain
general guidelines for office layout and furniture, we aim to provide as much natural light as feasible for
work spaces, incorporating individual controls for shades and overhead light fixtures. Because not everyone
works in an enclosed office, we will explore layout and partition options for cubicle offices to offer increased
acoustic separation and privacy. Creating better zone separation for the building occupants (if operable
windows are not provided) should lead to improved thermal comfort since the building systems are not
individually controlled. The next building on our planning horizon is a new academic building that will
house the School of Business and the School of Information Technology & Communication Design. To
date, we have constructed only two academic buildings on campus (the Chapman Science Center and the
Tanimura & Antle Family Memorial Library), thus we understand the importance of learning from our
experience and incorporating these lessons into the future development of campus facilities.
Example 4: We are using completed feedback loops that result in enhanced programs and services across
campus. An example from Judicial Affairs demonstrates the kind of cooperation between Student Affairs
and Academic Affairs necessary to strengthen and sustain improvement. The judicial affairs officer tracks
the number of academic integrity-related student conduct cases reported each year. We adopted a formal
campus policy on Academic Integrity and delivered training for faculty in 2007-2008. Consequently, the
number of reported academic integrity cases doubled. This was attributed to increased awareness among
faculty. Then, in 2008-2009, the policy was no longer “new,” we did not provide training, and the number
of cases dropped by 50 percent. We re-introduced training sessions for faculty in August and September
of 2009, and the number of reported cases in 2009-2010 increased 83 percent. It is very important to
us to develop and maintain a campus culture that values academic integrity and it is clear that we need
an enduring process to support this goal. Training on academic integrity is now part of New Faculty
Orientation and the judicial affairs officer works with each college to provide faculty training on an on-going
basis.

B. Improving Student Retention and Graduation Rates
Strengthening feedback has enabled us to address improvements systematically across the campus, not the
least of which has been our need to improve student retention and graduation rates. The commission and
team also stressed CSUMB’s need to address these important, long-standing challenges (CFR 1.2). These
issues are of paramount importance to CSUMB, and we are happy to report that work in these areas has
been far reaching and has deeply influenced many of the activities and research projects presented in the
EER. This work has also produced significant structural changes in many parts of the campus including
our GE system, advising system, and First Year Seminar (CFRs 1.2, 1.7, 2.2a, 2.3, 2.10, 2.12). In the
final section of this report (Section 3, Part B), entitled “Further Development of Student Success Efforts:
Retention, Graduation, and the CSU Graduation Initiative,” we describe the results of our work that focuses
on the commission’s directive to improve student retention and graduation rates; in this section readers will
see the significance of our investment in this work, and the substantial progress we have made in increasing
student retention.
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Description of EE Approach
A. Summary of Institutional Approach to the Proposal and Themes, Campus
Engagement, and Relevance to CSUMB
1) Background of This Accreditation Cycle
CSUMB has used this accreditation cycle, the institutional proposal, CPR, and EER to understand and
address issues that will enable the campus to thrive. Most of our work has focused on increasing student
success, and better attaching students to CSUMB. We have engaged the campus broadly as we sought to
understand these issues and develop solutions (CFRs 3.8, 4.5).
Our initial accreditation was a very rich learning experience and we received a great deal of constructive
advice in the recommendations from the visiting team. Thus, the WASC Accreditation Proposal
Workgroup (WAPWG, the group charged with developing the proposal for reaccreditation), began its
work by conducting a thorough analysis of the 2003 WASC Accreditation Recommendations (Appendix
1: Responses to 2003 WASC Recommendations) which were originally reported in Appendix 12 of
the Institutional Proposal. We examined each of the ten recommendations and sought to understand
the progress (or lack thereof) the campus had made during the intervening years, the relevance of
each recommendation to the current state of the institution, and how we might effectively address the
recommendations in the self-study (CFR 1.9). We next considered issues, challenges, and opportunities
facing the campus, the 2002-2007 Strategic Plan, and Access to Excellence (the CSU’s Strategic Plan). We
vetted the results of these two analyses across campus, and sought input from many different constituencies.
Three themes emerged from these campus deliberations:
1) Factors in Student Success
2) Analyzing the Value of the CSUMB Academic Model
3) Quality in Teaching and Learning: Evaluation of Different Capstone Models
WAPWG disbanded after the acceptance of our proposal and we formed several other committees to carry
the work forward including: 1) the Capacity Committee, who developed and implemented research and
projects for the capacity visit and vetted the capacity report; 2) the Educational Effectiveness Committee,
who worked primarily as individual research teams developing the theme-related research described in the
proposal; and 3) the WASC Steering Committee, who provided oversight over the CPR, supervised campuswide engagement in educational effectiveness and EE research, and provided significant vetting of the EE
report.
Our campus has engaged widely, enthusiastically, and rigorously in the work presented in this report. Staff
and faculty led in the creation of the institutional proposal, engaging the campus via town hall meetings and
presentations, and crafting the analysis that led to the identification of the three themes. Faculty conducted
the capstone research, and students, staff, and faculty participated in the research. Faculty, staff, and
students created and conducted the alumni survey, and we are proud to note that over 500 alumni (former
students) participated. Broad groups of faculty drove the significant revisions of the ULR system, academic
advising, and First Year Seminar. We presented all of this work across campus multiple times, in multiple
venues. Many members of the campus community have engaged in conversations regarding the substantial
modifications to our ULR/GE system, significant changes to academic advising, restructuring of the
Academic Senate Bylaws and the formation of a campus curriculum committee, and attended a presentation
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on the WASC Alumni Survey, Capstone Research, Retention Analysis, and Student Experience Survey.
Indeed, we have discussed these projects widely and deeply from campus-wide venues to departmental
meetings. There is also a significant sense that these projects are not pro forma and they are not about
WASC and accreditation. They are the significant work of the campus and CSUMB has rolled up its sleeves
and worked with great enthusiasm.

2) Quality Assurance in Educational Effectiveness
CSUMB has systems for maintaining and improving educational quality at the university level, in the
majors, and in general education, and we address these in greater detail in “Curricular Oversight” (Section
1, Part B2), “Support for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment” and “An Analysis of the Effectiveness of
Program Review Process,” (Section 3, Parts A4 and A5 respectively). At the university level, the Academic
Senate’s newly adopted curriculum committee will serve the campus by reviewing new academic programs
and courses, and providing oversight between and among the curricula of different majors, and coordinating
program review and campus-wide assessment.
In the majors, we conduct educational quality and assessment of student learning through program review,
which involves a review of degree program curricula as well as major learning outcomes (MLOs), and
assessment conducted during “assessment days.” Assessment days occur during fall and spring planning
weeks; they are days during which departments engage in assessment of student learning. Both program
review and assessment days act as feedback loops by starting with inquiry around student performance,
development of assessment rubrics, and application of these rubrics to samples of student work. We conduct
both processes in ways that produce information on student performance that allow results to be used to
improve curricula as well as pedagogical approaches.
Our ULR Faculty Learning Communities conduct quality assurance in general education through periodic
course review and biannual systematic assessment of student learning. The course review process requires
course authors to produce an alignment grid that illustrates the teaching, learning, and assessment resources
devoted to each of the GE learning outcomes. Authors also explain in writing how each of the outcomes
manifests in their course, and how they assess each outcome. Both of these help to ensure that the outcomes
receive adequate curricular space.
The systematic assessment of student learning is a process by which each faculty learning community
develops assessment (assignments and rubrics) for one or more of their learning outcomes every other
year. The Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment conducts and facilitates these assessments on a
valid sample size. Faculty members work in small groups and use rubrics to evaluate student work. Faculty
learning communities take results of this work back into their learning community meetings to understand
strengths and weaknesses in student performance, and to modify their teaching in response to the data.

B. Additional Work Relevant to Ensuring Educational Effectiveness
1) General Education Reform
In addition to our WASC EE projects (research presented in the Themes One through Three) discussed
later in this report, CSUMB has made progress in other areas relevant to Educational Effectiveness
including: 1) General Education Reform, and 2) Curricular Oversight. We report on these two important
areas here.
CSUMB’s founding faculty designed a unique and somewhat experimental GE system which was articulated
to the CSUMB Vision Statement as well as attentive to best practices in emergent interdisciplinary general
6

education programs. We called our GE requirements “University Learning Requirements,” or ULRs, and
we designed them to prepare students with the skills and abilities they would need as citizens of the 21st
Century. With requirements for four semesters of foreign language, technology and information literacy,
culture and equity, two courses in Service Learning, four unit courses, and ULR titles idiosyncratic to a new
and different campus, our GE system looked and felt very different from more traditional GE systems.
Over time, the campus came to understand that the ULRs were challenging to navigate, overly complicated,
made transfer into and out of CSUMB difficult, required a relatively large number of units and likely
contributed to the fact that CSUMB students typically accumulated more than 140 semester units
during their tenure. In addition, these issues probably contributed to challenges with retention and
attracting transfer students from California community colleges (CFR 2.14). Thus, CSUMB engaged in
comprehensive GE reform.
In 2008-2009 the Provost and Academic Senate Chair assembled the ULR Workgroup, a campus-wide,
representative group, to develop several GE models that would be considered by the Academic Senate.
The Workgroup developed parameters and questions and used these, the charge to the Workgroup, CSU
Executive Order 1033: CSU General Education Breadth Requirements, and AAC&U’s Liberal Education
and America’s Promise (LEAP), as guiding documents. The charge focused on developing models that
would fit the CSUMB Vision, Title 5, and the guiding documents. The model also had to enable students
to graduate in 120 units, integrate well with any major, be readily understood by students and advisers,
allow students choice of courses, and consider resource implications of any changes on departments. We
actively vetted three models across campus in late spring and early fall of 2009.
The ULR Workgroup concluded its work in October 2009, and delivered the models, guiding documents,
and a new charge, to the ULROP (University Learning Requirements Operations Committee), the
Academic Senate standing committee charged with reviewing and processing all institutional changes to
the GE system. The ULROP engaged in a substantial research process, and listened carefully to the many
constituents, particularly the community college counselors and campus comments.
The ULROP’s work resulted in a new GE system called the Otter Model, adopted by the Academic Senate
by a substantial margin (33 Yes, 2 No, 2 Abstentions) in April 2010. Changes in GE with the Otter
Model include a reduction in the foreign language requirement for all students and no foreign language
requirement for transfer-ready students who transfer into high unit majors, significantly better alignment
with Title 5 (Areas A-E) and our sister institutions (both CSUs and CCCs), a much simpler structure (to
facilitate advising and transfer, and increase navigability), and the elimination of several formal requirements.
The commission directed us to increase student retention and graduation rates. By making our GE system
easier to navigate, smaller, easier to understand, and an easier system in which to advise students, the Otter
Model is likely to have significant long-term impact on retention and graduation rates (CFRs 2.14, 4.1, 4.3).
The implementation of the Otter Model requires a great deal of planning. A group met during Summer
2010 to develop a time line for implementation. Faculty and administrators developed a comprehensive list
of ULR courses that will no longer serve as GE courses in the Otter Model. We have begun work earnestly
in Fall 2010 as faculty learning communities for new GE Areas develop learning outcomes and assessment
protocols, and as faculty and administrative units respond to the changes, sun-setting some courses, and
developing new courses to meet the needs of the new model. We expect the Otter Model to be fully
implemented beginning Fall 2012.

2) Curricular Oversight
In CSUMB’s early years, faculty focused on developing programs and curricula. However, as programs
have become more established, and resources (especially faculty time) have become more limited, the need
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to develop the capacity to manage and provide oversight over the curricula has become more urgent. The
current Academic Senate Consent Process provided a means by which new courses came into being (or were
changed or sunsetted), were introduced across campus, and were brought before the Academic Senate, but
this process has only governed the flow of traffic, rather than provided genuine oversight and coordination.
The visiting team noted this issue in the team report and strongly encouraged the campus to develop a
university-wide curriculum committee. Appropriate curricular oversight is critical to assuring quality in
teaching and learning and the curriculum committee will serve as an important part of our quality assurance
system, provide course review, and ensure oversight for all curricular and systematic assessment issues. As
the need for curricular oversight and coordination, as well as systematic assessment of student learning,
has grown, the Academic Senate changed its bylaws to enact a campus curriculum committee. It draws its
membership from the colleges and other standing committee chairs. In Fall 2010, the Academic Senate
convened its university-wide curriculum committee, the Senate Curriculum Committee Council (CFRs 3.8,
4.1, 4.7).

Section 2: Research Themes of CSUMB’s Self Study
Introduction
In Section 2 we develop the three themes of our proposal for reaccreditation: Theme One) Factors for
Student Success: Student Success Initiatives; Two) Analyzing the Value of the CSUMB Academic Model;
and Three) Quality in Teaching and Learning: Evaluation of Different Capstone Models. In Theme One,
we used the results of our retention analysis to develop a new model for academic advising. The model has
been developed and is currently being piloted. We also report in this theme on many other student success
initiatives currently underway. In Theme Two, our primary research was a large-scale alumni survey which
is completed and has been presented and discussed extensively across campus. The results of the study have
informed much of our recent planning, including the significant reform of our GE program. A smaller scale
study of alumni employers was also conducted and will be available in the team room. For Theme Three,
Quality in Teaching and Learning, we engaged in research to evaluate different capstone models. This
research is completed and has been presented and discussed broadly across campus. A teaching co-operative
through the Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment is further pursuing the results of this study and
studying three new capstone pilots undertaken by the authors of the capstone research.

Theme One: Factors in Student Success: Student Success Initiatives
A. Intervention Strategy for Theme One Selected Following Retention Analysis:
Improving Academic Advising
1) Introduction
During the past five years, student success and retention have become the subject of intense institutional
focus. At the time we submitted our Institutional Proposal (2007) we had begun to investigate student
retention data and established increasing student success as a major goal in the University Strategic Plan
(2008-2018). As promised in the Institutional Proposal and updated in the CPR, a retention study informs
this work (2001-2007; and updated in 2008, 2009, and 2010 with annual retention data). What we learned
from the retention study and its analysis validated our concerns regarding student retention; concerns
echoed by the visiting team and in the WASC Commission Action Letter (March 2010). In the Institutional
Proposal we committed to select an intervention directed at student success, informed by what we learned in
8

the retention analysis. This section of the EER highlights the data and evidence we examined which resulted
in the selection of “improving academic advising” as our primary intervention for this EER theme. We
present the campus work to improve academic advising along with additional student success initiatives we
have developed and implemented in our commitment to increase student success.

2) Retention Study and Analysis
As we examined the entire data set of the retention study, we investigated the data about students not
retained as well as those retained. We analyzed persistence rates with respect to important demographic
variables including gender and ethnicity, as well as other variables such as academic standing and whether
students had declared a major. It is common for institutions to have lower retention and graduation rates for
different groups of students. In particular, many institutions show an achievement gap between traditionally
under-represented “minority” (URM) and non-URM students, with the URM students often persisting and
graduating at lower rates.
When we analyzed our campus retention data, as illustrated in Figure 1, we found that our attrition
rates across all populations were actually consistent with their relative proportions in the overall student
population. We learned that we were losing students generally across the student body; we lost students in
good standing as well as those on probation, and the gender and race of the students we were losing were in
relative proportion to their campus demographic.
Students Not Returning (SNR): Ethnicity by Year
35%
30%

SNR - All

25%

SNR - Freshmen

20%

SNR - Sophomores

15%

SNR - Juniors

10%

SNR - Seniors

5%
0%
Overall
SNR

African
American

Asian

Decline to
State

Latino

Other

White

Figure 1 illustrates that students are lost in nearly equal proportions from different ethnicities. The figure also shows that the campus continues to lose students as
they move through the years of study.

Armed with this knowledge, we chose to focus on “improving academic advising” as an intervention that
would benefit all student groups. As we examined the institutional data gathered in student surveys about
academic advising, the selection of this focus for Theme One was validated. CSUMB students expressed
dissatisfaction with advising, in various venues, including on surveys commonly given nationally (NSSE
and SSI), as well as our own CSUMB Experience Survey, and a survey we gave to students in our First Year
Seminar. Survey results are available on the CSUMB website of the office of Institutional Assessment and
Research ( iar.csumb.edu/survey-reports). The survey data told us that students were dissatisfied with various
aspects of advising, including: a) adviser availability/accessibility; b) appointment scheduling procedures; c)
9

unclear degree requirements; and d) consistency and accuracy of information supplied by advisers, including
peer advisers (CFR 2.10).
We determined that a general restructuring of advising was needed in order to develop high quality advising
(CFR 2.12); however, we began making significant changes (including personnel) while we developed the
new model. Many of these changes focused on the Undergraduate Advising Center (UAC), traditionally
the site for much of the lower-division advising on campus. First we developed a director-level position
to oversee the UAC (“director of advising”). The director implemented a number of changes in the UAC,
including altering its internal scheduling of advisers in order to increase adviser availability, setting hours for
walk-in advising, discontinuing the use of peer advisers, maintaining a database regarding student-adviser
contacts, starting an online appointment system, and redesigning its website and physical office space in
order to more effectively assist students with academic and career advising issues (CFR 1.3). This work
aligned with degree requirements and degree pathway projects coordinated by Academic Affairs, which
were tied into new degree planning forms that were developed for advisers to explain degree progress and
completion to students. At the same time we also implemented the “degree audit” function in PeopleSoft,
our student information system. Additionally, we created and published a student advising guidebook in
both electronic and hardcopy formats to provide students a hands-on tool to help them through orientation
and initial advising. The director of advising also established a common definition of academic advising for
use across campus and developed a number of training tools for use by all advisers. The campus Student
Career Development Office was placed administratively under the UAC so that those efforts might be more
closely aligned with the overall advising enterprise. One of the current staff advisers has been specifically
designated as the “transfer adviser” to address the specific needs of incoming transfers (CFR 2.14).
When we selected Factors in Student Success as Theme One for the EER, we spoke in our Institutional
Proposal about needing to better attach students to CSUMB. We understand student success to be a more
broad concept than retention and graduation rates. Enhanced student success is demonstrated in increased
retention and graduation rates and perhaps, in a very fundamental way it expresses how well a student has
attached him or herself to a university community and how he/she develops in that context. Our changes in
advising have focused not only on increasing quality by providing accurate and timely advising information,
but also on creating the connectedness between students and advisers so that students feel they have a
consistent and reliable personal contact on campus.
As we investigated the retention data, we realized we needed to go further than identifying the attributes
of successful interventions, the outcome we had proposed for Theme One in our institutional proposal.
We needed to retain significantly more students at CSUMB and determined to implement a number of
initiatives directed at increasing student success and attachment to the university. While improving academic
advising has been and will continue to be a significant campus-wide response to these data, we have also
endeavored to “attach” students to CSUMB in an array of ways. Here we present examples of initiatives
to enhance student activities and student life, initiatives targeting all undergraduate students, first-year
students, “undeclared” students, students on probation, and students who want to engage in undergraduate
research. Examining the data and understanding the broad nature of the retention challenge facing CSUMB
catalyzed university-wide engagement to increase student success. Hence, the additional student success
initiatives reported here as part of Theme One.
We have focused many efforts on freshmen students. We knew we were losing many freshmen, and when we
analyzed our freshmen retention rates compared to other CSUs, we found we had one of the lowest rates in
the system. For students who entered in the Fall 2008, for example, one-year retention rates for the system
ranged from 68 percent to 91 percent, with a system-wide rate of 80 percent. At 71 percent, CSUMB fell
well below the average.
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Our student retention decreased from 2003 through 2006; however, we have significantly increased student
retention, particularly first-year retention over the past three years, as clearly shown in Figure 2. Moreover,
we now examine retention data intentionally and regularly. In 2007 the provost initiated and continues to
sponsor an annual Retention Retreat. The Enrollment Management Council along with other university
and faculty leaders review current and recent retention data as background for discussions and planning of
retention strategies. CSUMB’s focus on retention also aligns with the CSU Graduation Initiative, aimed at
increasing retention and graduation rates in the CSU system. We discuss this initiative thoroughly in Part B
of Section 3 entitled “Further Development of Student Success Efforts: Retention, Graduation Rates, and
the CSU Graduation Initiative” near the end of this report. CSUMB’s attention to student retention and
graduation rates began three years prior to the CSU Initiative.

Figure 2

3) A New Model for Academic Advising at CSUMB
CSUMB has utilized various modes of advising throughout the campus; including faculty advisers,
professional advisers in the major, peer advisers, Educational Opportunity Program advisers, and
Undergraduate Advising Center (UAC) staff advisers. Each of these advising encounters happens separately
and autonomously from each of the others. Thus the current practice lacks a mechanism to maintain
coherence, consistency and accuracy of information, and oversight.
In 2008 the provost charged an Academic Advising Workgroup to examine the institutional data about
academic advising at CSUMB, to consider the best practice recommendations of the National Academic
Advising Association (NACADA), and to recommend a new model of academic advising that addressed the
concerns identified above. The group, chaired by an academic dean and the director of the UAC, included a
broad cross section of campus stakeholders, and has remained focused on the commitment of the campus in
its Strategic Plan, “to develop academic advising as a signature strength.” (The roster of workgroup members
can be found in Appendix 2: Academic Advising Workgroup Roster).
In Spring 2010 the workgroup submitted its proposal of an entirely new model for academic advising to the
provost (Appendix 3: Proposal for a New Advising Model). The group drew upon the NACADA advising
standards (see Appendix 4: NACADA Advising Standards) for guidance in constructing the model. But
of greater importance, it draws specifically from and is responsive to our empirical data and the lessons
we have drawn from those data (CFR 2.10). In that vein, the new approach will accomplish the following
things: (a) create a centralized advising system under the oversight of the director of advising; (b) provide a
clear definition of advising; (c) identify advising outcomes developmentally across the student’s academic
career at CSUMB and a means for assessing those outcomes; (d) assure that each student has an assigned
adviser (and a back-up adviser); (e) clearly delineate the duties and functions of professional staff advisers
and differentiate them from the mentoring and professional preparation advising done by faculty; (f) create
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uniform and common training for all who are performing advising functions so that all will be advising
students from a common knowledge base (see Appendices 3 and 4); (g) make use of available technology to
track student interactions with advisers and to improve communication between and among advisers; and
(h) continue to track student opinions of advising and use the feedback for continuous improvement.

4) Features of The New Model
We understand that effective advising is produced through a developmental process which assists students
in the clarification of their life/career goals and in the development of educational plans for the realization
of those goals. This model focuses on providing services and functionality through the activities and
programs listed below. We will assess the efficacy of overall advising and the model’s individual elements
through conducting the NSSE, SSI, and more specifically through a decrease in the number of graduation
applications with unmet requirements and a reduction in the number of complaints received regarding
having received misinformation.
Advising Council: All university staff providing academic advising will be members of an Advising Council,
led by the director of advising. The director will establish campus-wide advising curriculum, defining
advisers’ roles and responsibilities, and training for these advisers. We will train advisers in common and
will meet at least quarterly to discuss issues of common concern (CFR 1.3). A substantial theme throughout
this training will focus on connecting to students, and helping them connect to CSUMB. As part of
adviser training and development, advisers will regularly address case studies of student advising scenarios.
Responses will be assessed according to a prepared rubric and we will provide additional training to ensure
dissemination of consistent and reliable information.
Changing Roles for Faculty: Faculty will shift to a formal role as mentors. Professional advising staff will
assume complete responsibility for guiding students through courses and majors, while faculty will help
students make valuable connections between learning in their majors and pathways to graduate education
and careers. We will assess the efficacy of this change, as indicated above. In addition, the Campus Advising
Board (see below) will survey student and faculty satisfaction annually regarding the changed roles. We will
ensure that faculty have the appropriate training in this new role to fulfill the needs of students (CFR 3.8).
Defined Student Learning Outcomes: Consistent with CSUMB’s outcomes-based model, Advising
has developed its own student learning outcomes (SLOs) and structured its services to support student
attainment of these learning outcomes. These outcomes keep advising services focused on what students
need and the outcomes communicate to students what they can expect from effective advising and successful
navigation through CSUMB. Academic Advising SLOs are largely assessed through student surveys
including the FYS Advising Survey, and the Undergraduate Advising Survey which measures students’
impression of their own competency (CFRs 2.3, 2.4, 2.11, 2.12). (A copy of the learning outcomes can
be found in Appendix 5: Academic Advising Student Learning Outcomes). These outcomes will also be
evaluated by data on student complaints about advising as well as tracking progress to degree.
General and Specialized Caseloads for Academic Advisers: The use of the term “caseloads” is intentional:
students will no longer experience the prior “hit-or-miss” approach to seeing an adviser. Each student will
have an identified adviser. Under the new model, large majors will have advisers who advise both in GE
and lower division requirements of these majors as well as their upper division pathways. Small majors will
be served by advisers who develop expertise in several majors. All advisers will develop expertise in general
education requirements as well. The efficacy of this change will be assessed as noted above.
Placement and Location of Advisers: We will physically house some professional advisers in the UAC,
while locating others throughout the campus. This will provide more readily available access to an adviser for
those students whose classes may not be near the UAC office. To ensure that the quality of advising at these
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“satellite” offices is consistent with that provided by those reporting directly to the advising director, we
will require all advisers to participate in the same trainings and we will hold everyone to the same standards
(CFRs 2.10, 2.13).
Advising Board: The new model establishes an advising board that will provide counsel to the director and
oversight to all the advising and advising-related activities on campus, especially policy matters. It will also
serve as an advocacy group on campus to ensure that advising maintains its priority status among campus
concerns. An academic dean will chair the board and it will draw its membership from across the campus
community. We will ask the Associated Students (campus student government) to name a representative to
ensure student input (CFRs 4.1, 4.2).

5) 2010-2011 Pilot Study
In order to evaluate staffing needs and effectiveness we are conducting a pilot study of this advising model
prior to its campus-wide implementation in 2011-2012. The pilot examines three implementation variables:
(1) advisers have and use a common advising knowledge data base; (2) significant increase in adviser
availability; and 3) advisers across campus produce consistent, high quality advising. We have developed
outcomes and indicators for the pilot study; we include these for review in Appendix 6 (Advising Pilot Study
Outcomes and Indicators). The UAC will assess the pilot and make any needed changes as the campus
gears up for full implementation of the model in the 2011-12 academic year. Three programs (Business,
Psychology, and Teledramatic Arts & Technology) have volunteered to be in the pilot program. This
provides us with one very large program that is accustomed to having its own staff adviser (and thus will
serve as a precursor to the satellite model) and two medium-sized programs with different advising histories.
We anticipate learning a great deal from the pilot study.
In conclusion, we are collectively looking forward to the new academic advising model providing the
campus with tools to improve academic advising for all undergraduate students. This model, in addition to
the changes already implemented, enables students to connect to an adviser regarding degree requirements
and to faculty about professional preparation. The advising model provides a clear definition of advising,
shared communication tools among advisers, and training. We will assign specific advisers to students and
we will publicize adviser availability widely. Having advisers in both the UAC and in the satellite offices
enhances their accessibility. We have established specific advising learning outcomes that mesh well with
the university’s efforts to clarify degree requirements and the pathways for meeting those requirements. The
clarified degree requirements and pathways, coupled with the model’s established standards for advising
performance and training, will increase the accuracy of information provided to students. We are developing
appropriate assessment mechanisms so that we can make changes as needed to any of the advising program
elements. Our work here represents significant progress. We are excited to be positioning ourselves to make
academic advising truly a signature strength of our campus (CFRs 2.3, 2.4, 2.12).

B. Attaching Students to CSUMB: Additional Student Success Initiatives
In addition to our central Theme One intervention strategy to increase student success by improving
academic advising for all undergraduate students, CSUMB has implemented a number of other student
success initiatives directed at increasing retention and student success. We developed these initiatives in
response to student feedback and institutional research and these initiatives are demonstrating success with
students in various ways.
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1) Creating a Student Center
With the opening of the Tanimura & Antle Family Memorial Library in 2008, CSUMB experienced a
phenomenon unlike any in its brief history. Students flocked to the library. They have finally found a
place to study, to drink coffee, to socialize, and to hang out. Unlike many campuses, CSUMB does not
have a student union and the lack of centralized, dedicated space has been felt sorely by our students. The
construction of our new library also resulted in space becoming available in the former library building. The
president directed Student Affairs and Campus Planning & Development to work with Associated Students
to plan for a new student center to be located in this renovated site. The Student Center now provides
opportunities that integrate students’ out-of-classroom experiences. With input from students, it was clear
that the students wanted the new student center to provide study areas, more student organization and
meeting space, open seating, wide-screen televisions and a game room, in a building that is “bright, open,
and easy to get around.”
Student Activities moved into the building in January 2009, and the Student Center is evolving as a space
which facilitates community-building and creates a more distinct sense of place for students. The Otter
Cycle Center, Outdoor Recreation, and Student Housing & Residential Life are located in the Student
Center. Students are also planning a multicultural center to be located in the Student Center. Proximity
matters at CSUMB; the building is centrally located on the main quad near two dining facilities (Dining
Commons and Otter Express), along with most of the first-year student residence halls.
Student Activities coordinates many student involvement opportunities including Associated Students
(student government), Otter Student Union (programming board), Outdoor Recreation, Student Clubs
and Organizations, Multicultural Greek Council, Student Leadership Programs, New Student Otter
Orientation, Otter Days (Welcome Week Activities), and Events/Activities (e.g., National Collegiate
Alcohol Awareness Week). These co-curricular programs facilitate out-of-classroom learning in support of
the academic curriculum. Additionally, these programs help students establish connections with peers and
with the campus in order to facilitate student retention and success.
We invite and engage student interest and initiative. For example, student art is being displayed in the
Student Center. In 2009-2010, a student in the Integrated Studies Special Major designed and created a
mural for his capstone project which vividly captured and depicted the history of the Esalen Indians who
are native to the central California Coast. Student Activities worked with the student, the faculty, and with
facilities staff to transport the mural to and from the capstone venue, and to install the piece in the Student
Center. Another example is a collaborative effort with Student Housing & Residential Life. Student interest
has led to the initiation of an outdoor-recreation-themed community in the residence halls. Interest was so
great that the initial one floor has developed into an entire building with a waiting list for the community.
Student Housing & Residential Life now has the opportunity to collaborate with the Outdoor Recreation
staff in Student Activities to develop additional programs around this theme and meet student needs,
creating synergy in Student Life.
Leadership changes in Student Affairs (including a new vice president, dean of students, and student
activities director) have highlighted the necessity of integrating staff members at all levels into on-going
assessment and evaluation efforts. Going forward with new leadership in place, Student Activities and
the Student Center will engage in thoughtful planning to both cultivate the value of assessment and to
develop mechanisms to become more intentional and comprehensive in these efforts. One example of
this is the 2009-2010 participation of Student Activities in the university’s Academic and Administrative
Services Review process. This formalization of information sharing, assessment, and evaluation is another
example of our progress on one of the commission’s directives, strengthening feedback loops, and will
assist the department in its plans for development and improvement of programs and services as well as
accommodating future change in a fast-paced, dynamic, institutional environment.
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2) Campus Development
We have made significant progress during the past five years in improving the grounds, connecting the campus
to the surrounding communities via public transportation, investing in sustainability, and developing new majors
highly sought by students. All of these improvements serve to make CSUMB a more attractive undergraduate
destination for students and their families.
Example 1: Since May of 2010 we have removed 32 old military structures, adding to the nearly 200 structures we
have removed since the beginning of the university. We have improved landscaping throughout campus, and many
buildings are freshly painted. Finally, we have invested in sidewalk installation and lighting projects that enhance
accessibility and safety. Ultimately our ability to retain students is intimately connected to how well we help our
students establish a sense of place, a place connected to learning and inspiring learning experiences (CFRs 3.5, 4.6).
Example 2: Having been established on a retired military base, CSUMB can seem remote and rural to many
of our students, especially to those from cities and suburbs. During the first decade of operations the campus
community had little direct access to the Monterey/Salinas Transit System (MST). This lack of public
transportation to regional communities has been a substantial impediment for our students without cars. In recent
years we have invested in removing the barriers to getting into the surrounding communities, and making access
to public transportation on campus convenient and inexpensive. We have made considerable progress. MST
buses are now free on campus and on routes leading off campus to Marina, Seaside, Monterey, and Salinas. Using
public transportation to go to any of the local communities from campus has become easy, and student ridership
has increased markedly in recent years.
Example 3: CSUMB is advancing in the area of sustainability, which is of great interest to students. In 2007,
President Harrison was one of the earliest signatories of the President’s Climate Commitment (http://www.
presidentsclimatecommitment.org/). The Climate Commitment addresses the campus’ intent to expand and
reshape curriculum and infrastructure to reduce our carbon footprint and other impacts on the environment,
to implement and track sustainability within the curriculum, and to develop and update a climate action plan
that documents progress and sets our course for future developments. As a part of this effort, our campus has
joined more than 240 other campuses to take part in the STARS (Sustainability Tracking and Rating System)
assessment to help us to monitor and measure our efforts toward increasing our awareness and action toward
a more sustainable campus. The Climate Commitment and participation in STARS are just two highlights of
our substantial investment in sustainability. In the first decade of the 21st Century, sustainability has become
a household word. As students witness the beginnings of global warming, sea level rise, climate change, and
the ongoing depletion of earth’s resources, they look for relevance in what is happing in the world to what is
happening on campus, and look to see if the campus merely mirrors the values promulgated by society, or
provides leadership. Our commitment to sustainability derives from a substantial passion to steward the earth in
responsible ways, but we understand that it is very likely to contribute much to our ability to attract and retain
students (CFRs 2.10, 4.1).
Example 4: Finally, we have developed new majors in response to student needs and requests. These include
undergraduate programs in Psychology and Biology (launched in 2007), and Computer Science & Information
Technology (launched in 2008), and a Master’s of Social Work (launched in Fall 2010). Similarly, due to
regional demand, we are working with two community colleges and several regional hospitals to develop a
proposal for a Bachelor of Science in Nursing. In addition to new programs, we have renamed several programs
to better connect these undergraduate degree programs to students and their families. The name changes include:
International Management and Entrepreneurship to Business Administration, Earth Systems Science & Policy
to Environmental Science, Technology & Policy, and Human Performance & Wellness to Kinesiology. These
changes reform these program names to phrases that have broader recognition to the general public, and give these
programs visibility on CSU Mentor, the web-based service that helps students locate degree programs they are
interested in.
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3) Project Higher Ground
In the fall of 2009, faculty and staff developed a very exciting program, Project Higher Ground, a living/
learning community, as a collaborative effort between Student Housing & Residential Life and First Year
Seminar. The project provided faculty contact, co-curricular activities linked to coursework, and opportunities
for peer support and collaboration. The goals were to increase students’ engagement in academic and cocurricular activities, increase connection to the university, and improve retention. Three cohorts of students
enrolled in two courses together and lived in the same residence hall. Eighty-three students participated in one
of three themes: Rock ‘n Roll and Reality: Schooling, Stereotypes and Success: and Environmental Science.
A live-in peer mentor organized social and educational events, and the faculty facilitated activities, including
movie nights in the residence hall, a concert of student bands, and a camping trip.
The students and the faculty of Project Higher Ground reported active engagement of students with
each other around coursework and in campus clubs and activities. As directed in the recent action letter,
faculty and administration have worked on strengthening feedback loops in order to improve the program.
The retention from Fall semester 2009 to Spring semester 2010 was higher for Project Higher Ground
participants (95 percent) compared to the overall first time freshmen retention (92 percent). Retention from
Fall 2009 to Fall 2010 was 83 percent for Project Higher Ground participants compared to an actual third
semester return rate of 76 percent for the entire first-time freshmen cohort (CFR 2.11).
Our experiences with the pilot led to several changes for the academic year 2010-2011. A Project Higher
Ground faculty learning community spent Spring 2010 planning for the year, including expanding to four
cohorts or 120 students, with two peer mentors. Because the fall GPAs in two of the pilot cohorts were
below the average for the incoming class, we will implement several strategies to enhance academic support,
including mid-term grade reports from faculty. One of the cohorts in Fall 2010 is “Adventures in Wellness,”
which we expect will infuse the Project with an emphasis on appropriate balance and healthy choices.
More integrative learning experiences should lead to greater coordination and enhanced faculty presence in
the residence hall. A planned Spring 2011 common course for each cohort, and office hours for academic
advisers in the residence hall will further support the students. With these changes, we anticipate realizing
even greater gains in retention as compared to the pilot year.

4) Undergraduate Research Opportunities Center (UROC)
Undergraduate research is a powerful mechanism for engaging students with high academic potential and
aspirations. Since we have had a history of losing students of all academic abilities, it is important that
retention efforts focus not solely on “at risk” populations, but also on our high academic achievers. Founded
in January 2009, we are extremely proud to have opened the Undergraduate Research Opportunities Center.
UROC instills a sense of self-efficacy, scholarship, and student achievement through a suite of services and
activities that support and reinforce the undergraduate research experience. UROC is dedicated to finding
the most effective mechanisms for keeping students engaged, inspired, and connected to their education.
The majority of students engaged in research through UROC plan to pursue degrees beyond their bachelor’s
(CFRs 1.5, 2.8, 2.10).
UROC focuses on four key elements of the undergraduate research experience: individualized mentoring
and cohort building; scaffolded, real-world research experiences; training and support; and rigorous
academic standards. Mentoring is the cornerstone of the undergraduate research experience. The mentors
guide the research process, provide access to project-specific resources, and identify and address research
training needs. Under the mentor’s guidance, the research experience is scaffolded to allow students to
progress from novice to advanced researchers, taking on increasingly independent work. The research is
also placed into context for students, with direct connections to their coursework. In order to maximize
the research experience, students also receive training and support in topics ranging from graduate school
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applications and the GRE to research presentations and scholarly writing. Underlying all of these elements,
we hold these students to strict academic standards and a personal code of conduct. Taken together, these
experiences foster a sense of self-esteem, empowerment, and persistence that result in academic success.
Students engaged in undergraduate research report significant gains in skills, abilities, and self-perception
as a result of their experiences. In UROC’s 2009 Summer Research Experience Survey, 80 percent of
UROC student respondents reported a “large” or “very large” gain in their ability to “function successfully
as a researcher on a research project” and 76 percent reported large gains in feeling “more competent as a
researcher in your field.” They also reported large gains in their ability to “do more demanding research” (56
percent), use “discipline-specific language and terminology” (60 percent), and “generate a research question”
(48 percent). A full 72 percent reported that the research experience had a large role in “further refining your
academic and career goals.”
Furthermore, 40 percent of respondents reported plans to obtain a master’s degree, 4 percent a professional
degree, and 44 percent a doctorate degree. In the same survey, 80 percent reported that they “became
more committed to going to graduate school and completing an advanced degree” as a result of their
undergraduate research experience. A large proportion (92 percent) reported that the experience broadened
their “awareness of academic and career opportunities” available to them upon graduation. (The UROC
Undergraduate Research Program 2009 Summer Research Experience Survey Report will be in the team
room). The fact that 15 of the 16 UROC students who applied to graduate programs for Fall 2010 were
accepted provides evidence that these intentions translate into achievement.

5) Major Fair
To encourage thoughtful academic planning and exploration and selection of an undergraduate major,
the First Year Seminar and the Office of the Provost annually sponsor a Major Fair during fall semester.
To date, the Major Fair has been held three times. At the Fair, faculty, staff, and upper-division students
represent each of the 18 undergraduate majors and provide information, contact, and conversation.
As part of an assignment in First Year Seminar, approximately 450 – 500 students gather information
about their intended major, and explore other majors of interest. Representatives from Study Abroad, the
Undergraduate Research Opportunities Center, the Career Development Center and the Service Learning
Institute are also present. The Major Fair directly responds to feedback from lower-division students about
needing support to select a major at CSUMB. Both faculty and students report high satisfaction with this
event. Departments create contact lists of students interested in their major and students meet faculty
personally, get advice on course pathways, and gain clarity about career options (CFR 2.13).

6) A New Model for First Year Seminar
Since CSUMB’s inception, First Year Seminar (FYS) has faced many challenges. The literature suggests
strongly that an engaging introduction to the university experience can play a positive role for students. Over
time, changes in FYS have been implemented, but the course has not reached its full potential.
In the university’s serious efforts to understand and address its issues with student retention, in Fall 2008
the provost and chair of the Academic Senate formed a campus-wide task force charged with creating a
high quality first year learning experience that would increase student retention (CFR 1.2). The group
engaged the literature on FYS and First Year Experience programs, as well as the needs of the campus,
met throughout an entire year and based its recommendations on their research and deliberations. After
significant presentation to and feedback from the campus, the Taskforce delivered a model of FYS to the
provost and to the chair of the Academic Senate in April 2010. In this model FYS courses serve one GE area,
university orientation, and information literacy outcomes, in a rigorous introductory learning experience.
The Academic Senate will consider the recommendations in Fall 2010 and if approved, we will implement
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the new FYS in Fall 2012 along with the new CSUMB GE framework, the Otter Model. As directed in the
recent action letter to improve student retention and graduation rates, our investment in developing a new
model for First Year Seminar, responsive to both best practices from the literature as well as an historical
understanding of our challenges, is a prime example of the our important work in this area.

7) Center for Student Success
The Center for Student Success (CSS) is a U.S. Department of Education Title V grant-funded initiative
designed to enhance student access and to support the retention goals of CSU Monterey Bay. The center
facilitates student-to-student interaction and student involvement, and increases overall academic engagement
for incoming and continuing students. The center also exists as a collaborative partner with other campus
units that address issues impacting student development and achievement. The CSS objectives address
student persistence and retention with a specific charge to help decrease the number of academically
disqualified students, increase the rate of remedial student completion, and increase retention rates of target
populations. CSS activities target: 1) Entering first-time Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) students;
2) EOP students transferring from community colleges; 3) students identified for remediation in mathematics
and English; and 4) students who become academically deficient resulting in academic probation.
We obtained the grant in 2008, and the center is now fully staffed. It has hosted workshops and events and
created interventions for students taking remedial courses and for those on academic probation. One of
the CSS student seminars this year was, “Face to Face Communication and Leadership,” with Andrea G.
Mosby. The seminar taught students the vital skills needed to build community and to develop the necessary
confidence for becoming student leaders at CSUMB. Additionally, we trained student leaders to lead focus
groups; they now do so with first- and second-year students. The data gleaned from the focus groups have
informed the planning of strategies to enhance the success of sophomores at CSUMB. We are piloting
this work in 2010-2011. The center also celebrated academic achievements of first-time freshmen at CSU
Monterey Bay, hosting the First Annual Distinguished Freshmen Celebration (CFR 1.2).
Examining institutional data allowed CSUMB to identify and develop numerous student success initiatives.
For each initiative implemented, we gathered data that complemented institutional research to evaluate,
assess, and improve the success of each initiative. The early results of CSUMB’s efforts to improve retention
and student success are impressive. We provide the full report on improved retention and graduation rates
below in “Additional Required Elements” (Section 3, Part B) (CFRs 2.7, 2.10, 2.11).

Theme Two: Analyzing the Value of the CSUMB Academic Model
A. An Alumni Survey of CSUMB Graduates
1) Introduction
During CSUMB’s initial accreditation, the visiting team stated that while CSUMB had a more expensive
academic model than its sister institutions, it lacked evidence that the model actually led to better outcomes
for its graduates. That suggestion, and the campus inquiry developed by the WASC Accreditation Proposal
Workgroup, led to this study. This research constitutes a significant contribution to CSUMB’s WASCrelated research; however, its primary function is to inform various campus-wide programmatic and
curricular planning processes.
This research includes an extensive and robust alumni survey, presented here, and a smaller-scale survey
of community partners and employers of our graduates, that will be presented in the team room. Though
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we have not used the research to rank the importance of different aspects of the model, as described in
our proposal, the research has contributed much to our understanding of the value of different aspects of
the academic model. It has also contributed to decision making around resourcing aspects of the model
and particularly to the overhaul of our GE system. We charged a five-member workgroup (two faculty,
one administrator, one staff, and one capstone student) with designing, administering, analyzing, and
disseminating an alumni study. We express the purpose of this study in the overarching research question:
“To what extent do the CSUMB academic model and core values impact and contribute to professional
and personal growth of our alumni?” This summary explains the research process, conceptual framework,
sample details, findings, some recommended changes for CSUMB, shortcomings of the process, and
recommendations for future research. The full report (available in the team room) provides the details of the
analysis, the survey, and a full presentation of alumni written comments.

2) Research Process
From Fall 2007 to Spring 2008, we developed and vetted the survey/questionnaire questions
comprehensively across campus. Since the survey featured three key curricular elements of CSUMB’s
academic model (capstone, Service Learning (SL), and second language proficiency), we worked directly
with these three academic areas for their feedback. As a result, we adopted specific questions from capstone
advisers, the SL Student Leadership survey, and from World Languages & Cultures professors. To enable
some nationwide comparisons, we adopted a few questions from the American College Testing (ACT)
Survey as well as some questions from the literature review. We invited programs engaging in program
review at the time to piggyback program-specific questions onto this survey, rather than trying to engage
alumni with two separate surveys. All seven programs included questions (note: alumni with particular
majors received appropriate questions from those degree programs undergoing review). The survey was
pilot tested both in hard copy and online versions with on-campus alumni. At the beginning of Fall 2008,
Student Voice™ professionals reviewed and provided feedback on our survey and helped with administrative
details. Starting in mid October 2008, they administered the survey for five weeks, with periodic reminders
sent to the alumni. The survey was sent to all available alumni email addresses (2233); we received 538
responses (overall 24 percent response rate) of which 69 percent
were female and 31 percent were male. To understand whether
the core values have different impacts on Natives (who started
Core Values:
as freshmen) and Transfers (with all GE completed), two groups
were analyzed: Natives (36 percent) and Transfers (39 percent) in
• Applied, active, and
all three sections.1
project-based learning
activities

3) Conceptual Framework

• Interdisciplinarity

We focused on the three key curricular elements (capstone,
Service Learning, and second language proficiency) because they
are very important aspects of the academic model. To assess
the impacts of the seven Core Values, we explicitly covered
four: interdisciplinarity; multicultural and global perspectives;
technological sophistication (computer competency); and ethical
reflection and practice. We embedded the remaining three values
(Service Learning, applied/active/project-based learning, and
collaboration) throughout the survey. Using Peter Ewell’s four
basic dimensions of outcomes as the conceptual framework:
knowledge outcomes; skills outcomes; attitude and value
outcomes; and behavioral outcomes, meaning what alumni do

• Multicultural and global
perspectives
• Technological
sophistication
• Service Learning
• Ethical reflection and
practice
• Collaboration

1 The rest were in sub-categories with various ranges of credits transferred.
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after college (cited in Terenzini p. 524; Ewell 1984), we structured the survey in two sections: Core Values
and Key Curricular Elements. We tried to assess the attitude and value outcomes via qualitative, openended questions, with the intensity of alumni’s responses measured by the Likert scale in more quantitative
questions. A full analysis and presentation of this research is available in the team room.

4) Findings
Core Values: Figure 3 clearly shows that more than 60 percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed
their experience at CSUMB in these critical areas contributed to their preparation for further education and
employment. Alumni ranked computer competency and interdisciplinarity highest among the Core Values.
Percentage of Respondents Who Agreed or Strongly Agreed That Core Values
Contributed to Alumni Preparation for Additional Education or Employment
Additional Education
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Employment
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Figure 3.

Key Curricular Elements: Among the Key Curricular Elements, alumni most strongly agreed that capstone
contributed to their preparation for additional education and employment. Close to half of our alumni
agreed or strongly agreed that their experience in Service Learning prepared them for additional education
or employment. Less than 30 percent of our alumni agreed or strongly agreed that their second language
proficiency prepared them for additional education or employment.
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Second Language

Unanticipated Findings for Further Planning and Development:
Overall, we found very few instances in which native and transfer alumni differed significantly in their
responses, suggesting that in general, either the areas we researched are woven well throughout both upper
and lower division courses, or that transfers gained similar contributions to their education at their former
institutions.
Alumni had many suggestions for CSUMB, which we analyzed for use in campus-wide deliberation and
planning. These findings did not come through the structured sections of the survey, but through the openended written comments. In ranked order, the positive areas most cited include: interaction with professors,
small classes, and diversity of perspectives. The critical areas most cited as needing change include: advising/
counseling, rigor, career planning, internships, and a need for a broader range of perspectives among faculty.

5) Meaning for the Institution
These data are self-reported and must be viewed as preliminary with respect to whether our model leads to
better outcomes for our graduates, and the research question “To what extent do the CSUMB academic
model and core values impact and contribute to professional and personal growth of our alumni?” However,
the campus has learned much from this study. We now know that overall, alumni felt that the Core Values
contributed to their pursuit of further education and employment. Of the three aspects of the model we
studied, the large majority of alumni indicated that capstone prepared them for additional education and
employment; in many ways these results mirrored those of the WASC Capstone Study. The results of both
studies suggest that capstone is a valuable aspect of our academic model and that further investment in
the issues of sustainability and rigor will be important for CSUMB. Almost half of the alumni indicated
that their Service Learning experience prepared them for employment and additional education; written
comments suggest that many students have powerful experiences in these courses. Less than a third of the
alumni indicated that their second language experience here helped prepare them for further education or
employment, slightly more indicated that it contributed to their own personal development. The results
suggest the value alumni assigned to second language proficiency with respect to its contributions to
personal growth, additional education, or employment is not in synch with CSUMB’s understanding of the
importance of second language literacy and suggests much room for further discussion and study.

6) Using These Data in Campus Deliberations
We presented these findings extensively across campus in Fall 2009 and Spring 2010 to various
constituencies such as the Deans and Provost group, the Academic Senate, the University Learning
Requirements Operations Committee, the Enrollment Management Council, the WASC Steering
Committee, and the Academic Assembly. While changes to our general education model cannot be
attributed solely to this research, it is important to note that the new GE model, the Otter Model, is
responsive to several issues raised here. We reduced CSUMB’s language requirement by one course (from
intermediate-mid proficiency, to intermediate-low proficiency), and we dropped the language requirement
completely for transfer-ready students who transfer into high-unit majors. The Otter Model also modifies
the Service Learning requirement significantly. The new requirement still has lower- and upper-division
components, but rather than being separate courses, they have become a 2-unit addition to existing
courses, typically in the major. The intention is to draw in faculty who are passionate about learning in a
service context, and to give students community-based experience in a course more closely aligned with
their interests. Both changes are significant and represent considerable realignment of resources, as well as
responsiveness by the institution to input from alumni.
The Alumni Survey has facilitated moving the voices of our alumni into campus-wide discussion and
decisions regarding how to better prioritize and resource our academic model. We engaged in this study
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to better understand the value of our academic model and have threaded what we have learned through
many different discussions and decisions. By giving more attention to the aspects of the model that alumni
found most valuable, and working constructively with areas alumni found less valuable, we expect that
these decisions are likely to help increase student retention and graduation rates, as well as serve CSUMB’s
Mission and Vision.

Theme Three: Quality in Teaching and Learning
A. Evaluation of Different Capstone Models
1) Introduction
Capstone has been a significant part of our educational model and a graduation requirement for all majors
since the inception of the university, and the capstone festival, held at the end of each semester, is a
significant university-wide celebration of student learning. Though it looks different in different majors,
capstone is understood to serve as the senior-level synthetic academic experience, drawing on many of the
skills and abilities students have gained on their way through their programs. As reported in the CPR, when
the visiting team came to CSUMB as part of the Capacity visit in September 2009, this research was well
underway. All of the data had been gathered, and we had begun our analysis. We updated the team on our
progress during their visit. The research is now completed, has been distributed widely across campus, and
we have made good use of the team report and directives of the action letter as we sought to help the campus
use what we have learned.
As we began this research, the WASC Capstone Research Group set out not only to explore the diversity
of capstone models in various undergraduate degree programs at CSUMB, but also to document the actual
capstone experience for students and their faculty mentors. After the initial stages of the investigation, we
decided to take a broader and more generative approach, one which would explore significant questions that
individual programs could build upon in the future. As such, we decided primarily to compare capstone
student and capstone faculty expectations and experiences, and to examine the expectations and experiences
of capstone from select faculty and administrators who did not directly teach capstone. Detailed studies
of specific capstone projects, the team determined, would best be completed within majors themselves,
where faculty are more familiar with the disciplinary and interdisciplinary requirements to be expected of
students in particular areas of study. Taking a “big picture” approach, we reasoned, would help CSUMB as
a campus to understand the overall experience of capstone at the university in terms of student and faculty
expectations; student preparation; the actual experience of completing a capstone project; and the wider
impressions that students, faculty, and staff have formed about capstone. In this way, we deviated slightly
from our proposal in that we focus here on substance that the research group thought would ultimately
prove more useful for CSUMB.
For a full accounting of the methods please refer to Appendix 7 (CSUMB Capstone Study).

2) Methodology
Given the national research, the specific context for our investigation of capstone experiences at CSUMB,
as well as a reconsideration of our initial goal to include a close reading of specific capstone projects, the
research was eventually guided by these three research questions:
• What do students, faculty, and administrators think capstones contribute to student learning?
• How do faculty and student expectations of learning in different capstone models compare?
• What are different resource requirements of capstone and their implications for sustainability?
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To begin the project, we reviewed current literature about capstone and/or culminating learning experiences
as well as the 2002 capstone study completed by faculty member Dan Shapiro. We then reviewed all
undergraduate capstone course syllabi for the Fall 2007 semester to discern the capstone models being used
at CSUMB. To help us understand the overall experience of capstone for students, we conducted a first
survey of all capstone students in August of 2008 (which we repeated again in January 2009 and May 2009).
The research group developed a three-tier approach framing subsequent collection of data. The following
chart summarizes these tiers briefly:
Tier

Characteristics

Data Collected or Reviewed

Tier One:

Explored capstone teaching and learning at CSUMB with
a broad brush. Designed to reveal the bigger picture as seen
from capstone students and faculty, offering all students in
capstone the opportunity to provide feedback about their
expectations, experience, and learning in capstone courses.

Review of capstone syllabi

All capstone courses

Focus group with capstone faculty across the campus
Online surveys of all capstone students
Review of WASC Alumni Survey (2009), Educational
Effectiveness Study
Review of CSUMB Student Experience Study (2009)

Tier Two:
Select majors for in-depth
follow-up research (see
below for criteria used)

Tier Three:
Select campus
administrators

Explored in more depth how capstone models play out
in a variety of majors. The rationale is that we could take
a much closer look at a few majors to reveal with greater
depth the issues we are exploring in the study as a whole.

Review of capstone syllabi

Explored capstone from the perspective of deans overseeing
the delivery of capstone courses in all majors.

Interviews with deans from colleges with capstone courses
offered (CAHSS, SMART, and CPS)

In-depth interviews with capstone faculty, chair of the
department
Focus group with capstone students in each major selected

Each research group member’s disciplinary training and research experience in the scholarship of teaching
and learning and/or educational research shaped the approaches used to analyze the data collected. David
Reichard and Gerald Shenk are historians familiar with textual analysis, and Patricia Tinsley McGill is
experienced in qualitative research methods in the social sciences. Each member did close readings of all
interviews, survey responses, syllabi, focus group notes, Alumni Survey findings, and Program Review
documents. Reichard and Shenk assembled critical themes about the capstone experience that had been
commonly articulated or evident from the texts in question, while Tinsley McGill coded the same data
and categorized the coded data into critical themes. The research group then compared their respective
readings of the same evidence and from this comparison (over the course of several meetings to discuss our
observations) identified what we called major findings (consistently evident across all types of data) and
ancillary findings (less prominent across types of data but which the research group considered noteworthy
in relation to our research questions).

3) Major Findings and Discussion
The capstone study resulted in four major findings: 1) There is wide agreement across the campus that
capstone is a valuable and meaningful learning experience for students; 2) Students’ degree of preparation
has a strong impact on the quality of the actual learning experience for students and teaching experience for
faculty in capstone; 3) Students want more clear and consistent guidance as they make their way through
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capstone. Without such clarity, students do not always know what is expected; 4) Faculty should refine and
define their roles and responsibilities in terms of teaching and mentoring capstone students.
While CSUMB sources have identified many challenges with capstones, including the degree of student
preparation for what is expected of them, the differing levels of advising and mentoring students in capstone
courses, and the expressed need for clarity and structure within capstone courses, we find nearly universal
agreement that capstones are highly valued by alumni, current students, faculty, and administrators and do
contribute significantly to student learning at CSUMB.
That said, the data also reveal a number of important areas where there are significant differences of
perception about capstone that are notable. These areas include understandings of the degree of preparation
required of students, the actual experience of completing a capstone project, and the sustainability of
current capstone models. Major as well as ancillary findings are discussed in depth in Appendix 7 (CSUMB
Capstone Study).

4) Conclusions and Using These Data in Campus Deliberations
The capstone research was presented broadly across campus in Spring 2010 including: the Deans and
Provost Group, Service Learning Institute, WASC EE and Steering Committees, a meeting of the
Department Chairs and Provost, Academic Assembly, to the campus at large, and at the WASC ARC in
Long Beach. This research gives insight into how the campus can invest more wisely in capstone and better
resource it for long-term sustainability. As we pursue these issues further, we recommend the following next
steps: 1) Follow-up research on student preparation of skills and abilities needed for capstone success; 2)
Further discussion about the sustainability of models in light of resource needs and availability; 3) School,
division and/or departmental focus on understanding and improving capstone models in light of these
overall findings; and 4) Capstone faculty dialogue around the study findings.
Indicative of the value of the research for the campus as a whole, it is notable that the individual members
of the research group are all working on department-specific capstone follow-up projects. These projects
include piloting new models to address concerns about sustainability, using capstone projects as a way
to understand student learning in the major as part of program review and/or development and study
the viability and desirability of capstone models currently in place for assessing student learning. These
experiences of the members of the research group provide strong evidence of the value of this research for the
campus as a whole, and provide examples of what next steps might look like at the departmental level.
During Fall 2010 planning week, the campus devoted a half-day campus-wide workshop to capstone and the
results of this study in order to use this work to engage the campus in using our findings, and to understand
how our recommendations may be implemented in the coming years. Emerging from this discussion was
an understanding that capstone support is relatively resource intensive and that issues of scalability, as the
campus is planning to eventually double its student body size, as well as sustainability, must be tackled. A
number of widely-shared next steps emerged from that workshop, most urgently 1) the need for departments
to examine how courses in the majors scaffold student learning to prepare them for the level of performance
expected in the capstone; 2) the need for departments to investigate the different models of capstone across
campus and adopt elements most valuable to their students; and 3) the need for a campus-wide writing
across the curriculum initiative that supports faculty using writing in their courses as well as increasing
tutoring support for students in upper-division courses.
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Section 3: Additional Required Elements for the Educational
Effectiveness Review (WASC Handbook, 2009)
A. Significant Engagement and Analysis of Educational Effectiveness
1) Student Learning in General Education
Overview: We have published outcomes for all of our University Learning Requirements (inclusive of GE
areas) (Appendix 8: ULR/GE Learning Outcomes), and we have revised them significantly over the years in
our specific university learning requirement learning communities. The learning communities themselves
meet monthly throughout the year to maintain currency in the fields of the particular ULR through deep
discussion of research in the areas, to discuss assignments relevant to each outcome and the abilities of
students to attain the outcomes, and to review various syllabi submitted to the community groups. Thus,
these communities are already significantly engaged in analysis of educational effectiveness. But in addition
to this ongoing work, CSUMB’s ULR learning communities worked diligently and systematically during
Spring/Summer 2009 and Spring/Summer 2010 to assess student learning outcomes in many of the general
education areas (CFRs 2.3, 4.4, 4.7).
We provide general descriptions of how we conducted the work (development of instruments and rubrics,
norming and evaluation of student work) in the body of this section, as well as highlights of the results and
actions taken by relevant faculty learning communities to improve student learning based on the results.
Appendix 9 (Rubrics for GE Assessment) contains the rubrics that the Faculty Learning Communities
(FLCs) developed for their assessment. Analyses, instruments, sample student work, and reports that
describe the philosophy, purpose, results, and how the FLCs have use what they have learned from the
assessment will be available in the team room.
Faculty Learning Communities (FLCs): CSUMB has thirteen general education areas called University
Learning Requirements. FLCs govern and support each ULR; they meet monthly to develop and maintain
their GE learning outcomes, certify courses meeting the requirement, develop and share effective pedagogies
to address the learning outcomes, and assess student achievement of its learning outcomes. The university
invites faculty who teach in these areas to attend the monthly ULR meetings. The chairs of these faculty
learning communities serve on a standing committee of the Academic Senate, the ULR Operations
Committee, which oversees the faculty learning communities and practices and policies related to the ULRs
across campus.
Systematic Assessment of Student Learning: Our institution has a long history of assessment in the GE
areas and since 2001 most of the areas have engaged in biannual assessment processes. Until Spring 2009
this assessment focused on faculty development regarding learning outcomes and assessment criteria. Because
the processes were voluntary and student work studied was not representative, the results were largely
anecdotal, though a popular and useful learning experience for faculty described fully by Amy Driscoll and
Swarup Wood in Developing Outcomes-Based Assessment for Learning-Centered Education (2007).
In Spring 2008, in collaboration with the Center for Teaching, Learning and Assessment (CTLA), the ULR
Operations Committee developed a framework and methods for systematic assessment in the GE areas. By
systematic, we mean that the evidence used to assess student learning comes from comparable assignments,
that we collect evidence across multiple if not all sections of a given GE area offered that semester, that we
analyze all evidence or a representative sample of student work, that members of the learning community
participate in norming sessions in preparation for applying the rubric to student work and that we monitor
inter-rater reliability. As this work has developed, the institution has striven to develop high quality,
relevant, embedded assessment, using sampling techniques that facilitate a quantitative understanding of
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how many of its students actually achieve its GE learning outcomes, and shed light on how to improve
instructional practice towards those ends. We direct the structure and budgeting around this process towards
each GE area assessing at least one of its learning outcomes at least every other year. At the conclusion of the
rating sessions, we tabulate scores and distribute results to the learning communities the following fall for
analysis and use in closing the loop (i.e., identifying changes to outcomes, pedagogy and/or curriculum that
will improve student learning) (CFRs 2.3, 4.4, 4.7). We are now thoroughly involved and invested in this
rigorous and continuous process.
Five faculty learning communities participated in Spring 2009: English Communications, Language,
Science, Service Learning, and Vibrancy; in Spring 2010 English Communication, Science, Ethics, and
Creative & Artistic Expression conducted assessments. The learning communities took several different
approaches in their assessment, including pre and post tests, development of a single rubric that enables
assessment of different assignments fulfilling a particular outcome, and a single summative assignment used
across all courses. The Language learning community, rather than developing its own rubric, adopted the
Classroom Writing Competency Assessment rubric (CWCA) rubric (developed by the California Foreign
Language Project) for the assessment of student writing. Chairs of GE learning communities endeavored to
engage all of the faculty who teach in their area; almost all of the areas collected student work from upwards
of 50 percent of the relevant course sections.
Data Collection and Use of Evidence in GE: At this time, we have earnestly and rigorously conducted
systematic assessment of one or more student learning outcomes in Science (twice), English Communications (levels
A and B), Foreign Language, Service Learning, Vibrancy, Ethics, and Creative & Artistic Expression. We returned
results of the assessment from 2008-2009 to the respective GE Faculty Learning Communities for analysis to
determine what could be learned from the assessment and how the results could be used to improve student learning
and to develop the next round of assessment.
The results and analysis of the first year of systematic assessment illustrate both student achievement as well
as many areas for growth and improvement in both student and faculty learning. The Science and Service
Learning FLCs learned valuable lessons on assessment design and alignment of outcomes, assignment, and
assessment rubric. The Science community identified improvement in student performance in a pre and
post test; however, its most valuable lesson was in assessment design as the test did not engage students
in an activity that authentically demonstrated their understanding of scientific method. They saw that
deconstructing their outcomes, and developing an assessment far removed from their overall goal, did not
give insight into student performance in areas the community deems most important. The following year,
the FLC developed an authentic assessment that had students apply their understanding of the scientific way
of knowing to a scientific study reported in the popular press.
The Service Learning FLC observed almost no differences between their pre and post test assessment;
however, much anecdotal evidence indicated that students were learning. Upon examination, the FLC found
problems with both its outcomes, and alignment between the outcomes, instrument, and rubric. The FLC
has rewritten its outcomes and is redesigning its assessment tool for the next round of assessment in the
2010-2011 academic year (CFRs 1.2, 2.4).
The other FLCs (English Communications, Foreign Language, Vibrancy and Creative & Artistic
Expression) found that most of their students performed at or above the satisfactory level. All of the
FLCs gleaned valuable information from their assessment; Science redesigned its assessment, and Service
Learning redesigned its learning outcomes, the other FLCs gained insights into improving their teaching.
English Communications found that students scored least well in the area most challenging to teach, that
in which students are able to identify the values of an author. As a result, they have begun to study the
faculty teaching practices of the students who performed best in this area, and to highlight their practices
in monthly FLC meetings. Foreign language identified needing to better support writing skills in their 101
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and 102 level courses and is developing more writing assignments in these courses. Vibrancy identified the
need to better align instruction with key assignments and to better communicate among faculty in order to
achieve a higher level of student performance (CFRs 2.3, 2.4, 2.7).
Overall, the ULR faculty learning communities have been very energized by their progress with systematic
assessment and are excited to close the feedback loop by improving their instruction. A poster presentation
of assessment results will be made during the EE visit.

2) Student Learning in the Majors
We have been committed to outcomes-based education since the moment the university began designing
degree programs. As described in Table 7.1 (Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators), each major
has defined a set of learning outcomes required for earning a degree (Appendix 10: CSUMB Major Learning
Outcomes); these major learning outcomes have driven curricular design in our degree programs since
CSUMB opened its doors sixteen years ago. Students connect with MLOs in course syllabi; particular focus
is put on them in major proseminars as well as capstone courses. Completion of MLOs provides the basis
for graduation audits and most degree programs assess one or more MLOs in student capstones. Student
capstones are beginning to provide an effective window into the assessment of MLOs, and significant
revision of many degree programs’ MLOs has taken place through program review.
With the introduction of the new program review process and the annual assessment initiative, faculty in the
majors devote a deeper, more intentional, and more sustained investment in assessment of student learning
outcomes. This investment represents significant growth in our relationship to learning outcomes and the
pedagogies that support them.
The campus approach to assessment of student learning in the majors and the application of those assessments
to program improvement has stressed meaningful but modest undertakings and flexibility, and acknowledges
that assessment involves a substantial learning curve. We provided departments with a set of questions that
guide: 1) their development of an annual assessment plan; 2) their report on the progress of the plan; 3)
the learning that resulted; 4) their next annual plan; and 5) how the new plan emerges from work already
done. Through conversations among department faculty, consultations with the CTLA director, and faculty
participation in local and national workshops, conferences, and institutes, faculty engagement in assessment
has increased and substantial improvement in the curriculum has occurred. Several examples will illustrate how
programs are designing activities that address their most significant concerns (CFRs 2.4, 2.5, 2.6).
Example 1: In 2009-2010, Teledramatic Arts & Technology (TAT) was emerging from a period of transition
that had culminated in its moving from the College of Science, Media Arts & Technology to the College of Arts,
Humanities & Social Sciences. The faculty chose to focus their assessment activities on the critical issue raised in
TAT’s last program review: the need to redevelop its Major Learning Outcomes. TAT drafted the new MLOs
through a series of conversations and collaborative writing activities, after which the faculty examined a random
sample of student capstone portfolios and productions to confirm that the MLOs reflected the outcomes they
valued and wanted to see demonstrated in student work. They used that process to make final revisions to the
new MLOs, which will go to the Academic Senate in Fall 2010 for approval. This is an example of using student
work not strictly for assessment of student learning but to confirm the alignment of disciplinary values and skills
with the MLOs. Through work undertaken in 2009-2010, the TAT faculty identified its focus for 2010-2011:
revision of the media studies curriculum to emphasize the core values of ethics, social justice and experimentation
by using assessment of student work in a number of courses (CFRs 2.4, 2.7).
Example 2: The Psychology major was started at CSUMB in 2007. The number of students in the
major has grown very rapidly, while the number of tenure-track faculty (3) has grown more slowly. The
assessment initiative required that faculty take some time out of the program building work to reflect on its
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outcomes—and that provided an opportunity to share concerns regarding the work students are producing in
the capstone. Based on what they saw, they determined that formal assessment of performance on the outcomes
was not necessary to conclude that changes have to be made. As in TAT, the Psychology faculty examined
the program’s MLOs. The work with the MLOs, however, took a different direction. Rather than rewrite the
MLOs, with which faculty members were generally satisfied, the faculty created a curriculum map. The map
identifies which courses address specific outcomes and which ones need to provide more careful scaffolding.
The faculty used a collaborative process to assure that each outcome received sufficient attention and that each
course outcome had been intentionally scaffolded through previous courses. Their next step, in 2010-2011,
will be to pilot assignments that link theory to application in several sequential courses (100: Introduction; 300:
Proseminar; 400: Capstone), and to assess a sample of student work on each assignment (CFRs 2.2, 2.4).
Example 3: Human Communication (HCOM), a highly interdisciplinary program, focused its attention
on how well students are integrating the disciplines in their concentration to construct a more complex
understanding of the issue they research in the capstone. Four faculty members began by informally
interviewing students in the pre-capstone course (Research Methods), collecting their written coursework,
and independently coding the work for evidence that students were able to “integrate trans-disciplinary
knowledge.” What they found is that many students talked and wrote about interdisciplinarity, but often
limited their work to a single discipline or drew on multiple disciplines but lacked disciplinary depth. The
study group brought its findings to the full department faculty, which decided to pilot a new version of the
capstone in 2010-11, modeled on Marquette University’s Full-Circle Seminar. In order to deepen students’
understanding of how interdisciplinary knowledge is produced and applied, it will bring together students
from a range of HCOM concentrations to focus on a single topic or issue, to allow each student to consider
the topic from his/her own concentration’s perspective, and to learn from each other how different areas of
study address the topic. In addition, the faculty will design a pilot version of the capstone course for Spring
2011, to build on the work of the pilot pre-capstone. HCOM will assess the impact of these changes once
again, through informal student interviews and assessment of written work (CFRs 1.2, 2.2, 2.4, 2.5).
Example 4: In 2009-2010, the School of Business focused on its written and oral communications learning
outcome, a concern that emerged in its program review and was addressed in the program improvement
plan, which laid out a multi-year assessment schedule. Working backwards from concern that students
entering the capstone lack the requisite skills to produce a professional report, the faculty sampled student
work from BUS 304, which serves as both the Graduate Writing Assessment Requirement and the curricular
gateway to upper-division communication skills. Faculty collaborated on the development of rubrics to
assess written and oral presentation and held a norming session at a faculty retreat where they discovered
that coming to a shared understanding of the rubrics’ elements required substantial discussion, and was
concluded in a second retreat. In applying the writing rubric, they concluded that BUS 304 should be
weighted more heavily toward developing writing skills and less on disciplinary content and that assignments
and expectations across sections need to be more standardized. The extent of standardization across sections
is still under discussion, but one element that is being proposed is the weighting of instruction and grading
for presentation skills v. subject content. The specific revisions to BUS 304 will be resolved among faculty in
Fall 2010 and new assignments will be piloted, while a subgroup of the faculty begins to turn its attention to
planning how to assess its next outcome: critical thinking.

3) Student Learning in Co-curricular Programs
We are making significant progress on assessment of student learning in the co-curricular programs and
services provided by Student Affairs and Enrollment Services. At the time of the CPR report and visit,
assessment activities in these areas focused primarily on tracking participation and attendance and evaluating
customer service and student satisfaction. Since that time notable progress has been made to move the
departments and the divisions from assessing student satisfaction to student learning.
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Example 1: The campus invested in a web-based structure designed to facilitate the assessment of student
learning. Over the past year, senior leadership, relevant middle management, and staff in each department
worked with a consultant, Dr. Ken Gonzalez, to develop clear outcomes and assessment plans. Departmental
effectiveness dashboards for each department were developed for the 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 20122013 academic years. Dashboards link to departmental performance indicators, primary interventions, and
learning outcomes and assessment summaries that connect to the university’s strategic goals. Dr. Gonzalez
made a series of campus visits where he worked with each department to develop the performance indicators,
primary interventions, and learning outcomes to be displayed and tracked over time on the dashboards. A
link to the dashboards and current assessments will be available in the team room.
Example 2: In 2010-2011, the Personal Growth and Counseling Center identified one performance
indicator for their area: reduce repeat alcohol-related sanctions. The primary intervention is a decisionmaking workshop offered to students. The assessment cycle for the intervention is fall and spring semesters.
The center served students with a first alcohol sanction. Through a group workshop, the center separated
learning outcomes by knowledge, skills, and dispositions. For this example, all learning outcomes are related
to knowledge. “Students will be able to:
• list three to five factors they take into consideration when making decisions;
• identify two criteria involved in their decision-making processes that lead to healthy and positive
outcomes;
• reflect on poor decisions they have made and articulate two common factors that have lead to those
decisions;
• articulate in writing the role that friends, community members, faculty, parents, and/or self-defined role
models play in their decision-making processes;
• describe two scenarios where their decisions changed another individual’s (friend, family member,
faculty) or group of individuals’ experience, as well as how they knew the person or group’s experience
was changed; and
• identify at least three of King and Kitchener’s Ethical Principles and apply them to a decision they made
within the past 30 days.”
To assess student learning, the department will utilize pre-and post intervention instruments. In the next
academic year (2011-2012), departments will identify two additional performance indicators (decrease stress
levels and increase self-confidence), and they will add one primary intervention (yoga, art, or meditation
group) (CFRs 2.3, 2.11, 4.6).
Example 3: In Student Affairs and Enrollment Services, programs and services largely align with the
university strategic goal to “increase student success.” The student learning outcomes of these departments
focus heavily on knowledge of campus resources while the accompanying dispositions concentrate on the
students’ likelihood to utilize those resources. The primary interventions are central departmental programs
applied to the target group. Most departments currently focus on developing the mechanisms to collect
the baseline data for the dashboards. Many departments began their assessment work utilizing quantitative
performance indicators and are now considering additional assessment measures.
Many lessons have been learned through this developmental process, and more work lies ahead. We
understand the importance of the assessment of student learning becoming “everyone’s business” so that
changes in staff and leadership do not disrupt the progress and that ultimately this work will become selfsustaining. The evidence of student learning in the co-curriculum is developing and units have appropriate
support. The current quantitative focus provides a foundation of evidence drawn from institutional data
and reports. Our next steps will include a broader engagement of staff in the assessment of student learning
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in a variety of ways. The CTLA director is planning a series of ongoing workshops in Spring 2011 to
support staff and facilitate the on-going success of this project. One strategy being considered to nurture
the commitment to the process is convening cross-department focus groups that concentrate on a thematic
approach to student learning.

4) Support for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment
The mission of the Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment is to support faculty and students by
guiding the development of the pedagogy, curriculum, and assessment necessary to promote the goals and
outcomes of the university’s general education, majors, and graduate curricula. To this end, it provides
resources, workshops, and individual and program consultations in response to emerging areas of practice,
expressed interests of faculty, and opportunities to support student learning of our articulated outcomes.
Staffed by a full-time director and a full-time administrative support coordinator, the CTLA provides
support to all faculty members (tenure-track as well as full- and part-time lecturers). Faculty and staff
representing all the colleges, the library, the Center for Academic Technologies, the First-Year Seminar and
general education comprise its advisery Committee. In Fall 2010 the Academic Skills Achievement Program
(ASAP), the campus tutoring center, became part of the CTLA to better connect faculty to ASAP’s work.
Some of the following highlights of the CTLA’s work in terms of hosting, conducting, and/or facilitating
workshops and faculty learning communities (locally called “teaching co-ops”), illustrate how CTLA
activities enhance teaching effectiveness and student learning (CFR 3.5).
Assessment of Student Learning: We recognize assessment as a rich area for enhancing curriculum and
pedagogy, and also an area that some faculty face with anxiety. We have, therefore, worked closely with
faculty to assist them in identifying priorities for assessment (i.e., what are they most concerned about or
least satisfied with regarding student achievement of their learning outcomes) and encouraged faculty to
see themselves as learners in the process, so that their expectations are realistic and their undertakings are
meaningful but not overwhelming. Some of the approaches we have taken to supporting this work are:
Example 1: Because assessment of student learning is a critical component of our program review process,
we brought together teams from the programs conducting reviews to work together on developing rubrics
for assessing the outcomes they had identified as priorities within their departments (CFRs 2.4, 2.6, 2.7).
Example 2: Faculty workshop on Program Improvement Plans to both clarify and initiate the
process and to encourage collaboration across departments.
Example 3: Most departments have brought in the CTLA director to consult on the development of
their program review self-studies and improvement plans.
Example 4: The provost and CTLA co-hosted a day-long workshop on “closing the loop,”
conducted by Swarup Wood and Amy Driscoll (authors of “Developing Outcomes-based
Assessment for Learner-centered Education”). They engaged faculty in the process of moving from
outcome to assessment to improvement of pedagogy and curriculum.
Example 5: The CTLA director has served as team leader for two teams (one from the College of
Professional Studies and one from the College of Arts, Humanities & Social Sciences—a total of two
deans and nine faculty members from 5 different departments) to AAC&U’s Engaging Departments
Institute. The institute provided rich materials and consultations on assessment and the teams are
incorporating what they learned and designed at the institute into their departments’ program review
and assessment work. We see these departments as laboratories for experimentation with approaches to
assessment that we can highlight across the campus.
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Mathematics/Statistics and Quantitative Reasoning: Faculty in majors across campus express concern that
students reach them unable to apply the mathematics and statistics necessary for their fields. The CTLA has
brought together a group of faculty including those who teach the mathematics and statistics prerequisites
with faculty in business, sciences, social science, and computing to identify how we can improve this
situation. We have focused on the need for lower-division courses to preview how the mathematics and
statistics will be used in later courses, and for faculty in the majors to help students recover or transfer
what they learned by designing activities and assignments that incorporate relevant math/stats in the way
they learned them. The group has begun designing brief, interactive online modules that provide review.
Importantly, however, the group has concluded that part of what they need to address with students are
more generic issues of study skills, setting priorities, and managing time. The first of these modules has been
introduced to faculty and will be available for them to use in Fall 2010. The group has submitted a grant
application to NSF’s Transforming Undergraduate Education in STEM program, which would provide
funding for faculty from across disciplines to team with math/stats faculty to improve transfer of learning.
In addition, the CTLA director is PI for a three-year grant from Lumina Foundation for Education that
brings CSUMB into collaboration with two local community colleges to improve developmental courses in
mathematics and writing (CFRs 2.8, 2.9, 2.10).
Technology, Accessibility, and Universal Design for Learning (UDL): Efforts to improve effectiveness for
all student populations have sparked an interest in UDL. While we initially adopted UDL to serve students
with disabilities, we have learned from its implementation that many if not most students benefit from
its principles of providing multiple means of representation, expression, and engagement. The CTLA has
worked closely with the Center for Academic Technologies and the Office of Student Disability Resources
to support the dissemination of these practices among faculty through workshops as well as a teaching co-op
devoted to UDL supported by a subaward from the Dept. of Education through Sonoma State University’s
grant for Ensuring Access through Collaboration and Technology: Partnerships, Technology, and
Dissemination. In addition, the CTLA has offered teaching co-ops and workshops on the use of “clicker”
technology and e-portfolios to enhance student learning (CFRs 3.6, 3.7).
Scholarship of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment (SoTLA): The CTLA has encouraged faculty
exploring and implementing innovative teaching practices to turn a researcher’s eye to that work. It provides
faculty with travel funds to present on their teaching at conferences and small research grants to help them
cover costs associated with implementing new approaches. In addition, the director consults with faculty
one-on-one and by facilitating a teaching co-op to design solid research plans for SoTLA work. Thanks
both to our faculty’s energy for teaching and our retention, tenure, and promotion system that gives serious
weight to SoTLA work as scholarship, 20 faculty members showed up for the February 2010 kick-off of the
teaching co-op on “Our Teaching as a Site of Scholarship” and 12 of them actually completed research plans
for their projects by May 2010 (CFRs 2.8, 2.9).
Over the past two years, the CTLA has hosted 18 semester-long teaching co-operatives in which about 114
faculty members have participated. The CTLA has funded 34 faculty members to travel to conferences at
which they made presentations on their teaching. Thirty faculty members have provided CTLA workshops
on campus.

5) An Analysis of the Effectiveness of the Program Review Process
Introduction: The EER requires an evaluation of the effectiveness of academic program review. The timing
of the EER at CSUMB has provided us two years of implementing a new program review process that was
developed and adopted by the Academic Senate in 2007.
Program review had been revised in several key ways: it is now a collective process rather than an individually
developed report; program review embeds assessment of student learning; and the self-study requires analysis
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of enrollment, retention, and assessment data. CTLA introduces the revised program review process to
departments the semester before each begins the new self-study process (CFRs 2.7 4.3, 4.4).
Twelve degree programs have now conducted a program review using the revised model: Business
Administration, Education, Environmental Science, Technology & Policy, Global Studies, Human
Communication, Information Technology & Communication Design, Interdisciplinary Studies with an
emphasis in Instructional Science and Technology (MA), Liberal Studies, Social & Behavioral Sciences,
Public Policy, Visual & Public Art, and World Languages & Cultures.
Academic Program Review, 2008-2010: The self-study process asks for assessment of student learning
in the MLOs, an in-depth review of the curriculum of the major, its concentrations, and major learning
outcomes. The Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment supports faculty with information regarding
assessment of student learning and design of an overall approach to the program review. The self-study
protocol addresses student demand, enrollment analysis and program viability, program quality, assessment
and evidence of student learning, faculty composition, satisfaction of current students and alumni, and
resource analysis. Departments focus the program review on a concern or question around which its
exploration can be organized. The office of Institutional Assessment and Research provides enrollment,
retention, and attrition data and assists faculty in interpreting these data (CFR 4.5).
The first program reviews using the revised model demonstrated strengths and weaknesses of the model.
Departments began working collectively on issues of program assessment, assembled the broad data on their
curricula, and examined trends since the last program review. Areas that needed improvement included:
1) a tendency by departments to be so broad and comprehensive in their approach to the program review
that they were not able to focus on a central concern; and 2) assessing a small sample of student work that
could not be compared to earlier assessment results. In addition, many departments are unfamiliar with the
quantitative data provided by IAR and the analyses of these data undertaken by departments were uneven.
As a learning institution focused on continuous improvement, the director of Center for Teaching,
Learning, and Assessment, and the associate vice president of Academic Planning and Institutional
Effectiveness developed strategies to better make assessment of student learning a routine, regular aspect
of faculty and departmental work. Two such strategies included annual assessment plans and an in-service
training regarding the role of the deans in program review. We implemented the annual assessment plan
so that faculty can assess student learning in major learning outcomes over multiple years, enabling them
to examine robust samples of student work and use their findings to make incremental changes through
continuous feedback loops. The provost laid a foundation for on-going assessment as she instituted the
practice of requiring annual assessment plans and identified a day in the fall and one in the spring as
“assessment days.” Faculty devote these days to assessment activities. We purposely do not schedule regular
department and college meetings on these days. Faculty have begun to experience on-going assessment as a
critical aspect of planning and carrying out assessment in degree programs.
Building depth and expertise in assessment and accumulating assessment data over time is a developmental
process. We spent a decade developing expertise with learning outcomes; we are now developing expertise
in assessing student learning of those outcomes and attending to the feedback loop by conducting faculty
development on assessment planning, assessment activities, and the use of data to improve curriculum and
pedagogy. The provost has sent multiple teams of faculty to WASC assessment workshops and to AAC&U
meetings at which assessment is the focus. Connections are developing between annual assessment plans and
the Program Improvement Plans (PIPs) of program review.
As a second strategy, we implemented an in-service experience regarding the role of the college deans in
program review. The provost, associate vice president, and director of the Center for Teaching, Learning and
Assessment met with the deans during the summer and examined completed program reviews and clarified
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the deans’ role. The final agreement among the provost, dean, and department regarding its PIP is a product
of the dean’s engagement with each party. These strategies are important resources CSUMB is committing
to this work.
External peer review is a significant part of the CSUMB program review process. Two faculty colleagues
from similar programs, one of whom is typically from the CSU, conduct external reviews. We are very
proud that an observation made by all the external reviewers to date is that student-faculty relationships
are strong and warm. Students have told reviewers that their relationships with faculty are key to their
retention at CSUMB. The faculty at CSUMB are described by external reviewers as engaged and deeply
committed to teaching and to their students. The reviewers are impressed with what they find here. Another
common observation by external reviewers is that programs have too many major learning outcomes and
are attempting to accomplish too much. Reviewers encourage faculty to focus programs and limit major
learning outcomes. From there, the findings of the reviewers vary and they identify strengths and weaknesses
of curricula, program governance, etc. Program faculty are taking the external reviewers’ reports into account
as they develop their PIPs.
We designed the Program Review Committee to proceed as a review panel that deliberates and provides
feedback guided by a protocol of questions listed in the Program Review Procedure Manual (Appendix 11:
Program Review Procedure Manual). The members of the Program Review Committee, in 2007-2008,
2008-2009, and 2009-2010 included members of the Undergraduate Studies Committee and the PostGraduate Studies and Research Committee of the Academic Senate. The committee is composed with a view
to the programs being reviewed each summer; it does not include faculty members of the programs under
review. To date, the faculty have not found the feedback provided by the Program Review Committees to
be very helpful. While this is not a unique experience to CSUMB, it is something that we want to shift.
The Academic Senate uncovered this concern in its evaluation of the process CSUMB is using, and we
will address it in the revision to the program review procedures undertaken in 2010-2011. (More on the
Academic Senate’s evaluation of program review is provided below.)
The development and approval of Program Improvement Plans is the final step of the program review
process. The department considers the results of the self-study, the external review, and the feedback of the
Program Review Committee and then crafts a PIP that defines the steps the department will take to address
concerns and further improve the academic program. The approval of plans by the dean and the provost
communicates confidence to the department that there is agreement and support for their plans for program
improvement. In our recent experiences, the development of a PIP is a highly iterative process between
the department and the dean. The iterations are taking longer than we planned, but the completed PIPs
include phased program improvement actions, agreements about staffing and resources, identification of
future planned assessment activities, and they are documents which capture significant agreement among the
department, the dean, and the provost regarding improvements to be undertaken in the coming years (CFRs
2.7 4.3, 4.4). Completed PIPs will be available for review in program review portfolios in the team room.
The Academic Senate Evaluates Program Review: In Fall 2009, we conducted a survey of Program
Review Committee members (2007-2009) and in March 2010 the chair of the Academic Senate hosted
an evaluative conversation about the revised program review process with faculty whose departments
had engaged in the three-semester process of self-study, external review, and program improvement plan
development.
In broad terms, the Academic Senate chair asked whether and how the program review procedure as it
stands “enhanced your ability to assess your program’s learning objectives in terms of curricular alignment
and in terms of assessing student achievement of those curricular goals.” Participating faculty expressed a
general agreement with the idea that the use of program review enabled them to achieve particular objectives
in their degree programs, including an opportunity to look at “local” and “global” issues pertaining to the
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major, to push forward with desired initiatives for specific kinds of program development that heretofore
had no evidentiary backing, to develop both small scale and large scale curricular reform (from a change in
a particular major learning outcome to a change in major structure), and to create the foundation for future
planning relative to additional majors (CFRs 4.1, 4.2, 4.3).
In terms of conducting program review, the resources for engaging and accomplishing the work varied,
from majors where there is an ongoing and deeply practiced culture of assessment, which was drawn upon
easily to develop the snapshot of program review, to programs with little expertise in this area, or programs
with very few faculty and thus very small pools of time to develop the self-study. Faculty also noted the
importance of administration allocating resources to assist in the development of the program review selfstudy, regardless of the ongoing nature of data collection and review. The articulation of data collected over
time to a formal seventh year reporting process required more resources and faculty time.
Faculty noted a number of places where the Program Review Procedure Manual could be improved to
better reflect the actual and differentiated practices of the majors. Further, the procedure manual lacks
a fully interwoven focus on student learning and this is an area many agreed could be much improved.
Our current process of developing and implementing annual assessment plans and our nascent culture of
continuous improvement may be the shifts necessary to find a better expression for assessment of student
learning included in the program review process. One improvement to program review would be to include
an account of program improvements made since the last program review. A program review might include
an evaluation of the implementation of the Program Improvement Plan and a discussion of what has been
learned with those improvements. Nevertheless, program review brings attention to the degree programs’
assessment practices and has been an encouragement for programs to develop ongoing assessment protocols
including implementation of feedback loops focused strategically on particular programmatic interests and
concerns.
As it stands, the revised program review model focuses on academic programs. Since some departments/
divisions/schools offer more than one degree program, this approach results in mixing analyses of the degree
and the department or division in such a way as to obscure some of the distinctive elements of each. One of
the areas in need of further clarification and development is the treatment of the so-called “service courses,”
those offered by the department but not actually part of the majors. These predominantly GE courses matter
deeply in terms of departmental coherence and resourcing, and yet they are distinct from the major offerings
and performance. The Program Review Procedure Manual (provided in Appendix 11) may need to be
revised to address this more effectively.
We are happy to report that student feedback is integral to program review. It appears to be used somewhat
variously although we routinely solicited student feedback through a survey that was administered to alumni.
Several departments conducted a student focus group in the course of the self-study process, and also held
town-hall-style meetings among current students and external reviewers. The alumni survey is part of the
program review procedure and provided excellent snapshot data. In addition, enrollment data developed in
Institutional Assessment and Research, which note students’ entry as juniors and graduation rates within the
majors, is regularly reported regarding time to degree (CFRs 4.5, 4.8). IAR also made institutional survey
data from students in individual programs available: this data illuminated aspects of student experiences.
One program in particular highlighted its current use of a reflective essay as part of the senior capstone; this
essay enabled students to articulate their synthetic understanding of the work in their major and its value
in their career trajectory. The most effective uses of student feedback demonstrate the value of these data in
program review. When we revise the program review procedure, it will be beneficial to invite examples of
program improvement implemented in response to student feedback.
Faculty raised comments in three streams regarding program review, budget, and planning. The first focused
on actual resources to departments to conduct program review. Faculty noted broadly that the burden on
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the lead author and the staff of the department is discrete and high. We need to allocate particular resources
and support for this part of the process. While the compilation of the documents takes place once every
seven years, it does not happen in a vacuum that is removed from other full time duties of both the lead
author (typically department chair) and the staff. For the second, faculty found the budget and planning
feedback internal to the departments useful in that it helped bring evidence to the alignment of priorities
in terms of available resources, and helped develop a case regarding the need for additional resources, be
they faculty, staff, or infrastructure. Likewise, for the third question of larger feedback to Academic Affairs,
program review enables an evaluation of cost-benefit and efficacy across majors in an evidence-based manner
and can drive resource allocation discussions in the larger field of the university.
In summary, following its 2009-2010 deliberation regarding the full cycle of program review, the Academic
Senate will update the Program Review Procedure Manual in 2010-2011 to implement beneficial and
useful revisions and enhancements. It will also incorporate the new university curriculum committee in the
program review procedure.
Examples of Program Improvement Decisions: Academic program review provides the most regularized
feedback loop in Academic Affairs. Using such reviews to examine enrollment, retention, graduation
rates, and student learning is central to the self-study. External reviewers provide an outside lens on the
curriculum within the context of evolving disciplines and they attend to student and faculty experiences at
the university.
Previous examples of this important work are already summarized in the “Strengthening Feedback Loops”
section (Section 1, Part A). They include descriptions of Information Technology and Communication
Design, and Environmental Science, Technology & Policy’s experiences with recent program reviews
and how these programs’ self-studies illustrated areas needing improvement and actions taken on the part
of ITCD and ESTP to improve these areas (CFRs 3.8, 4.1, 4.2, and 4.4). Below we describe additional
examples from the department of Mathematics & Statistics.
Example 1: The department of Mathematics & Statistics conducted a program review as part of its
preparation to propose that a pilot math major be approved as a regular program. The program review
occurred in year four of the five-year pilot program and highlighted areas of learning, progress, and
those that needed improvement in the major. The analysis and review of the program conducted by the
department and the commendations and recommendations of the external reviewers became part of the
program proposal submitted to the campus and the Chancellor’s Office. The math program conducted its
review in 2006-2007 on the cusp of the Academic Senate’s work to revise program review. The department
used both the “old” program review process and the proposed “revised” process as it engaged in a self-study
intentionally focused on meaningful analysis and program improvement. They examined what was occurring
in the pilot math program, determined how to improve it, and implemented tactical and strategic curricular
improvements to enhance the effectiveness of the mathematics program at CSUMB. This demonstration
of analysis and improvement is foundational to the CSU proposal process for moving a program from pilot
status to regular degree program status.
In its self-study the Mathematics & Statistics department concluded that although the program had been
able to attract students and demonstrate remarkable growth within its first three years as a new major at the
university, the program, and the success of its students, would be strengthened by several curricular changes
(CFRs 2.1, 2.7, 2.10). They reasoned that “by focusing continuous improvements at the foundation of
the major, the effects will trickle upward through the upper-division courses, providing our majors with a
strong mathematics program” (Academic Program Self-Study, Department of Mathematics & Statistics,
2007, p. 37). The changes identified and implemented by the department were: 1) strengthen the Math
130 pre-calculus course, by coordinating across its multiple sections, adding a required lab (Math 130L),
and implementing an online homework system; 2) strengthen the calculus sequence by updating the text
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selection and the required labs (Math 150L and 151L) in conjunction with science colleagues; and 3)
implement revisions to Math 250 and Math 280 to enhance the development of particular skills essential for
student success in higher mathematics. In addition to numerous commendations regarding the new math
major, the external reviewers recommended changes in four areas: service courses, courses for majors and
minors, faculty, and policy.
The department made the changes cited above, and the improvments have been very successful. They adopted
a new text for the calculus sequence, Math 150, Math 151 and Math 250, aligned the calculus labs much
more thoroughly with the lecture, and created more challenging lab projects. The number of math majors has
grown from 52 in the Fall of 2007 to over 101 in the Fall of 2010 (CFR 2.6). The math program at CSUMB
received the approval by the Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) as a Subject Matter Program in
Mathematics for Teaching in the Spring of 2009. We also offer a number of scholarships to the math students
through federal/state grants, such as Noyce Scholarships and the Math and Science Teacher Initiative.
Example 2: The external reviewers recommended redesigning remedial mathematics (Math 98) and math
faculty tackled this recommendation in Summer 2007; we implemented the remedial courses in Fall 2007.
We are very pleased with the results of these changes; the successful completion rate of students in remedial
math at CSUMB has risen from 70 percent in 2006 to 93 percent in 2009, and the department received
several grants to further develop this successful model of the developmental math courses.
Example 3: The department also changed the math curriculum to now require introductory programming
in response to the external reviewers’ recommendation (CFR 2.7). This new requirement has had a positive
impact for our recent graduates seeking jobs in government service and industry. The recommendation to
hire a Ph.D. statistician led to a successful search in the Spring 2010. Dr. Judith Canner, the top candidate
from the North Carolina State University, joined the Mathematics & Statistics Department in the Fall
of 2010, and she is taking the leadership role in developing the new Statistics Minor program. Finally,
faculty carefully discussed the recommendations about departmental policy, and the department established
new policies on late homework, make-up exams, and grades for math courses. The department has been
gathering information regarding assessment and grade distributions for math courses and plans to use this
information to understand the relationship between grades and levels of student achievement.

B. Further Development of Student Success Efforts: Retention, Graduation Rates,
and the CSU Graduation Initiative
1) Required Element: Student Success Report
The WASC Commission Action Letter to California State University, Monterey Bay, dated March 3, 2010,
identified several directives, one of which is “Improvement of Retention and Graduation Rates.” The letter
specifically asks us to incorporate our response to the issues in the action letter in our EER report. This
section of the report presents our significant work in this area and serves as our response to those directives.
Background: With the arrival of Dr. Dianne Harrison as the new president of CSUMB in 2006, the
campus began to focus seriously on improving student success. The president charged the newly hired
provost, Dr. Kathryn Cruz-Uribe, with improving student retention (CFR 1.3). Freshmen retention had
actually dropped over time, from a high of 81 percent for students who entered in 1998 to a low of 65
percent for students who began in Fall of 2006. Dr. Cruz-Uribe’s arrival on campus also coincided with the
campus preparation of our WASC Institutional Proposal. Thus, as part of our Capacity work, we proposed
to conduct a retention analysis that would inform interventions to increase student success.

36

As previously discussed in the Theme One: Student Success Initiatives,” section of this narrative, our
retention study began in 2007 with the office of Institutional Assessment and Research, which collected
available recent data regarding the demographics and characteristics of students who persisted at CSU
Monterey Bay and those who left. The campus Educational Effectiveness Student Success group (Theme
One) examined these data. This was the first time we had conducted such a study at CSU Monterey Bay,
and it proved to be very enlightening. Some of the data were surprising; for example, we learned that we are
losing Under Represented Minority and non-URM students at the same rate. We learned that twenty-five
percent of the freshmen who leave are in good academic standing, and unsurprising, we learned that the
stronger a student’s GPA, the more likely they are to remain at CSUMB. We also learned that the ethnicities
of students who left align proportionally with those of the general student population.
Following this initial analysis and discussion of the retention data, the campus invited a nationally known
consultant, Teresa Farnum, to campus to facilitate a University Retention Retreat in Spring 2008. A large
group of faculty and administrators came together to examine these data, and comparative data from other
CSUs, in order to identify particular populations to focus upon for improved retention, and to identify
potential intervention strategies. The campus continually updates the retention study with new annual data,
and continues to re-examine it in various venues. Campus constituents have also engaged in the analysis of
data from other sources, including our results from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), the
Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI), and our own “CSUMB Experience Survey.” (CFRs 1.2,
2.10, 4.1)
As a result of these campus deliberations, we implemented a number of strategies to improve retention
and graduation rates. We also discussed many of these, particularly those focused on retention, above,
under “Theme One: Student Success Initiatives.” In addition, we have focused on helping those students
who do persist to move more efficaciously towards graduation. Projects in this area include improving our
advising materials, developing clear and accurate degree pathways, implementing degree audit in our student
information system, and our “Super Seniors” project.
All CSUMB deans are actively engaged in the Super Seniors project which focuses on students with 140 (or
more) semester credit hours who have not yet applied to graduate. We require these students to meet with
their college dean to ensure a clear graduation plan, and that they are only taking classes absolutely needed
to graduate. We preclude super seniors from changing their majors, adding additional majors, or establishing
new minors. We put holds on their registrations, which can only be lifted at the dean’s behest after a
successful meeting with the student.
Deans learned from the Super Seniors project that some of the students did not even know they were
supposed to apply to graduate—in essence, they were waiting for someone to tell them. This led to the
development and implementation of a detailed communication plan that includes the following notices now
sent individually to students:
Students approaching 70 units:

Receive a reminder that they must declare a major if they have not yet done so.

Students with 90+ units:

Are invited to confirm their academic plans with an adviser and apply to graduate.

Students with 120+ units:

Are invited to meet with an adviser and apply to graduate. They are also informed that the following semester
they will have a registration hold until they meet with an adviser.

Students with 140+ units and no
graduation application:

Are told to meet with the dean. They may only take required courses, and may not change major or add
options now. Registration put on hold for the upcoming semester until they meet with the dean.
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This project is showing evidence of success. In Spring 2009, we identified 81 super seniors. In Spring 2010,
only 42 students fell into this “super senior” category, 16 of whom were left over from the Spring 2009
group (i.e., they never contacted the dean). Thus, we only have 26 “new” students in this category. We are
excited to be making such gains in getting word out about progressing to graduation.
The Super Senior project is an example of the high priority our campus gives to increasing student success.
The deans themselves each spent significant amounts of time with their super seniors. The background work
done by the Registrar’s Office to support this project is also very time-intensive. “Increase Student Success”
is one of the four major goals in our 2008-2018 campus Strategic Plan, with “Maximize retention and
graduation rates” one of the key initiatives under this goal. This is a lofty statement, but we have significant
and specific projects (such as the Super Senior project) continually underway that address this goal (CFRs
4.1, 4.3).
Recent Results: As reported in our CPR and summarized above, we have examined our retention data
extensively, and do so on a continual basis. We have enacted interventions and strategies based on what we
have learned about retention and graduation rates, and the experiences of our students on campus. And we
have had positive results. We are very pleased to announce that we have reversed the downward trend in
freshmen retention noted in the commission action letter. As seen in Figure 2 (Section 2, Part 2), we have
achieved a significant increase in freshmen retention in each of the past three years. Our 6-year graduation
rate has also shown improvement even in the short term, from 35 percent for first-time freshmen who began
in 2000 to 42 percent for FTF who began in 2003 (source: CSU Monterey Bay IAR Factbook).

2) Recent Developments: The CSU Graduation Initiative
In the Fall of 2009, the CSU Chancellor’s Office launched a bold new initiative aimed at improving the
graduation rates for the CSU system. The initiative is based on the “Delivery Unit” methods used by Sir
Michael Barber of Great Britain. Barber was the head of Tony Blair’s Delivery Unit, charged with making
progress on specific targets during Blair’s second term as Prime Minister. The Delivery Unit methods focus
on the use of good data, setting clear targets and trajectories, and consistent, regular, and frequent stocktaking and reporting.
The Chancellor charged each campus in the CSU to develop a concrete delivery plan for improving its
6-year graduation rate for First Time Freshman (FTF), beginning with the class of 2009. If each campus
obtains a graduation rate in the top quartile of its peer group, the system would improve its overall grad rate
by 6 percentage points. In addition, the system is addressing the “achievement gap”—the difference between
the graduation rate of under-represented minority (URM) students versus non-URM students. The goal is
to halve the existing achievement gap between these groups of students.
The CSU Graduation Initiative work is part of the nationwide “Access to Success” project of the National
Association of System Heads and The Education Trust. As part of the project, The Education Trust
compared each campus with peer institutions, selected by The Education Trust based on the following
factors: 1) Percent Pell Recipients Among Freshman; 2) Percent Underrepresented Minority Students; 3)
Estimated Median SAT/ACT; 4) Undergraduate FTE; 5) Sector (public/private); 6) Carnegie Classification;
7) Student Related Expenditures/total FTE.
The Education Trust compared the 6-year graduation rates of First-Time Freshmen (FTF) who started
in 2000 (graduated in 2006). CSU Monterey Bay’s rate was low compared to many of the comparative
institutions (see chart below).
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2006 6-Year Graduation Rate for FTF of CSUMB’s Comparative Campuses

Figure 5 (The Education Trust: http://www.collegeresults.org/search1b.aspx?institutionid=409698)

Based on The Education Trust’s analysis, the CSU established different targets for each campus. CSUMB
is to improve our FTF graduation rate by 14 percentage points by 2015. This target is one of the highest in
the system, and is rather daunting. On the other hand, CSU Monterey Bay is one of only three campuses
in the CSU with no achievement gap at all: our URM students graduate at the same rate as our non-URM
students. Thus, although we have work to do regarding our graduation rate; we are clearly doing many
things right vis-à-vis our graduation of URM students. The CSU as a whole, and most individual campuses,
show an achievement gap between the graduation rates of URM vs. non-URM students, with URM
students graduating at a lower rate in most cases. Of further interest, most of the 15 institutions chosen by
The Education Trust for comparison with CSU Monterey Bay do not have very high percentages of URM
students. CSU Monterey Bay has the highest percentage of the group, with 32.4 percent; only Fort Lewis
College and the University of South Carolina-Upstate approach that percentage—all the other comparative
institutions have less than 10 percent (The Education Trust, http://www.collegeresults.org/search1b.
aspx?institutionid=409698) (CFRs 1.2, 2.10, 4.4, 4.5).
As a campus, we were already engaged in working to understand and improve our retention and graduation
rates before the CSU Graduation Initiative came about. We were focusing significant attention on
retention (as described earlier), and retention very clearly feeds into graduation rates. The Initiative gave
added impetus to our ongoing work. President Harrison quickly formed a “Delivery Team” to spearhead
this project. Led by the provost, this team includes the vice president of Student Affairs, the associate vice
president for Academic Planning and Institutional Effectiveness, the associate vice president for Enrollment
Services, the director of Institutional Research, the chair of the Academic Senate, the director of the Center
for Student Success, and a representative from the Associated Students.
We submitted our campus Delivery Plan to the CSU Chancellor’s Office in December 2009 (Appendix 12:
CSUMB Campus Delivery Plan Final). As key elements of the plan we developed trajectories and timelines
for benchmark activities and milestones. Improving retention is a key part of improving our graduation
rate (CFRs 4.1, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6). If the students do not remain at CSU Monterey Bay, they cannot graduate.
In order to increase the graduation rate for the 2009 entering class of FTF to the level we need to reach by
2015, we will have to improve retention rates significantly (Appendix 13: CSUMB FTF Trajectory).
Based on an analysis of our historic retention and graduation rates, we modeled trajectories for improving
both retention rates and graduation rates in such a way that if we hit our targets along the way, we will reach
our goal of increasing our 6-year graduation rate by 14 percentage points by 2015. We know that we lose
students throughout their careers at CSU Monterey Bay, but the biggest loss is after the freshman year. Our
2009 freshman retention rate (students who started in Fall 2008 and returned in Fall 2009) was 71 percent,
a 4 percent increase over the previous year’s rate of 67 percent. Thus, we were already improving freshmen
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retention, but need to continue to improve. Our Delivery Plan trajectory targeted an 8 percent increase in
FTF retention from Fall 2009 to Fall 2010 (to 79 percent), a very ambitious goal. As seen in the table below,
our model also requires that we significantly improve retention from sophomore to junior year, as well as
junior to senior year.
CSU Monterey Bay yearly retention rates as originally modeled to meet target graduation rates
# of students

% Goal

Historic Average

Started in Fall 2009 as FTF

949

Returning as sophomores

750

79%

72%

Returning as juniors

617

65%

56%

Returning as seniors

568

60%

50%

As we monitor retention over the academic year, an important marker to track along the way is retention from
the fall to spring semester. We have historic data for fall to spring retention for both freshmen and sophomore
years. Although our fall to spring retention has been good in the past, we still need to improve this rate in order
to retain more students through to the next academic year. Our first goal was to retain 92 percent of Fall 2009
FTF for Spring of 2010, an increase of 4 percent over the historic average of 88 percent (see table below).
Fall to spring retention rates as modeled to meet our target graduation rate
Fall-to-Spring Retention:

# of students

% Goal

Historic Average

Started in Fall 2009 as FTF

949

Returning for spring of freshman year

873

92%

88%

Returning in Fall 2010 as Sophomores

750

79%

72%

Returning for spring of sophomore year

688

72%

64%

Because transfer students are important in the CSU, the Chancellor’s Office asked for development of
similar trajectories and goals for transfer students (Appendix 14: CSUMB Transfer Trajectory). A summary
of these data are presented in the table below:
Yearly retention rates required to meet our Transfer target graduation rate
# of students
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% Returning

Historic Average

Started in Fall 2009 as FTT (First Time Transfers)

595

Returning for 2nd year (Fall 2010)

470

79%

76%

Returning for 3rd year (Fall 2011)

336

57%

53%

Returning for 4th year (Fall 2012)

170

29%

25%

As we seek to increase fall to spring retention, an important marker is the number of students who register
for the following semester before they leave for break. For spring semester, registration opens in November,
but historically, many CSU Monterey Bay students have NOT registered until January. We have been
trying to change this behavior, both for planning and budgeting purposes as well as retention purposes. In
order to reach our goal of 92 percent of fall FTF returning for spring semester, we wanted to see at least
95 percent of our Fall 2009 FTF registered prior to winter break (902 students). We have not tracked this
number systematically in the past, but began to track it for the Fall 2009 semester. Similarly, we want to see
a high number of students register for Fall 2010 before they leave the campus for the summer at the end of
the Spring 2010 semester.
We instituted a number of tactics to encourage early registration, including faculty announcements in
classes, advisers contacting students, Associated Students communicating with students, Residence Life
getting the word out in the residence halls, emails sent directly to students through our Hobson’s Retain
messaging system, and the Student Success Center/University Advising Center calling students who had not
yet registered.
Our results have been positive. We have significantly improved our pre-registration rates, both in the fall for
spring semester, and in the spring for the following fall. We met our target for fall to spring retention for
FTF (92 percent) and exceeded the target for transfers (our goal was 89 percent; our actual retention was
92 percent). For Fall 2010, we exceeded our retention target for transfer students with a retention rate of
82 percent. For FTF we increased our retention rate to 76 percent; slightly below our ambitious goal of 79
percent, but still a significant increase over the 71 percent rate in Fall 2009.
An important part of the “Delivery Plan” method is continual monitoring and reporting of progress,
in order to keep the work front and center. To this end, throughout the Spring of 2010, each campus
submitted required monthly reports to the CSU Chancellor’s Office; the reporting cycle has since changed
to bi-monthly reports. On campus, we post the written materials for this project (including the monthly
reports) on the Academic Affairs website (http://academicaffairs.csumb.edu). The provost gives a progress
report on this initiative at each Academic Senate meeting as well as at Cabinet meetings. Clearly, we are
actively engaged as a campus, as required in the commission action letter, in the improvement of retention
and graduation rates. This work is high priority for our campus; we are intensely focused on it, and achieving
positive results.

C. Maintaining Momentum, Staging Progress, and Committing Resources
During our initial accreditation, our brand new campus could be easily likened to getting an unwieldy,
experimental aircraft off the ground; the times were exciting, arduous, crazed, and our meaningful
relationships with students and their successful movement through the ranks of our degree programs made
up for the lack of coordination across campus. The original visiting team gave the campus a standing ovation
and a long list of recommendations which were extraordinarily helpful in terms of shaping CSUMB’s selfinquiry as we prepared for reaccreditation five years later.
During the intervening years, the campus attained flight speed, but many of our assumptions were
challenged. Neither the first visiting team nor anyone on campus anticipated that retaining students to
graduation would become such a trial for CSUMB. “If we build it, they will come” and “what we offer
is so obviously valuable…why would students consider leaving?” were a few of the campus’ deeply held
assumptions. We ultimately had to replace assumptions with data-informed study, and came to realize that
many students left us before graduating. Our retention analysis revealed no “smoking gun,” no single reason
for such high attrition (CFRs 4.1, 4.5). Our challenge to connect students deeply to CSUMB was spread
generally across our student demographic. We understood this to mean that the reasons students leave are
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broad and that students are responding to problems that affect the student body in general. Thus, we have
responded broadly and deeply as we sought to listen to data from many different sources. What began as
deep skepticism regarding why we lose so many of our students has given way to a strong sense of needing to
understand our challenges and a willingness to change (CFRs 4.5, 4.6, 4.7).
The recent commission action letter and team report appropriately call our attention to focus on increasing
student retention and graduation rates, and to strengthening feedback loops; indeed data-informed study
of student retention, strengthening feedback loops (such that we study the efficacy of our practices and
use what we learn to improve), and assessment of student learning have been the primary foci of this
accreditation cycle (CFR 1.9). We have harnessed the whole of this cycle to ask deep and probing questions
regarding what is and is not working at CSUMB. We have used what we have learned to make substantive,
data- and experience-informed changes. From the retention analysis, to the Alumni and Student Experience
Surveys and Capstone Study, from the overhauls of the GE system, First Year Seminar, and Academic
Advising, to the changes in faculty governance and formation of a Academic Senate curriculum committee,
the campus has used inquiry, analysis, and reflection (frequently having to make meaning of data that were
provocative and emotionally challenging), to effect change that will serve our students and CSUMB in the
near and long term.
These valuable results of this accreditation cycle are tightly connected to our strategic and academic plans.
As depicted below in Figure 6, we have established regularized processes for planning, evaluation, and
continuous improvement which align institutional resources with educational objectives. Examples of this
include the three year planning horizon for the university’s strategic plan in which each division updates its
plan in the fall so that institutional planning is always rolling forward. The Strategic Planning Coordinating
Council reports progress on the strategic plan twice a year to the President’s Cabinet. The three-year
planning horizon is aligned with the budget development process and this enables an examination of how to
align institutional resources with institutional priorities.

Figure 6
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Our strategic plan spans 2008-2018. It is focused on four overarching major goals and our planning and
resource allocation takes place with respect to these goals (see sidebar). Similarly, the Academic Plan (20082013) demonstrates an internal alignment of its resources in assessment, faculty development, program
review and services review, academic advising, academic planning, academic computing, enrollment services,
and academic support to accomplish our educational objectives. The alignment of annual assessment plans,
and assessment of student learning in program review, with the resources from the Center for Teaching,
Learning, and Assessment, is an example of aligning efforts to establish infrastructure in order to sustain
assessment and continuous improvement over time. This is hinged to the regularizing of processes such
as annual plans, published review cycles (Appendices 18, 19), professional staff support, and professional
development. We use the remainder of this section to describe how we align resource allocation, regularize
planning, and review processes to support the important themes and next research projects emerging from
this accreditation cycle.
One such research project is our future investment in developing a shared understanding of rigor, the need
for which has arisen during this accreditation cycle. Questions regarding rigor have emerged on our campus
from many quarters. It arose during our first accreditation experience, and again as we engaged the campus
in preparation of our institutional proposal five years ago. Rigor comes through in the written comments in
the CSUMB Alumni Survey, the Capstone Study, Student Experience Survey, and our work on FYS as well.
During the development of our institutional proposal, rigor was one of the concerns under discussion, but
the other issues took precedence. We still consider the question of rigor to be extremely important. During
the past several years, our formal study of what academic rigor means at CSUMB has largely been trumped
by more pressing issues, namely the need to increase student retention and graduation rates. However, as we
move from what has been a very intense inquiry driven portion of our self-study, into the phase of meaningmaking and deep reflection, of planning the next steps, rigor emerges as the next new substantial project for
CSUMB (CFRs 1.2, 1.7, 3.8, 3.11, 4.1).
The Dean of the College of Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences has agreed to lead a campus-wide
group charged with developing a literature-based, campus-wide, discussion of “rigor.” This work will
be multifaceted and long-term, and the planning for it is expressed in the Academic Plan, 2008-2013
(Appendix 15: Academic Plan). It will begin in Spring 2011 with department-based discussions on “what is
rigor in our field?” These discussions/exercises will engage faculty in relevant literature, and in elucidating
rigor in their various disciplines and describing what it looks like, and how we know it when we see it.
The department and disciplinary threads will be brought together so that the natural and social scientists,
as well as the artists and the humanists can assemble both the
commonalities and differences among and between what each
means by “rigor.” From there, this work will be deepened by
Four Major Goals of Our
asking departments to use what they have learned from both
Strategic Plan
local and campus-wide conversations, and to incorporate this
learning into their annual assessment plans, to describe how they
• Increase Student Success
will use this in the development of their curricula, pedagogy, and
• Continue to Develop
assessment (CFRs 2.1, 2.2, 2.4). We expect the work to be greeted
as a Comprehensive
with enthusiasm by faculty who have wanted to address this
University
concern on our campus.
• Increase Institutional
There is a wonderful synergy between developing our
Capacity
understanding of rigor and using the findings of the capstone
• Attract, Retain, and
research. In a campus-wide workshop (August 2010) on how to
Develop Faculty, Staff,
advance the findings of the Capstone Study, conversations focused
and Administrators
on how to better resource capstone. Participants came together on
the concept that one of the greatest resources to improve student
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performance in their capstones is what students learn during the preceding 3-4 years. Thus, one of the most
effective investments the campus can make regarding capstone is to develop excellent scaffolding throughout
the curriculum for the skills and abilities students need to conduct their capstones. As we develop our
work on rigor, it is clear that we will need to understand that the components of rigor are supported and
developed from the 100 through the 400 course levels.
We have concluded the Alumni Survey and Capstone Study (Theme Two and Theme Three), Educational
Effectiveness research we embarked upon in the institutional proposal, and the results have been fruitful.
Results of the Alumni Survey have informed significant changes across campus and will influence campuswide discussions in coming years. Results from the Capstone Study will be far-reaching as the campus
grapples with issues of coherence, quality, rigor, scaffolding skills and knowledge up through the curricula,
and sustainability of capstone in the years ahead. As a direct response to the Educational Effectiveness
research, CTLA has initiated in 2010-2011 a faculty cooperative to explore the results of the Capstone
Study, studying modified capstone models, sustainability and faculty workload. In addition, the faculty
who led this research are conducting two research projects catalyzed by the Capstone Study with financial
support from their deans. The School of Business has engaged in a two-semester pilot capstone. Human
Communication is using a pre-capstone course to study faculty and student expectations of learning in
different capstone models (here and at other institutions) and will use its findings to develop a one-semester
seminar-style model.
We have staged the implementation of our new advising model (Theme One) with a pilot study in
Psychology, Teledramatic Arts & Technology, and Business Administration. We have instituted training
for advisers in 2010-2011, and are developing and implementing new tools to assess the consistency and
accuracy of guidance given by advisers. We have slated campus-wide implementation of the new advising
model for 2011-2012 with assessment of its effectiveness scheduled to follow. We are eager for these
upcoming steps and for students to have improved experiences of advising.
Resources committed to improvements in advising to date include extended service hours, hiring a director
and additional staff, training and professional development of advisers, and implementation of a pilot study
in 2010-2011 with three very different programs. The direct commitment of the president and provost to
the success of this project, and the university’s commitment to it in the strategic plan give us confidence that
the necessary resources needed as the project unfolds will be allocated.
Across the campus, faculty are excitedly involved in and implementing the new general education model;
the steps needed to fully implement the model have been identified and shared widely across campus, and
work is underway in many groups. Resources committed to this important work have been tremendous over
the past two years, and in 2010-2011 will include special consulting days for faculty to develop learning
outcomes in Fall 2010, and for conducting course certification processes in the summer of 2011. In 20122013 the work will shift dramatically to advisers and graduation evaluators who will be helping students
complete degrees with the prior system and develop learning plans with the new system. We anticipate
several years of intense advising with overlapping GE systems while continuing students complete their
degrees, and we are addressing this in our plans (CFRs 1.7, 2.2, 2.3, 4.2).
With respect to assessment of student learning as well as the efficacy of academic programs and services, we
have regularized and institutionalized our systems of quality assurance. Assessment of GE learning outcomes
and attention to feedback loops will continue to provide valuable feedback for student performance,
curricular change, and improvement to teaching and learning activities. Assessment of ULR learning
outcomes takes place every other year, and as we transition from the ULR System into the Otter Model,
biannual assessment of GE learning outcomes will continue similarly; faculty learning communities will use
assessment results to improve instruction, increase learning, and continue the cycle. Assessment of student
learning in the majors is now layered through academic program review (Appendix 16: Academic Program
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Review Schedule), program improvement plans, and annual assessment plans. Through these processes, the
assessment of student learning is becoming a routine, normal, integral part of CSUMB (CFRs 2.1, 2.4, 2.5,
2.6).
Assessment of co-curricular student learning is underway. We have established an infrastructure that draws
together institutional data and assessment and many departments are developing and implementing annual
plans that roll out the assessment of student learning outcomes in co-curricular programs and services. We
have established the Academic and Administrative Services Review process, and published its review schedule
(Appendix 17: Academic Administrative Review Schedule), and attained valuable information as a feedback
loop for continuous improvement which focuses on services and non-degree programs (CFR 2.11).
Meaningful assessment is a time- and labor-intensive process. Resources focused on assessment of student
learning are many and include faculty development through CTLA in faculty teaching co-ops and
workshops, support of program review and annual assessment plans, and faculty teams participating in
WASC and AAC&U conferences. It includes professional development of staff in student affairs and
enrollment services. CSUMB has also dedicated two faculty contract days per academic year to assessment
of student learning and special consulting days for GE assessment during the summer. Departments have
learned that it takes time to develop and test a rubric, and to revise it so that it is most useful to assess
student learning.
Our primary educational objectives are to produce high quality learning via high quality instruction and to
increase student success, retention, and graduation. As a learning institution, we approach these objectives
asking “how do we know?,” “what kinds of data will inform how well we are actually doing, and in what
ways do we need to change?” To some degree the need for change has trumped and dwarfed the original
research laid out in our institutional proposal; we have chosen to move forward in areas where the need
and challenge was greatest and most prescient. Thus, as this accreditation cycle ends, we find ourselves in
a period of substantial change, and monumental opportunity. With GE reform, new models for FYS and
Academic Advising, and changes to faculty governance, we have set in motion works for which the dust
will not soon settle. We are obliged and excited to see these changes through, to steward them so that they
actualize their potential to genuinely serve student success and increase student retention and graduation
rates. We have invested enormously in these works and are fully aware of the need for continued investment.
Our investment is strongly supported by the president and senior leadership team, the cabinet, faculty and
staff, and student leaders.
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Summary Data
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48
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Associate

Bachelors

4,046

117

142

4,305

Undergraduate

Graduate

Non-degree

Total

4,686

213

197

4,276

Total
Headcount
of Students

40

0

6

34

Non-Resident
Alien
Headcount

177

2

4
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Headcount
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0

0
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Am Indian/
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Headcount

283

6

10

267

Asian / Pacific
Islander
Headcount
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24

1,124
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1

42%

38%

38%

39%

Fall 2003

Fall 2002

Fall 2001

Averages

39%

50%

25%

43%

Non-Resident
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%

26%

30%

30%

18%
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%

47%

0%
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67%
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%

32%

48%

24%

23%
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%

47%

42%

50%

49%
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%
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34%
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42%
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%

41%
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36%
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Ethnicity
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%
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30
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582

36%

35%

35%

39%

Male
%

1,865

59
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1,739
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Male
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DATE: 01/29/2010

Ethnicity
Unknown
Headcount

Undergraduate = seeking a BA/BS. Graduate = seeking a MA/MS/MPP. Non-degree = Not seeking a degree. Includes Credential-seeking students.

Overall Graduation
Percentage
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Cohort Year
(Entering Fall)

Data for first-time freshmen only.
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2,064

White/NonHispanic
Headcount

6. LAST 3 YEARS IPEDS DATA FOR 6-YEAR COHORT GRADUATION RATE BY ETHNICITY & GENDER:

Total
FTE of
Students*

Enrollment by
Category1

Uses IPEDS definitions for students. Data reported as of 09/21/2009. *FTE = FT + (PT/3)

Professional

Hispanic/
Latino
Headcount

Doctorate

5. LAST REPORTED IPEDS DATA FOR ENROLLMENT BY ETHNICITY AND GENDER
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2. CALENDAR PLAN: Semester
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39%

40%

44%
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Headcount
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63%

63%

62%

Fall 2002
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%
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Ethnicity
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%
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60%

60%

Male
%
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E. Current Accumulated Deficit:

F. Endowment:

A. Number: 1 (EMBA) B. Total Enrollment: 60

64%

65%

66%

61%

Female
%

The Student Faculty Ratio is calculated for this Summary Data Form by dividing the FTE Student Total (IPEDS/CDS definition) from section 5 above by the FTE Faculty Total (IPEDS/CDS
definition) from section 8 above. On Table 6.1 of the WASC Data Portfolio, FTE calculations from undergraduate courses are defined as follows: APDB – follows CSU-specified methodology.
Student FTE is the total credit hours enrolled divided by 12 for graduate students and 15 for all others. Faculty FTE is the total instructional faculty workload in credit hours divided by 12 for fulltime and 15 for part-time faculty. Prior to Fall 2007, all students in undergraduate classes were divided by 15 to produce student FTE. Starting in Fall 2008, Faculty FTE is the total instructional
faculty workload in credit hours divided by 15 for all faculty.

13. ELECTRONICALLY-MEDIATED PROGRAMS (50% or more offered online):
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12. OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS:

27%

C. Percentage from tuition and fees:
D. Operating deficit(s) for past 3 years:

B. Meetings a year: 6

$66,635,740 (2009-2010 Initial Budget)

B. Total Annual Operating Budget:

A. Size: 20 (+ 5 ex-officio)

Undergraduate Resident Tuition: $4,026
Graduate Resident Tuition: $4,962

A. Annual Tuition Rate:

11. GOVERNING BOARD:

2

Female 56%

Female 48%

62%

62%

62%

61%

White/Non
Hispanic
%

Undergraduate Non-Resident Tuition: $11,160 maximum
Graduate Non-Resident Tuition: $11,160 maximum

Male 52%

65%

66%

68%

61%

Hispanic
%

Non-Caucasian 46%

58%

56%

67%

50%
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%
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Data for transfer students only.
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REQUIRED DATA EXHIBITS TO SUPPORT THE CAPACITY & PREPARATORY REVIEW:
A SUPPLEMENT TO THE WASC HANDBOOK OF ACCREDITATION
As noted in the WASC Handbook of Accreditation (p.42), all institutions are required to submit “prescribed
exhibits and data displays including lists of institutional policies required by the Commission (stipulated by
the CEO and subject to audit on site), together with…detailed breakdowns of student body characteristics;
enrollments and degrees granted for the institution’s academic programs;…detailed breakdowns on faculty
and staff and on fiscal, physical, and information resources; a table listing current assessment activities; and
a set of standard statistics on educational operations.” By the time of the Preparatory Review, moreover, the
institution is expected to have updated and provided to WASC its set of Basic Descriptive Data submitted
earlier as part of its Proposal. The purpose of this Supplement is to provide guidance to institutions about
how to assemble and present this required data as a part of the larger portfolio of evidence that they submit
as part of the Preparatory Review.
Background
Both the Handbook and Invitation to Dialogue II emphasize WASC’s intent to move the process of
accreditation toward a more visible reliance on concrete evidence. Equally apparent is the Commission’s
conviction that the process should increasingly center on existing documentation—data and information
that the institution has already collected for its own purposes—rather than extensive narrative reporting.
Through the accreditation process institutions have an opportunity to systematically assemble and reflect
upon existing information, and to use it more intentionally. Finally, the process of review adopted by the
Commission with the current Handbook will require a more focused use of time by review teams when they
visit institutions; this, in turn demands that they know more about the institution before they arrive. All of
these changes require a more explicit approach to presenting data about basic institutional characteristics
and performance as an integral part of the accreditation process. To meet this requirement, WASC is
developing a number of materials including a Guide to the Use of Evidence in the Accreditation Process, as
well as associated examples and educational materials—including this document.
In developing a set of required data exhibits to support the Preparatory Review, the Commission was
mindful that institutions differ and that there are many legitimate ways to define and display basic
institutional data. But it also felt strongly that it must know some specific things about any institution
in order to make an informed accreditation decision. Balancing appropriate diversity with the need for
some degree of commonality in reporting is always a challenge, and this challenge is at its greatest when
quantitative data are involved. To help achieve such a balance, the development of data exhibit requirements
for the Preparatory Review was guided by the following principles:
Relevance to the Accreditation Process. In order to be required, a given data exhibit should a) be
demonstrably related to a particular Standard or, b) should clearly address a topic that the Commission or a
visiting team should legitimately be expected to know about an institution. WASC should thus in each case
be able to clearly justify why it needs to know the requested information.
Meaningful to Institution. Required data exhibits should be seen as an integral part of the larger portfolio of
information that the institution assembles for the Preparatory Review. They thus constitute a necessary, but
not sufficient, component of this portfolio. As a result, the required data exhibits, a) should be presented in
a manner that is meaningful to the institution and, b) should be explicitly referenced (and, where needed or
appropriate, reflected upon or interpreted) in the Institutional Presentation. Furthermore, the data exhibits
required for the Preparatory Review should be seen as a part of a cumulative process of assembling evidence,
beginning with the required data exhibits accompanying the Proposal and culminating with the Educational
Effectiveness Review.
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Diagnostic or Performance-Oriented. Required data exhibits should be presented in such a way that they
are more than just a collection of numbers. Instead, they should allow visiting teams and the Commission
to see the “story” behind the numbers. This means specifically, a) reporting trend data (five years, wherever
possible) and, b) reporting appropriate percentages and ratios as well as raw counts.
Easily Interpretable. Required data exhibits should also be defined and presented in ways that are meaningful
and understandable to visiting teams and the Commission. While it is appropriate to allow flexibility in
definition to accommodate institutional diversity, this means that they will normally be expected to conform
to established definitions (for example, IPEDS, system-reporting requirements for public institutions, or
the Common Data Set). It also means that some degree of commonality in data presentation is expected.
As a result, this Supplement not only lists the required data exhibits, but also illustrates them with sample
displays, which institutions may use for guidance in preparing their own presentations.
Minimally Burdensome. The Commission is aware that while many institutions compile most of the data
required, not all do so in a systematic or regular way. For those institutions that possess readily-available data
consistent with basic requirements, the principle of minimum burden suggests providing such data in the
same manner as institution normally provides it to its various audiences (for example, in the form of regular
“Fact Book” displays). For those institutions that do not regularly publish such information, the sample
displays provided were designed to assist them in assembling, and deploying the required information. To
assist such institutions further, a set of calculational instructions is provided for each sample display, based
on existing institutional reporting requirements such as IPEDS.
The Commission believes that these principles allow an appropriate balance to be maintained between
institutional diversity and the need to provide reasonably consistent information as part of the accrediting
process. Referring to them frequently when questions arise should provide institutions with guidance
in assembling the required data exhibits. The principles should also provide a reasonable foundation for
dialogue about each institution’s submission with the Commission.
What’s In This Document?
This Supplement reviews required data exhibits under seven substantive categories of data—for example
“student enrollment” or “financial resources.” Each “data exhibit” consists of a basic array of data about
some distinct characteristic of the institution within this category, usually involving two or more factors
(for instance, “student enrollment by gender” or “institutional revenues by source”). As such, each exhibit
corresponds to a distinct data exhibit or display that should be easily understandable to a reviewer.
Data exhibits are presented in the order in which they are normally portrayed in institutional “Fact Books”
or similar data summaries assembled by offices like Institutional Research. But institutions are free to present
these required data exhibits in the order and form which suits them best, so long as all are addressed. As
emphasized above, moreover, required data exhibits should always be considered in the light of the larger
portfolio of evidence of which they are a part. In many cases, this may imply a different order of presentation
or different forms of presentation than the formats illustrated here. In other cases, the institution may find
it more useful or convenient to group all required data exhibits in one place in the portfolio. Whatever the
approach chosen, however, the institution should provide guidance to the review team about where each
of the required data exhibits may be found in the portfolio, perhaps in the form of a concordance table or
index.
For each broad category of data, there is first a discussion of why WASC is interested in this topic, with
references provided to the Standards where needed. This is intended to help institutions understand the
specific questions that the Commission is trying to answer by requiring that the institution provide this data.
Second, follows a discussion of some of the most common definitional or conceptual issues associated with
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these kinds of data, together with some considerations about how to deal with these issues. After this general
discussion of the data category in question, each required data exhibit within the category is listed. For each
data exhibit (or, in some cases for a set of related data exhibits), a brief description is provided, followed
by a discussion of specific issues and reporting alternatives that an institution might consider. Finally, a
sample data-table format is provided for each data exhibit. In some cases, these will serve simply to illustrate
the kinds of displays expected with respect to basic layout, level of detail provided, and types of statistics
included—as well as portraying concretely the particular data items that the Commission expects. In other
cases, institutions may elect to actually use the formats provided. To aid them in doing so, provides a set of
calculational instructions for each sample display, based on standard institutional reporting conventions to
IPEDS and other agencies.
Required Data Exhibits

ADMISSIONS AND STUDENT PREPARATION
Why Is WASC Interested in Data of this Kind? The Commission is interested in basic data on the
admissions function for three main reasons. First, the institution’s continuing ability to attract new students
is fundamental to its long-term viability—a central concern of Standards 3 and 4. Changes in overall
admissions patterns and yields may signal later changes in maintained enrollments and tuition revenues.
They may also indicate changes in the underlying character of the institution’s student body that may bear
on its mission. Second, levels of academic preparation or selectivity are related to the institution’s academic
mission as noted in Standard 2; changes in these profiles over time may suggest new academic challenges or
opportunities in serving students that the institution should be prepared to meet (e.g. CFRs 2.10 and 2.13).
Finally, as noted in Standard 1 (CFR 1.5), WASC is concerned with appropriate institutional responses to
diversity; therefore, the demographic makeup of an institution’s applicant pool and admissions profiles are
of interest.
Issues and Challenges. Admissions procedures may differ not only across institutions, but also across
different kinds of academic programs within institutions. This is especially the case for graduate programs,
which may be run by individual departments (each with its own record-keeping procedures), and for nondegree programs. Other institutions will be essentially “open-admission” in the sense that they have few or
no selection criteria in place. In such cases, some standard admissions yield statistics may not be terribly
meaningful, and some kinds of data simply may not be collected for most applicants. In general, the focus of
data exhibits in this category is on undergraduate admissions, and this is where the most complete data will
be expected.

Data Exhibit 1.1— Admissions Activity by Level
Description. Numbers of applicants to the institution, accepted applicants, and admitted applicants actually
enrolled by level or type. Examples of levels or type include a) new freshmen, b) undergraduate transfers,
c) new masters students, d) new doctoral students, and e) new first professional degree students. Similar
entries for non-degree or adult learning programs may be appropriate for some institutions. The exhibit will
normally also include appropriate ratios derived from these basic statistics such as admitted applicants /total
applicants, enrollees/admitted applicants, and enrollees/total applicants.
Issues and Alternatives. A number of general issues are associated with reporting on admissions activity.
Among the most prominent are:
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For many institutions, reporting on traditional fall term admissions activity will be appropriate. Other
institutions (especially non-term-based institutions) may wish to adopt a different reporting period—
normally a full year.
Basic information about new freshman and transfers should be supplied for all institutions with
undergraduate programs. Graduate programs, however, should be reported in a manner that best suits the
institution; in some cases, for instance, all graduate programs might be combined. Similarly, non-degree or
adult programs might or might not be included, depending upon the extent to which the institution feels
such programs are important.
Many institutions have separate admissions procedures for individual schools or programs and activity
statistics and admissions ratios may differ substantially among them. While there is no requirement to do so,
institutions may wish to report on such programs separately.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.

1.1 Admissions Activities by Level
Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009*

Number of applicants

6,369

5,907

7,261

9,545

9,938

Number of applicants accepted (% Yield –
Accepted/Applied)

3,784 (59%)

4,442 (75%)

5,000 (69%)

6,743 (71%)

8,099 (81%)

Number of freshmen accepted actually enrolled
(% Yield – Enr./Accepted)

547 (14%)

534 (12%)

746 (15%)

913 (14%)

949 (12%)

Number of applicants for admission with
advanced standing (transfer)

1,613

1,591

1,696

1,939

2,193

Number of advanced standing undergraduate
applicants accepted (% Yield – Accepted/Applied)

789 (49%)

845 (53%)

887 (52%)

917 (47%)

1,735 (79%)

Number of advanced standing undergraduate
accepted actually enrolled (% Yield – Enr./
Accepted)

440 (56%)

392 (46%)

465 (52%)

427 (47%)

593 (34%)

Number of applicants for admission to Masters’
programs (seeking MA/MS/MPP)

139

134

224

184

154

Number of applicants accepted for Master’s
programs (% Yield – Accepted/Applied)

59 (42%)

74 (55%)

120 (54%)

113 (61%)

77 (50%)

Number of accepted actually enrolled in Masters’
programs (% Yield – Enr./Accepted)

39 (66%)

55 (74%)

93 (78%)

87 (77%)

54 (70%)

Freshmen (First-Time Freshmen)

Transfer

Masters**

* Most Current Year
** Does not include postbacc or credential students.
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Data Exhibit 1.2 — Preparation/Selectivity Levels of Entering
Students
Description. Test scores and/or other preparation/ability measures for new freshman and entering graduate
students (where applicable). The presentation should include a central-tendency measure of some kind for
each score or measure reported (e.g. median or mean), together with a range or other variance statistic. It
should also include an indication of which students are included in these calculations (e.g. is it limited to
regular admission students or include admissions exceptions).
Issues and Alternatives. A number of issues surround the reporting of such measures exist and there will
therefore be many ways in which they can be appropriately reported. In general, the institution should use
the method that is generally uses in communicating such statistics. Among the most prominent issues here
are:
SAT and ACT scores are the most common admissions tests used by selective institutions. But at the
graduate level, many different kinds of tests may be used. Depending upon its admissions policies and
program requirements, the institution should report on the most commonly-used measures. Separate entries
should be provided for each test or measure used.
Institutions that have no admissions requirements may or may not find it appropriate to report on test
scores, depending on the relevance or availability of such data. In some cases, they may find it best to report
high-school performance data such as GPA or the percent in a given high-school performance quartile. In
others, they may find it useful to report on the proportion of new students at various preparation levels in
key skill areas like reading, writing, and mathematics.
At some institutions, students may be admitted through alternative procedures in addition to the regular
admissions process. And in some cases, preparation/selectivity measure calculations exclude such students. In
general, it will be assumed that all entering students are included in any statistics reported, but institutions
are free to use their normal approach to compiling and reporting such statistics so long as it is clear that they
are doing so.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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1.2 Preparation/Selectivity Levels of Entering Students
New Freshmen

Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009*

(First-Time Freshmen)
Median
Score

Range

Median
Score

Range

Median
Score

Range

Median
Score

Range

Median
Score

Range

Verbal

500

200770

490

210780

480

200730

490

220800

490

200750

Quantitative

500

270800

490

240790

490

200710

500

200750

490

200710

Composite

21

11-30

19

12-30

20

11-32

21

12-31

21

9-31

Mathematics

20

12-31

19

13-30

21

14-32

20

11-33

20

11-33

English

20

6-33

19

8-30

20

8-32

21

8-34

20

9-34

Natural Sciences

20

9-30

19

9-29

20

9-30

20

9-31

20

9-31

Social Studies

11

3-18

10

2-17

11

3-17

11

4-18

11

3-18

EPT – Writing & Reading

147

123161

148

123161

146

123163

147

121161

146

121162

ELM – Math

44

16-78

41

12-80

40

10-76

42

12-80

42

12-80

High School GPA

3.06

2.094.27

3.05

1.654.27

3.02

1.454.23

3.08

1.734.29

3.10

2.004.70

SAT scores for entering
freshmen

ACT scores for entering
freshmen

Other tests used for
admission placement

Percent Requiring
Remediation**
Writing***

45%

51%

57%

49%

52%

Reading***

45%

51%

57%

49%

52%

Math

48%

52%

52%

51%

48%

Both English & Math

31%

36%

40%

35%

36%

* Most Current Year
** Percentages calculated based upon the cohort from Table 1.1
*** A single test covers Writing and Reading (EPT).
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Entering
Graduate
Students

Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009

Median
Score

Range

Median
Score

Range

Median
Score

Range

Median
Score

Range

Median
Score

Range

Verbal

560

360-700

470

330-730

470

300-550

490

300-760

540

430-590

Quantitative

500

290-780

610

260-770

580

390-670

630

350-790

680

590-760

Graduate
Record
Examination‡
(for total
Graduate
School
excluding
professional
schools)

Analytical**

** Analytical scores are currently not available in a consolidated scale.
‡ Relatively few students submit GRE scores as the GRE is not required by Education, Interdisciplinary MA, Management and Information Technology, Marine
Science, or Public Policy (CSUMB Catalog: http://catalog.csumb.edu/graduate-education/graduate-degrees). CWSP requires the general GRE test: http://
catalog.csumb.edu/graduate-education/graduate-degrees/coastal-and-watershed-science-policy-ms/admission
Note: If multiple scores for the same test component are submitted, the highest official score is used.
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Data Exhibit 1.3 – Admissions by Gender
Data Exhibit 1.4 — Admissions by Race/Ethnicity
Because they are similar, these two data points are treated together.
Description. Numbers of applicants to the institution, accepted applicants, and admitted applicants actually
enrolled by level or type as in 1.1 above, but broken down additionally by gender and by an appropriate
array of race/ethnicity descriptors. New freshman and new undergraduate transfer students should be
reported separately for all institutions offering undergraduate programs but, unlike 1.1, all other students
may be combined. Percentage entries in addition to basic counts should parallel the method used in 1.1.
Issues and Alternatives. In addition to issues basic to admissions activity reporting noted above, the
following are important to gender or race/ethnic reporting:
Race/ethnic categories are currently in flux for IPEDS reporting and the particular categories used may
differ from institution to institution. Particular issues may arise in the case of mixed or multiple categories.
While current federal categories are assumed as a baseline, institutions should feel free to report race/ethnic
breakdowns in the same manner they do so internally.
International students are currently included in most external reporting requirements and are not treated as
a separate category. But if records are available, institutions should feel free to report international students
as a separate category.
Sample formats designed to address this requirement follow.
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1.3 Admission by Gender1
Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009**

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

Total Applicants

6368

5903

7261

9545

9,938

Male

2420

2306

2894

3553

3,757

Female

3948

3597

4367

5992

6,181

Total Accepted (% Yield)

3784 (59%)

4442 (75%)

5000 (69%)

6743 (71%)

8,099 (81%)

Male (% Yield)

1397 (58%)

1654 (72%)

1936 (67%)

2389 (67%)

2,979 (79%)

Female (% Yield)

2387 (60%)

2788 (78%)

3064 (70%)

4354 (73%)

5,120 (83%)

Total Enrolled (% Yield)

547 (14%)

534 (12%)

746 (15%)

913 (14%)

949 (12%)

Male (% Yield)

233 (17%)

224 (14%)

320 (17%)

339 (14%)

348 (12%)

Female (% Yield)

314 (13%)

310 (11%)

426 (14%)

574 (13%)

601 (12%)

1612

1588

1696

1939

2,193

Male

697

663

702

774

953

Female

915

925

994

1162

1,240

Total Accepted (% Yield)

789 (49%)

845 (53%)

887 (52%)

917 (47%)

1,735 (79%)

Male (% Yield)

334 (48%)

354 (53%)

357 (51%)

374 (48%)

729 (76%)

Female (% Yield)

455 (50%)

491 (53%)

530 (53%)

543 (47%)

1,006 (81%)

Total Enrolled (% Yield)

440 (56%)

392 (46%)

465 (52%)

427 (47%)

593 (34%)

Male (% Yield)

192 (57%)

166 (47%)

186 (52%)

173 (46%)

257 (35%)

Female (% Yield)

248 (55%)

226 (46%)

279 (53%)

254 (47%)

336 (33%)

New Freshmen (First-Time
Freshmen)

Undergraduate Transfers
Total Applicants

** Most Current Year

1. Differences in number on Table 1.1 and Table 1.3 are due to unreported gender information.
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Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009**

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

139

134

224

184

154

Male

49

53

103

63

57

Female

90

80

121

115

97

Total Accepted (% Yield)

59 (42%)

74 (55%)

120 (54%)

113 (61%)

77 (50%)

Male (% Yield)

24 (49%)

26 (49%)

48 (47%)

37 (59%)

28 (49%)

Female (% Yield)

35 (39%)

48 (60%)

72 (60%)

76 (66%)

49 (51%)

Total Enrolled (% Yield)

39 (66%)

55 (74%)

93 (78%)

87 (77%)

54 (70%)

Male (% Yield)

14 (58%)

20 (77%)

37 (77%)

30 (81%)

20 (71%)

Female (% Yield)

25 (71%)

35 (73%)

56 (78%)

57 (75%)

34 (69%)

Graduate Students*
Total Applicants

* Graduate students include those seeking a graduate degree only.
** Most current year

1.4 Admissions by Race/Ethnicity 2

New Freshmen (First-Time Freshmen)
Other

Hispanic

Asian / Pacific
Islander

American
Indian /
Alaskan Native

Black, NonHispanic

White, NonHispanic

Fall 2005 N (%)
Total Applicants

2639

474

66

598

2054

538

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

1864 (71%)

157 (33%)

42 (64%)

343 (57%)

1029 (50%)

349 (65%)

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

284 (15%)

19 (12%)

6 (14%)

30 (9%)

161 (16%)

47 (13%)

Total Applicants

2804

323

56

603

1614

507

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

2321 (83%)

178 (55%)

40 (71%)

429 (71%)

1075 (67%)

399 (79%)

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

262 (11%)

21 (12%)

6 (15%)

31 (7%)

164 (15%)

50 (13%)

Fall 2006 N (%)

2.Differences in number on Table 1.1 and Table 1.4 are due to unreported ethnic information.
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Fall 2007 N (%)
Total Applicants

3121

582

63

748

2137

610

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

2491 (80%)

260 (45%)

43 (68%)

494 (66%)

1239 (58%)

473 (78%)

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

355 (14%)

43 (17%)

9 (21%)

53 (11%)

225 (18%)

61 (13%)

Total Applicants

4067

644

108

875

3111

740

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

3340 (82%)

311 (48%)

85 (79%)

611 (70%)

1830 (59%)

566 (76%)

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

451 (14%)

44 (14%)

6 (7%)

64 (10%)

262 (14%)

86 (15%)

Total Applicants

4,522

578

89

866

2,755

1,128

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

4,045 (89%)

349 (60%)

68 (76%)

694 (80%)

2,008 (73%)

935 (83%)

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

489 (12%)

44 (13%)

7 (10%)

45 (6%)

241 (12%)

123 (13%)

Fall 2008 N (%)

Fall 2009** N (%)

* Most current year

Undergraduate Transfers
Other

Hispanic

Asian /
Pacific Islander

American
Indian / Alaskan
Native

Black,
Non-Hispanic

White,
Non-Hispanic

Fall 2005 N (%)
Total Applicants

741

95

20

127

403

213

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

382 (52%)

29 (31%)

8 (40%)

44 (35%)

226 (56%)

100 (61%)

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

218 (57%)

17 (59%)

3 (38%)

20 (43%)

127 (56%)

55 (53%)

Total Applicants

755

97

13

129

364

228

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

432 (57%)

32 (33%)

6 (46%)

52 (40%)

198 (54%)

125 (44%)

Fall 2006 N (%)
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Undergraduate Transfers
Other

Hispanic

Asian /
Pacific Islander

American
Indian / Alaskan
Native

Black,
Non-Hispanic

White,
Non-Hispanic

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

193 (45%)

18 (56%)

4 (67%)

21 (40%)

102 (52%)

54 (56%)

Total Applicants

826

95

23

146

383

223

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

452 (55%)

28 (29%)

12 (52%)

81 (55%)

194 (51%)

120 (54%)

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

226 (50%)

16 (57%)

6 (50%)

49 (60%)

108 (56%)

60 (50%)

Total Applicants

937

114

25

174

459

230

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

455 (49%)

39 (34%)

14 (56%)

78 (45%)

223 (49%)

108 (47%)

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

187 (41%)

26 (67%)

8 (57%)

34 (44%)

115 (52%)

55 (51%)

Total Applicants

1,157

86

16

156

448

330

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

908 (78%)

58 (67%)

12 (75%)

118 (76%)

369 (82%)

270 (82%)

Total Enrolled (%
Yield)

314 (35%)

13 (22%)

3 (25%)

39 (33%)

137 (37%)

87 (32%)

Fall 2007 N (%)

Fall 2008 N (%)

Fall 2009* N (%)

** Most current year
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Graduate Students*
Other

Hispanic

Asian /
Pacific
Islander

American
Indian /
Alaskan
Native

Black,
NonHispanic

White
NonHispanic

Fall 2005 N (%)
Total Applicants

56

8

0

25

19

31

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

33 (59%)

1 (13%)

0 (NA)

5 (20%)

9 (47%)

11 (35%)

Total Enrolled (% Yield)

22 (67%)

1 (100%)

0 (NA)

2 (40%)

6 (67%)

8 (73%)

Total Applicants

64

7

3

19

20

21

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

40 (63%)

3 (43%)

2 (67%)

8 (42%)

6 (30%)

15 (71%)

Total Enrolled (% Yield)

29 (73%)

3 (100%)

2 (100%)

7 (88%)

4 (67%)

10 (67%)

Total Applicants

117

10

2

25

20

50

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

60 (51%)

3 (30%)

0 (0%)

11 (44%)

13 (65%)

33 (66%)

Total Enrolled (% Yield)

44 (73%)

3 (100%)

0 (NA)

10 (91%)

12 (92%)

24 (73%)

Total Applicants

97

8

0

17

28

34

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

63 (65%)

1 (13%)

0 (NA)

11 (65%)

17 (61%)

21 (62%)

Total Enrolled (% Yield)

52 (83%)

0 (NA)

0 (NA)

11 (100%)

9 (53%)

15 (71%)

Total Applicants

86

9

0

24

18

17

Total Accepted (%
Yield)

43 (50%)

4 (44%)

0 (NA)

11 (46%)

9 (50%)

10 (59%)

Total Enrolled (% Yield)

32 (74%)

1 (25%)

0 (NA)

7 (64%)

6 (67%)

8 (80%)

Fall 2006 N (%)

Fall 2007 N (%)

Fall 2008 N (%)

Fall 2009** N (%)

* Graduate students include those seeking a graduate degree only.
** Most current Year
Differences in number on Table 1.1 and Table 1.4 are due to unreported ethnic information.
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STUDENT ENROLLMENTS
Why is WASC Interested in Data of this Kind? Data on the overall size and character of an institution’s
student body is critical to understanding any college or university. Accordingly, visiting teams need
basic information of this kind in order to prepare for a visit. In addition, the Commission is interested
in enrollment data for many of the same reasons it requires information about admissions. Enrollment
volume—and especially trends in enrollment—are directly related to institutional sustainability as noted
by Standards 3 and 4. Particular aspects of the institution’s enrollments—for example, the proportions
enrolling in specific types of programs—help determine the institution’s actual or “behavioral” mission as
suggested in Standard 1. Similarly, statistics on numbers of students help the Commission determine the
adequacy of the academic resources in place to serve them, as outlined in Standard 3. Finally, information
about the demographics of enrollment are related to diversity concerns as noted in Standard 1, while
knowing something about the character of the student body helps inform the appropriateness of an
institution’s efforts to develop suitable learning support for its students, addressed by Standard 2; changes
in these profiles over time, in turn, may suggest emerging issues that the institution should be prepared to
meet.
Issues and Challenges. While the issue of student enrollments is theoretically straightforward, producing
student counts that are appropriate to a particular institutional context raises a number of common
conceptual issues. One is the appropriate time period for reporting. If a single number is needed, most
institutions (and most states) follow federal conventions of reporting only fall term statistics. But those
institutions enrolling large numbers of students in other terms may wish to report annualized unduplicated
headcounts instead. A second common issue is how to handle part-time vs. full-time attendance. Some
institutions may have large numbers of students attending on a part-time basis, whose actual impact on
the institution is less than a smaller number of full-time-attenders. Convention in this case may demand
reporting full-time and part-time students separately, or using a full-time-equivalent (FTE) statistic based on
credits enrolled for. For greater clarity, institutions in this situation may choose to report FTE-based as well
as headcount-based statistics on enrollments. A final common issue is how to address students participating
exclusively in non-degree or non-credit instruction. Normally (and consistent with IPEDS reporting
conventions), only degree-seeking students are reported in detail (e.g. broken down by demographic group).
But there may be instances in which institutions feel that including breakdowns for non-degree students will
allow them to better tell their stories. In all such cases, though, institutions should state explicitly that nondegree students are being included.

Data Exhibit 2.1 — Headcount Enrollments by Degree Objective
Description. Numbers of headcount students enrolled at the institution for the time period indicated
broken down by the degree or credential which they are seeking. As indicated above, the exhibit could
be prepared using only fall term statistics, or could reflect unduplicated headcount enrollments for a full
calendar or academic year (so long as this is noted).
Issues and Alternatives. A number of alternatives might be used to reflect individual institutional
circumstances, including:
• Reporting for individual terms as well as a full year as an alternative to supplying an unduplicated
headcount.
• Using FTE in addition to headcount statistics (as above).
• Aggregating all graduate programs together (or the reverse) for institutions that do not offer particular
levels of instruction.
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2.1 Headcount Enrollments by Degree Objective
Fall 2005 N (%)

Fall 2006 N (%)

Fall 2007 N (%)

Fall 2008 N (%)

Fall 2009* N (%)

Total

3773

3818

4080

4340

4,686

Bachelors Degrees**

3391 (90%)

3381 (89%)

3643 (89%)

3889 (90%)

4,276 (91%)

Masters Degrees

140 (4%)

201 (5%)

215 (5%)

237 (5%)

197 (4%)

Non-Degree***

242 (6%)

236 (6%)

222 (5%)

214 (5%)

213 (5%)

* Most current year
** Includes PB.
*** Those with no declared degree objective (includes Credentials students). Bachelors students have a degree objective of BA or BS; Masters (graduate) students
have a degree objective of MA, MS, or MPP.

Data Exhibit 2.2 — Headcount Enrollment by Gender
Data Exhibit 2.3 — Headcount Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity
Because they are similar, these two data exhibits are treated together.
Description. Headcount enrollments as defined previously broken down by level of enrollment and by
demographic categories. Levels of enrollment include lower-division (normally the first two years of an
undergraduate program), upper-division (normally the last two or more years of an undergraduate program),
graduate (any graduate), and (optionally) non-degree students.
Issues and Alternatives. In addition to those already noted under 2.1 above, the following alternatives
might be considered to better suit specific institutional circumstances:
• other ways to assign students to levels of instruction (bearing in mind the need to at least distinguish
undergraduate, graduate, and non-degree students if applicable).
• combining these two displays to provide gender breakdowns within race/ethnic categories.
• employing alternative ways to present race/ethnic breakdowns that are more consistent with the
institution’s own usage (as in the discussion of 1.4 above).
Sample formats designed to address these requirements follow.
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2.2 Headcount Enrollments by Gender
Fall 2005 N (%)

Fall 2006 N (%)

Fall 2007 N (%)

Fall 2008 N (%)

Fall 2009* N (%)

Total Enrollment

3773

3818

4080

4340

4,686

Male

1579 (42%)

1614 (42%)

1735 (43%)

1737 (40%)

1,865 (40%)

Female

2194 (58%)

2204 (58%)

2345 (57%)

2603 (60%)

2,821 (60%)

Lower Division

1313 (35%)

1333 (35%)

1541 (38%)

1856 (43%)

2,082 (44%)

Male

582 (15%)

572 (15%)

650 (16%)

730 (17%)

782 (17%)

Female

731 (19%)

761 (20%)

891 (22%)

1126 (26%)

1,300 (28%)

Upper Division**

2078 (55%)

2048 (54%)

2102 (52%)

2033 (47%)

2,194 (47%)

Male

870 (23%)

904 (24%)

947 (23%)

862 (20%)

957 (20%)

Female

1208 (32%)

1144 (30%)

1155 (28%)

1171 (27%)

1,237 (26%)

Graduate

140 (4%)

201 (5%)

215 (5%)

237 (5%)

197 (4%)

Male

47 (1%)

79 (2%)

73 (2%)

73 (2%)

67 (1%)

Female

93 (2%)

122 (3%)

142 (3%)

164 (4%)

130 (3%)

Non-Degree***

242 (6%)

236 (6%)

222 (5%)

214 (5%)

213 (5%)

Male

80 (2%)

59 (2%)

65 (2%)

72 (2%)

59 (1%)

Female

162 (4%)

177 (5%)

157 (4%)

142 (3%)

154 (3%)

* Most current year
** Includes PB
*** Includes Credentials and those with no declared degree objective.
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2.3 Headcount Enrollments by Race/Ethnicity
Fall 2005 N (%)

White, NonHispanic

Black, NonHispanic

American Indian
/ Alaskan Native

Asian / Pacific
Islander

Hispanic

Other

Total Enrollment

1806 (48%)

144 (4%)

31 (1%)

209 (6%)

1041 (28%)

542 (14%)

Lower Division

657 (17%)

45 (1%)

12 (0%)

80 (2%)

362 (10%)

157 (4%)

Upper Division**

970 (26%)

88 (2%)

15 (0%)

102 (3%)

611 (16%)

292 (8%)

Graduate

72 (2%)

6 (0%)

1 (0%)

11 (0%)

27 (1%)

23 (1%)

Non-Degree***

107 (3%)

5 (0%)

3 (0%)

16 (0%)

41 (1%)

70 (2%)

Total Enrollment

1829 (48%)

150 (4%)

35 (1%)

225 (6%)

1044 (27%)

535 (14%)

Lower Division

653 (17%)

50 (1%)

16 (0%)

75 (2%)

372 (10%)

167 (4%)

Upper Division**

964 (25%)

89 (2%)

13 (0%)

111 (3%)

602 (16%)

269 (7%)

Graduate

98 (3%)

8 (0%)

4 (0%)

26 (1%)

25 (1%)

40 (1%)

Non-Degree***

114 (3%)

3 (0%)

2 (0%)

13 (0%)

45 (1%)

59 (2%)

Total Enrollment

1934 (47%)

164 (4%)

30 (1%)

297 (7%)

1100 (27%)

555 (14%)

Lower Division

713 (17%)

70 (2%)

15 (0%)

110 (3%)

449 (11%)

184 (5%)

Upper Division**

1002 (25%)

86 (2%)

13 (0%)

154 (4%)

564 (14%)

283 (7%)

Graduate

105 (3%)

6 (0%)

2 (0%)

25 (1%)

28 (1%)

49 (1%)

Non-Degree***

114 (3%)

2 (0%)

0 (0%)

8 (0%)

59 (1%)

39 (1%)

Total Enrollment

2005 (46%)

190 (4%)

34 (1%)

323 (7%)

1170 (27%)

618 (14%)

Lower Division

841 (19%)

91 (2%)

15 (0%)

122 (3%)

523 (12%)

264 (6%)

Upper Division**

923 (21%)

90 (2%)

18 (0%)

169 (4%)

569 (13%)

264 (6%)

Graduate

118 (3%)

5 (0%)

0 (0%)

25 (1%)

31 (1%)

58 (1%)

Non-Degree***

123 (3%)

4 (0%)

1 (0%)

7 (0%)

47 (1%)

32 (1%)

Total Enrollment

2,308 (49%)

177 (4%)

34 (1%)

294 (6%)

1,211 (26%)

662 (14%)

Lower Division

1,018 (22%)

94 (2%)

13 (0%)

117 (2%)

547 (12%)

293 (6%)

Upper Division**

1,049 (22%)

77 (2%)

21 (0%)

156 (3%)

587 (13%)

304 (6%)

Graduate

119 (3%)

4 (0%)

0 (0%)

15 (0%)

24 (1%)

35 (1%)

Non-Degree***

122 (3%)

2 (0%)

0 (0%)

6 (0%)

53 (1%)

30 (1%)

Fall 2006 N (%)

Fall 2007 N (%)

Fall 2008 N (%)

Fall 2009* N (%)

* Most current year
** Includes PB
*** Includes Credentials and those with no declared degree objective.
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Data Exhibit 2.4 — Students Receiving Financial Aid
Description. The total number and percentage of currently-enrolled students receiving some form of
financial aid, broken down by undergraduate and graduate levels. For undergraduate students in addition,
the total number and percent of students receiving federal Pell grant support.
Issues and Alternatives. These data are included because they broadly indicate the economic circumstances
of the institution’s students and are useful in gauging the match between enrollment and mission. But
there are many ways to define financial aid activity, and institutions should feel free to supply additional
information. Among the principal additional alternatives that might be considered are:
• reporting the numbers and percentages of students on loans.
• reporting specific kinds of aid, if available (e.g. need-based, merit-based, etc.).
• reporting the numbers and percentages receiving institutional aid.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.

2.4 Students Receiving Financial Aid
Undergraduate
Students**

Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009*

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

Total Headcount

3391

3381

3643

3889

4276

Total Receiving Some
Form of Financial Aid
or Assistance

2167

2196

2400

2303

2717

(64%)

(65%)

(66%)

(59%)

(64%)

Total Receiving Federal
Pell Grant Support

1126

1118

1237

1242

1591

(33%)

(33%)

(34%)

(32%)

(37%)

Total Headcount

140

201

215

237

197

Total Receiving Some
Form of Financial Aid
or Assistance

73

87

85

99

85

(52%)

(43%)

(40%)

(42%)

(43%)

Graduate Students
(MA, MS, or MPP)

* Most current year
** Includes PB
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DEGREES AWARDED
Why is WASC Interested in Data of this Kind? Data on the number of degrees granted is important in
determining the extent to which colleges and universities are realizing their missions and fulfilling their
educational objectives as outlined in Standards 1 and 2. These data also provide descriptive data, which can
help visiting teams understand the particular characteristics of this institutions (e.g., a liberal arts college
versus a four-year doctoral degree-granting university). As with enrollment data, particular aspects of the
institution’s degree awards—such as enrolling in specific types of programs—will reflect the institution’s
enacted mission. Additionally, information on degree completions by gender and race/ethnicity indicate
the way in which institutions address diversity as suggested in CFR 1.5. Retention and graduation rates are
indicators of an institution’s viability, as discussed in CFRs 4.1 and 4.8, and whether the institution has
appropriate programs to support it students until graduation.
Issues and Challenges. Several issues emerge when compiling degree completion data, notably degree and
program definitions.
Program definitions vary across institutions. Most institutions have developed their own taxonomy for
classifying different disciplinary programs while others use some form of the Classification of Instructional
Programs developed by the Department of Education. Institutions should therefore use their own degree or
program titles when reporting such data.
While many institutions use standard IPEDS and CDS definitions for degrees, these definitions do not
constitute the universe of degree programs extant in higher education today. For example, non-degree
or certificate programs comprise the majority of program offerings at some institutions. In such cases,
institutions should report awards in addition to regular degrees if they believe that doing so will better reflect
their circumstances.
For some institutions, the first-time freshman and transfer categories may not be relevant because their
student body includes many adult students returning for time- and subject-specific education and training.
These institutions should use categories that are the most useful in telling their stories.

Data Exhibit 3.1 — Degrees Granted by Degree-Level and Program
Description. The total number and percentage degrees granted, broken down by type of degree and
program for the last five years.
Issues and Alternatives. As mentioned above a variety of definitional issues emerge when reporting such
data.
Institutions may use definitions for degrees, awards, and programs that best characterize their own
situations, but must be explicit when doing so.
If these data are also available by gender and race/ethnicity, institutions are encouraged to supply this
information as well. Institutions may also employ alternative ways to present race/ethnic breakdowns that
are more consistent with the institution’s own usage (as in the discussion of 1.4 above) as long as definitions
are provided.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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3.1 Degrees Granted by Degree-Level Program3*
All Degrees:

AY 2005

AY 2006

AY 2007

AY 2008

Bachelors

599

608

636

597

Masters

57

81

45

84

86 (14%)

95 (16%)

95 (15%)

91 (15%)

12 (2%)

11 (2%)

18 (3%)

27 (5%)

2 (0%)

7 (1%)

1 (0%)

15 (3%)

14 (2%)

18 (3%)

15 (2%)

12 (2%)

27 (5%)

16 (3%)

19 (3%)

15 (3%)

56 (9%)

70 (12%)

73 (11%)

84 (14%)

42 (7%)

46 (8%)

59 (9%)

37 (6%)

AY 2009**

College of Arts, Humanities
and Social Sciences
Division of Humanities and
Communication
Bachelors (Program: Human
Communication)
Integrated Studies and Special
Major Department
Bachelors (Program:
Integrated Studies)
Music & Performing Arts
Department
Bachelors (Program: Music )
Visual & Public Arts
Department
Bachelors (Program: Visual
and Public Arts)
School of World Languages &
Culture
Bachelors (Program: World
Languages and Cultures)
Division of Social, Behavioral
& Global Studies
Bachelors (Programs: Global
Studies; Social and Behavioral
Sciences; Psychology)
Teledramatic Arts &
Technology Department
Bachelors (Program:
Teledramatic Arts &
Technology)
College of Professional Studies
Health, Human Services &
Public Policy Department

3. As of 02/05/2010. Counts are of degrees, not students; thus number of degrees might be more than number of students. AY is Fall-Spring-Summer. All degrees
are clustered by divisions and departments.
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All Degrees:

AY 2005

AY 2006

AY 2007

AY 2008

Bachelors (Programs:
Collaborative Health &
Human Services)

26 (4%)

48(8%)

26 (4%)

28 (5%)

Masters (Program: Public
Policy)

1 (2%)

6 (7%)

6 (13%)

6 (7%)

Bachelors (Program: Business
Administration)

83 (14%)

94 (15%)

100 (16%)

111 (19%)

Masters (Program: Executive
MBA)

-

-

-

-

-

13 (2%)

27 (4%)

45 (8%)

147 (25%)

114 (19%)

93 (15%)

56 (9%)

8 (14%)

16 (20%)

8 (18%)

23 (27%)

Bachelors (Program:
Information Technology
and Communication Design
[former name: Telecomm,
Media and Applied
Computing]; Computer
Science and IT)

44 (7%)

39 (6%)

50 (8%)

30 (5%)

Masters (Programs:
Management and Information
Technology; Interdisciplinary
MA with Instructional Science
and Technology Emphasis)

44 (77%)

51 (63%)

21 (47%)

48 (57%)

AY 2009**

School of Business

Kinesiology Department
Bachelors (Program:
Kinesiology [former name:
Human Performance and
Wellness])
Liberal Studies Department
Bachelors (Programs: Liberal
Studies; Liberal Studies Degree
Completion; Liberal Studies
On Line)
Teacher Education
Department
Masters (Program: Education)
College of Science, Media Arts
and Technology
School of Information
Technology &
Communication Design

Division of Science &
Environmental Policy
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All Degrees:

AY 2005

AY 2006

AY 2007

AY 2008

Bachelors (Programs:
Environmental Science,
Technology & Policy [former
name: Earth Systems Science
& Policy]; Biology)

56 (9%)

31 (5%)

53 (8%)

36 (6%)

Masters (Programs: Marine
Science; Coastal and
Watershed Science & Policy)

4 (7%)

8 (10%)

10 (22%)

7 (8%)

Bachelors (Program:
Mathematics)

4 (1%)

6 (1%)

7 (1%)

10 (2%)

College of University Studies
and Programs***

-

-

-

-

AY 2009**

Mathematics & Statistics
Department

-

* Used same Program names/titles as listed in Annual Report
** Most current year. AY 2009 data not available yet. Most current data will be available in the Team Room.
*** This college contains undergraduate support programs (Writing Center, First Year Seminar, Service Learning, etc.) and does not award degrees.
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Data Exhibit 3.2 — Cohort Graduation, Retention, and Transfer
Rates
Description. For the cohort of first-time freshmen and transfer students (where available): 1) size of the
cohort; 2) first-year retention rate (number and percent); 3) 6-year graduate rate (number and percent); 3)
transfer-out rate (number and percent); and 4) still enrolled at 6 years (number and percent).
Issues and Alternatives. Generating appropriate longitudinal information about student graduation
and retention involves many definitional and technical issues. Institutions may vary considerably in the
populations they track and may wish to modify basic retention statistics to suit their own circumstances,
so long as they adhere to the basic conventions involved in generating and reporting such statistics such as
Student Right-to-Know or the IPEDS Graduation Rate Survey. Among the modifications that might be
employed are:
Defining the cohort to be tracked to include more than full-time, first-time, freshman. Many institutions
enroll the majority of their students in the par-time or adult categories. Others enroll many students
transferring from other institutions. As a result, institutions should use cohort definitions that best suit their
own circumstances, so long as the definitions used are clear.
Providing tracking data by gender and race/ethnicity where available. Institutions may also employ
alternative ways to present race/ethnic breakdowns that are more consistent with the institution’s own usage
(as in the discussion of 1.4 above).
Reporting graduation rates for more than a six-year period, to address delayed graduation due to part-time
attendance, stop-out, or similar phenomena.
Tracking students who successfully transfer to other institutions.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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3.2a Cohort Graduation, Retention and Transfer Rates (Overall)
First-Time Freshmen

Size of Cohort

1st Year Retention
Rate (Fall to Fall)
N (%)

6-Year Graduation
Rate N (%)

6-Year Transfer
Out Rate 30 N (%)

Still Enrolled at 6
Years N (%)

Cohort: 2003

515

386 (75%)

214 (42%)

241 (47%)

54 (10%)

Cohort: 2002

576

420 (73%)

220 (38%)

288 (50%)

24 (4%)

Cohort: 2001

570

412 (72%)

214 (38%)

270 (47%)

39 (7%)

442

347 (79%)

267 (60%)

N/A

17 (4%)

478

367 (79%)

303 (63%)

N/A

19 (4%)

462

358 (77%)

293 (63%)

N/A

22 (5%)

Transfer Students**
Cohort: 2003
(Average Number of Credits
Transferred: 64)
Cohort: 2002
(Average Number of Credits
Transferred: 63)
Cohort: 2001 (Average
Number of Credits
Transferred: 63)

Data Source: Chancellors Office: Office of Analytic Studies
** Sum of lower division and upper division from Table 2.2.
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3.2b Cohort Retention and Graduation Rates by Sex
First-Time Freshmen

Sex

Size of Cohort N

1st Year Retention Rate N (%)

6-Year Graduation Rate N (%)

Cohort: 2003

M

228

171 (75%)

88 (39%)

F

287

215 (75%)

126 (44%)

M

211

152 (72%)

73 (36%)

F

365

268 (73%)

146 (40%)

M

229

163 (71%)

81 (35%)

F

341

249 (73%)

133 (39%)

First-Time Transfers

Sex

Size of Cohort N (%)

1st Year Retention Rate N (%)

6-Year Graduation Rate N (%)

Cohort: 2003

M

171

129 (75%)

103 (60%)

F

271

218 (80%)

164 (61%)

M

184

136 (74%)

110 (60%)

F

294

231 (79%)

193 (66%)

M

212

168 (79%)

130 (61%)

F

250

190 (76%)

163 (65%)

Cohort: 2002

Cohort: 2001

Cohort: 2002

Cohort: 2001

3.2c Cohort Retention and Graduation Rates by Ethnicity

First-Time Freshmen

Ethnicity

Size of Cohort N

1st Year Retention Rate
N (%)

6-Year Graduation Rate
N (%)

Cohort: 2003

White

277

198 (71%)

116 (42%)

Black

22

15 (68%)

4 (18%)

Amer. Ind.

3

3 (100%)

2 (67%)

API

40

27 (68%)

10 (25%)

Hispanic

127

111 (87%)

62 (49%)

Other

46

32 (70%)

20 (43%)
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Cohort: 2002

White

286

188 (66%)

97 (34%)

Black

20

12 (60%)

5 (25%)

Amer. Ind.

4

3 (75%)

3 (75%)

API

37

26 (70%)

9 (24%)

Hispanic

158

139 (88%)

79 (50%)

Other

71

52 (73%)

26 (37%)

White

294

194 (66%)

100 (34%)

Black

23

17 (74%)

7 (30%)

Amer. Ind.

2

1 (50%)

0 (0%)

API

43

32 (74%)

20 (47%)

Hispanic

147

121 (82%)

62 (42%)

Other

61

47 (77%)

25 (41%)

First-Time Transfers

Ethnicity

Size of Cohort N

1st Year Retention Rate
N (%)

6-YearGraduation Rate
N (%)

Cohort: 2003

White

207

160 (77%)

130 (63%)

Black

18

15 (83%)

9 (50%)

Amer. Ind.

5

2 (40%)

2 (40%)

API

26

18 (69%)

12 (46%)

Hispanic

116

97 (84%)

72 (62%)

Other

70

55 (79%)

42 (60%)

White

216

162 (75%)

135 (63%)

Black

25

20 (80%)

14 (56%)

Amer. Ind.

8

6 (75%)

2 (25%)

API

25

17 (68%)

15 (60%)

Hispanic

120

95 (79%)

82 (68%)

Other

84

67 (80%)

55 (65%)

Cohort: 2001

Cohort: 2002
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Cohort: 2001

White

205

157 (77%)

127 (62%)

Black

13

9 (69%)

6 (46%)

Amer. Ind.

6

4 (67%)

4 (67%)

API

35

26 (74%)

20 (57%)

Hispanic

116

89 (77%)

77 (66%)

Other

87

73 (84%)

59 (68%)

3.2d Cohort Retention and Graduation Rates for First Generation
First-Time Freshmen

Size of Cohort N

1st Year Retention Rate N (%)

6-Year Graduation Rate N (%)

Cohort: 2003

218

173 (79%)

91 (42%)

Cohort: 2002

256

196 (77%)

106 (41%)

Cohort: 2001

250

183 (73%)

91 (36%)

First-Time Transfers

Size of Cohort N

1st Year Retention Rate N (%)

6-Year Graduation Rate N (%)

Cohort: 2003

215

174 (81%)

125 (58%)

Cohort: 2002

229

183 (80%)

147 (64%)

Cohort: 2001

196

155 (79%)

129 (66%)

Cohorts include only First-Generation students.

3.2e Cohort Retention and Graduation Rates (First-Time Freshman)
First Time Freshman (FTF)
Matriculated
Fall 1995 (N=171)
Fall 1996 (N=219)
Fall 1997 (N=181)
Fall 1998 (N=273)
Fall 1999 (N=299)
Fall 2000 (N=445)
Fall 2001 (N=570)
Fall 2002 (N=576)
Fall 2003 (N=515)
Fall 2004 (N=648)
Fall 2005 (N=547)
Fall 2006 (N=534)
Fall 2007 (N=746)
Fall 2008 (N=913)
Fall 2009 (N=949)

1 Year
76%
78%
71%
81%
73%
76%
72%
73%
75%
72%
70%
65%
67%
71%
76%

2 Year
64%
63%
54%
60%
56%
60%
59%
56%
57%
56%
54%
50%
49%
59%

3 Year
57%
58%
44%
54%
48%
53%
51%
47%
52%
52%
52%
44%
47%

4 Year
49%
53%
45%
52%
45%
47%
48%
45%
51%
48%
48%
44%

5 Year
47%
47%
40%
49%
39%
43%
43%
41%
47%
46%
46%

6 Year
47%
45%
42%
45%
39%
42%
45%
43%
47%
46%

Historical Averages

73%

57%

51%

48%

44%

44%

Note: Includes students retained or graduated. Bold, italicized data are preliminary.
Note: Data calculated using both full-time and part-time first time freshman.
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FACULTY AND STAFF COMPOSITION
Why is WASC Interested in Data of this Kind? Faculty and staff are critical to any institution’s effective
functioning. Whether there are adequate numbers of faculty with the appropriate credentials and sufficient
diversity will determine the extent to which institutions will successfully meet their educational objectives
as suggested in CFRs 3.1 and 3.2. For example, a critical mass of faculty is necessary not only to teach
the courses institutions offer, but also to create an environment of peers to support effective teaching and
significant scholarship (CFR 4.7). But faculty must also possess the appropriate credentials—degree-level
as well as field—to teach the courses offered and conduct research. Additionally, how faculty are utilized,
whether the majority are full- or part-time, provides information on how institutions deploy their most
important resources. Finally, the number and diversity of faculty and staff are related to diversity concerns as
discussed in Standard 1 (CFR 1.5).
Issues and Challenges. Many methodological challenges are associated with counting faculty. First,
what exactly constitutes faculty status varies considerably from institution to institution. In some cases,
institutions have clinical or research-only faculty who do no teaching, or include librarians in faculty
numbers. Institutions may also use different definitions for the types of degrees faculty possess as well as
their employment status (e.g., full-or part-time, adjunct, lecturer, etc.). Program definitions also vary. As
a result, institutions are urged to use those definitions that best characterize their mission and best reflect
who they consider “faculty” to be, so long as they remain broadly within the conventions generally used
in reporting such numbers (e.g. IPEDS, state reporting requirements, etc.). In all such cases, though,
institutions should state explicitly which definitions are being employed.

Data Exhibit 4.1 — Faculty Composition
Description. The number and percentage of full- and part-time faculty broken down by gender and race/
ethnicity for the most current five years.
Issues and Alternatives. Many alternatives may be employed when providing these data:
Faculty may be defined as the institution generally does so, provided that definitions are clear; but it should
be noted that WASC is primarily interested in teaching faculty, so if non-teaching faculty are included in the
totals provided, it should be clear that this is the case.
In addition to full- and part-time status, institutions categorize faculty in other ways, such as tenure status,
rank, terminal degree, etc. Institutions are encouraged to use the definitions and categories that best
characterize them as long as definitions are provided.
Institutions may also employ alternative categories for race/ethnic breakdowns that are more consistent with
the institution’s own usage (as in the discussion of 1.4 above).
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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4.1 Faculty Composition**

Full-Time Faculty

Fall 2005 N (%)

Fall 2006 N (%)

Fall 2007 N (%)

Fall 2008 N (%)

Fall 2009* N (%)

89 (100%)

104 (100%)

111 (100%)

111 (100%)

114 (100%)

Male

49 (55%)

56 (53%)

59 (53%)

58 (52%)

59 (52%)

Female

40 (45%)

48 (46%)

52 (47%)

53 (48%)

55 (48%)

White, Non-Hispanic

44 (49%)

49 (47%)

54 (49%)

53 (48%)

53 (46%)

Black, Non-Hispanic

8 (9%)

9 (9%)

7 (6%)

7 (6%)

8 (7%)

American Indian / Alaskan
Native

1 (1%)

2 (2%)

2 (2%)

2 (2%)

2 (2%)

Asian / Pacific Islander

14 (16%)

19 (18%)

21 (19%)

20 (18%)

21 (18%)

Hispanic

18 (20%)

20 (19%)

21 (19%)

22 (20%)

22 (19%)

Other / Not Stated

4 (5%)

5 (5%)

6 (5%)

7 (6%)

8 (7%)

Part-Time Faculty

Fall 2005 N (%)

Fall 2006 N (%)

Fall 2007 N (%)

Fall 2008 N (%)

Fall 2009* N (%)

172 (100%)

167 (100%)

179 (100%)

161 (100%)

144 (100%)

Male

79 (46%)

74 (44%)

75 (42%)

70 (43%)

61 (42%)

Female

93 (54%)

93 (56%)

104 (58%)

91 (57%)

83 (58%)

White, Non-Hispanic

113 (66%)

111 (67%)

115 (64%)

101 (63%)

95 (66%)

Black, Non-Hispanic

5 (3%)

8 (5%)

5 (3%)

4 (2%)

4 (3%)

American Indian / Alaskan
Native

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

3 (2%)

1 (1%)

2 (1%)

Asian / Pacific Islander

15 (9%)

13 (8%)

12 (7%)

12 (7%)

8 (6%)

Hispanic

22 (13%)

22 (13%)

28 (16%)

26 (16%)

20 (14%)

Other / Not Stated

17 (10%)

13 (8%)

16 (9%)

17 (11%)

15 (10%)

* Most current year
** Includes Instructional Faculty, Lecturers, and Grant-Related Faculty (All are Instructional faculty).
Notes: % is Percentage of Full-time or Part-time in column, respectively.
Cal State Teach is not included in counts.
Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding.
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Data Exhibit 4.2 — Faculty Headcount by Department/Program
Description. The number and percentage of full- and part-time faculty broken down by program or
department for the most current five years.
Issues and Alternatives. The issues and alternatives outlined in Data Exhibit 4.1 also apply here.
As noted under 3.1 above, institutional definitions of departments or programs may vary substantially.
Institutions should use definitions that fit their circumstances, but the classification of programs employed
in reporting this data exhibit should match that used in 3.1.
If faculty teach in more than one program, an institution should indicate where these individuals are doublecounted. Normally, however, faculty will be reported under a primary program assignment.
Institutions are encouraged to provide these data by different categories, such as ethnicity and gender
within program, if available. If they do so, institutions may employ alternative ways to present race/ethnic
breakdowns that are more consistent with the institution’s own usage (as in the discussion of 1.4 above).
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.

4.2 Faculty Headcount by Department/Program
Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)**

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full-Time

13
(52%)

0

13
(48%)

0

14
(50%)

0

14
(58%)

0

14
(58%)

0

Part-Time

12
(48%)

2

14
(52%)

2

14
(50%)

1

10
(42%)

1

10
(42%)

1

Full-Time

1
(100%)

0

1
(100%)

0

2
(100%)

0

2
(100%)

0

2
(100%)

0

Part-Time

0 (0%)

0

0 (0%)

0

0 (0%)

0

0 (0%)

0

0 (0%)

0

Full-Time

3 (38%)

0

3 (38%)

0

4 (44%)

0

3 (43%)

0

4 (67%)

0

Part-Time

5 (63%)

0

5 (63%)

0

5 (56%)

0

4 (57%)

0

2 (33%)

0

College of Arts,
Humanities and
Social Sciences
Division of
Humanities and
Communication

Integrated Studies
and Special Major
Department

Music & Performing
Arts Department
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Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)**

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full-Time

4 (44%)

0

4 (57%)

0

3 (30%)

0

4 (57%)

0

4 (57%)

0

Part-Time

5 (56%)

0

3 (42%)

0

7 (70%)

1

3 (43%)

0

3 (43%)

0

Full-Time

4 (19%)

0

5 (20%)

0

5 (21%)

0

5 (20%)

0

5 (24%)

0

Part-Time

17
(80%)

0

19
(79%)

1

19
(79%)

2

20
(80%)

1

16
(76%)

3

Full-Time

12
(63%)

0

13(61%)

0

15
(65%)

0

14
(58%)

0

14
(64%)

0

Part-Time

7 (36%)

0

8 (38%)

1

8 (35%)

2

10
(42%)

0

8 (36%)

1

Full-Time

4 (29%)

0

6 (46%)

0

4 (36%)

0

4 (40%)

0

5 (45%)

0

Part-Time

10
(71%)

2

7 (53%)

2

7 (64%)

1

6 (60%)

1

6 (55%)

2

Full-Time

3 (27%)

0

4 (33%)

0

3 (19%)

0

4 (22%)

0

5 (33%)

0

Part-Time

8 (72%)

1

8 (67%)

1

13
(81%)

2

14
(78%)

1

10
(67%)

1

Full-Time

3 (13%)

0

6 (20%)

0

7 (21%)

0

8 (27%)

0

7 (29%)

0

Part-Time

19
(86%)

1

23
(79%)

4

27
(79%)

1

22
(73%)

3

17
(71%)

2

Visual & Public Arts
Department

School of World
Languages &
Culture

Division of Social,
Behavioral & Global
Studies

Teledramatic Arts
& Technology
Department

College of
Professional Studies
Health, Human
Services & Public
Policy Department

School of Business

Kinesiology
Department
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Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)**

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full-Time

1 (8%)

0

1 (8%)

0

2 (14%)

0

2 (13%)

0

2 (14%)

0

Part-Time

12
(92%)

0

12
(92%)

0

12
(86%)

0

13
(87%)

0

12
(86%)

1

Full-Time

5 (45%)

0

5 (38%)

0

6 (55%)

0

6 (67%)

0

6 (67%)

0

Part-Time

6 (55%)

1

8 (61%)

3

5 (45%)

2

3 (33%)

3

3 (33%)

2

Full-Time

9 (42%)

0

13
(54%)

0

13
(52%)

0

13
(57%)

0

12
(48%)

0

Part-Time

12
(57%)

0

11
(46%)

2

12
(48%)

2

10
(43%)

0

13
(52%)

1

Liberal Studies
Department

Teacher Education
Department

College of Science, Media Arts and Technology
School of
Information
Technology &
Communication
Design
Full-Time

5 (18%)

0

7 (24%)

0

8 (30%)

0

6 (32%)

0

7 (35%)

0

Part-Time

23
(82%)

3

22
(76%)

5

19
(70%)

5

13
(68%)

3

13
(65%)

4

Full-Time

13
(43%)

0

14
(56%)

0

15
(50%)

0

15
(54%)

0

16
(57%)

0

Part-Time

17
(57%)

1

11
(44%)

1

15
(50%)

4

13
(46%)

3

12
(43%)

2

Full-Time

5 (33%)

0

5 (36%)

0

7 (47%)

0

7 (50%)

0

7 (47%)

0

Part-Time

10
(67%)

2

9 (64%)

1

8 (53%)

1

7 (50%)

0

8 (53%)

1

Division of Science
& Environmental
Policy

Mathematics
& Statistics
Department

86

Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)**

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full
Count

# Dbl
Count

Full-Time

4 (17%)

0

4 (14%)

0

3 (10%)

0

4 (13%)

0

4 (13%)

0

Part-Time

20
(83%)

7

24
(86%)

8

26
(90%)

10

26
(87%)

10

28
(87%)

12

College of University
Studies and
Programs***

** Most current year.
*** This college contains undergraduate support programs (Writing Center, First Year Seminar, Service Learning, etc.) and does not award degrees. % is
Percentage of Full-time or Part-time in column for a given department/school/division/college. Cal State Teach is not included in counts. Includes
Instructional Faculty, Lecturers, and Grant-Related Faculty (All are Instructional faculty). Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding. Distinct
instructional faculty are counted once in each department. Part-time faculty who teach for more than one department may be counted once in each
department.
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Data Exhibit 4.3 — Staff by Gender and Race/Ethnicity
Description. The number and percentage of staff broken down by full- and part-time status, gender, and
race/ethnicity for the most current five years.
Issues and Alternatives. As with charts 4.1 and 4.2, the categories requested may not be appropriate for
some institutions.
WASC leaves it to the institution to define “staff” and full- and part-time status where appropriate so long
as definitions are clear; in general, as in all such reporting, standard conventions for reporting such statistics
should be employed (e.g. IPEDS, state reporting requirements, payroll reporting, etc.).
Staff statistics may also be further broken down to reflect such matters as seniority or job classification
(e.g. exempt/non-exempt, professional, managerial, etc.) to better reflect the actual composition of the
institution’s total workforce.
Institutions may also employ alternative ways to present race/ethnic breakdowns that are more consistent
with the institution’s own usage (as in the discussion of 1.4 above).
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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4.3 Staff by Gender and Race/Ethnicity4
Full-Time

Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009*

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

379 (100%)

385 (100%)

391 (100%)

396 (100%)

406 (100%)

Male

166 (44%)

168 (44%)

173 (44%)

161 (41%)

155 (38%)

Female

213 (56%)

217 (56%)

218 (56%)

235 (59%)

251 (62%)

Sex Not Stated

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

White, Non-Hispanic

220 (58%)

222 (58%)

227 (58%)

218 (55%)

226 (56%)

Black, Non-Hispanic

28 (7%)

25 (6%)

23 (6%)

21 (5%)

24 (6%)

American Indian / Alaskan
Native

6 (2%)

5 (1%)

5 (1%)

4 (1%)

5 (1%)

Asian / Pacific Islander

45 (12%)

51 (13%)

47 (12%)

44 (11%)

48 (12%)

Hispanic

72 (19%)

68 (18%)

72 (18%)

77 (19%)

75 (18%)

Other / Not Stated

8 (2%)

14 (4%)

17 (4%)

32 (8%)

28 (7%)

Part-Time

Fall 2005 N (%)

Fall 2006 N (%)

Fall 2007 N (%)

Fall 2008 N (%)

Fall 2009* N (%)

55 (100%)

69 (100%)

54 (100%)

49 (100%)

63 (100%)

Male

15 (27%)

23 (33%)

22 (41%)

24 (49%)

24 (38%)

Female

39 (71%)

46 (67%)

30 (56%)

25 (51%)

39 (62%)

Sex Not Stated

1 (2%)

0 (0%)

2 (4%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

White, Non-Hispanic

33 (60%)

46 (67%)

31 (57%)

26 (53%)

41 (65%)

Black, Non-Hispanic

2 (4%)

1 (1%)

2 (4%)

2 (4%)

3 (5%)

American Indian / Alaskan
Native

0 (0%)

1 (1%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

1 (2%)

Asian / Pacific Islander

3 (6%)

4 (6%)

4 (7%)

6 (12%)

5 (8%)

Hispanic

7 (13%)

11 (16%)

9 (17%)

7 (14%)

5 (8%)

Other / Ethnicity Not Stated

10 (18%)

6 (9%)

8 (15%)

8 (16%)

8 (13%)

* Most current year

4. Source: CMS HR fall census table. Included: staff and management permanent or temporary employees, special consultants, casual workers and intermittent employees
Excluded: student assistants and faculty
Full time identified by Full/Part field=F for an employee’s primary job; part time identified by Full/Part field=P for an employee’s primary job
% is Percentage of total Full-time or total Part-time employees
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Data Exhibit 4.4 — Full-time Faculty and Staff Turnover
Description. For a given five-year period, the total number of full-time faculty, the number and percentage
of faculty and staff new hires, retirements, and departures.
Issues and Alternatives. All the issues already noted for Data Exhibits in this section apply here. In
addition:
An institution can employ alternative definitions of new hires, retirements, and departures as long as
explanations are provided.
If collected by the institution, data on staff turnover might also be provided by gender and race/ethnicity.
Institutions may employ alternative ways to present race/ethnic breakdowns that are more consistent with
their own usage (as in the discussion of 1.4 above).
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.

4.4 Full-Time Faculty/Staff Turnover
Over the Last 5 Years (Average 2005-2009)5
Faculty

Other Staff

Total Number of Individuals Employed

105.8 (100%)

391.4 (100%)

Male

56.2 (53%)

164.6 (42%)

Female

49.6 (47%)

226.8 (58%)

White

50.6 (48%)

222.6 (57%)

Black

7.8 (7%)

24.2 (6%)

American Indian / Alaskan Native

1.8 (2%)

5.0 (1%)

Asian / Pacific Islander

19.0 (18%)

47.0 (12%)

Hispanic

20.6 (19%)

72.8 (19%)

Other / Not Stated

6.0 (6%)

19.8 (5%)

Number of New Hires (July 1 – June 30)

8.3 (100%)

63.1 (100%)

Male

4.1 (49%)

24.0 (38%)

5. Source: CMS HR fall census table (Total number of individuals) and job history (Hires, Retirements, Terminations)
Hires: job action HIR [Hire] for all positions; REH [Rehire] for full time faculty who were previously lecturers or special consultants
Terminations: job action TER [Terminate]
Retirements: job action RET [Retire]
Average based on 5 years of data
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Female

4.2 (51%)

39.1 (62%)

White

3.8 (46%)

32.6 (52%)

Black

0.5 (5%)

5.2 (8%)

American Indian / Alaskan Native

0.2 (2%)

0.2 (0%)

Asian / Pacific Islander

1.6 (19%)

7.9 (12%)

Hispanic

1.4 (17%)

11.8 (19%)

Other / Not Stated

0.9 (11%)

5.5 (9%)

Number of Retirements (July 1 – June 30)

3.4 (100%)

10.6 (100%)

Male

1.2 (34%)

5.0 (47%)

Female

2.3 (66%)

5.6 (53%)

White

1.5 (43%)

6.7 (63%)

Black

1.0 (29%)

0.9 (8%)

American Indian / Alaskan Native

0.2 (4%)

0.4 (3%)

Asian / Pacific Islander

0.2 (4%)

0.9 (8%)

Hispanic

0.7 (19%)

1.7 (16%)

Other / Not Stated

0.0 (0%)

0.2 (1%)

Number of Departures (July 1 – June 30)

6.1 (100%)

59.3 (100%)

Male

3.6 (60%)

22.6 (38%)

Female

2.5 (40%)

36.8 (62%)

White

3.5 (57%)

31.6 (53%)

Black

0.5 (7%)

4.7 (8%)

American Indian / Alaskan Native

0.2 (2%)

0.3 (1%)

Asian / Pacific Islander

0.5 (8%)

7.6 (13%)

Hispanic

1.2 (20%)

11.6 (20%)

Other / Not Stated

0.3 (5%)

3.6 (6%)
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INFORMATION, PHYSICAL, AND FISCAL RESOURCES
Why is WASC Interested in Data of this Kind? An institution’s fiscal, physical, and information resources
are the foundation for its long-term viability and ability to attain its educational goals as discussed in
Standard 3. Information resources must be adequate in scope, quality, currency, and kind support an
institution’s academic offerings and scholarship capacity (CFR 3.6). An institution’s physical resources
are an indication of its capability to sustain its program offerings and support its faculty and staff in
achieving educational goals. Fiscal resources reveal whether the institution has a history of financial stability,
appropriate independent audits, and realistic plans to eliminate accumulated deficits and to build sufficient
reserves to support long-term viability (CFR 3.5).
Issues and Challenges. Because the nature of instruction and institutional operations is changing rapidly,
many established ways of defining information and physical resources are under challenge. With regard
to library, for example, numbers of volumes and journal subscriptions held may not adequately reflect
the actual range of an institution’s electronic holdings, nor take into account its linkage capabilities to
information sources that are available on-line. Similarly, there are no established ways to count computing
resources, so institutions should use any statistics beyond those suggested to reflect their own situations. For
physical resources, established conventions are available and many institutions maintain these definitions
when inventorying space. But interpretations also vary here, and institutions may want to report physical
resources in other ways. Finally, because of changes in FASB and GASB accounting rules, fiscal reporting
has diverged for public and private institutions. In reporting such data, institutions should use the standard
accounting rules that they generally employ.
Audited Financial Statement: Please include your audited financial statements for the last two years.

Data Exhibit 5.1 — Information and Computing Resources
Description. Numbers of volumes and journals held by the institution’s library(s), together with library
acquisitions expenditures; numbers of various types of computing resources available to students and staff,
together with instructional equipment and computing-related expenditures.
Issues and Alternatives. As noted, standard definitions are not available for many of these categories and,
in the case of library resources, those that are established may be obsolescent. As a result, institutions may
consider providing:
• Additional statistics about information resources that better reflect electronic media, ability to tap online databases, inter-library agreements that provide access to additional materials for students as staff,
etc.
• Statistics on library and information usage by students, faculty, staff, and other users.
• Different ways to communicate the range of computing resources available to students and staff,
including computing usage statistics, connectivity measures, email volume, etc.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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5.1 Information and Computing Resources
2005/2006

2006/2007

2007/2008

2008/2009

2009/2010*

69,016

71,333

76,033

79,352

Not Available

Books (bound volumes)

62,164

64,451

66,334

68,567

Electronic Books

3,926

5,138

6,666

7,465

Periodicals (bound volumes)

6,452

7,143)

9,262

10,785

Current Periodicals (includes electronic)

8,601

11,493

13,295

44,895**

Non-Print Media

2,200

2,279

2,838

3,127

Total $ Spent on Library Acquisitions

$260,722

$273,975

$269,663

$393,873***

Information resources expenditure per ftes: CSUMB;
(CSU peer group average)

$72.87;
($103.20)

$73.67;
($109.53)

$66.09;
($85.46)

$102.92;
($112.14)

ILL items borrowed per ftes: CSUMB; (CSU peer
group average)

1.6; (0.9)

1.4; (1.0)

1.3; (0.7)

1.14; (0.7)

Item circulated per ftes: CSUMB; (CSU peer group
average)

7.8; (14.9)

6.8; (12.9)

5.6; (10.9)

10.8; (20.2)

Number and Percent of ComputerEquipped Classrooms and Labs

48 (100%)

48 (100%)

48 (100%)

55 (100%)

55 (100%)

Total Number of Computer Workstations Available
to Students

835 (43%)

850 (45%)

850 (43%)

980 (47%)

980 (47%)

Total Number of Workstations Available
to Faculty/Staff

1099 (57%)

1021 (55%)

1121 (57%)

1100 (53%)

1100 (53%)

Networked

1934
(100%)

1871
(100%)

1971 (100%)

2080 (100%)

2080 (100%)

Not Networked

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Total Book (Inventory) Value of Computing
and Instructional Equipment

$1,231,278

$1,125,775

$973,885

$1,431,766

$1,313,154

Libraries
Total Library Collections (excludes electronic)

Computing and Information Systems

* Most current year
** CSU modified collection statistics measurements in 08/09 to include the shared Electronic Core Collection de-duplicated serial count.
*** Three-campus grant for Global Studies e-books received in 08/09.
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Data Exhibit 5.2 — Physical Resources
Description. Space holdings controlled by the institution by type of space, numbers of rooms, net square
footage, and numbers of stations, together with statistics on replacement value and maintenance of the
physical plant and similar data on major equipment.
Issues and Alternatives. Although standard categories in terms of which to classify physical plant resources
are available, not all institutions maintain space inventories in this way nor at this level of detail. In general,
the institution should follow its own conventions with respect to reporting these statistics, so long as the
general intent of communicating the scale and character of the institution’s physical resources is met. As a
result, the following alternatives may be employed:
Differing ways to classify space resources, so long as basic distinctions between instruction-related and
administrative space are maintained, and the categories used are understandable and defined.
Distinguishing space owned by the institution from space leased or made available to the institution in other
ways.
Distinguishing space held at different physical locations.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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5.2 Physical Resources—Current Year
Physical Space

Size—Net Assignable Area
(in square feet)

Number of Rooms

Number of Stations

a. Classroom

33,680

33

1,472

b. Class Laboratory

19,890

15

482

c. Special-Class Laboratory

6,133

14

80

d. Individual-Study Laboratory

13,630

20

294

e. Non-Class (Research) Laboratory

413

1

12

f. Office/Adm. Office

160,291

697

1,299

g. Study (Library)

26,338

30

469

h. Special Use

89,785

91

839

i. General Use

38,258

85

180

j. Support

111,217

280

1,019

- Patient Care Rooms

-

-

-

- Other

-

-

-

l. Residential

252,699

812

554

2. Other Locations (e.g., clinical sites)

-

-

-

1. On-Campus

k. Healthcare

Describe:
Dollars
3. Total Replacement Cost for Total Physical Plant (or insured value)

$195,571,079

4. Equipment
a. Book Value

$1,320,189

b. Replacement Cost (or insured value)

$32,554,709
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Data Exhibit 5.3 — Sources of Revenue
Description. This data exhibit requests data on institutional revenues consistent with the institution’s
financial statements for the five most current years. It is similar to data previously required by WASC in the
1988 Handbook of Accreditation.
Issues and Alternatives. Definitions should be consistent with GASB and FASB accounting standards
depending on whether the institution is private or public. The definitions should also conform with that
reported (where applicable) on the IPEDS Finance Survey.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.

5.3 Sources of Revenue (including auxiliaries)
Public Institutions

Tuition and Fees***

6-30-06

6-30-07

6-30-08

6-30-09

6-30-10*

Amount

%**

Amount

%**

Amount

%**

Amount

%**

Amount

%*

7,599,936

6.9

9,335,114

4.6

8,612,871

6.6

12,104,543

10.2

14,278,690

14.0

50,196,550

45.6%

122,925,254

61.4

61,056,205

46.7

36,603,850

30.9

33,033,603

32.4

3,932,820

3.6

4,096,138

2.0

1,747,748

1.3

10,196,620

8.6

5,771,547

5.6

3,933,360

3.6

4,913,402

2.4

5,424,108

4.2

2,491,673

2.1

1,398,043

1.4

727,683

.6

N/A

Government Appropriations
Federal
State (capital and noncapital)
Local
Government Grants and Contracts
Federal
Unrestricted
Restricted
State
Unrestricted
Restricted
Local
Unrestricted

-

-

-

Unrestricted

-

1,629,650

.8

299,275

0.2

2,186,904

1.8

N/A

Restricted

1,955,297

7,818,000

3.9

4,889,885

3.7

21,287

-

N/A

Restricted
Private Gifts, Grants, and Contracts

Investment & Endowment Income
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1.8

Unrestricted

393,118

0.3

1,133,556

.6

1,532,914

1.1

4,255,604

3.6

6,512,494

6.4

3,932,937

3.6

4,847,267

2.4

4,339,791

3.3

972,174

.8

1,069,391

1.0

36,271,654

32.9

40,273,401

20.0

39,824,216

30.4

44,778,797

37.7

36,688,925

35.9

Other (Specify)***

1,887,584

1.7

3,873,152

1.9

3,289,320

2.5

4,389,525

3.7

3,359,895

3.3

TOTAL CURRENT FUND
REVENUES

110,103,256

Restricted
Sales and Service
Educational Activities
Auxiliary Enterprises
Hospitals
Other
Auxiliary Foundations

Borrowed Funds

200,844,934

131,016,333

118,728,660

102,112,588

* Budget for current year, not actuals. Budget figures reflect estimated GAAP adjustments and do not reflect the published budget of the institution.
**Percentage of Total Current Fund Revenues
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Data Exhibit 5.4 — Operating Expenditures
Description. This data exhibit requires data on institutional expenditures with the institution’s financial
statements for the five most current years. It is similar to charts previously required by WASC in the 1988
Handbook of Accreditation.
Issues and Alternatives. Definitions should be consistent with GASB and FASB accounting standards
depending on whether the institution is private or public. The definitions should also conform with that
reported (where applicable) on the IPEDS Finance Survey.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
5.4 Operating Expenditures (including auxiliaries)
Public Institutions

6-30-06

6-30-07

6-30-08

6-30-09

6-30-10*

Amount

%**

Amount

%**

Amount

%**

Amount

%**

Amount

%**

Instruction

22,717,000

22.5

23,432,360

21.3

24,829,605

21.7

25,311,191

21.3

25,561,312

23.3

Research

-

Public Service

344,182

.3

299,790

.3

447,775

.4

455,734

.3

452,184

.4

Academic Support

9,510,515

9.4

8,694,724

7.9

6,790,900

5.9

6,986,102

5.9

7,246,513

6.6

Student Services

9,113,792

9.0

8,376,940

7.6

14,570,311

12.7

10,305,195

8.7

9,524,566

8.7

Institutional
Support

10,875,166

10.8

10,847,477

9.9

13,872,871

12.1

15,394,123

12.9

15,934,152

14.5

Operations &
Maintenance of
Plant

6,477,028

6.4

4,753,876

4.3

7,687,483

6.7

13,152,295

11.0

5,113,302

4.7

From Unrestricted
Funds

1,237,056

1.2

2,700,226

2.5

47,054

0.0

(1,351,946)

(1.1)

658,098

.6

From Restricted
Funds

5,013,387

5.0

5,589,603

5.1

3,491,122

3.1

7,898,151

6.6

5,498,066

5.0

Mandatory
Transfers

3,360,217

3.3

3,651,320

3.3

3,721,123

3.3

3,582,948

3.0

3,578,902

3.3

68,648,343

67.9

68,346,316

62.1

75,458,244

65.9

81,733,793

68.6

Education and
General

-

-

-

-

Scholarships &
Fellowships:

TOTAL
EDUCATIONAL
AND GENERAL
EXPENDITURES
AND
MANDATORY
TRANSFERS
Educational
Activities
(including
Transfers)
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73,567,095

67.1

Auxiliary
Enterprises
(including
Transfers)

658,276

.7

605,033

.5

486,463

.4

857,909

0.7

651,920

.6

31,827,274

31.4

41,157,706

37.4

38,576,501

33.7

36,558,127

30.7

35,452,325

32.3

Hospitals
(including
Transfers)
Auxiliary
Foundations
(including
Transfers)
Other (specify)
TOTAL
CURRENT
FUNDS
EXPENDITURES
AND
MANDATORY
TRANSFERS
Total Current
Fund Transfers

101,133,893

110,109,055

114,521,208

119,149,829

109,671,340

3,360,217

3.3

3,651,320

3.3

3,721,123

3.3

3,582,948

3.0

3,578,902

3.3

Mandatory
Transfers

3,360,217

3.3

3,651,320

3.3

3,721,123

3.3

3,582,948

3.0

3,578,902

3.3

Non-mandatory
Transfers

-

Less Total
Current Funds
Expenditures and

-

-

-

-

* Budget for current year, not actuals. Budget figures reflect estimated GAAP adjustments and do not reflect the published budget of the institution.

Data Exhibit 5.5 — Assets and Liabilities
Description. This data exhibit requests information on institutional assets and liabilities consistent with the
institutions financial statements for the five most current years. It is similar to charts previously required by
WASC in the 1988 Handbook of Accreditation.
Issues and Alternatives. Definitions should be consistent with GASB and FASB accounting standards
depending on whether the institution is private or public. The definitions should also conform with that
reported (where applicable) on the IPEDS Finance Survey.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
If the institution classifies the balance sheet between current and non-current, please do the same here.
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5.5 Assets and Liabilities
Public Institutions

6-30-06

6-30-07

6-30-08

6-30-09

Amount

%*

Amount

%*

Amount

%*

Amount

%*

Current: Cash

6,156,904

2.0

3,582,174

.9

640,710

.2

6,246

-

Investments

10,772,085

3.4

29,096,258

7.5

30,935,156

7.8

25,641,131

6.7

Accounts Receivable, net

6,390,244

2.0

3,910,823

1.0

2,368,650

.6

2,209,084

.6

Leases Receivable, current portion

1,506,124

.5

1,574,802

.4

1,630,756

.4

1,584,193

.4

Prepaid Expenses

1,182,161

.4

41,495

-

64,695

-

79,609

-

Total Current Assets

26,007,518

8.3

38,205,552

9.8

35,639,967

9.0

29,520,263

7.7

Noncurrent Assets: Restricted Cash

13,867

-

18,038

-

3,375

-

9,931

-

Accounts Receivable, net

16,806,327

5.4

39,826,696

10.2

13,405,586

3.4

4,138,657

1.1

Leases Receivable, net of current
portion

74,220,645

23.7

72,645,843

18.6

71,015,088

17.9

69,430,895

18.1

Capital Assets, net

196,365,532

62.6

239,954,184

61.4

273,982,908

69.0

278,133,985

72.4

Other Assets

-

-

66,022

-

2,763,418

.7

2,763,418

.7

Total Noncurrent Assets

287,406,371

91.7

352,510,783

90.2

359,809,312

91.0

354,476,886

92.3

TOTAL ASSETS

313,413,889

Assets

390,716,335

396,810,342

383,997,149

Liabilities

100

Current: Accounts Payable

19,561,264

6.3

9,099,041

2.4

8,996,586

2.3

18,144,056

4.7

Accrued Salaries and Benefits

3,092,771

1.0

2,533,583

.6

2,985,379

.8

3,051,873

.8

Accrued Compensated Absences, c/p

1,590,120

.5

1,561,674

.4

1,869,488

.5

2,038,889

.5

Deferred Revenue

2,901,532

.9

668,375

.2

430,491

.1

720,631

.2

Capital Lease Obligations, c/p

1,761,459

.6

1,153,305

.3

1,050,464

.3

618,000

.2

Long-term Debt Obligations, c/p

1,580,000

.5

1,630,000

.4

1,903,004

.5

1,837,821

.5

Other Current Liabilities

1,620,716

.5

2,088,513

.5

1,289,684

.3

1,276,178

.3

Total Current Liabilities

32,107,862

10.3

18,734,491

4.8

18,525,096

4.7

27,687,448

7.2

Noncurrent Liabilities: Accrued
Compensated Balances, net of c/p

897,209

.3

1,104,333

.3

1,028,381

.3

949,046

.3

Grants Refundable

2,194

-

6,365

.-

8,472

-

4,697

-

Capital Lease Obligations, net of c/p

1,503,659

.5

2,221,665

.6

4,245,620

1.1

3,857,617

1.0

Public Institutions

6-30-06

6-30-07

6-30-08

6-30-09

Amount

%41*

Amount

%*

Amount

%*

Amount

%*

Noncurrent Liabilities
(continued): Long-term Debt
Obligations, net of c/p

73,865,000

23.6

76,494,086

19.6

74,591,082

18.8

72,753,261

18.9

Depository Accounts

171,155

-

160,878

-

256,021

.1

317,241

.1

Other postemployment benefits
obligation

-

-

-

-

-

-

181,069

-

Total Noncurrent Liabilities

76,439,217

24.4

79,987,327

20.5

80,129,576

20.2

78,062,931

20.3

Restricted Purpose

1,092,316

.3

33,692,875

8.6

9,193,298

2.3

3,360,989

.9

Unrestricted

10,392,311

3.3

25,981,514

6.6

24,534,635

6.2

5,258,495

1.4

Investment in Plant

193,382,183

61.7

232,320,128

59.5

264,427,737

66.6

269,627,286

70.2

TOTAL LIABILITIES &
FUND BALANCES

313,483,889

Liabilities (continued)

Fund Balance:

390,716,335

396,810,342

383,997,149

* Percentage of Total Assets/Liabilities as appropriate

Data Exhibit 5.6 — Capital Investments
Description. This data exhibit requires data on institutional capital investments consistent with the
institution’s financial statements for the five most current years. It is similar to charts previously required by
WASC in the 1988 Handbook of Accreditation.
Issues and Alternatives. Definitions should be consistent with GASB and FASB accounting standards
depending on whether the institution is private or public. The definitions should also conform with that
reported (where applicable) on the IPEDS Finance Survey.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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5.6 Capital Investments
Public Institutions

6-30-05

6-30-06

6-30-07

6-30-08

6-30-09

Amount

Amount

Amount

Amount

Amount

Beginning Book Value

7,115,575

7,115,575

7,115,575

7,115,575

7,115,575

Additions

-

-

-

-

-

Deductions

-

-

-

-

-

Ending Book Value

7,115,575

7,115,575

7,115,575

7,115,575

7,115,575

Beginning Book Value

181,534,372

177,697,048

169,524,220

162,934,671

162,338,888

Additions

5,226,036

483,327

1,546,601

7,669,452

111,474,709

Deductions

(9,063,360)

(8,656,155)

(8,136,150)

(8,265,235)

(10,109,513)

Ending Book Value

177,697,048

169,524,220

162,934,671

162,338,888

263,704,084

Beginning Book Value

3,864,969

2,903,243

2,385,162

2,407,012

2,597,233

Additions

481,868

803,233

812,612

1,014,723

5,342,081

Deductions

(1,443,594)

(1,321,314)

(790,762)

(824,502)

(1,386,506)

Ending Book Value

2,903,243

2,385,162

2,407,012

2,597,233

6,552,808

Beginning Book Value

2,029,988

15,645,926

6,413,776

67,496,926

101,931,212

Additions

20,477,129

1,856,122

61,258,505

43,638,165

14,463,455

Deductions

(6,861,191)

(11,088,272)

(175,355)

(9,203,879)

(115,633,149)

Ending Book Value

15,645,926

6,413,776

67,496,926

101,931,212

761,518

Land

Bldgs., Improvements and
Infrastructure

Furniture and Equipment

Construction in Progress
(infrastructure & library)

Data Exhibit 5.7 — Endowment Values and Performance
Description. This data exhibit requests information on the value of the institution’s endowment using
standard accounting categories defined by GASB and FASB for the five most current years. The definitions
should also conform with that reported (where applicable) on the IPEDS Finance Survey.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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5.7 Endowment Values and Performance (including auxiliaries)
Market Value
of
FY

Net Transfers

Total Annual

Income from

In/Out of

Return on

Market Value
of

Quasi-

Market Value

Endowment

Endowment

End of Year

Yield

Endowment

Endowment

Investments

6-30-04

$1,368,133

$121,722

$1,489,855

1.2%

$18,122

$149,190

0.9%

6-30-05

$3,240,222

N/A

$3,240,222

1.5%

$35,238

$1,715,129

2.0%

6-30-06

$3,807,582

N/A

$3,807,582

3.7%

$131,409

$435,951

4.4%

6-30-07

$6,444,039

N/A

$6,444,039

2.7%

$140,552

$2,495,905

11.7%

6-30-08

$7,203,344

N/A

$7,203,344

3.1%

$208,649

$602,185

2.3%

6-30-09

$7,646,634

N/A

$7,646,634

5.2%

$388,730

$54,560

(8.8%)

Include the institution’s definition of endowment and quasi-endowment, the endowment spending policy,
and any changes made to the policy during the 5-year period.
Endowment: Net assets subject to donor-imposed or other legal restrictions requiring the University to
retain the principal in perpetuity.
Quasi-endowment: Funds functioning as endowment such as surplus funds that have been added to the
endowment fund, the principal of which may be spent at the discretion of the governing board.
Endowment Spending Policy: Total distributions for university programs and Foundation costs related to
the Fund will be determined on a fiscal year basis and will normally be in the range of 5% to 6.5% of the
average market value of the Fund on the last day of each of the three calendar years immediately preceding
the fiscal year in which the distributions are to be made, approximately 1% of which normally will be for
administration costs.

Data Exhibits 6 — Institutional Operating Efficiency
Why is WASC Interested in Data of this Kind? Standard 3 mandates that institutions sustain their
operations and support the achievement of their educational objectives by investing in and deploying
their human, physical, fiscal, and information resources effectively. The ratios in this section demonstrate
how effectively and efficiently an institution maintains fiscal and physical equilibrium through its array of
fiscal policies and strategies and through the regular appraisal and renewal of its physical assets (CFR 3.5).
They also reveal the ways in which an institution aligns it fiscal, physical, and human resources to fulfill its
mission, priorities, and educational objectives.
Issues and Challenges. Measures design to reflect institutional operations are almost always comprised of
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ratios or statistical manipulations of more basic data. As a result, they raise issues about both the integrity
and appropriateness of these base measures themselves, but also about the way calculational routines are
developed and defined. Many of the measures contained in this category are constructed from data exhibits
already discussed, and bring these issues with them as a consequence. Others raise questions about the
particular denominator chosen to standardize or normalize the measure. In each case, however, the basic
intent of the indicator should be clear and institutions are encouraged to choose alternative measures that
reflect this intent.

Data Exhibit 6.1 — Key Undergraduate Educational Operations
Ratios
Description. This data exhibit requests ratios in three areas: admissions, retention, and instruction, for the
five most current years. In the case of the first two, the data requested essentially parallels that supplied in
Data Exhibits 1.1 and 3.2, and is included for ready reference and comparison.
Issues and Alternatives. Because these statistics represent manipulations of previously-described data
exhibits, all of the issues and caveats that apply to their individual numerical building blocks continue to
apply. In addition:
For “open-admission” institutions the first set of ratios will be meaningless and it should be indicated where
this is the case.
Retention data and ratios may or may not apply to those institutions that offer non-degree programs. Again,
this should be noted by an institution.
When preparing student/faculty ratios and similar statistics, institutions should also provide definitions for
faculty if they differ from standard ones used by IPEDS or the Common Data Set. They can also elect to use
either a headcount or an FTE-based approach to creating this ratio, depending on circumstances and data
availability.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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6.1 Key Undergraduate Educational Operations Ratios
Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009*

Admissions (Freshmen)

6,369

5,907

7,261

9,545

9,938

Admit/Apply (Freshmen)

3,784 (59%)

4,442 (75%)

5,000 (69%)

6,743 (71%)

8,099 (81%)

Enroll/Admit (Freshmen)

547 (14%)

534 (12%)

746 (15%)

913 (14%)

949 (12%)

Retention

Fall 1999

Fall 2000

Fall 2001

Fall 2002

Fall 2003

1st Year Freshman Retention

73%

76%

72%

73%

75%

Freshmen 6-year Completion to
Graduation

32%

35%

38%

38%

42%

% Completing Degrees Begun at
another Institution (Transfer
Retention)

60%

55%

63%

63%

60%

Instruction (Students seeking
BA/BS)

Fall 2005

Fall 2006

Fall 2007

Fall 2008

Fall 2009*

FTE Student / FTE Faculty
Ratio**

22

22

22

27

30

% Credits Taught by Full-Time
Faculty

33%

36%

42%

41%

45%

% Credits Taught by Part-Time
Faculty

67%

64%

58%

59%

55%

% Credits Taught Off-Campus

2%

0%

1%

1%

0%

% Credits Taught by Distance
Education

6%

5%

3%

2%

3%

Classes with 1-9 Students

23%

23%

26%

24%

19%

Classes with 10-20 Students

23%

24%

20%

19%

17%

Classes with 21-35 Students

44%

45%

43%

41%

44%

Classes with 36-50 Students

7%

6%

7%

11%

14%

Classes with 50+ Students

3%

3%

3%

5%

7%

Average Credit Load per Student

14.7

14.5

14.5

14.2

14.7

Average GPA

2.87

2.83

2.76

2.77

2.81

* Most current year
** APDB – follows CSU-specified methodology. Student FTE is the total credit hours enrolled divided by 12 for graduate students and 15 for all others. Faculty
FTE is the total instructional faculty workload in credit hours divided by 12 for full-time and 15 for part-time faculty. Prior to Fall 2007, all students in
undergraduate classes were divided by 15 to produce student FTE. Starting in Fall 2008, Faculty FTE is the total instructional faculty workload in credit hours
divided by 15 for all faculty.
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Data Exhibit 6.2 — Key Asset and Maintenance Ratios
Description. This data exhibit requires information related to the maintenance of key institutional assets
including faculty (with an emphasis on the need to replace faculty who are about to retire), proportion of
operating expenditures spent on physical plant operations and maintenance, and proportion of equipment
replacement expenditures relative to equipment inventories.
Issues and Alternatives. Again, any issues associated with the base measures from which these ratios are
constructed continue to apply. In addition:
Numbers of faculty eligible for retirement might be used as an alternative to those aged 59 and over to
provide an estimate of needed faculty replacement. Institutions may also find it useful to examine such
statistics by department or other subunit.
Other ways of expressing how the institution is addressing the challenge of maintaining its physical facilities
are encouraged if these enable a more accurate picture of the situation with respect to this issue to be drawn.
Similarly, other ways of examining the need to maintain major equipment are encouraged—for example,
current levels of depreciation in the equipment inventory. Also, institutions may want to break out particular
kinds of equipment assets that have widely varying depreciation schedules; for example, computing hardware
might be separately reported.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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6.2 Key Asset and Maintenance Ratios
6-30-05

6-30-06

6-30-07

6-30-08

6-30-09

Total Faculty Headcount (N)*

261

271

290

272

258

Full-Time (N)*

89

104

111

111

114

Part-Time (N)*

172

167

179

161

144

Faculty 59 and Older (N)*

60

70

78

81

77

Full-Time (N)*

17

26

27

30

30

Part-Time (N)*

43

44

51

51

47

Faculty >59 / Total Faculty
(%) *

23%

26%

27%

30%

30%

Full-Time (%)*

19%

25%

24%

27%

21%

Part-Time (%)*

25%

26%

28%

32%

33%

O&M Expenditures ($)

15,182,398

6,477,028

4,753,876

7,687,483

13,152,295

Total E&G Expenditures ($)

67,546,462

68,648,343

68,346,316

75,455,244

81,733,793

O&M/E&G

22.5%

9.8%

7.0%

10.2%

16.1%

Total Equipment Expenditures
($)

481,868

803,233

812,612

1,014,723

5,354,932

Total Book Value of Equipment
($)

2,903,243

2,385,162

2,407,012

2,597,233

6,552,808

Expenditures / Book Value

16.6

33.7%

33.8%

39.1%

81.7%

* Faculty counts are based upon the Fall 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009 censuses.

FYE 6-30-09 increase due principally to campus beautification ($1.1M), demolition of buildings ($1.0M),
environmental impact report ($0.7M), repairs and maintenance ($0.7M), landscaping ($0.6M), and parking
lot resurfacing ($0.3M).
$4.2M of the increase is the result of the CMS project completion and transfer of costs from CWIP to
depreciable capital assets in December 2008.
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Data Exhibit 6.3 — Key Financial Ratios
Description. This exhibit requests information on key financial ratios that may be used to determine an
institution’s “financial health.” The ratios help measure the institution’s capacity to continue to provide
promised educational services to students who have enrolled.
Issues and alternatives. The following definitions are provided to assist with completing the exhibit.
Return on Net Assets Ratio: A measure of whether or not the institution’s resources are growing. A typical
way of measuring this is calculating the percentage change in net assets:
Change in Net Assets / Total net assets at the beginning of the fiscal year.
Net Income Ratio: A measure of whether or not the institution is operating within available resources. The
key question is, ‘Did annual revenue-generating activities (including investment income) cover expenses?’
This is typically measured as follows:
Unrestricted Net Assets / Total Unrestricted Revenues
Operating Income Ratio: A measure of whether or not core operating activities are covering expenses. A
common way of calculating this ratio is:
Operating Income / Total Education and General Expenses
Operating income includes tuition and fees net of scholarships and financial aid; unrestricted grants,
contracts and gifts; endowment income per the spending policy; investment and interest income on
operating funds; other unrestricted income; auxiliary revenues less auxiliary expenses, and academic
extension income. Education and general expenses exclude auxiliary expenses.
Viability Ratio: This measures whether or not the institution has sufficient net assets to pay off its longterm debt. It is a measure of long-term viability. A typical way of calculating this ratio is:
Expendable Net Assets / Long-term Debt
Expendable net assets equal unrestricted net assets plus temporarily restricted net assets less net property
plant and equipment plus long-term debt. Long-term debt includes the total remaining principal amount for
any debt obligation with an original maturity of greater than one year.
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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6.3 Key Financial Ratios
6-30-05

6-30-06

6-30-07

6-30-08

6-30-09

.0043

(.033)

.425

.021

(.061)

.114

.151

.198

(.020)

(.320)

.225

.279

.386

.218

.234

1.174

1.111

1.326

1.302

1.001

$6,039

$6,483

$6,659

$6,625

$6,355

$1,761

$2,169

$2,653

$2,298

$3,039

Return on Net Assets
Change in Net Assets / Total Net Assets at
the beginning of fiscal year
Net Income Ratio
Change in Unrestricted Net Assets / Total
Unrestricted Revenues
Operating Income Ratio
Operating Income / Total Expenses
Viability Ratio
Expendable Net Assets / Long Term Debt

Instructional Expense per Student
(Student = Average Fall & Spring FTES)

Net Tuition per Student
(Student = Average Fall & Spring FTES)

109

Data Exhibit 7—Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators
Why is WASC Interested in Data of This Kind? For an institution to be committed to educational
effectiveness, it must have in place a system for collecting and using evidence in a variety of ways to
improve student learning. The indicators asked for in this exhibit reflect how an institution can approach
quality assurance and improvement of student learning systematically. This exhibit is required for the
Institutional Proposal; it should be updated at the time of the Capacity and Preparatory Review and again
for the Educational Effectiveness Review. The exhibit should be viewed as a developmental document: the
institution can indicate what activities it already engages in and what remains to be done; successive updates
will then show the institution’s progress.
WASC expects institutions to have educational objectives for degree programs and the institution as a whole
(CFR 1.1, 1.2, and 2.4). To ensure that educational objectives are met, learning outcomes are to be reflected
in academic programs and policies (CFR 2.3); outcomes should also be published and widely shared, e.g.,
across programs, with students, and among other stakeholders (CFR 2.4). The faculty is expected to take
collective responsibility for reviewing and demonstrating the attainment of those outcomes (CFR 2.4).
Ongoing collection of data and other evidence, regular analysis, and use of findings all help to assure that
that students are learning at an appropriate level for the degree or certificate awarded (CFR 2.2 and 2.6), and
that programs are engaged in continuous improvement (CFR 2.7, 4.4). The indicators listed in this exhibit
collectively demonstrate an institution’s commitment to quality assurance and improvement of educational
results over time (CFR 4.1 and 4.5).
Issues and Challenges. Not all institutions have yet established learning outcomes and approaches
to assessment of learning for all degree programs. This exhibit may be used to assist an institution in
determining the extent to which such systems are in place, and what additional components or processes it
may need to develop in the course of the WASC review. It is critical for an institution to be explicit about its
expectations and to assure that every degree program has or will have in place a quality assurance system for
assessing, tracking and improving the learning of its graduates. Some measures and indicators are embedded
in the curriculum and may be difficult to list individually in a exhibit format. As a result, institutions may
wish to supplement this data exhibit with a narrative. Institutions should contact their WASC staff liaison if
they have questions; they should also alert staff to any major departure from the format of this data exhibit.
The evaluation team may sample from the institution’s list of indicators to understand how comprehensively
and successfully the institution addresses the quality of its learning infrastructure.
Description. This data exhibit requests brief narrative information for each degree program, for general
education, and for the institution as a whole: 1) whether formal learning outcomes have been developed
(may be answered yes/no); 2) where the learning outcomes for the degree are listed (include course syllabi,
catalogs, and other publications as applicable); 3) approaches used to assess student learning (e.g., capstone
courses; comprehensive assessment examinations; student, alumni, and employer surveys; portfolio review;
licensure examination; etc.); 4) processes and persons involved in analyzing/interpreting findings; 5) use
made of findings for improvement of curriculum, pedagogy, or other aspects of the educational experience;
and 6) date of the last program review for the program (presumably this program review will have produced
a report that the team may review).
A sample format designed to address this requirement follows.
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7.1: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than GPA,
what data/indicators
are used to determine
that graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for the
degree? (e.g. capstone
course, portfolio
review, licensure
exam?)

Who interprets the
evidence? What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date of last
program
review for
this degree
program

At the
institutional
level

Established with
outcomes-based
education, much
time went into
developing learning
outcomes for every
program and,
beyond outcomes,
the criteria and
standards for review
for each of the
University Learning
Requirements (GE
program).

Major Learning
Outcomes are
published on every
program web site
and used to develop
Individualized
Learning Plans
(ILPs) by students
in the Major
ProSeminar. ULR
(GE) learning
outcomes are
published on
campus website and
in course syllabi.

The faculty
committed to capstone
demonstration of major
learning outcomes
for undergraduate
programs. Beyond
that, programs have
developed differently
and several use
portfolios or other
indicators that outcomes have been
achieved. Institutional
research is available for
additional evaluation.
The Center for
Teaching, Learning,
and Assessment is
available for faculty
development and
assessment process
assistance.

Faculty. For programs, the
evidence is evaluated and
interpreted by program
faculty first, and then, by the
Academic Program Review
Committee as programs
submit program reviews
in a published cycle and
schedule of reviews. For
systematic assessment in
GE areas, faculty learning
communities evaluate the
evidence through rubrics
and a scoring process that
includes norming and
calculation of inter-rater
reliability. The same faculty
learning communities
interpret the evidence
and make curricular and
pedagogical changes where
appropriate.

Findings are
used for program
and curricular
improvement.

2002

University
Learning
Requirements:
CSUMB’s
13 Areas
of General
Education

YES (see response
above)

Website (http://
csumb.edu/site/
x5279.xml), Course
Syllabi

The campus’ GE
program is now
instituting systematic
assessment of learning
outcomes. GE areas
including Language,
Science (twice), Math,
Service Learning,
Vibrancy, English
Communications
(twice), and US
Histories have
engaged in systematic
assessment.

Faculty. For systematic
assessment in GE
areas, faculty learning
communities collaboratively
evaluate student work
through rubrics they created,
and examine it for alignment
with rubrics. The scoring
process includes norming
and calculation of inter-rater
reliability. The same faculty
learning communities
interpret the evidence
and make curricular and
pedagogical changes where
appropriate. Each GE area
is expected to engage in
systematic assessment once
every two years or more
frequently.

To improve: the
outcomes, criteria,
and standards.
Improve teaching
practice (align
teaching and
learning practice
with learning
outcomes, align
rubric with learning
outcomes)

2002

General

111

CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets the
evidence? What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date
of last
program
review
for this
degree
program

Business
Administration

YES; University
Learning
Requirements (ULRs)
and Major Learning
Outcomes (MLOs)
have been developed,
supporting an
outcomes based
learning model.
Because of its
importance, ethics
and communication
are emphasized
throughout
curriculum. With
Program Review
(2008), both MLOs
and General Learning
Outcomes (GKOs)
are established
to conform with
AACSB and LEAP
standards.

BUS website;
Catalog; specific
ULRs and MLOs
appear in syllabi.
GKOs will be
introduced
into syllabi
once Program
Improvement Plan
is accepted (target:
Spring, 2010 on
PIP)

Course learning
outcomes are tied
to MLOs and are
primarily assessed
in Senior Capstone
BUS 499 Strategic
Management;
however,
transitioning to a 2
plus 2 model, using
the special topics
format of BUS 495:
2 unit Seminar and
2 unit Project

Capstone Faculty use final
written project reports
and presentations as key
evidence sources. Rubrics
are used to assess Capstone
reports and presentations.
Faculty from across the
department as well as
community members
are involved in assessing
presentations at Capstone
Festival according to the
Oral Communication
rubric. Class pedagogy
designed to achieve and
assess learning outcomes,
e.g., use of case studies,
projects, and other
assessment methods. (All
faculty are required to assess
performance against ULRs
and MLOs).

Findings,
combined with
student and peer
evaluations, are
used to determine
improvements
to course and
curriculum
modules as well
as instructor
performance.

Fall 2008

Biology

YES

The MLOs are
listed, along with
aligned courses, for
each of the Biology
concentrations
online: csumb.edu/
site/x18637.xml
csumb.edu/site/
x18636.xml csumb.
edu/site/x18635.
xml Hardcopies
available in the SEP
office.

Students
demonstrate
completion of an
MLO through
successful
completion of
courses whose
course learning
outcomes (CLOs)
are aligned with
each MLO

Faculty will interpret the
evidence in the context of
course outcomes and the
capstone project.

Findings used to
determine gaps
in the curriculum
and used to make
to make curricular
and pedagogical
improvements.
Some faculty use
evidence here for
supporting evidence
it the scholarship of
teaching (RTP).

Biology
program
is new and
launched
in Fall
2007. It is
scheduled
for review
in 2012.

Computer Science
and Information
Technology

YES

http://catalog.
csumb.edu/
undergradeducation/
majors/computerscience-it/majorrequirements

Capstone,
individual learning
e-portfolio

Capstone class instructor
and academic advisor

Used in curriculum
revision and
faculty evaluation,
discussed in May
annual meeting

This
program
was
launched
in Fall
2008,
therefore,
the first
scheduled
program
review will
occur in
Fall 2013.

Bachelor of Science
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CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets the
evidence? What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date
of last
program
review
for this
degree
program

Environmental
Science,
Technology and
Policy (formerly
Earth Systems
Science & Policy)

YES

1) Online lists
of the ESTP
MLOs for each
concentration are
available at: csumb.
edu/site/x622.xml
2) Hard copies of
MLOs and aligned
courses for each
concentration are
available at the SEP
department office

Students
demonstrate
completion of an
MLO through
successful
completion of
courses whose
course learning
outcomes (CLOs)
are aligned with
each MLO.
Faculty groups
have conducted
collaborative
assessment of
several MLOs.

Faculty interpret the
evidence in the context of
course outcomes and the
capstone project.

Findings used to
determine gaps
in the curriculum
and used to make
to make curricular
and pedagogical
improvements.
Some faculty use
evidence here for
supporting evidence
it the scholarship of
teaching (RTP).

Fall 2008

Information
Technology and
Communication
Design (Formerly
Telecommunications,
Multimedia, and
Applied Computing)

YES

Web and
Individualized
Learning Plans
(ILPs)

Capstone,
individual learning
e-portfolio

Capstone class instructor
and academic advisor

Used in curriculum
revision and
faculty evaluation,
discussed in May
annual meeting

Fall 2008

Kinesiology

YES, However the
Kin faculty are in the
process of revisiting
all of the MLO’s.
Current efforts are
focusing on MLO
1 “Knowledge in
Kinesiology” and the
Capstone experience.

Webpage,
Individual Learning
Plans (ILPs), &
Catalog

Course learning
outcomes are tied
to MLO’s. Senior
Capstone courses
Kin 497 and Kin
499.

Capstone Faculty use final
written project reports
with presentations as key
evidence sources. Faculty
are required to assess
performance against ULRs
and MLO’s.

Finds are used to
improve the quality
of the Capstone
experience for
future students
as well provide
evidence that a
student is fully
prepared to
graduate with a
Kinesiology degree.

The major
is new
and not
yet been
reviewed.
It is
scheduled
for review
in 2011.

Mathematics

YES

CSUMB
Catalog and the
Departmental
Website

Capstone Course
and Portfolio
Review

Major advising group
reviews all graduates’ work
in the Capstone Course and
in Portfolio review

Used for improving
the quality of
teaching and for
the department to
select nominees for
the Department
Honors &
Scholarships

Fall 2006

Bachelor of Science
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CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets
the evidence?
What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date of last
program review
for this degree
program

Collaborative
Health and Human
Services

YES

HHSPP website/
CHHS Program
webpages,
CHHS Major
Handbook, CHHS
General Program
Informational
brochure, CSUMB
online & hard copy
catalog, Individual
CHHS course
syllabi

1) Course-based
assessments, 2)
capstone applied
research paper &
oral presentation,
3) graduation
portfolio

1) Individual
course instructors,
2) capstone seminar
instructors, 3)
capstone & field
seminar instructors
& field-based
mentor/reviewers

Individual course
instructors use
evidence to assign
student grades.
More general use
of assessment
information is
limited to informal
discussion in
CHHS Curriculum
Committee
for purposes
of program
improvement.
However, very
little formal/
comprehensive data
analysis has been
conducted due to a
lack of resources.

1999

Human
Communication

YES

Catalog, web,
syllabi

Outcomes (for
MLOs and
concentrations) are
met by C or better
in courses; likewise
in Capstone project

Professor teaching
courses, or lead
faculty advisor
for the MLO or
concentration
in the case of
independent
assessment

Determine
if students
have fulfilled
the Learning
Outcomes.
Assessment also
used for program
review and
improvement.

2007

Global Studies

YES

CSUMB Catalog:
csumb.edu/site/
x586.xml

Capstone Portfolio

Capstone Instructor
(GS 400)

The GS capstone
portfolios are a
key data source
in our GS Major
Assessment Plan.
The GS faculty
collectively,
not just the GS
capstone instructor,
interpret the data
each year around
a specific question
or questions. In
addition, however,
the data is analyzed
to assess particular
major learning
outcomes each
year, the results
are discussed by
the faculty, and
then revisions in
assignments for
particular courses
are made where
applicable. By
individual faculty
to award a grade

2007

Bachelor of Arts
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CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets
the evidence?
What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date of last
program review
for this degree
program

Integrated Studies
Special Major

YES

Catalog, Syllabi,
Program
Information
Materials, program
web pages

Capstone Project,
Individual Learning
Plan (ILP) (a
12-part formal
presentation),
Portfolio that
accompanies
Capstone Project,
including Reflective
Analysis, Journal
for Theory and
Practice Course,
Alumni Reflection
and Placement

Director and
Faculty Teams sign
off on work plan
for each student
(each student has
at least two to three
faculty advisors as
well as the Program
Director, Advisor,
and Professor)

By each faculty
individually as
he/she assesses a
student’s portfolio
work which
includes criteria
for admission to
the program and
continuation in
the program, credit
for the course, and
grades for the Final
Capstone course.

2002, scheduled for
review in Fall 2010

Liberal Studies

YES

Department
Website, Catalog,
syllabi, advising
and promotional
materials

Course
assignments;
Rubrics developed
by Department;
Capstone; passage
of CSET (anecdotal
information);
survey data

Faculty; For
“milestone”
assignments faculty
use mutually
developed rubrics
to assess and
process the results
in meetings. Next
steps are derived
from the analysis of
the “results.”

The findings
are used to map
where learning
opportunities are
provided for the
outcomes under
consideration.
We also work to
determine if a
developmental
progression is being
furthered. These
finding are used to
decide next steps.

Fall 2008

Music

YES

Catalog and
Website

Capstone and
Coursework

Course Instructors
and Capstone
Committee

By individual
faculty to assign
grades

Program review
is scheduled for
2011-12

Psychology

YES

CSUMB Catalog:
csumb.edu/site/
x17696.xml and
syllabi

Outcomes for
MLOs are met
by C or better
in major course
requirements

Individual faculty
instructors in
major courses
assess whether
students have
met the outcomes
by grading
assignments, exams,
and projects. Each
individual faculty
member develops
their process for
grading student
work.

By individual
faculty to award a
grade

This is a new
program, scheduled
for review in 2012.

Bachelor of Arts

115

CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets
the evidence?
What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date of last
program review
for this degree
program

YES

The SBS website
and online
CSUMB Catalog:
csumb.edu/site/
x598.xml. The
Major Learning
Outcomes
(MLOs) are also
described in detail
in a Graduation
Portfolio Manual
distributed to
every student at
the beginning of
the semester in
which they enroll
in the SBS Major
Pro-Seminar.
The learning
outcomes are also
stated on each
syllabus of each
course designed to
meet an MLO, a
University Learning
Requirement
(ULR), or a
Graduation
Learning Outcome
(GLO).

Formative
assessment of
major learning
outcomes takes
place in the Major
Pro-Seminar with
its intensive writing
lab for MLO I
and GWAR, in a
research methods
course for MLO II,
in four, or more,
discipline-specific
or area studies
courses for MLO
III, and in the
first semester of
Senior Capstone
for MLO IV.
Capstone seminar
instructors conduct
a summative
assessment for
all four MLOs
based on evidence
contained in
the Graduation
Portfolio from
previous MLO
courses, and in
consultation with
individual SBS
faculty capstone
advisers, a further
summative
assessment based
on the students’
final research
capstone. The
Senior Capstone
and Graduation
Portfolio, must
contain evidence
of student
competency in
all MLOs. These
are collaboratively
assessed by the
capstone instructors
and individual
faculty capstone
advisers. We do a
final summative
assessment of the
students’ public
presentation of
capstone research.

Individual faculty
members teaching
MLO courses
leading up to
the capstone
conduct formative
assessments of
student work.
A Capstone
Committee
consisting of the
Capstone Seminar
instructor and a
faculty capstone
advisor review
the summative
evidence contained
in students’
Graduation
Portfolios.
Normally, all
SBS faculty
attend the public
presentations of
student capstones
in each semester’s
university-wide
capstone festival.
Regular business
meetings of
the SBS faculty
normally discuss
issues and concerns
that flow from
observing the
capstone festivals.
More formally, the
SBS faculty have
conducted periodic
intensive interrater reliability
assessments of
Graduation
Portfolios.

The SBS faculty
have used the
results of its
collaborative
periodic
assessments of
Graduation
Portfolios to review
and revise SBS
learning outcomes
and teaching
practices at the
Department level.
The Department
just completed
a thorough
assessment of
Graduation
Portfolios from
students who
have graduated
from the program
in the past five
years. The result
of this process has
been a revision
of the capstone
curriculum,
beginning in
academic year
2010-2011, and
a clarification
of portfolio
requirements.
The Department
is currently in
the process of
further redesigning
the Graduation
Portfolio for
possible conversion
to e-portfolios. This
will not only be
more convenient—
and portable—for
students, but
will facilitate
more frequent
and thorough
assessment of the
effectiveness of the
SBS curriculum
and pedagogies in
helping student
to achieve the
Major Learning
Outcomes.

Fall 2007; Fall
2008 (external
review)

Bachelor of Arts
Social and
Behavioral Sciences
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CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets
the evidence?
What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date of last
program review
for this degree
program

Teledramatic Arts
and Technology

YES

CSUMB Catalog:
csumb.edu/site/
x670.xml, tat
website, TAT
printed materials.

Fulfillment of
MLO courses
with grade C or
better. Completion
of Research and
Development
Portfolio and
Capstone Project.

Faculty interpret
and assess evidence
of learning during
courses and
as a Capstone
committee.

Coursework is
assessed by faculty
members to
measure student
achievement, by
the department to
assess curriculum
effectiveness, by
the Media Arts
Task force and
other college
and University
wide curriculum
committees.

2004

Visual and Public
Art

YES

CSUMB catalog,
VPA internal
publications and
handouts, advising
materials, syllabi,
program website.

Capstone class
activities - research,
development,
writing, revision,
and planning.
Successful
completion and
exhibition of
student projects.
Student successful
achievement of this
program’s MLO’s
is determined based
upon successful
completion of
all VPA courses.
Students may not
enter the Senior
Capstone class with
an “Incomplete”
or failure in any
previous VPA
classes. Success
in this area is
measured through
Capstone class
activities - research,
writing, revision,
participation in
workshops and
class projects,
development
of project
ideas, proposal
presentation and
approval (fall
semester), revision,
completion and
exhibition of
approved capstone
project (spring
semester).

VPA Chairs and
faculty interpret
the evidence; then
there is conceptual
development,
reviews, revisions,
and final
presentation/
exhibition.
Students participate
in online and
in-class research
and writing
assignments, then
present written
proposals and
visual support
materials related to
proposed capstone
project. VPA
faculty (TT&PT)
interprets the
evidence using the
VPA Standards
and Criteria
rubric, the VPAMajor Learning
Outcomes,
and exhibition
standards from
the field. Students
receive written and
verbal feedback
from the VPA
faculty prior to,
and after the
final proposal
presentation.
This feedback
is compiled and
presented to the
student by capstone
instructor(s).
Students are
required to revise
their proposals in
response to this
feedback prior
to the end of the
semester.

For student assess
& grade. For
program assess.
- course content,
curriculum review
& revision.
Findings are
used for student
assessment,
grading, successful
revisions of
proposed projects,
and preparation
for the field. This
data is used in the
examination and
revision of the
curricular structure
of the VPA
program, the Major
Pro Seminar, and
Senior Capstone
classes.

Fall 2010

Bachelor of Arts
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CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets
the evidence?
What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date of last
program review
for this degree
program

YES

On the University
and WLC website.
Internal WLC
publications. WLC
official publication
created by CSUMB
marketing and
publications

Capstone and
Graduation
portfolio

Mainly by tenured
and tenure track
faculty members.
Assessments
are conducted
in the target
language. Faculty
members evaluate
students’ capstone
presentations
and papers. Also
students submit
a portfolio that
includes evidence
for each MLO.

To reexamine
and revise the
curriculum, provide
advising, and craft
the content of the
major pro-seminar

Fall 2008

Bachelor of Arts
World Languages
and Cultures
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CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets
the evidence?
What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date of last
program review
for this degree
program

Education

YES

Syllabi, online and
hardcopy catalog,
Program Website,
Orientation
Material, Program
Review docs

Successful signature
assignments;
Presentation of
thesis at MAE
Culminating
Project
Presentations

Program Faculty
in structured
collaborative
reviews of student
proposal and action
thesis

To determine
progress during
study; program
completion/
Exit; program
modifications and
improvement;
special support for
grad. Student if
necessary

Spring 2009

Public Policy

YES

HHSPP website/
MPP Program
webpages, MPP
General Program
Informational
brochure, CSUMB
online & hard copy
catalog, Individual
MPP course syllabi

1 ) Course-based
assessments, 2)
master’s applied
policy analysis
report/project, 3)
oral presentation of
final policy report/
project to the
public

1) Individual
course instructors,
2) final project
seminar instructor,
3) master’s project
advisor

Feedback into
the curriculum;
Individual course
instructors use
evidence to assign
student grades.
More general use
of assessment
information is
limited to informal
discussion at
MPP Program
Committee
meetings
for purposes
of program
improvement.

Pilot program;
Program review
conducted Fall
2008.

Master of Arts
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CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets
the evidence?
What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date of last
program review
for this degree
program

Coastal and
Watershed Science
& Policy

YES

CSUMB Catalog:
csumb.edu/site/
x6875.xml

The master’s
thesis (or the
internship for the
PSM option) and
required course
work are the
primary sources of
evidence used to
assess completion
of MLOs in this
graduate program

Faculty thesis
advisors, second
and third readers,
faculty instructors
of courses

Findings used to
determine gaps
in the curriculum
and used to make
to make curricular
and pedagogical
improvements.
Some faculty use
evidence here for
supporting evidence
it the scholarship of
teaching (RTP).

New program;
scheduled for
review in 2010.

Master of Science
in Instructional
Science and
Technology (MIST
- used to be named
“Interdisciplinary
Studies, with
Instructional
Science and
Technology
Emphasis”)

Learning Outcomes
were developed
and defined as part
of the program
approval process.
In addition, courses
were developed to
fulfill each outcome
and each outcome
was addressed in
the curriculum. In
summer of 2007,
after running the
first two cohorts,
faculty revised the
Learning Outcomes
based on lessons
learned from the
first two years of
implementation
and on personnel
changes

MIST Website;
University Catalog;
Course syllabi;

The Learning
Outcomes
are delivered
and assessed
primarily through
course-based
projects, papers,
presentations,
and a final
graduate capstone
project. In order
to showcase the
areas of depth and
interdisciplinary
understanding
students are
required to develop
an e-portfolio
throughout the
duration of their
study and also
required to develop
a graduate capstone
project, which
focuses on solving a
real world problem
using instructional
science and
technology skills
acquired in the
program.

Assess all student
learning outcomes
extensively,
consistently, and
regularly. The
program requires
each instructor
to assess student
learning outcomes
achieved in his/her
classes. A student
receives a passing
grade only after
she/he has fulfilled
the course Learning
Outcomes and
provided evidence
designated in the
course syllabi;
hence, students’
grades are direct
indicators of
the outcomes
achievements. All
program faculty are
required to attend
the final Capstone
Festival where every
student presents the
final professional
project.

The entire faculty
are responsible
for collecting
and analyzing
evidence of learning
outcomes. The
program selects
a subset of the
learning outcomes
to be reviewed by
faculty committee
each year and
at the year-end
retreat. During
the retreat, faculty,
staff and student
representatives
review the
description of the
outcomes, assess
the evidence,
consider the advisor
suggestions and
generate a strategic
recommendation
for improvement.
During the
summer, the
program director
(or designated
faculty) coordinates
the detail
improvement plan
to be approved
and implemented
during the coming
academic year.

2009

Management
and Information
Technology
(MSMIT)

YES

http://itcd.csumb.
edu/msmitmain/108-msmit-c.
html

Capstone, portfolio

Capstone class
instructor AND
academic advisor

Use in curriculum
update and
faculty evaluation,
discussed in May
annual meeting

Program suspended
in 2006 and will
restart 2011

Marine Science

YES

http://catalog.
csumb.edu/
graduate-education/
graduate-degrees/
marine-science-ms/
requirements

This degree
program is a
consortium
program. CSUMB
is involved, but
the program is
administered
through San Jose
State University.

Master of Science
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2010/2011

CATEGORY

Have formal
learning outcomes
been developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published? (please
specify)

Other than
GPA, what data/
indicators are used
to determine that
graduates have
achieved the stated
outcomes for
the degree? (e.g.
capstone course,
portfolio review,
licensure exam?)

Who interprets
the evidence?
What is the
process?

How are the
findings used?

Date of last
program review
for this degree
program

Single Subject
Traditional &
Intern Pathways

YES

Syllabi, online and
hardcopy catalog,
Program Website,
Orientation
Material, Program
Review docs

Successful signature
assignments;
Full-time student
teaching; Master
teachers; University
supervision;
capstone
presentations;
Summative
performance
assessment; State
Subject Matter
Exams; CSET;
CBEST; and
the Performance
Assessment for
California Teachers
(PACT)

State testing
agencies;
Commission
on Teacher
Credentialing;
program faculty
in structured
collaborative
reviews of student
work and data

To determine
progress during
study and
practica; program
completion/
Exit; program
modifications and
improvement;
special support for
students

2003 (State/
CCTC) 2006
(NCATE) 200809 (NCATE and
CCTC). CTC
and NCATE
Accreditation May
2009

Multiple Subject
Traditional &
Intern Pathways

YES

Syllabi, online and
hardcopy catalog,
Program Website,
Orientation
Material, Program
Review docs

Successful signature
assignments;
Full-time student
teaching; Master
teachers; University
supervision;
capstone
presentations;
Summative
performance
assessment; State
Subject Matter
Exams CSET;
CBEST; RICA;
BCLAD; and
the Performance
Assessment for
California Teachers
(PACT)

State testing
agencies;
Commission
on Teacher
Credentialing;
program faculty
in structured
collaborative
reviews of student
work and data

To determine
progress during
study and
practica; program
completion/
Exit; program
modifications and
improvement;
special support for
students

2003 (State/
CCTC) 2006
(NCATE) 200809 (NCATE and
CCTC). CTC
and NCATE
Accreditation May
2009

Special Education
Mild-Moderate/
Moderate-Severe
Traditional &
Intern Pathways

YES

Syllabi, online and
hardcopy catalog,
Program Website,
Orientation
Material, Program
Review docs

Successful signature
assignments;
Full-time student
teaching; Master
teachers; University
supervision;
capstone
presentations;
Summative
performance
assessment; State
Subject Matter
Exams; CSET;
CBEST; RICA

State testing
agencies;
Commission
on Teacher
Credentialing;
program faculty
in structured
collaborative
reviews of student
work and data

To determine
progress during
study and
practica; program
completion/
Exit; program
modifications and
improvement;
special support for
students

2003 (State/
CCTC) 2006
(NCATE) 200809 (NCATE and
CCTC). CTC
and NCATE
Accreditation May
2009

Teaching Credentials
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Data Exhibit 8—Inventory of Concurrent Accreditation and Key
Performance Indicators
Optional Use for Visits in Spring 07
Required for Visits during and after Fall 2007
WASC’s core commitment to educational effectiveness requires each institution to collect, analyze, and use
data that demonstrate student performance at appropriate levels. Specialized programmatic accreditation can
provide an external measure validating educational effectiveness, especially as these agencies increase their
attention to assessment of student learning. In addition, professional programs with specialized accreditation
usually collect data on employment of graduates and on graduates’ pass rates on licensing examinations.
Instructions. This data exhibit requests information for each program that is accredited by a specialized or
programmatic accrediting agency. This information should be submitted with the institutional Proposal
and updated and submitted with the reports for the Capacity & Preparatory and Educational Effectiveness
Reviews. The attached exhibit format is an example; institutions may use other formats or supplement this
exhibit with additional pages or links.
Column (1) Enter the name of each agency that accredits one of the institution’s programs and the name
of the program(s). After listing each accredited program in this column, please add any other programs that
may lead to licensure examinations but for which accreditation is either not available or is pending at the
institution.
Column (2) Enter the date of the most recent comprehensive accreditation action by each agency, either for
initial accreditation or reaffirmation of accreditation. Enter N/A if accreditation does not apply.
Column (3) Provide a summary (using bullet points) of the key findings or areas for continuing attention as
expressed in the formal action letter from the agency. Use additional pages if necessary.
Column (4) Identify one or more measure(s) that each program has designated as indicative of program
effectiveness and that is/are being tracked by the institution, such as licensing examination pass rates and
employment rates.
Column (5) Enter trend data for up to three years for at least one effectiveness indicator for each listed
program. Institutions should not be limited to an individual cell in reporting these data. Hyperlinks to an
attached bar or line graph may be utilized (see example).
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8.1: Inventory of Concurrent Accreditation and Key Performance Indicators
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Professional, special,
State, or programmatic
accreditations currently
held by institution

Date of most recent
accreditation action by
each listed agency

Summary (“bullet points”)
of key issues for continuing
institutional attention
identified in accreditation
action letter or report

Key performance
indicators as required
by agency or selected
by program (licensure,
board, or bar pass rates;
employment rates, etc.)

For at least one indicator
for each program, provide
up to 3 years of trend data.
Institution may wish to
link cell to a graph or other
format.

March 2007

Accreditation

Applicant interview data

Alumni/employer survey

May 2009

Technical stipulations
removed

Applicant subject matter
exam records

CSUMB.EDU/teach is an
indicator of programmatic
strength, preparation
of teachers and of their
capability in the classroom.

(By agency and
program name)
CCTC, Teacher
Education

Performance Assessment
for California Teachers
Field experience
observation and
performance rating data
Reading Instruction
exam
Alumni/employer survey
NCATE, Teacher
Education

May 2009

School of Education
nationally accredited
Unit Accreditation Board
Continues Accreditation of
the College of Professional
Studies

Applicant interview data

Alumni/employer survey

Applicant subject matter
exam records

CSUMB.EDU/teach

Signature assignments
Performance Assessment
for California Teachers
Field experience
observation and
performance rating data

is an indicator of
programmatic strength,
preparation of teachers and
of their capability in the
classroom.

Reading Instruction
exam
Alumni/employer survey
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Data Exhibit 9 — List of Assessment Activities
Recent Assessment of GE (ULR) Learning Outcomes
Assessment in ULR Areas occurs on a biannual basis. Much of this work is discussed in the EER; reports
from faculty learning communities and poster presentations present in the team room. The following areas
have completed or will complete assessment in the near future.
English Communication (Areas A and B) 			

Spring 2009		

Spring 2010

Ethics								Spring 2010
Foreign Language						Spring 2009		Spring/Fall 2011
Math								Spring 2011
Science								Spring 2009		Spring 2010
Service Learning						Spring 2009
Vibrancy							Spring 2009		Spring 2010

Assessment of Major Learning Outcomes
This work occurs through:

Program Review
MLO assessment is an integral part of program review which occurs once every seven years. Examples of
MLO assessment, and how programs have responded to what they’ve learned are discussed in the EER.
More examples will be present in the team room.

Annual Assessment Plans
These activities occur twice annually; a day is devoted to this assessment during fall and spring planning
weeks. These plans are developed by departments and approved by the provost. Examples of these
assessment activities are provided in the EER, with more examples in the team room.

Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes in Student Affairs and Enrollment Services
Learning outcomes have been defined and assessments of these outcomes are being developed.

124

Appendices

125

126

Appendix 1: Responses to 2003 WASC Recommendations
Campus Responses to 2003 WASC Recommendations
Recommendation #1
The impact of the vision statement needs to be revisited over time as the campus continues to develop. In what
ways are the elements of the vision shaping campus priorities, culture and expectations in intended as well as in
unintended ways?
The CSUMB Vision is never far from important campus discussions. It continues to be a major rallying
point for the campus; we have revisited it in many different venues since 2003, and in 2005 our Interim
President Dr. Diane Cordero de Noriega, proclaimed CSUMB “Vision-Driven.” We have preserved our
custom of having every new employee welcomed at a campus-wide ceremony in which they sign a large
poster version of the Vision Statement, a custom cited nationally as evidence of our commitment to the
Vision.
We have begun to assess the impact of vision elements on our students’ learning. In 2005, we administered
the NSSE (National Survey of Student Engagement, and used the opportunity to assess the infusion of
elements of the Vision into CSUMB students’ learning experiences. To do this, we aligned the NSSE
question categories with the corresponding core academic values and learning philosophy personified in the
Vision Statement, then assessed our students’ responses to those questions. The results showed an alignment
with those values and philosophies greater than the CSU as a whole, and greater than the national sample.
This tells us that elements of the Vision Statement are in fact infused in our students’ learning, and shaping
the campus culture and expectations.
Examples of ways the Vision continues to shape CSUMB’s priorities include:
Recruitment
In 2001 and again in 2006 we administered the CIRP (Cooperative Institute Research Program) Freshman
Survey. In that time frame our recruitment strategies designed to attract students from the tri-county
area seems to have paid off: the percentage of freshmen coming from the local region (50 miles or less)
significantly increased from 8 percent to 22 percent. Also, the percentage of Latinos in the freshman class
increased from 25 percent to 37 percent. The percentage of students reporting themselves as first generation
college-goers also increased considerably.
Last year the campus contracted with a consulting firm to conduct a study of prospective CSUMB students
to determine, among other things, how best to pursue and serve students described in our Vision Statement.
This study provided an extensive amount of information for a more focused recruitment effort of students
described in our Vision. Multiple changes in Student Affairs now allow us to process early applications,
inform students of their acceptance and financial aid awards, all of which enable us to more effectively
recruit Vision students.
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LDTP and 120 Unit Degree Programs
The CSU Lower Division Transfer Pattern project, and CSUMB’s participation in LDTP, is intended
to engage community college students early in their academic careers, and build a pathway for them to
immediately articulate to CSUMB following their completion of 45 units at the community college.
This is one other avenue we have pursued to attract students, and help build out our partnerships with
other institutions. As a function of having to work with the CSU system-wide LDTP and comply with
the 120 unit pathways mandated by the CSU chancellor, CSUMB had to devise ways to fit our very
large (Visionary) general education program into 60 units (our GE system—the University Learning
Requirements is much larger than that at other CSU’s due to our language, ethics, vibrancy, and technology
requirements). The size of our curriculum was one of the unintended consequences of our Vision Statement,
and not sacrificing or compromising our Vision, while at the same time enabling our students to graduate
in a reasonable amount of time required a great deal of compromise on the part of the campus, and was
a highly charged undertaking. The campus ended up decreasing the language requirement for high unit
majors, and developing courses in which more than one GE area could be met. The campus commitment
to the Vision became very obvious in this process, as we chose to compromise by decreasing the unit size of
some requirements, rather than cut them altogether.
Strategic Plan
The CSUMB Strategic Plan focuses on the key elements of the Vision statement. It was drafted with the
intent to describe and implement themes, goals and strategies that address the core values outlined in the
Vision Statement. Each area of the plan includes an assessment and success measurement to ensure that the
campus operates in tune with the Vision under the auspices of our new president, the plan is being revisited
and renewed in a newly-constituted planning process, still with the Vision and core values at the forefront.
Academic Support Services
CSUMB spends a considerable amount of resources on academic support services such as the Academic
Skills Achievement Program, First Year Seminar, Advising, etc, as well as specialized programmatic support
to qualified students, to support their academic success. These services help the students who are first
generation to college students achieve necessary skills. We have also initiated a number of externally-funded
efforts to provide support services for our Vision students: for example, the campus just received renewal of
our CAMP (College Assistance Migrant Program) grant to provide enriched support service to our students from
migrant families. Also, a combination of NSF and USDA funds enables us to provide academic support and
paid community internships for students in science, technology and mathematics.
Multicultural Environment
CSUMB is dedicated to being a multicultural environment. Our recruitment efforts prioritize applicants
who understand and value multiculturalism. Each applicant is asked both on the written application and
in the interview to comment on the CSUMB Vision Statement, and their connection to diversity in an
academic setting. The campus community, through this screening process, ensures that individuals working
on campus are aware of and desire to participate in a community that honors our Vision. We also have
curricular programs that contribute to a multicultural environment: Chicana/o Studies, Africana Studies,
World Languages & Cultures, and Global Studies.

128

Civility
The Vision Statement describes “mutual respect” as a key component of CSUMB’s operation. However, we
continue to struggle with the meaning of shared governance, and our occasional lapses of civility and other
behaviors sometimes contradict this attribute. In the past year, discussions about improving civility have
surfaced in many arenas on campus, following the campus Vision of a respectful campus environment.
Understanding how the Vision shapes the campus in unintended ways is a challenging undertaking. Our
work getting our degree programs down to 120 units made many of us realize that our Vision-driven
curriculum has created a sometimes inflexible set of requirements that hinders student progress.

Recommendation #2
We encourage continuing work on such activities as the course alignment project. It is also important to continue
to work on clarifying the overall expectations of a CSUMB graduate. In the process of continuing the exploration
of the purposes of a CSUMB education, the campus should also refine and more fully articulate its conception of
academic excellence within the framework of the vision statement.
The campus is engaging this recommendation on many different fronts. The course alignment project has
continued and been developed further, as an integral part of the newly revised Program Review process
under which several programs are undergoing their self-studies beginning this semester. The Summer
Work Group of 2005 took as a large part of its charge understanding the purposes and value of a CSUMB
education, and the characteristics uniquely defining a CSUMB graduate. The process of developing this
proposal has made very evident the need for campus-wide and substantive conversations regarding what
CSUMB means by “academic rigor” and “academic excellence” and we are currently developing plans for
such activities. The research planned for Theme 2 Value Added by the CSUMB Experience is in large measure
a direct response to this recommendation. The research on student capstones in Theme 3 is also relevant.

Recommendation #3
The tasks ahead include replacing outmoded committee structures with streamlined, timely processes for setting
priorities, solving problems and decision-making; the identification of the core components of campus educational
strategies that constitute the most meaningful representations of the CSUMB educational philosophy and goals and
creating effective and affordable ways to maintain these core elements as the institution continues to grow under
conditions of significant financial constraint. We encourage the administrative council to continue with their work
to align and integrate the primary plans developed by the institution.
Policy Development
Over the past few years the Academic Senate leadership, under the guidance of the chair and through
the Executive Committee, has spent a great deal of time clarifying processes and committee roles and
responsibilities. As a result, there is a much clearer campus-wide understanding of how the Senate and its
various committees work. There is also a functioning Academic Senate website, upon which such material as
pending Senate docket items, minutes and agendas of meetings, etc., are regularly posted. We still have some
very cumbersome committee structures however, the new Senate chair, who begins his term this fall, has
set as a priority a thorough review of the Senate structure and committees, following the recommendations
of a white paper authored by the outgoing senate chair. After an initial few years in which, by preference
of the president, we had no policies at all except de facto ones, CSUMB is continuing to develop policies
that provide a framework and govern the way we do business. These policies outline the “how” and “why”
we operate many facets of the university, and provide a clear channel of communication to all campus
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community members. Policy development is now under the aegis of the newly created position of AVP for
Institutional Effectiveness and Academic Planning, which integrates it seamlessly into the academic planning
process.
Degree Pathways
We have spent the past 18 months developing material explaining and clearly outlining the degree pathways
for each of our majors, and posting them on the web in a format that is easily available and understandable
to students in each discipline. Additionally, we worked to reduce some degree requirements so that each
degree could be completed in 120 units, with the exception of Business and ESSP, disciplines that typically
take longer to complete.
Degree Audit System
With the advent of our new, PeopleSoft-based student information system, expected to come on line in
the Fall of 2008 for enrolled students, we expect to finally have an automated Degree Audit system that
will provide for us a mechanism to track student progress, intervene when necessary, and provide up-todate information to students as they progress to degree. This automated system will improve our services to
students and simplify our auditing processes.
New Program Planning and Program Review
We have recently revised the new program planning processes and criteria to account for such factors as
market/student demand, and internal resource capacity. These new elements will improve our decision
making when reviewing newly proposed programs and ensure that we have the resources to establish and
grow successful programs. We also revised our program review process, lengthening the timeframe between
program reviews, streamlining the process, and making it more data-driven. Included in this new process
is evaluation for possible discontinuance of programs that may have suffered a loss in student demand or
shrinking resource base – a first time consideration for CSUMB, and one that allows us to strategically
evaluate our resource distribution to ensure we offer the breadth and depth of disciplines needed for a liberal
arts university.
Academic Planning
It has been noted that we still need to establish a strategic academic growth plan to help guide our decision
making when allocating resources and reviewing new program proposals. Our new AVP for Academic
Planning and Institutional Effectiveness has been tasked to help the AA division establish a comprehensive,
strategic academic growth plan, and beginning this fall, a series of campus-wide academic planning dialogues
is being conducted, to help us establish our priorities for the planning process. We are also collecting data in
a much more systematic way to inform the resource allocation and programmatic decisions we must make.

Recommendation #4
As the campus gains experience with these new modes of governance, it appears to the team that some attention
must be given to what we have labeled the “missing middle” the lack of consistent connection between individual
experiences and discoveries and the needs of the campus community as a whole for clarity and coherence in the
interpretations of those functions that are widely shared, such as approaches to the capstone, the budget process, the
use of data to guide effective decision-making, and program review.
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The campus has taken a multifaceted approach to working with this issue. In the Spring of 2006 the campus
modified its program review policy and procedures such that programs gather additional evidence on student
learning and: 1) develop rubrics for the assessment of their major learning outcomes (MLOs); 2) assess
their MLOs; 3) involve their faculty in the collaborative assessment of MLOS (or the collaborative review
of previously gathered evidence; 4) discuss what the program (faculty) has learned from the assessment of
their MLOs and illustrate how they have used this to improve their program (Appendix 4). In addition,
the new policy requires programs to illustrate how their major learning outcomes are developed throughout
their curricula. These changes should serve to better connect students’ lower division experience to their
upper division experience and make programmatic support of major learning outcomes better supported
throughout the respective curricula. Linking results of the individual program reviews with the activities of
the Strategic Planning and Curricular Planning groups will help build better connections and coherence
across the campus.
In addition, the research of the Quality in Teaching and Learning Theme will help the campus identify
weaknesses and develop strong connections in the curriculum where they may be currently lacking. The
assessment of student learning embedded in capstones project, like the changes to the program review
model, will help the campus understand how well it develops skills essential in our capstones as how
well these are developed throughout the curriculum. The research will also help us better understand the
functions of and expectations of capstone.

Recommendation #5
The Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment is a critical component of the fundamental CSUMB approach
to continuous improvement. We strongly endorse the decision of the Academic Affairs Budget Team to transfer
funding for the Center from external sources to the core budget. The team believes that the campus has important
experiences to share with a broader audience and was pleased to hear about recent success in placing articles about
the campus in national and international journals.
The Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment now has its own budget and no longer has to depend
on external funding for its core operations. In addition to conference presentations by faculty members at a
variety of venues, two recent books advance CSUMB’s experiences abroad. The first, Taking Ownership of
Accreditation, was edited by Amy Driscoll, our previous director of Teaching, Learning, and Diane Cordero
de Noriega, then interim president, combines both faculty scholarship produced as a result of our self study
for accreditation, with the institutional learning that took place during CSUMB’s initial accreditation.
A second book, Developing Outcomes-based Assessment for Learner-centered Education, was authored
by Amy Driscoll and Swarup Wood, a science faculty member who has been long involved in campus
assessment, shares much of what the campus learned in its development and implementation of outcomesbased education.

Recommendation #6
The campus can utilize this flexibility and creativity to solve problems that confront the campus including ways
to adapt the pedagogical model, space use and other campus strategies to be effective and affordable as enrollment
grows. Experiments such as Math HUGE offer promising approaches to these challenges and reflect the value of an
inquiry-based approach to problem-solving at CSUMB.
As we began to address the challenge of space utilization, particularly with respect to scaling up for future
enrollment growth, we undertook a number of strategies. Reversing an earlier trend in which the campus
leadership eschewed large lecture halls, we instead focused on innovative design for these large spaces, to
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incorporate the pedagogy associated with the collaborative and active learning we practice here. As a result,
the new library currently under construction will have several large spaces especially configured for group
and active learning; this includes two theater-like spaces seating approximately 100 and 200 students, and
several other large classrooms. To prepare for our enrollment growth, the Center for Teaching, Learning,
and Assessment has sponsored several workshops, one during a campus-wide Community Day of Learning,
in which ways to incorporate CSUMB’s learning models into large classroom pedagogy were explored and
modeled by experienced faculty. Many of these strategies have been put to the test this semester in the face
of a surge of freshman enrollment that pushed class enrollments of many courses to a much higher level.
Our approach has been to explore ways of adapting our pedagogy to growth, rather than abandoning our
pedagogy in the face of growth.
At the same time, we have realized that the problem is an extremely complex one and requires deeper study.
Consequently it is one of the issues we are studying for the capacity part of this proposal.

Recommendation #7
As the campus seeks to integrate its planning and budget efforts, it must develop more effective support systems
for institutional decision making. It is important to ensure that CSUMB has the institutional systems and
infrastructure to support structure—people, databases and technology—to support a proper analysis of the unique
costs of the CSUMB model and the demands of the intensive assessment culture of the campus. This will also
require a greater interaction between the assessment functions and the institutional research functions. This
collaboration can be supported by the newly formed institutional effectiveness council.
The campus has been sharing widely the data from surveys we have participated in (CIRP, NSSE,
STAMATS) and faculty are becoming much more acclimated to utilizing such data in their decisions.
On the institutional level accurately analyzing and budgeting for the CSUMB academic model remains a
challenge for us. We have used several approaches and are not yet satisfied with the results. Funding this
academic model with regular CSU funding remains a challenge for us. The university is prepared to embark
on the Delaware Study to acquire and examine comparative data for academic costs. Within the Budget
Advisory Group, a university-wide and representative group, the integration of planning and budgeting is
underway.
After some set backs in the offices of Institutional Assessment and Research and Institutional Effectiveness,
we are fully staffed again and situated to establish greater interactions between assessment, IR, and
institutional effectiveness. The institutional effectiveness council is no longer a coordinating group on
campus; however, our collaborative efforts in enrollment management, student success, and educational
effectiveness cross campus in significant and meaningful ways.

Recommendation #8
The team hopes that CSUMB will continue to deepen this habit of mind and will share its understandings with its
colleagues in higher education. As this exploration continues, there is merit in considering how to involve students
more fully in the development of the institution and in action research that will offer insights and alternatives as
the campus matures. In the process, students would also become more proactive in managing their own learning.
There have been a number of efforts to disseminate what we’ve learned regarding accreditation, and
outcomes-based learning. Two recent books advance CSUMB’s experiences with the broader academic
community. The first, Taking Ownership of Accreditation, was edited by Amy Driscoll, our previous
director of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment, and Diane Cordero de Noriega, then interim president,
combines both faculty scholarship produced as a result of our self study, with the institutional learning
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that took place during CSUMB’s initial accreditation. A second book, Developing Outcomes-based
Assessment for Learner-centered Education, was authored by Amy Driscoll and Swarup Wood, a science
faculty member who has been long involved in campus assessment, shares much of what the campus learned
in its development and implementation of outcomes-based education. Drs. Driscoll and Wood have also
presented this scholarship widely at regional and national assessment and education conferences.
Some of CSUMB’s best examples of student-involved scholarship come from the Service Learning Institute.
Service Learning Student Leaders have been actively involved in the development of service learning
pedagogy and scholarship. Each year, SL Student Leaders present workshops at both national and regional
service learning conferences (i.e., Campus Compact Continuums of Service Conference, Campus Outreach
Opportunity League Conference, National Conference on Race & Ethnicity, etc.), highlighting CSUMB’s
innovative approach to service learning and social justice education.
In addition, CSUMB faculty member Dr. Tania Mitchell and four CSUMB students published a chapter
in the Campus Compact publication “Students as Colleagues: Expanding the Circle of Service Learning
Leadership.” The chapter describes CSUMB’s unique approach to training Service Learning Student
Leaders, and their role in peer-facilitated learning—a hallmark of effective service learning pedagogy.
Students are involved in many aspects of the campus governance and regularly attend senate meetings,
RULE committee, and ULR faculty learning community meetings. The new Academic Planning Council
that has student representation from every college.
Readers-do we have formal process that engage student management of their own learning? I engage
students this way in my courses, and my sense is that many others do as well-but are their ways this
happens across the campus? Also, do departments collect examples of their student scholarship and/or
student/faculty collaborations?

Recommendation #9
CSUMB will need to determine how to use technology to extend the distinctive CSUMB values and pedagogies through
technology-mediated instruction to students throughout the entire TriCounty area. The team expects that the campus
will, approach this challenge through a culture of inquiry and experimentation, as it is doing now as it seeks to make the
characteristic elements of the campus-based experience affordable and effective as on-campus enrollment grows.
Still waiting for a meeting of the John Ittleson, Marc Oehlman, and Swarup minds

Recommendation #10
Attention must be given to providing adequate financial and infrastructure support for service learning and other
forms of engagement as the campus costs out its model and develops means to fund the essential, components of its
curriculum and pedagogy.
CSUMB won national acclaim, as home to one of the nation’s outstanding service learning programs. In
2006, over 580 institutions applied for the White House’s inaugural “Honor Role for Community Service
in Higher Education.” In the award’s inaugural year, CSUMB was one of three institutions chosen to receive
the highest honor, the “President’s Award for Community Service in Higher Education.” This says a great
deal about the quality and scope of CSUMB’s service learning program, and shows that CSUMB has been
able to support the development of a high quality service learning program, one that is unique in higher
education. CSUMB’s service learning program continues to bring recognition and acclaim to the university,
both locally and nationally.
133

However, supporting a campus-wide service learning requirement is no easy financial task. The Service
Learning Institute, the home of CSUMB’s service learning program, has grown to include nine FTE
employees (3 faculty and 6 staff positions). Still, the program struggles to provide the support necessary for
effective partnerships with the community, and for effective faculty development. Here are three examples:
Student Leadership in Service Learning (sl)2 Program.
The Service Learning Institute runs a nationally acclaimed student leadership program, that employs 30
CSUMB students as teaching assistants and community liaisons. The students are essential to supporting
the delivery of high quality service learning. This program has been largely grant funded. In 2005, CSUMB
committed to a 5-year process to institutionalize the program, with the support of a private foundation.
CSUMB agreed to increase its financial contribution to the program from $8,800 to $135,000 over 5 years.
However, given the current difficult budget situation, CSUMB has not been able to meet its commitment in
the third year of the project. Supporting the Service Learning Student Leadership Program is critical to the
ultimate success of the service learning effort, and the university is struggling to afford the necessary level of
support.
Liability and Risk Management
In 2004, the Provost appointed a task force to address the increasing CSU system-wide concern about the
potential liability exposure that the university is facing through its community-based learning experiences.
The process of managing risk has become increasingly time-consuming for SLI staff and faculty, as the
CSU system has mandated increasingly complex systems of compliance and accountability. The “Service
Learning Risk Management Task Force” developed an effective system to monitor these issues campuswide. The Task Force developed a system and process to manage risk in all community-based learning
programs. However, key to its implementation was the creation of a new position for “Academic Program
Risk Management Support.” Unfortunately, while the campus acknowledges this need, it has not been able
to allocate the resources to create this new position. The campus risk management officer alone is not able
to provide the degree of support that these extensive community-based learning programs require. And the
burden of developing, maintaining, and renewing legal agreements with community organizations has fallen
on the limited staff of the Service Learning Institute.
Limiting Class Size
Service learning requires a very interactive, personal approach to teaching and learning. It is important
that students are able to examine their community service experiences in class, in very intimate, personal
ways. From a work-load perspective, it is also very clear that service learning courses are more demanding
on faculty time. Similar to writing-intensive courses, it was recommended that service learning courses
be limited to twenty students, to maximize the effectiveness of this pedagogy. However, given budgetary
constraints, this policy was never implemented. As a result, some service learning courses have as many as 60
students, making it very difficult to maintain an engaged, participatory classroom environment.
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Appendix 2: Academic Advising Workgroup Roster
Brian Simmons, Dean of the College of Professional Studies and Chair (2009-10)
Chris Hasegawa, Dean of Extended Education and International Studies and Chair (2008-09)
Grace Cardenas Leal, Director, Student Advising Center (2009-10)
Lisa Thomas, Director, Student Advising Center (2008-09)
Kathy Achen, Graduation Counselor, Registrar’s Office
Sheila Hernandez, University Registrar
Sharon Anderson, Faculty, College of Science, Media Arts & Technology
Jennifer Dyer Seymour, Faculty, College of Arts, Humanities & Social Sciences
Jill Jolley, Lecturer/Advisor, College of Professional Studies (2009-10)
Suzanne Kroese, Lecturer/Advisor, College of Professional Studies (2008-09)
Swarup Wood, Faculty, College of Science, Media Arts & Technology and Chair, WASC Educational
Effectiveness Committee
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Appendix 3: Proposal for a New Advising Model at CSUMB
A New Model for Academic Advising at CSUMB
Executive Summary
CSUMB’s Strategic Plan calls for academic advising to be a “signature strength” on our campus. The
proposal presented here allows for that to happen, addressing a number of long-term concerns held in many
quarters on campus.
The proposal calls for establishing a centralized model of advising, in which the myriad of advising activities
now spread throughout the campus will come under the oversight of the director of Academic Advising.
Instead of the possibility of having multiple advisors, each student will be assigned to a professional advisor
employed by the Advising Center. Consistent with CSUMB’s overall outcomes-based approach to student
learning, the proposal establishes advising learning outcomes for the freshman through senior years. All
academic advisors will be trained in common to focus their advising activities with the goal of their advisees’
achieving those outcomes. There will be an advising handbook for students (available in both hardcopy and
electronic formats) and an advising manual for the professional advisors.
Responsibility for knowing the fine details regarding graduation requirements and how to meet them,
including the creation of all Individual Learning Plans, will be restricted to the team of professional advisors
who report to the director. The role of faculty advisors (hereafter referred to as “major mentors”) will draw
upon the strengths they have in terms of knowing about the professional fields students in their majors
might enter and graduate school opportunities that might enhance a student’s entry into those fields. They
will work in concert with the professional advisors, recommending specific classes that best suit the student’s
long-term academic and professional goals.
Individual professional advisors will be assigned primary (i.e., lead) responsibility for a number of majors
(how many will be determined by the size and complexity of the majors). Other advisors will have secondary
responsibility for those same majors so that appropriate back-up and coverage will be maintained at all times.
Some of the advisors will also maintain additional areas of specialization (e.g., veterans, athletes, transfers).
The new model will draw upon existing advising resources for its implementation. Given practical logistical
realities, some of the professional advisors, while reporting to the director, will be out-stationed in the offices
of academic programs that currently employ them. This will in part allow the new model to utilize some of
the strengths of the existing advising operation, including “being where the students already are.”
The proposal also calls for the creation of an Academic Advising Council that will be comprised of an
appropriate constellation of faculty and staff representatives with interest in CSUMB’s advising activities,
including an ex-officio representative from the Provost’s Office. This council will provide guidance and
direction to the director and serve as a forum to resolve disagreements and address questions regarding the
advising operations.
The model also provides for the collection and analysis of data regarding the learning outcomes for the
students and using that as well as the more macro metrics (e.g., retention and graduation rates, student
satisfaction surveys) to measure success and to provide for continuous program improvement.
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Introduction and Background
What do we know about academic advising at CSUMB?
The history of advising at CSUMB is not a pretty one. The initial “model” called for teachers of the
student’s “Freshman Proseminar” course (currently reconceptualized as the First-Year Seminar, or FYS)
would then serve as the student’s academic advisor until the student reached the upper division. At that
point, the advising responsibilities would transfer to a faculty advisor within the student’s declared major.
Unfortunately, the Freshman Proseminar courses quickly fell to the purview of part-time lecturers who
tended not to stay at CSUMB very long. If an instructor left, the student then had no advisor until reaching
the upper division. We have had a series of attempts at establishing an advising center, with varying degrees
of success. The leadership of those efforts also changed rather frequently and so again there was no consistent
model or vision for advising on campus.
The current model, if such it may be called, involves various modes of advising throughout the campus:
faculty advisors, major advisors, peer advisors, EOP advisors, and Undergraduate Advising Center (UAC)
staff advisors. Each of these advising encounters happens separately and autonomously from each of the
others. Thus there is no coherence, no guarantee of consistency of information or counsel, and no oversight.
CSUMB students have expressed dissatisfaction with advising over several years, in various venues, including
on surveys that are commonly given nationally (NSSE and SSI), as well as the CSUMB Experience Survey.
The surveys and the results are available on the CSUMB website of the Office of Institutional Assessment
and Research (IAR, http://iar.csumb.edu/survey-reports) and a summary of the results is presented here.
In the 2001-2007 Retention Study, we learned that CSUMB is losing students who are in good academic
standing, with strong GPAs, in every major, in every demographic and ethnic group. During this time
period the admission and recruitment materials for CSUMB were significantly improved and updated, and
enhanced program materials were provided to inquiring students. Thus, it seems likely that fewer students
are coming to CSUMB without knowledge of the academic programs offered. Additionally, the Cooperative
Institutional Research Program (CIRP) survey given to freshmen students every other year indicates that
about 50 percent of our freshmen have selected CSUMB as their first choice institution and another 33
percent have selected CSUMB as a second choice institution. CSUMB is attracting students who want to
come here, students we would like to retain. The data set of the retention study, its narrative report, and the
CIRP data are posted on the CSUMB IAR website. These data provided a picture of student experience that
aligned with the feedback students have provided to the university in numerous surveys.
We identified that improving academic advising is a timely intervention to increase student success, it
is responsive to the concerns that students have expressed, and it could benefit all students. We selected
“improving academic advising” as an academic priority. It is in the CSUMB Academic Plan (2008-2013)
and it is subsumed in our Strategic Plan under the goal to “Increase Student Success.” Improving academic
advising is also one of our WASC Educational Effectiveness projects. Lisa Thomas, prior director of
Advising, launched this work with an evaluation of advising services that was conducted during 20082009. Presented below are the student survey results, the results of the 2008-2009 evaluation, and the key
principles that are guiding the work to select a model of advising for CSUMB.
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Brief Summary of Survey Results
National Study of Student Engagement (NSSE)
CSUMB administered the NSSE in 2005 and 2008. The NSSE asks the following question about academic
advising:
“Overall, how would you evaluate the quality of academic advising you have received from your
institution?”
In 2005, 64 percent of the respondents rated academic advising as good or excellent (41 percent good, 23
percent excellent). This percentage actually dropped in the 2008 administration to 61 percent (41 percent
good, 20 percent excellent). Thus, we did not improve in this area. How does this number compare to
other CSUs? According to the 2008 administration, the CSU average on this question was 68 percent; thus
CSUMB is below average for the CSU.
Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI)
The SSI looks at student satisfaction, and compares how students rank the “importance” of a particular issue
with their “satisfaction” about that same issue. CSUMB administered the SSI to a sample of undergraduate
students (across all years) in 2007 and 2008. The SSI includes several questions related to advising, and
in all cases, students ranked the various items as high in importance, with their satisfaction lower than the
importance. This is the case in both administrations of the survey.
SSI 2008 Survey Results (source: IAR Survey Reports)
CSUMB
Importance

CSUMB
Satisfaction

Gap

Q6. My academic advisor is approachable

6.52

5.26

1.26

Q14. My academic advisor is concerned about my success as an individual

6.36

5.22

1.14

Q19. My academic advisor helps me set goals to work toward

6.22

4.86

1.36

Q33. My academic advisor is knowledgeable about requirements in my major

6.66

5.35

1.31

Q79. I get consistent academic advising from Advising Center Advisors and
Academic Major Advisors

6.45

4.61

1.84

Combined Satisfaction Score for “Academic Advising” in general

6.44

5.06

1.39
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SSI 2007 Survey Results (source: IAR Survey Reports)
CSUMB
Importance

CSUMB
Satisfaction

Gap

Q6. My academic advisor is approachable

6.55

5.41

1.14

Q14. My academic advisor is concerned about my success as an individual

6.41

5.22

1.19

Q19. My academic advisor helps me set goals to work toward

6.33

4.98

1.35

Q33. My academic advisor is knowledgeable about requirements in my major

6.66

5.46

1.20

Q79. I get consistent academic advising from Advising Center Advisors and
Academic Major Advisors

6.38

4.67

1.71

Combined Satisfaction Score for “Academic Advising” in general

6.47

5.15

1.33

Summary of 2008-2009 Evaluation of Advising
In summer 2008 the efforts to improve academic advising began in earnest. Lisa A. Thomas, director of
Advising, began to assess and evaluate advising services at CSUMB. A survey of FYS students was conducted
in fall 2008 and all undergraduates were surveyed as part of the CSUMB Experience survey in spring 2009.
These data, along with what had been learned from CSUMB’s NSSE and SSI results, informed immediate
changes to the Undergraduate Advising Center (UAC) and shaped the development of an advising model
for CSUMB. A brief summary of the survey results and the changes implemented in the UAC are presented
below.
Internal Fall 2008 Survey of FYS Students
The survey of 790 Freshman Year Seminar (FYS) 100 students in fall 2008 was a collaborative effort of
the directors of FYS and the UAC. Among other items, the survey asked students to identify their personal
academic advising needs. Students were allowed to select more than one response and the most common
identified needs were:
• “meeting requirements for graduation” (51 percent)
• “scheduling/registration procedures” (50 percent)
• “check academic progress” (45 percent)
• “selecting/changing my major area of study” (32 percent).
In addition, the FYS survey also provided an opportunity for students to answer the open-ended question
of: “In your opinion, how can we improve Academic Advising for future FYS 100 students?” Hundreds of
students responded to this question. The comments fell into several thematic areas, as follows:
• Advisor availability and scheduling of appointments (82 comments). Areas identified here included
availability, approachability, more advisors needed, easier mechanisms for making appointments and
contacting advisors.
• One-on-one versus group advising (59 comments). The general sense of the comments was in favor of oneon-one advising. Some appreciation was expressed for group sessions, but this was viewed as only one step.
• Requirements and 2/4 year plans (23 comments).
140

CSUMB Experience Survey (Spring 2009)
The CSUMB Experience survey was administered to all undergraduate degree-seeking students in the spring
of 2009. There were more than 2000 responses. It is our most comprehensive survey about the student
experience at CSUMB.
The office of Institutional Assessment and Research (IAR) had worked with the Undergraduate Advising
Center to design a section of the survey specific to academic advising, with answers broken down by type of
advisor (e.g., EOP, faculty, major advisor in department, peer advisor, UAC advisor).
The survey included an overall satisfaction question that asked students to “Please indicate your level of
satisfaction with Academic Advising Services.” The overall satisfaction was reported at 55 percent (p. 32).
The survey also asked three open-ended questions about CSUMB. IAR classified the responses on these questions
into broad areas, and “advising” was an important response area for all three questions. These questions were:
• Q167: What aspects of CSUMB have enhanced your undergraduate experience?
• Q168: What aspects of CSUMB would you like to see changed or improved?
• Q169: What suggestions do you have for CSUMB to better help future students meet their
undergraduate education goals?
For Q167, advising was mentioned 60 times in the responses (the fifth most common response area). So,
there are clearly students who have found that advising has enhanced their experience at CSUMB. However,
more than twice that number (128) identified advising as an area for improvement (in response to Q168).
This was the third most common response topic in this question. Finally, in Q169, advising was the most
common area mentioned, with 284+ responses, primarily as an area that needs improvement.
Many of the responses to these three questions simply say “advising,” with no further elaboration. This
was generally the case for question 167. However, for questions 168 and 169, some themes do emerge, as
follows:
Q168 themes (areas for improvement):
• transfer advising (14 responses)
• advisor knowledge (12 responses)
• being advised to take unnecessary classes (11 responses); “wasting units.” This ties in with a couple of
other themes such as a desire for a graduation path/clear requirements (6 responses), and the desire to be
able to graduate in a timely manner/4 years (7 responses)
• issues with registration (9 responses)
Q169 themes (suggestions for CSUMB):
Some of the same themes that were apparent in Q168 also appear in Q169:
• transfer advising (17 responses)
• advisor knowledge (29 responses)
• “ wasting units”/being advised to take unnecessary classes (9 responses). This ties in with a couple of
other themes such as a desire for a graduation path/clear requirements (76 responses), and the desire to
be able to graduate in a timely manner/4 years (29 responses)
• 13 students suggested that advising be mandatory.
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2008-2009 Advising Assessment Findings
The advising assessment confirmed the following. There was:
• No distinct advising model or structure
• No clear advisor assignments
• Unclear definitions of advising
• Advisors were unavailable or inaccessible
• No shared communication tools
• No training
• No clear use of technological tools
• No clear expectations or outcomes
• Unclear degree requirements
• Inaccurate information
Changes implemented right away:
The UAC had altered its internal scheduling of advisors in fall 2008 in order to increase advisor availability
by appointment. In addition, the UAC set hours for walk-in advising. It also began to maintain a database
regarding student-advisor contacts, implemented an online appointment system, and redesigned its website
and its physical office space in order to more effectively assist students with academic and career advising
issues. This work aligned with the degree requirements and degree pathway projects coordinated by
Academic Affairs and links to degree pathways, major advisors, ULR courses, GWAR courses, and transfer
articulation were placed on the UAC website to assist students.
Degree planning forms were developed for advisors to explain degree progress and completion to students.
Feedback on degree pathways was provided by a team from the UAC and the Office of the Registrar as
professional advising staff weighed in on accuracy of degree pathways in spring 2009.
A strategic plan was developed for the UAC and the WASC workgroup charged with “improving academic
advising” set to work on developing advising outcomes and an advising model that could complement
the complex curriculum and degree requirements at CSUMB (see Appendix 2 for a roster of the group’s
membership). This report is the product of that group’s work.
Key Principles Regarding Advising
There is a national organization, NACADA, which has advanced specific commitments to academic advising
in higher education. The professional advising staff in the UAC and the Office of the Registrar are engaged
with NACADA, attend its meetings, and are participating as members of the work group, along with faculty
colleagues, to “improve academic advising” at CSUMB.
The principles that guided the 2008-2009 evaluation of advising services at CSUMB and the development
of a model of advising for CSUMB include:
1. An advisor assigned to each student. Every student should know who their advisor is and where to
go for advising.
2. Advising starts at orientation. (We strongly urge ALL students to attend orientation.)
3. Advising must be available year-round, including summer.
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4. Excellent advising at each stage and advising is more than course selection. The entire continuum of
advising must be strong, informed, and accurate. Examples of this include:
a. transfer evaluations prepared for transfer students upon admission;
b. new students with intended fields of study in “vertical” majors as well as “undeclared”
students receiving accurate, foundational advising;
c. ULR advising including recommendations of courses that can meet requirements of more
than one major;
d. major advising, pacing prerequisites, and students being prepared for major courses when
they are offered;
e. recognizing a student’s capacity and capability when considering overload requests;
f. counsel regarding use of course “repeats,” “withdraws,” and petitions as a student navigates
his/her college career;
g. a seamless “hand-off” from lower division to the major;
h. confident students planning to graduate. We should have fewer and fewer students who are
unable to graduate due to missed requirements.
5. Freshmen need to learn about major/career options early. We want to have good connections
between advising and the career center.
6. Declaring and changing majors is normal. Assisting students with major selection and major
changing is important. We will develop a clear procedure for this and encourage students to use it.
7. Degree pathways and degree requirements will be accurate, maintained, posted on the web, and
provide a student-friendly guide to self-advising and advising by professional staff and faculty. The
Catalog is the authoritative source document.
8. Students have responsibilities in an effective advising relationship. They will develop agency
and instrumental competence as they navigate systems and take care of tasks. To achieve this
development each student must receive consistent and accurate information.
9. In order to facilitate the provision of consistent and accurate information, we will use one source
for correct, current advising information and updates. Training and professional development will
be provided for all advisors including UAC, EOP, SSS, and college-based advisors. All advising and
training for advising will be coordinated by the university’s Undergraduate Advising Center.

The New Model
We propose a new centralized undergraduate advising model for CSUMB. In this model, using the work
of Crockett, advising is defined as “a developmental process which assists students in the clarification of
their life/career goals and in the development of educational plans for the realization of those goals.” All
academic advising activities, from orientation through departure from the university, are geared towards
the individual student’s achievement of specified advising student learning outcomes (SLOs). Students will
be assigned a specific professional advisor at the earliest opportunity (ideally at orientation); this will be
the student’s advisor for the duration of the student’s time at CSUMB. All professional advisors are part
of the Academic and Career Advising Center and report to the Center Director. Advising is viewed as a
developmental process, guiding the student through a different set of outcomes established for the freshman
through senior years (i.e., the model is specifically NOT geared toward the advising needs of graduate and
post-baccalaureate students whose advising will continue to be provided solely by program faculty). Advising
will specifically be intentional, purposeful and meaningful.
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The model has the following specific components:
A trained professional staff with clearly stated advising roles and responsibilities.
Currently, the advising functions at CSUMB are spread among a variety of people with a myriad of duties:
members of the faculty, staff advisors within the majors, peer advisors, EOP advisors, and staff advisors at
the Undergraduate Advising Center. Communication between and among these advisors is rare. There is no
common training based on a common fund of knowledge and information and no common supervision or
oversight. Students may have more than one advisor, which has led in many cases to the student receiving
different and sometimes conflicting information.
The new model changes all of that. All advising functions will be conducted by professional staff (hired
specifically to be advisors) who report to the director of Advising. All advisors will have a caseload of
students so that students consistently see the same advisor. All advisors will be trained in common on
the SLOs and how to advise students to progress towards their attainment. All advisors will be trained in
common regarding university policies and procedures, including regular updates as those things change.
They will receive consistent and continuous supervision from the director.
To facilitate this happening, an advising handbook has already been created that will be provided in both
hardcopy format and electronic format to all students. This contains in one consolidated place in an easyto-read format all the information students need to know about successfully progressing towards graduation.
An advising handbook for the professional advisors is also under construction that can be updated regularly
and serve as an ongoing reference for them to use. It will contain such things as important policies and
procedures, major learning outcomes, degree pathways, and the like.
The professional advisors will be responsible for completing all Individual Learning Plans throughout the
student’s career at CSUMB.
The professional advisors will also afford the campus the opportunity to provide consistent and reliable
advising services throughout the entire calendar year, including summers.
Faculty members assuming the role of major mentor.
While some members of the faculty are quite good at the detail-level work required to ensure that universityand major-related graduation requirements are met, many others are not. What the faculty are expert at is
their own disciplines. They are better equipped than anyone else to discuss with students potential career
opportunities within those disciplines and possibilities for graduate-level education that will enhance an
individual student’s chances for greater academic and professional success.
The new model, as already noted, envisions the more technical pieces of advising on the pathway to
graduation to be handled by the professional advisor. Drawing upon their inherent strengths, faculty
advisors (now referred to as a “major mentor”) will be able to focus their advising activities on guiding the
student’s early professional development and related choices. Clearly there will be (and should be) overlap
between these two roles. Being more conversant with the intricacies of the curriculum, a faculty member
will be able to recommend specific courses and pathways that will allow the student to tailor an educational
experience consistent with her or his particular interests and for completing prerequisites for a desired
graduate program. The professional advisor will work in concert with the major mentor and the student to
ensure that the choices made fulfill necessary graduation requirements or the implications for the student’s
stay at CSUMB, should they not meet any other requirements.

144

Defined student learning outcomes.
Consistent with CSUMB’s original pedagogical emphasis, the new program establishes a set of Advising
Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs). These include (1) Knowledge Acquisition, Resource Identification,
and Application; (2) Curriculum Integration; (3) Interpersonal Competence; (4) Personal Growth; and (5)
Humanitarianism and Civic Engagement. As noted, the new Advising Model is developmental in nature and
as such has established benchmarks for all four years for each of the five SLOs. The SLOs are further defined
in Appendix B (available in the team room). The professional advisors will do assessments on each of their
advisees relative to the benchmarks that will allow the aggregation of individual student data to contribute to
the continuous improvement feedback loop.
Professional advisors will have responsibility for specific degree programs and other specialized caseloads.
In response to concerns raised during the vetting process, the model provides for professional advisors
to have program specific responsibilities. That is, rather than have everyone be a generalist, individual
professional advisors will be assigned primary responsibility for advising some majors and secondary or backup responsibility for advising others. The model also envisions specialized caseloads (e.g., athletics, veterans,
international) that require an extra level of expertise but would not be a person’s full-time assignment.
Clearly defined roles and responsibilities for advisors and for students.
Acknowledging that the foundation of the advising process is the relationship between the advisor and
advisee, the model specifies roles and responsibilities for both. These can be found in Appendix C (available
in the team room).
Centralized and satellite services.
Recognizing both practical limitations in terms of office space and the desire expressed by some during the
vetting process, the model calls for a centralized administration of academic advising that will, in some cases,
be operated on a satellite basis. The Undergraduate Advising Center will be the primary locus of the delivery
of advising and career services. However, some of the programs (e.g., those with already established in-house
academic advising staff) will have their advisors physically located in the buildings where the programs are
housed and where, by definition, the students in the programs frequently congregate. This will be especially
important for those programs housed in the Valley Building suites, a significant walking distance from the
Undergraduate Advising Center.
Elimination of peer advisors per se.
Recognizing that a significant source of misinformation about advising matters has been the student
peer advisors, the model eliminates any formal role of peer advising. The workgroup believes there is an
appropriate role for peers in providing some information about campus life and how one successfully
navigates various campus processes. Thus the model identifies a role of “peer mentor” that individual
departments may wish to employ to assist students in this way.
Advisory council.
Recognizing that advising is a function in which students, faculty and staff from across campus have a
significant and continuing interest, the model establishes an Advising Council that will provide counsel
to the director and oversight to all the advising activities on campus. The council will provide a forum for
people to discuss areas of common concern and resolve problems.
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Related Efforts
Although not formally part of this proposal, two related efforts unfolding on campus are worth noting as
they have a significant impact on the campus’s advising enterprise. The first is the effort to define degree
pathways for all the majors. These tools will be useful not only to the professional advisors, but also for
empowering students to create and follow their own plans to graduation. While this is still and undoubtedly
will always remain a work in progress, having the published pathways represents significant progress towards
reducing the confusion students have been reporting for years.
The other effort is taking place within the Undergraduate Advising Center with the Career Planning Office
(CPO). The CPO now reports to the advising director, who in turn has a vision for the integration of the
office’s activities into the center’s primary advising functions. Students will be able to work seamlessly,
identifying potential career interests with the CPO and then working with the professional advisors to
identify an appropriate major to help them achieve those career goals.

Evaluation and Systematic Feedback Loop
A number of metrics will be available to evaluate the success of the implementation of this new advising
model. Certainly the macro-level metrics identified at the beginning of this report will continue to be
monitored. Some changes measured by those metrics will be more long-term in nature (e.g., increased
graduation rates, reduced time to graduation), while the impact on other measures will be apparent more
quickly (e.g., the indicators of student satisfaction). The center will also be gathering data to measure
individual student progress on the SLOs and will be able to report that in aggregate form. The center will
also be using an immediate feedback system that will allow students to report their satisfaction with each
encounter with the advising staff. Data will be analyzed and results reincorporated into the advising in an
ongoing manner to provide for continuous improvement of campus advising services.

Implementation
We propose using the 2010-11 academic year to unfold the model via a pilot project. This will allow
time for the center staff to create the materials described in this report and to test them and the planned
procedures for coordinating campus advising activities. Two programs (Business and Psychology) have
volunteered to participate in any pilot testing of the new model. This would be ideal, as Business already
is accustomed to having an advisor physically located in their offices (i.e., the satellite version) while
Psychology would use an advisor located in the center. If this proposal (including the pilot concept) is
approved, we will need to identify resources to support a staff person located in the School of Business. (Jill
Jolley has indicated her willingness to continue functioning in her advisory role in the School of Business
during the upcoming academic year. However, given her role as a member of the faculty, having her be the
person participating in the pilot would not give us an accurate test of the new model.) The director will meet
with the assigned professional advisors and the appropriate faculty in the two programs to determine what
factors should be analyzed during the pilot and how best to measure those variables.
The analysis of the pilot will not happen until summer 2011. Planning for a full implementation of the
model without the results of the pilot to guide such activities would prove very challenging and is arguably
unwise. Other pressing demands may necessitate our going into full implementation in fall 2011. If that
proves to be the case, planning for full implementation will need to begin during 2010-11. Ideally, 201112 would instead be an opportunity to expand the model into an increased number of programs, basing
year two of the pilot on the lessons learned from the experience with Psychology and Business. Full campus
implementation, including associated costs, would happen in 2012-13.
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Conclusion and Recommendation
The model proposed herein represents two years of work by a cross-section of campus staff, faculty, and
administrators. It has been vetted by the campus community in its current form, a process that will need to
be continued as the full implementation is planned. The model represents a significant change in both the
mindset and approach to how academic advising services are provided on our campus. It clearly puts the
campus on the path of meeting the goal of advising being a signature strength of CSUMB. On behalf of the
WASC Academic Advising Workgroup, we are pleased to present it to you and strongly recommend your
approval to move forward with it.
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Appendix 4: NACADA Advising Standards
The National Academic Advising Association (NACADA) has advanced specific commitments to academic
advising in higher education. The professional advising staff in the UAC and the Office of the Registrar are
engaged with NACADA, attend its meetings, and are participating as members of the workgroup, along
with faculty colleagues, to “improve academic advising” at CSUMB.
The principles that guided the 2008-2009 evaluation of advising services at CSUMB and the development
of a model of advising for CSUMB include:
1. An advisor assigned to each student. Every student should know who their advisor is and where to
go for advising.
2. Advising starts at Orientation. (We strongly urge ALL students to attend orientation.)
3. Advising must be available year-round, including summer.
4. Excellent advising at each stage and advising is more than course selection. The entire continuum of
advising must be strong, informed, and accurate. Examples of this include:
a. transfer evaluations prepared for transfer students upon admission;
b. new students with intended fields of study in “vertical” majors as well as “undeclared”
students receiving accurate, foundational advising;
c. ULR advising including recommendations of courses that can meet requirements of more
than one major;
d. major advising, pacing prerequisites, and students being prepared for major courses when
they are offered;
e. recognizing a student’s capacity and capability when considering overload requests;
f. counsel regarding use of course “repeats,” “withdraws,” and petitions as a student navigates
his/her college career;
g. a seamless “hand-off” from lower division to the major;
h. confident students planning to graduate. We should have fewer and fewer students who are
unable to graduate due to missed requirements.
5. Freshmen need to learn about major/career options early. We want to have good connections
between advising and the career center.
6. Declaring and changing majors is normal. Assisting students with major selection and major
changing is important. We will develop a clear procedure for this and encourage students to use it.
7. Degree pathways and degree requirements will be accurate, maintained, posted on the web, and
provide a student-friendly guide to self-advising and advising by professional staff and faculty. The
Catalog is the authoritative source document.
8. Students have responsibilities in an effective advising relationship. They will develop agency
and instrumental competence as they navigate systems and take care of tasks. To achieve this
development each student must receive consistent and accurate information.
9. In order to facilitate the provision of consistent and accurate information, we will use one source
for correct, current advising information and updates. Training and professional development will
be provided for all advisors including UAC, EOP, SSS, and college-based advisors. All advising and
training for advising will be coordinated by the university’s Undergraduate Advising Center.
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Appendix 5: Academic Advising Student Learning Outcomes
Advising Student
Learning
Outcomes (SLOs)

First Year

Second Year

Third Year

Fourth Year

Knowledge
Acquisition,
Resource
Identification
and Application
Develop skills
in locating and
effectively using
and accessing
information and
resources that help
you achieve your
goals

Know how to navigate
CSUMB website to access
advising information

Understand CSUMB
ULRs, course sequences
and prerequisites for their
program of study

Continue towards major
requirements; know
CSUMB MLO’s for their
major and the requirements
for the graduation

Continue to complete all
degree requirements

Working understanding
of CSUMB academic
requirements e.g ULRs,
GLOs, etc…needed for
successful graduation
Develop two-year plan.
Learn to access Degree
Pathways for their program
of study
Learn to access and utilize
CMS Degree Progress
report to monitor academic
progress
Be aware of important
advising dates e.g.
Scheduling and Registration

Utilize resources and
services of career
development in achieving
their goals
Learn to access and utilize
the CMS Degree Pathways
Accurately read and
effectively utilize the CMS
Degree Progress Report
Utilize Career Development
Services for resume writing,
interviewing techniques
Finalize major decision and
file declaration of major

Understand commencement
and degree award process

Continue utilizing the CMS
Degree Pathways
Continue utilizing CMS
Degree Progress Report
Graduation application
process
Know how to navigate
through career / job hunting
resources, websites.
Explore employment
and/or graduate school
opportunities

Gain information about
FOCUS and other career
related assessment tools to
clarify interests and skills

SLOs

First Year

Second Year

Third Year

Fourth Year

Curriculum
Integration
Understand the
relationship between
classroom experiences
and your academic,
career and personal
goals

Investigate courses in areas
of interests

Build proficiency in
knowing about college
programs, requirements,
policies and procedures

Identify additional skills
needed for employment

Research grad school
options

Interpersonal
Competence
Understand the
importance of starting
and continuing
personal, collegial
and professional
relationships is
important to your
development

Meet with academic and
career advisors at least once
a semester

Continue assessing personal
skills, strengths and
interests

Work closely with faculty
mentors to understand
major expectations

Be able to market your skills
and education to employers

Attend advising- related
meetings, activities and
workshops

Arrange for experiences
that will narrow choice
of study e.g. meet with
faculty in major(s), attend
workshops and other
events related to exploring
interests

Attend career-related/
professional development
workshops

Research information
regarding educational
requirements

Attend Majors Fair and
career-related activities and
workshops
Accept responsibility for
decisions

Continue networking
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SLOs

First Year

Second Year

Third Year

Fourth Year

Personal
Growth Develop
communication,
decision-making, and
problem solving skills.
Independently assess
and act on life goals by
accepting responsibility
for choices

Use multiple resources and
student support services
to maximize academic
experience (study groups,
student organizations, peer
advisors/mentors; tutorial
services, Personal Growth
and Counseling, Student
Success, etc.)

Continue assessing your
skills, strengths and
interests

Reflect on academic and
personal progress

Make sound decisions for
academic and life goals

Assess skills, strengths and
interests
Accept responsibility for
decisions
To achieve these
outcomes, the
following services
and programs will be
utilized:

Summer Orientation
Career Advising
(FYS) Classes
Individual and Group
Advising Meetings
Workshops and
Presentations
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Clarify personal values and
academic goals
Build the process of
building a career portfolio
(resume writing, career
journal)
Accept responsibility and
make sound decisions

Explore opportunities
for employment, travel,
internships and/or
volunteering
Make sound decisions – it’s
a lifelong skill!
Discover how your
interests and skills apply to
the world of work

Declare in your major
Individual and Group
Advising Meetings
Career Advising
Academic Advising
Peer Mentoring

Faculty Mentoring

Faculty Mentoring

Career Programs & Events

Career Programs &
Events e.g. Graduate and
Professional School Fair

e.g. Career, Internship
Fairs
Career Development
Workshops

Job Search Preparation
Workshops

Appendix 6: Advising Pilot Study Outcomes and Indicators
Outcomes of Academic Advising Pilot Study
(1) Advisors have and use a common advising knowledge database.
Indicators:
(a) creation of the advisors handbook (hard copy and on-line version)
		Measure:
		

(i) physical and electronic versions of the handbook exist

(b) mandatory common training for all CSUMB employees with academic advising responsibilities
in their job descriptions
		Measures:
		

(i) attendance rosters

		

(ii) make up sessions for those who missed

		

(iii) e mpirical results of assessment of training activities (e.g., interrater reliability results,
pencil and paper test results, etc)

		

(iv) r eduction in number of student complaints regarding receiving misinformation

		

(v) reduction in number of graduation applications submitted with unaddressed graduation
requirements

(2) Advisors are available to students.
Indicators:
(a) advisor availability is routinized and publicized
		Measures:
		

(i) all CSUMB employees with academic advising responsibilities in their job descriptions
will create and maintain a regular advising schedule

		

(ii) UAC will maintain a master schedule for all academic advisors to assure complete
coverage to the extent possible

		

(iii) h
 ours of advisor availability will be posted on the UAC website and physically in areas
where students are most likely to congregate (e.g., dorms, classroom buildings, library,
ASAP, bookstore)

		

(iv) U
 AC reception staff will be able to advise inquiring students how quickly they can be
seen

(b) advisors will be available over the summer
		Measures:
		

same as above
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(c) a sufficient number of advisors will be available during peak times
		Measure:
		

(i) the advising director will coordinate work schedules with the supervisors of all CSUMB
employees with academic advising responsibilities in their job descriptions to ensure
students are promptly served during peak times

(3) The quality of advising services delivered under the direct supervision of the director
of Advising and those delivered in the satellite advising offices will be the same.
Indicators:
(a) all CSUMB employees with academic advising responsibilities in their job descriptions will
participate in the common trainings
		Measures:
		

(i) training attendees will identify their organizational affiliation when signing the training
roster

		

(ii) e mpirical evidence of trainees’ successful completion of training exercises will be analyzed
by organizational affiliation

		

(iii) s tudents express satisfaction with the advising services that have received

(b) there will be no significant difference in the number of student advising complaints or the nature
of those complaints as a function of from which office the student received advising services
		Measure:
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(i) student complaints about advising will identify the office in which the student received
advising services and data will be analyzed to determine any significant differences

Appendix 7: CSUMB Capstone Study
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Introduction
Before CSUMB received its initial WASC accreditation in 2003, members of the Educational Effectiveness
Site Visit Team assessed the university’s academic programs and offered observations to a campus still very
much in its developmental stages. While the team addressed all areas of the curriculum, it specifically singled
out the capstone experience as “a powerful opportunity” for students “to integrate their learning across
courses and disciplines and, especially, between the classroom and the world of work and civic engagement.”
While the team expressed some concern about the ability of the campus to maintain the level and kind
of capstone projects that had come to be expected in its degree programs, especially given the anticipated
increase in campus enrollments and budget challenges, the team nevertheless concluded that “the capstone
is a crucial vehicle for learning and must be preserved,” referring to it as “a defining feature of a CSUMB
education” (Western Association of Schools and Colleges [WASC], 2003a).
A 2009 survey of CSUMB alumni clearly demonstrates the continued value of capstone as a “defining
feature” of a CSUMB degree. The survey, which explored capstone, service learning, and second language
acquisition as “key aspects” of the CSUMB model, revealed that 81 percent of the 538 alumni respondents
found capstone assisted them in preparation for further education and that 64 percent found capstone
“prepared them for employment” (CSUMB Alumni Survey, 2009). Given that such great percentages
of CSUMB alumni describe their capstone experience as having an important impact on subsequent
educational pursuits and professional careers, capstone, as it has been practiced at CSUMB, seems to add
much value to student learning at the university, even beyond the undergraduate experience.
Initially, the WASC Capstone research group (hereinafter research group) wanted to investigate how
capstone specifically contributes to student learning at CSUMB, which was to include a close reading of
select specific capstone projects. However, after the initial stages of the investigation we realized that such
an undertaking would require more resources and a wider range of disciplinary expertise than we had
available to us. Thus, we decided to take a broader and more generative approach, one which would explore
significant questions that individual programs could build upon in the future. We then set out not only to
explore the diversity of capstone models in various undergraduate degree programs at CSUMB, but also to
document the actual capstone experience for students and their faculty mentors. We would also examine
the expectations and experiences of capstone from select faculty and administrators who did not directly
teach capstone. We still believe that detailed studies of specific capstone projects should be done, but these
would best be completed within majors themselves, where faculty are more familiar with the disciplinary
and interdisciplinary requirements to be expected of students in particular areas of study.1 Taking a “big
picture” approach, the research group reasoned, would help CSUMB as a campus to understand the overall
experience of capstone at the university in terms of student and faculty expectations; student preparation;
the actual experience of completing a capstone project; and the wider impressions that students, faculty, and
staff have formed about capstone.

1. The research group determined that such intensive study would be better positioned within the assessment of student learning outcomes in the program review
process, through institutional commitment to continuous improvement of curriculum, or in specific scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) projects
designed and implemented by particular CSUMB faculty as part of their own scholarly work. In fact, all three members of the research group are now engaged
in such projects within their own academic units apart from this WASC research, indicative of the wider implications and influence that this study has already
had and could have on academic units across campus.
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Three primary research questions, developed in consultation with the Educational Effectiveness Committee,
guided our work:
• How do capstones contribute to student learning at CSUMB?2
• How do faculty and student expectations of learning in different capstone models compare?
• What are different resource requirements of capstone and their implications for sustainability?
These questions allowed the research group to focus its inquiry not only on the expectations and experience
of the actual capstone process for faculty and students, but also on some of the wider issues associated with
capstone, including questions of sustainability of capstone models, support needed to maintain such models,
and whether capstone itself contributes to the unique CSUMB experience and how.
The research group chose to focus on questions of sustainability because of the California State University’s
continued budget challenges. We define sustainability broadly, to include not only actual resources
needed to support capstone instruction but also less visible sustainability issues like student and faculty
workload. Given that CSUMB is the only CSU campus that requires all students to complete a capstone
for graduation, a focus on sustainability for what is an innovative teaching and learning practice at CSUMB
seemed critical. This is especially important given the recommendations of the initial accreditation
Educational Effectiveness Site Visit Team and the action letter from the WASC Commission to the
CSUMB campus to “understand the costs of innovation” (WASC, 2003b). While the research group did
not undertake a cost/benefit analysis, we wanted to explore what students, faculty, and select administrators
perceived as the resources required to support the teaching and learning of capstone at CSUMB. In other
words, what do students, faculty and select administrators believe is needed to support a variety of capstone
models and what challenges do students and faculty face in implementing these models? How sustainable do
they think these models are?
Building on CSUMB faculty member Dan Shapiro’s (2002) earlier report, this current study was prepared
as part of the campus’ WASC reaccreditation Educational Effectiveness process. That process requires a
close evaluation of the structures and processes needed to support the published learning outcomes for
students on a given campus. Areas of inquiry a campus should engage with in this Educational Effectiveness
process include a focus on the availability of published learning outcomes, clear assessment processes, the
demonstration of student learning and the discussion by faculty about whether such learning is being
demonstrated, alignment of curriculum and pedagogy with learning outcomes, and institutional assessment
of whether students are in fact achieving published learning outcomes (supported by a “culture of evidence”
from which decisions about program improvement and development are made) (WASC, 2009). This
capstone study fits within this larger framework, even if it does not address all these elements.
Moreover, given recent scholarly interest about the effectiveness of capstone projects, other culminating
learning experiences, and “high-impact educational practices” (Kuh, 2008, p. 9), the research group set out
to compare our findings on this campus to this emerging body of research. We hope our findings add to a
growing national conversation about what particular teaching and learning strategies lead to meaningful and
long lasting outcomes for students in higher education and whether capstone is one of those strategies.

2. Given our decision not to do close reading of specific capstone projects, the question is now actually better stated as “What do students, faculty, and
administrators think capstones contribute to student learning?”
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Prefatory Comments
Capstone has been central to undergraduate education at CSUMB since its inception, part of a long
commitment to innovation dating to the founding of the university in 1994 and its adoption of a unique
academic model in the California State University system (Bastedo, 2007). It has already been the subject of
a prior campus study in 2002, as part of the initial accreditation of CSUMB. Concluded at the completion
of the campus’ sixth year, this study represented the first analysis of capstone projects by the campus
(Shapiro, 2002). The study’s goals were to share capstone best practices (highlight strengths) among
the then-called “institutes” (now departments, divisions, or schools) to improve and evolve all capstone
programs, to identify and overcome shared challenges associated with capstone, to develop procedures
for using student capstone projects to assess and improve the educational effectiveness of CSUMB at the
university and institute levels, and to demonstrate education effectiveness to those internal and external
to CSUMB (beginning a campus-wide dialogue). Importantly, Shapiro stated in his 2002 report that he
hoped this research would become a catalyst for discussion among all CSUMB capstone instructors and
other involved faculty and staff so that we may all work towards the common goal of evolving outstanding
capstone programs in the face of increasing fiscal and logistical constraints. In addition, he stated he hoped
the report would give the CSUMB administration a better understanding of how the capstone requirement
has been implemented across campus, help the CSUMB administration clearly articulate the importance of
obtaining resources sufficient for maintaining the integrity and quality of the CSUMB capstone experience,
and provide evidence to be presented to WASC as documentation of a process CSUMB had engaged in
explicitly for the purpose of enhancing our educational effectiveness (p. 2).
One recommendation made at the completion of the study was for faculty to improve and make visible
the capstone process, not only for each other but also for the campus as a whole. Specific ideas included
implementation of a Capstone Seminar Instructor Coop, development of a central capstone website, use of
portfolios, and development of detailed capstone assessment criteria and standards. Shapiro also noted that
capstone could be used better to assess and enhance the educational effectiveness of CSUMB’s educational
programs as a whole, suggesting that the campus ask students who have completed capstone (including
alumni) about their experiences and whether capstone contributed to success in employment or graduate
school. Of particular interest to the research group, Shapiro did not explicitly explore whether students were
demonstrating the kind and quality of writing faculty expected in a senior capstone course—a critical issue
identified in our study’s findings.
Related to our focus on sustainability, Shapiro highlighted the question of how “scaling up” on campus (in
terms of increasing enrollments) would impact capstone. He identified “time and resources for faculty to
advise capstone students as the single largest challenge to CSUMB’s capstone process,” especially in terms
of faculty mentoring of students and whether scaling up would have an impact on the effectiveness of the
capstone models then in use. He even highlighted how some programs were already adopting changes in
anticipation of “scaling up.” Ideas included streamlining of capstone outcomes (reducing the need for laborintensive mentoring), using collaborative team projects, and increasing resources for specific student needs
(including equipment, work space, lab space, and staff support).
This 2002 study proved to be an important baseline against which the research group could position its
own findings. We determined to build on this research, taking up Shapiro’s call to pay closer attention to
the experience of students (whom he did not interview for the 2002 project) and to issues of sustainability
(which he hinted at in his discussion of “scaling up”). Moreover, by comparing and contrasting the
expectations and experiences of capstone among students, faculty, program directors, and Deans, we hoped
to explore whether any of Shapiro’s observations about capstone at CSUMB had changed, and if so, what.
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The Positionality of the Research Group Vis a Vis Capstone
A preliminary note about the positionality of the research group is needed at the beginning of this report.
Each of the team members has taught (and continues to teach) capstone courses and/or mentored capstone
students. Drawn from three different Schools or Divisions on campus, the research group members believe
it is imperative that these positions in relationship to the study of capstone be visible and clear from the
beginning. We are not “outsiders” looking in, and our connection with the subject of the study, and in
the case of two of the three team members their connection with the students who were part of the study
themselves, necessarily shaped the questions we asked to frame the research, the kinds of data we collected,
and the ways we interpreted that data.

Literature Review
One objective of this study was to understand the ways research has examined capstone, primarily over the
past decade. The literature review process conducted for this study has informed the research group of the
methodologies employed by other capstone researchers, the foci of national scholarly conversations around
capstone, and the analytical approaches taken to capstone research. One outcome of this process was that we
were able to establish the context of this study for CSUMB within the broader national conversation around
capstone over the past decade. Another outcome was that our approach to both the methodology used and
the analysis conducted were informed by an understanding of the literature as well as by our own research,
experiences, and knowledge about capstone at CSUMB.
Among the publications that helped shape the national conversation about capstone over the past decade,
two 1998 publications should be noted as being particularly influential: Reinventing Undergraduate
Education: A Blueprint for America’s Research Universities, by The Boyer Commission on Educating
Undergraduates, and The Senior Year Experience: Facilitating Integration, Reflection, Closure, and Transition,
by John N. Gardner, Gretchen Van der Veer, and Associates. Although the national conversation over
the past decade has been rather fragmented and has covered a broad range of topics related to capstone in
undergraduate education, certain common themes have emerged in the research, including key attributes
and roles of the capstone experience, the impact of capstone on faculty workload and student learning, and
the place for capstone in assessment.

Key Attributes and Roles
The Boyer Commission’s Reinventing Undergraduate Education (1998) established a widely accepted
definition of capstone for undergraduate universities and established key attributes of the capstone
experience that are incorporated to varying degrees in capstone programs at CSUMB. While capstone
experiences were certainly not new or novel in 1998, the report gave a strong endorsement for capstone as
one element of the blueprint for improving undergraduate education. It officially recommended that “The
final semester(s) should focus on a major project and utilize to the fullest the research and communication
skills learned in previous semesters” (p. 27). The report listed the following recommended elements of a
capstone experience, many of which have been part of the national conversation about capstone over the
past decade: students’ project experiences should vary by discipline, projects should be collaborative and
team-based to prepare students for professional life, scholar-teacher mentors who understand major projects
should work with students, each project should serve as a bridge to graduate school or to the workplace,
project teams should cross disciplines, and projects should serve as the culminating experiences in students’
majors.
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Several attributes have been added to this list as an outcome of capstone research since The Boyer
Commission report was published, including that students should have an opportunity to reflect on their
past accomplishments and future possibilities as part of their capstone experience (Brooks, Benton-Kupper,
& Slayton, 2004; Olsen, Weber, & Trimble, 2002; Rowles, Koch, Hundley, & Hamilton, 2004), and that
students should present their research findings (Rowles et al., 2004; Sullivan & Thomas, 2007). Examples of
very specific requirements for the capstone programs examined by researchers include the requirement that
students apply “university-developed academic skills to the solution of specific community issues” (Collier,
2000, p. 294), that students from all majors be brought together in capstone experiences (Brooks et al.), and
that, at the other extreme, students be required to work in intradisciplinary teams to promote connections
within the majors (Cuseo, 1998).
While the Boyer Commission report laid the foundation for a national conversation about the key attributes
of the capstone experience that still continues today, the book, The Senior Year Experience, did the same
for identifying the role of the capstone experience in the transition of seniors from college to “life beyond
college” (Levine, 1998, p. 58). Capstone experiences are defined by the authors as “summative curricular
approaches such as courses synthesizing all of the content to date within a particular major (and often
attempting to connect that concept back to the institution’s basic theme of general education and the liberal
arts)” (Gardner & Van der Veer, 1998, p. 15). While the research that has been published since 1998 has
generally taken a narrower view of capstone experience pedagogies and methods than those included in this
book, the book did, nonetheless, help define the importance and role of capstone in the senior experience for
many emerging and existing capstone programs.
The conversation in the research since the publication of The Senior Year Experience has described capstone
variously as a bridge “from the identity as an undergraduate to an identity of a university graduate” (Olsen,
Weber, & Trimble, 2002, p. 74); a climatic or culminating experience that applies and integrates previous
learning (Brown & Benson, 2005; Kuh, 2008; Payne, Whitfield, & Flynn, 2002; Sill, Harward, & Cooper,
2009); and a facilitator of the “transition from the undergraduate student role to the postbaccalaureate roles
of employee, graduate student, civic-minded community member, and/or lifelong learner” (Rowles et al.,
2004, p. 1). Collier (2000) has positioned capstone as a socializing agent for students, while Dunlop (2005)
describes capstone as an “apprenticeship to real-life problem solving” (p. 65), and views a problem-based
learning capstone as a way to prepare students for their professions by having them practice such skills as
collaboration and problem solving.

Capstone and Faculty Workload
One area of concern to the research group has been the sustainability of capstone models at CSUMB.
The impact on faculty workload begins in the planning stages of capstone experiences. Sill, Hayward, and
Cooper (2009) point out that “Faculty members’ individual talents, research interests, and approaches to
teaching made it difficult to develop a coherent plan for changing” the senior assignment in the Political
Science Department at Southern Illinois University Edwardsville (p. 54). While the question of ongoing
sustainability does not appear to have been directly addressed by other researchers, some studies have
highlighted the often labor-intensive process required for effective mentoring of student learning in senior
research projects like this. For example, Olsen and Trimble (2002) address the resource issue in terms of
labor, revealing that their Communications Studies capstone course is labor-intensive for the instructor, and
requires a small enrollment cap and a rotation of instructors. They state that “Coaching, giving feedback
on student writing, and counseling and advising capstone enrollees typically may exceed—in amount as
well as type—the labor the instructor would perform in other courses” (p. 77). They are experimenting
with how to maintain consistency in the capstone experience—which they indicate faculty rotation does
not tend to do. Even though the labor-intensive processes required for student success in capstone are time
consuming, the importance of faculty involvement and feedback is strongly supported in the research. The
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NSSE in its 2006 report, Experiences That Matter, found students self reported that learning was enriched
with “faculty guidance and feedback in the course of an independent or collaborative research project” such
as capstone (p. 20). A separate NSSE report, Promoting Student Success, states that “An essential ingredient
is an unwavering, widespread commitment to enhancing student learning on the part of faculty members”
(Kinzie, 2005, p. 1).

Impact of Capstone on Students
Researchers have examined the impact of capstone on student learning from the perspectives of faculty and
administrators as well as students themselves. For faculty, capstones demonstrate student achievement of
a campus’ “general education expectations as well as proficiency in the major” (Sullivan & Thomas, 2007,
p. 323). Schneider (2003) describes the situation in which students do not make the most of college, as
evidenced by those who graduate but have not “fully mastered core skills of analysis, communications, and
problem-solving” (p. 2)—outcomes capstone faculty at CSUMB observe each semester. Some scholars
suggest that some faculty and campus administrators believe that capstone is a “final opportunity to instill
the values, knowledge, and skills that are expected of graduates of the institution” (Rowles et al., 2004, p. 1).
Seen from students’ perspectives, research suggests that students can experience real transformation as a
result of participating in such a learning experience. Sill et al. (2009) report “There is considerable evidence
that a senior culminating experience can play a transformative role in students learning” (p. 50).
Collier (2000) suggests that students see themselves in a different light as a result of capstone, especially for
community-based projects that allow them to connect better to their local communities.
Reports from departmental and/or campus-wide initiatives to improve capstone experiences for students
have revealed changes worthy of consideration by CSUMB faculty (even though the disciplines focused on
in the research may vary from those taught at CSUMB). Giolma and Nickels (2002) focused their research
on making changes to engineering courses to incorporate more structure for students. They report that
dividing the yearlong capstone project into six distinct phases with associated deliverables gave both students
and faculty (and group advisors) the chance to identify issues (such as writing) early in the project cycle,
and resulted in noticeable improvement in report writing. Additionally, as indicated above, the 2007 NSSE
report, Experiences That Matter, indicates that students report enriched learning from receiving faculty
guidance and feedback in capstone.

Assessment
Even though the focus of this CSUMB study is not on specific capstone projects and their usefulness as
a tool of assessment, the literature on capstone clearly reveals that capstone experiences can “serve both
learning and assessment functions” (Huber & Hutchings, 2004, P. 10), and that “capstones are frequently
used to provide accountability . . . ” (Rowles et al., 2004, pp. 1-2). The 2005 report of the Association
of American Colleges and Universities, Liberal Education Outcomes: A Preliminary Report on Student
Achievement in College, describes capstone not only as experiences in which students demonstrate what
they have learned in the major, but also as experiences in which students’ cumulative accomplishments are
assessed (p. 9).
Over the past decade, many researchers have focused on the general aspects of capstone as a tool of
assessment. Karl Shilling and Karen Shilling helped shape the capstone research in assessment in The
Senior Year Experience, (Gardner & Van der Meer, 1998) by identifying it as one of eleven commonly
used methods for understanding senior year student experiences, and as an increasingly key component of
many departmental as well as programmatic assessment activities. Berheide (2007) states that, in general,
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“capstones are becoming central components of assessment plans” (p. 27). Brown and Benson (2005) examine
the capstone process as one form of assessment and recommend assessors “define the purpose of assessment,
then see if capstone is the best process for doing that” (p. 687). They go on to conclude that capstone is a
valuable starting point for “a meaningful form of assessment through active learning” (p. 688). Payne et al.
(2002) reveal that assessing a business capstone course “can involve multiple and complex dimensions” (p.
73)—a challenge faced by the School of Business faculty at CSUMB in assessing outcomes of the various
concentrations offered in the major.
There is increasing evidence that a capstone course can play a major role in the assessment of the outcomes for a
whole program by helping faculty identify its strengths and weaknesses (Leske & Wright, 2005; Payne et al., 2002),
and then by having the faculty use the results to improve instructional practices (Rowles et al., 2004). Rowles, et al.
also found that “Capstones provide an ideal opportunity to identify, assess, and document what students are learning
and how effectively they can apply what they have learned to the problems facing them and society” (p. 15).
One value of using capstone to assess program effectiveness is that it provides a “captive audience” (Cuseo, p.
34, 1998) for conveniently collecting both indirect and direct evidence of student learning. Students themselves
benefit from the opportunity “ . . . to synthesize, organize, and evaluate the knowledge he or she has acquired . .
. ” in the courses in the major (Olsen, Weber, & Trimble, 2002, p. 73). Leske and Wright (2005) examine the
use of capstone for assessment beyond the major, recommending “Senior capstone or culminating experience in
the major or general education as [the] final element of an assessment plan rubric for general education” (p. 48).
Assessing interdisciplinary student work, including culminating senior experiences such as capstone
presentations, is also an area of increased focus in scholarly research (Mansilla, 2005; Mansilla & Dusaising,
2007). The authors indicate that their review of the literature suggests the focus of assessment has been on “how
to gather information about qualities of student understanding” rather than on “what substantively to assess
in interdisciplinary courses” (p. 217). The list of tools that help assessors collect evidence of student learning
includes those used commonly at CSUMB, namely rubrics and portfolios. The study cited in the article moved
faculty involved from a focus on the “process by which they assessed student understanding,” such as collecting
student portfolios, to the “substance of their assessment—that is, what they viewed as the markers of a good
piece of interdisciplinary work” (pp. 212-122).
As a new decade of inquiry in higher education begins, it is useful to focus on what Carol Geary Schneider
wrote in the introduction to the 2009 report by Kuh on High Impact Educational Practices: What They Are,
Who Has Access to Them, and Why They Matter. She stated that the emerging discussion about student learning
outcomes is driven by two questions: “What do students need to know and be able to do? Did they succeed
in meeting these expected standards?” (p. 2). As the national conversation around these two questions is
shaped over the next decade, CSUMB is positioned to make a significant contribution based on its history and
continuing vision as an outcomes-based learning community that requires the high-impact educational practice
of every graduate successfully completing a senior capstone experience.

Methodology
Given this national research, the specific context for our investigation of capstone experiences at CSUMB,
as well as a reconsideration of our initial goal to include a close reading of specific capstone projects, the
research was eventually guided by these three research questions:
• What do students, faculty, and administrators think capstones contribute to student learning?
• How do faculty and student expectations of learning in different capstone models compare?
• What are different resource requirements of capstone and their implications for sustainability?
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To begin the project, we reviewed current literature about capstone and/or culminating learning experiences
as well as the 2002 capstone study completed by Dan Shapiro. We then reviewed all undergraduate capstone
course syllabi for the fall 2007 semester to discern the capstone models being used at CSUMB. To help us
understand the overall experience of capstone for students, we conducted a first survey of all capstone students
in August of 2008 (which we repeated again in January 2009 and May 2009). The research group developed a
three-tier approach framing subsequent collection of data. The following chart summarizes these tiers briefly:
Tier

Characteristics

Data Collected or Reviewed

Tier One:

Explored capstone teaching and learning at CSUMB
with a broad brush. Designed to reveal the bigger picture
as seen from capstone students and faculty, offering all
students in capstone the opportunity to provide feedback
about their expectations, experience, and learning in
capstone courses.

Review of capstone syllabi

All Capstone Courses

Focus group with capstone faculty across the campus
On-line surveys of all capstone students
Review of WASC Alumni Survey (2009), Educational
Effectiveness Study
Review of CSUMB Student Experience Study (2009)

Tier Two:
Select Majors for In-Depth
Follow-Up Research (see
below for criteria used)

Tier Three:
Select Campus Administrators

Explored in more depth how capstone models play out
in a variety of majors. The rationale is that we could take
a much closer look at a few majors to reveal with greater
depth the issues we are exploring in the study as a whole.

Review of capstone syllabi

Explored capstone from the perspective of deans
overseeing the delivery of capstone courses in all majors.

Interviews with deans from colleges with capstone
courses offered (CAHSS, SMART and CPS)

In-depth interviews with capstone faculty, chair of the
department
Focus group with capstone students in each major
selected

From a review of the syllabi collected, the scholarly literature, and student surveys, the research group
selected a few specific programs for greater focus and attention. We especially considered whether choosing
a particular major would help us understand the research questions animating the study, as well as the core
issues emerging from our initial review of capstone syllabi. We asked which of CSUMB’s undergraduate
majors and capstone models would be best suited to help answer these research questions.
We determined that it would be best for capturing the diversity of capstone models on campus by being
attentive to the various colleges. So in our final selection, we determined that at least one major from each
college should be represented. We also determined that we should choose majors and capstone models that
reflected the very different kinds of capstones that a review of the syllabi revealed. These included such
broad categories as creative models, those that require original research, and those that have some element of
connection to community (in the form of evaluation, real clients, etc.) We recognized that in any one major,
in any one project, there may be significant overlap among these categories.
From the discussion, we developed a working list of criteria for selecting those majors and capstone models
for further research. These included majors/models that would more likely allow us to explore:
• Sustainability of various capstone models
• Interdisciplinarity as part of the capstone experience
• Effectiveness of capstone as a “bridge” to students’ next steps beyond CSUMB
• Capstone as a tool for faculty assessment of student learning in a major
• Connection to the CSUMB vision, academic goals, and core values
• V
 ariety of models/products in their format and uniqueness (especially creative models, capstones requiring
original research, and capstones with significant community connection through applied research)
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After comparing and contrasting majors and capstone models (drawn mostly from review of syllabi,
discussion of survey results of capstone students, and personal knowledge of members of the research group)
we identified the following majors for further in-depth research. Our specific reasoning for selecting these
majors for further study is outlined in the following chart:
Major

College

Sustainability

Interdisciplinarity

Assessment

Uniqueness

Business

Professional
Studies

Large class size

How do multiple
disciplines from business
bear on project, especially
in terms of strategic
thinking and analysis?

MLO assessment
specific to capstone
(strategic thinking)
and culminating
experience (professional
communication,
teamwork, etc.)

Applied research

Multiple disciplines
within SBS—how play
out in capstone?

MLO integration
through a companion
portfolio

Original research

Team projects
Limited mentoring from
business faculty as a
whole—tied to capstone
instructor

SBS

CAHSS

Two semester formal
capstone seminar
supported by
supplemental readings
and advising courses

Capstone advisors in
addition to a Capstone
Professor

Multiple faculty mentors
Advising issues

ESTP

SMART

Multiple faculty readers
Labor intensive research
based model
Multiple “pathways” to
capstone within same
major

VPA

CAHSS

Mentoring
Cost of projects and small
size of major

How play out in a variety
of projects—original
scientific research, policy
projects and science
education?

How do multiple
disciplines within art play
out in projects?

Various models including
original research, policy
projects, and science
education
Capstone advisors in
addition to a Capstone
Professor

Assessment of creative
projects

All capstones are team
projects with real clients
in community
One primary capstone
instructor responsible for
all students

Applied research
Various concentrations
informing the creation
of a project with shared
outcomes

Original research
Applied research
Differentiated capstone
models within one
program
One capstone faculty
guiding process with
individual advising for
capstone content

Creative projects
Resource
implications for
project creation

For these four majors, in addition to reviewing the published syllabi and other course materials, the research group
conducted focus groups with capstone students, and interviewed capstone faculty, department chairs/division
directors, and deans of the colleges overseeing these programs. The research group also reviewed Program Review
reports from these select majors, looking especially for any discussion of capstone within these programs.
Each research group member’s disciplinary training and research experience in the scholarship of teaching
and learning and/or educational research shaped the approaches used to analyze the data collected. Reichard
and Shenk are historians familiar with textual analysis, and Tinsley McGill is experienced in qualitative
research methods in the social sciences. Each member did close readings of all interviews, survey responses,
syllabi, focus group notes, Alumni Survey findings, and Program Review documents. Reichard and Shenk
assembled critical themes about the capstone experience that had been commonly articulated or evident
from the texts in question, while Tinsley McGill coded the same data and categorized the coded data into
critical themes. The research group then compared their respective readings of the same evidence and from
this comparison (over the course of several meetings to discuss our observations) identified what we called
major findings (consistently evident across types of data) and ancillary findings (less prominent across types
of data but which the research group considered noteworthy in relation to our research questions).
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Findings
Prefatory Notes on Findings
Analyzing expectations and experiences of capstone students and faculty at CSUMB is in many ways like
trying to pin down a moving target. This is in part due to the fact that there are so many variables across
the campus associated with the different models being used in the undergraduate majors. Moreover,
those variables extend to the capstone experience in a particular major—including who teaches capstone,
who advises capstone students, the periodic tweaking of capstone models, and the changing advising and
mentoring needs of students within a given major, among others. This study is of necessity a snapshot of
capstone at CSUMB at a given time. As such, we view it as an opportunity for the campus as a whole to step
back, take a closer look at a select moment in the history of capstone at CSUMB, and draw from that closer
look to reflect on what our capstones might look like in the future.
While our CSUMB sources have identified many challenges with our capstones, including the degree of
student preparation for what is expected of them, the differing levels of advising and mentoring students
experience in capstone courses, and the expressed need for clarity and structure within capstone courses,
we also find nearly universal agreement that our capstones are highly valued by alumni, current students,
faculty, and administrators and do contribute significantly to student learning at CSUMB. That said, our
data also reveal a number of important areas where there are significant differences of perception about
capstone that we found notable. These areas include understandings of the degree of preparation required of
students, the actual experience of completing a capstone project, and the sustainability of current capstone
models.
In each of these areas we found a variety of perspectives that we find instructive to an overall understanding
of capstone at CSUMB, perspectives which are in many ways consistent with what alumni have reported
about their experience of capstone, especially in terms of the capstone process and the overall value of
capstone for students. In addition to the already mentioned CSUMB Alumni Survey (2009) completed as
part of the Educational Effectiveness WASC process, students expressed similar general support for capstone
in a recent CSUMB Student Experience Study (2009). Yet, they also pinpointed many areas that the research
group also identified as in need of attention, including finding ways to improve student writing before
reaching capstone; providing greater support to students for completing capstone whether through improved
tutoring, advising, or mentoring; and clarifying expectations of what capstone should look like.
Our findings, then, paint a broad picture of what capstone looks like at CSUMB and identifies several areas
which the campus should pay closer attention to as we strive to provide what researchers across the country
have found to be an important culminating learning experience for students. Moreover, our study aligns
nicely with the CSU strategic plan, Access to Excellence (2008), which calls for a “much greater emphasis
on heightened student learning” especially in pedagogies in which “student involvement in research and
community activities increases retention, enhances learning, contributes to building skills and habits of
collaboration and problem-solving, and increases chances for success after graduation” (“Strategic Planning
Goals,” para. 1).
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Major Findings
Major Finding: There is wide agreement across the campus that capstone is a valuable
and meaningful learning experience for students.
Perhaps our strongest finding, evident throughout all of the data collected for this study, was the agreement
that capstone is a valuable learning experience for students, confirming a finding by our colleagues in their
survey of CSUMB alumni (CSUMB Alumni Survey, 2009). From the opportunity to apply research skills
to real world problems to a sense of confidence building, capstones provide students with the kinds of
challenging and rich learning experiences that serve students well. Faculty, students, and administrators
shared some, but not all, ideas about the benefits to students from completing a capstone project.
“Intellectually speaking, almost 100 percent of the time [students] see ‘ah ha’ moments; epiphanies,” noted
one faculty member. Another expressed amazement “. . . every semester [with] the quality of the final
product.” One word voiced in multiple faculty interviews was transformation, including one comment that
“ . . . seeing transformation that occurs from capstone seminar to festival . . . the whole process is fun to
watch. Students get so much out of it and grow so much. Students get turned on who you wouldn’t expect
to and produce capstones as good as you’ve seen.” Another faculty summed it up simply as, “it’s all about
that—transformation,” and described transformative experiences of students in terms of the fear they exhibit
entering capstone and the confidence they exhibit at capstone festival, as well as the skill sets they acquire in
capstone that they didn’t have coming into the course.
Other faculty highlighted the value of capstone to students after they graduate and related to that how
“important [it is] to communicate with the outside world what they have done.” Evidence shared included
the fact that graduates had received work experience credit for their capstone projects and portfolios because
they provided evidence of “a process other people don’t go through,” learning “real-life applied research
skills and problem solving skills.” Faculty also highlighted the fact they’ve had lots of students go to graduate
school and come back and speak to current capstone students about the value of capstone and what they
learned through their capstone experiences.
Beyond the comments about students, though, was the comment one faculty member made about the
universal language of smiles (and tears) that shows on the faces of non-English-speaking parents at capstone
festival—reflecting the value and meaning this accomplishment held for those parents because their children
would not have to work in the fields as they had. “I knew then this was the greatest thing I have seen in the
education system—ever,” expressed this faculty member after experiencing the first capstone festival as a
capstone instructor.
From students’ perspectives, the values of capstone ranged from the practical to the personal. By far the
single most reported value was the development of skills—writing, speaking, creating a presentation for
a community audience, research, hands-on experience, working on a team, or preparation for graduate
study—among the many students articulated in our surveys and focus groups. As one student summed it
up, capstone provided “professionalism and perfecting all the skills learned in other classes,” while another
student concluded that all their upper division courses “were pulled together through the process of
completing a capstone.” This experience of “being in the driver’s seat,” as one student described it, moved
some students to assess capstone’s impact beyond any one course, and into local communities. Describing
how capstone gave them a sense of empowerment, one student concluded, “I realize now how much of a
difference I can make within my community.” And, such engagement with real issues in real community
settings, for some students, made them better prepared to go out and have to “do this” in a work setting.
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On the less practical side, most students reported the personal value of completing a capstone, using words
like “humility,” “pride,” “self-confidence,” “acceptance,” “the feeling of completing something worthwhile,”
“imagination,” and “satisfaction.” At the end of their experience, students particularly noted such benefits as
“challenge” and “discipline” and “patience.” Concluded one student, “I think I am more comfortable being
creative and working fast under pressure and tight deadlines,” a nice mix of the personal and practical values
capstone added.
Students, especially before they finished capstone, reported it as a way for them to prepare for life after
college (graduate school or career), develop important skills needed for their professional development, gain
“real world experience,” achieve a major accomplishment they would have to show for their efforts, and/or
hone their skills in writing, research, collaboration, and/or application. Once they completed their projects,
students reported even wider benefits, including: confidence building, deeper knowledge and understanding
about the subject of their projects, the ability to achieve a goal, and inspiration. In surveys of students before
they completed capstone, more students expected to gain most in areas that would help them prepare for
graduate school or a career; in surveys of students after they completed capstone, more students reported
gaining a variety of very specific skills, including writing, presenting, teamwork, and research. As one student
in [the] survey of capstone students who had completed their capstones reported, “the project taught me to
try and work hard and work hard to do well.” As such, while the development of skills matter[s] to capstone
students, they also report much broader and unexpected outcomes tied to life-long learning goals. Moreover,
when asked about whether capstone enabled them to draw on work they had completed in the majors prior
to completing capstone, students reported mostly that it had allowed them to “tie together several of my
courses,” as one student reported on a survey, singling out such overarching skills and abilities as utilizing
“tools that I learned in previous courses,” the ability to demonstrate “skills in the field,” or to demonstrate
competence in writing, critical thinking, or synthesis.
Moreover, college deans reiterated a sense of the overall value of capstone, suggesting it was “confidence
building,” “intellectually healthy,” and a “very-very real world thing” for students and of great value. As one
Dean remarked, “students can go as far as they want to go” and faculty would support them. Deans are in
a particular position to recognize the resource implications of capstone. Another dean noted, it would be
“a whole lot cheaper if we didn’t do capstone,” yet in the same breath argued that “no one has talked about
capstone as not on the table.” So, despite all the challenges we identify in this study, students, faculty, and
deans continue to express strong support for capstone as a valuable aspect of a CSUMB education.

Major Finding: Students’ degree of preparation has a strong impact on the quality of the
actual learning experience for students and teaching experience for faculty in capstone.
Our findings suggest that there are inconsistent degrees of preparation for students in terms of what is
expected of them in capstone across the campus. This raises questions of the need for scaffolding, the degree
of rigor in other courses in a given major, and attentiveness to the diversity of student degrees of preparation,
especially for transfer students.
Almost uniformly, capstone faculty report that students face significant writing challenges and are not as well
prepared as they could be for a significant project like capstone. “Writing is a weakness . . . it’s the faculty’s
most common concern,” stated one capstone faculty. Another commented, “capstone would be so much
easier to teach if students were performing at their expected level with their writing skills . . .” and went on
to observe that some students come to capstone “thinking they are good writers, and are shocked” when they
learn their skills are not as developed as they believed—particularly in terms of grammar, mechanics, and
usage. It should be noted that only one instructor commented on ASAP, stating that “90 percent of [the]
time ASAP tutoring is helpful.”
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Faculty also associate the weaknesses observed in student writing with weaknesses in reading, and as “a
symptom of other things, such as thinking, communicating, and understanding different genres.” A number
of other faculty members made similar comments, listing critical thinking, quantitative literacy, time
management, and analysis as areas in which students are not performing at the level expected of seniors
in college. One faculty pointed out that although some students come into capstone ready for the work,
differences are being observed between the levels of performance of transfer students and native students,
commenting that “students who transfer in [appear to be] much weaker.” As one faculty concluded, “upper
division courses [are] not specifically designed to move students into capstone.” The indicators are very
strong from capstone faculty that better scaffolding of knowledge acquisition and skills preparation for
capstone is needed on the CSUMB campus.
Across the departments examined, students also identified preparation for capstone as an area for
improvement. Students identified such specific skills as writing, presenting, technology use, teamwork, and
time management, and requested that these weaknesses be addressed in courses leading up to capstone.
While some recommendations are department specific, others are consistent across campus. Notably, many
capstone students singled out writing as an area where capstone helped them develop and fine-tune their
skill sets. Some students suggested that this skill should be more emphasized early in the curriculum and
across the curriculum. Many also indicated capstone helped them hone their presentation, teamwork, and
time management skills. In some majors, these and other core skills are not sufficiently developed, whether
the result of limited course offerings, required skills not addressed as part of the curriculum, or not being
challenged as much as they could be in other courses in their major.
Some students suggested that faculty need to do a better job of aligning knowledge, skills, and abilities
expected of students in capstone with actual student learning experiences across the major. These limitations
seem to become more visible when forced to integrate or apply knowledge or skills in capstone that they
were expected to have grasped before they entered capstone. For instance, students consistently commented
that Major Proseminar should prepare students for capstone so that it is not a “big guarded secret,” as some
students describe it. Proseminar is also the place to make MLOs clear to students in terms of what they are
and what’s required to meet them. Students found it useful to have capstone defined in proseminar, and
to complete some task(s) associated with capstone in proseminar. The student view supports the role of
Proseminar as a steppingstone to capstone. In departments that are interdisciplinary, students emphasized
the importance of covering all concentrations and minors in proseminar. Currently, students in some
concentrations are considered better prepared for capstone than students in others—in part due to their
preparation in proseminar.
In some departments preparation for capstone seems to be particularly challenging for transfer students.
One student commented, “As a transfer student, it’s hard to grasp the capstone concept.” Another suggested
making the capstone requirement clear on the CSUMB and department websites for transfer students,
because “students need to know about it before picking this college.” The one course specifically mentioned
by transfer students as a place that could serve them better is proseminar, where all students can gain an
equal footing if it is used effectively to introduce major learning outcomes, concentration options, and
capstone requirements.
Students also indicated that faculty in upper division courses explicitly explain how their courses are
preparing students for capstone. Some suggested offering one-unit courses, seminars, or workshops in
specific skills development areas that students need to be better prepared for capstone. Others suggested
departments need to improve the consistency of standards across the curriculum in preparation for capstone.
This was specifically addressed in terms of rigor. In departments in which students considered their capstone
experiences particularly rigorous, students suggested aligning the rigor of other courses in department with
the rigor in capstone—especially in regards to grading and writing. “Upper division courses need to be more
demanding,” stated one student who was then supported by other students in the focus group. Students
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taking what they considered rigorous capstones were proud of the rigor and of what they accomplished. We
“have legitimate capstones in comparison to others—can show off to others,” commented one student. In
fact, those in rigorous capstones would absolutely not change that. What they would change, however, is the
preparation for the level of writing required in capstone.

Major Finding: Students want more clear and consistent guidance as they make their
way through capstone. Without such clarity, students do not always know what is
expected.
Closely related to the roles of faculty/advisors in contributing to the satisfaction of students in their capstone
experiences at CSUMB is the importance of clarity and structure in their capstone experience. The need for
clarity relates to clarity of requirements, expectations, options, criteria, standards, and more. The need for
structure relates to the structure of the course itself, as well as the structure within the course.
There are inconsistent levels of expectation of student outcomes for capstone among capstone faculty.
For faculty who see capstone as a “high-impact practice,” students need to meet “high-impact outcomes,”
often with real-world consequences (notably for community organizations and clients). These highimpact outcomes require a certain degree of accountability that students in other majors may not have
to demonstrate. Some faculty are more demanding than others, even within a given major, leading to
inconsistent messages about what is sufficient in terms of capstone achievement.
In some majors, there is not as much shared understanding of what capstone should be as in other majors,
nor is there a shared set of criteria and standards used to assess capstone projects. Students in some majors
report that theirs is a more “demanding” capstone than expected of students in other majors; this produces
an impression among some students that there are some majors that are more “rigorous” than others. For
many students, these high expectations were not a bad thing—in fact suggesting that faculty should demand
more from them in other courses and those students see strong benefits from such increased rigor in major
courses. These seeming inconsistencies about the degree of “rigor” expected in capstone even influence
administrators who report similar observations among capstones in their own colleges and compared to
majors in other colleges.
Students also stated that instructors should clearly explain why each element of capstone is required.
Some students from several different departments specifically questioned the need for a variety of required
deliverables associated with capstone, including an annotated bibliography, a portfolio, a capstone-related
service learning requirement, a directed reading requirement, and a personal reflection paper. While these
deliverables may in fact be valuable for demonstrating student learning in a given program, what is perhaps
most evident is that students expressed the desire to have a simple explanation of how these contribute to the
completion of their capstone requirements and to the improvement of their overall capstone experience.
Students across disciplines also requested more structure—not only structure of their courses, but also
structure within their courses. In terms of course structure, students in two-semester capstone courses like
them; students in one-semester capstone courses reported to other students that they sacrifice quality and are
overly stressed. These students also directly stated the need for two semesters to complete the requirements
of capstone. They noted many examples of sacrifices they made in order to achieve the outcomes required
in only one semester, including: time with family and children, extracurricular activities, work hours and
income, personal time, sleep, grades in other courses, and more. In the words of one capstone instructor,
though, the students did achieve the desired outcomes, stating, “Students never fail to amaze me that they
can do all this in one semester and come out the other end of it with evidence at the capstone festival that is
just exemplary.” In terms of structure within courses, students want to have specific due dates for deliverables,
and have them well in advance of assignments being due. Otherwise, students have a tendency to let capstone
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requirements slide because of pressure from due dates in other courses. Students have also noticed that when
there are no specific due dates, projects are turned in late and feedback comes too late to be useful.
Feedback, itself, is another factor in the structure within capstone courses that is important to students.
They would like faculty to provide timely and supportive feedback on both capstone proposals and capstone
projects—feedback that is sufficient for students to make progress. Receiving feedback at the end of the
semester is too late for students to improve the quality of their projects—which many would like the
opportunity to do. Students also expressed the desire for peer review and feedback in the capstone process to
supplement instructor feedback.
Structure also applies to holding class meetings for capstone students (in programs which do not currently
do so), and making those meetings meaningful. Students want to have meaningful interaction about their
projects. Some find individual meetings more helpful than large group or class meetings. Additionally, in
terms of class size, students in one department that experienced a particularly large enrollment in capstone
the semester we conducted the focus group specifically advised that large classes should be avoided so that
instructors can give needed feedback. They also recommended avoiding large group capstone projects—a
situation they experienced, themselves, as a consequence of the large class size.

Major Finding: Faculty should refine and define their roles and responsibilities in terms
of teaching and mentoring capstone students.
Faculty and students report that departments need to refine what it means to teach capstone, advise
students, and support student learning in ways that are more clear and consistent. Capstone faculty in some
departments expressed real concern about this issue, stating very matter-of-factly that students are “not
getting guidance,” that student papers “are not being read,” and that students are “very frustrated.” As one
instructor stated, “we have to make that investment if we are going to teach those courses . . . what we are
here for is students.” The comment was also made that we “can’t expect students to produce work that is not
read . . . it requires time for peer review, discussion, how to get it together—[this is] not happening on the
part of professors.”
It appears from the comments of faculty interviewed that, as a group, capstone faculty could learn a lot just
by listening to capstone students. One interviewee emphasized this point by commenting, “students are
vocal about their experiences and what could be done better . . . [they] know what works and doesn’t work.
As seniors, [they are] not getting what they need out of the course . . . [they] will say exactly what they need
. . . ” It was also acknowledged by capstone faculty that students are often confused and misdirected because
“students work with different faculty members who have different expectations,” as well as different roles,
including instructors, advisors, team teachers, and more.
In departments where there is evidence that capstone faculty are involved in continuous improvement cycles
with their capstone courses, the issues were not voiced in this manner. Rather, the focus was more on faculty
workload issues and growth in student numbers as contributing factors to how long it takes to provide
feedback to students or how much time there is for student meetings and advising. As one instructor pointed
out, there are “only a couple of professors who have a lot of students every semester—workload [is an] issue
for them. Those with few students do a better job than those with more students.” However, faculty were
quick to also point out that, in departments where students are allowed to select their advisors, it is a doubleedged sword when a faculty member experiences high demand on the one hand, and therefore has to take
longer to provide quality feedback to each student on the other. Additionally, students select advisors for
their expertise and their ability to advise students on the topics of their research interest—creating more
workload for faculty in areas of high demand in terms of expertise. Finally, in departments with few faculty
with the expertise (or interest) needed to teach capstone, the faculty who do teach it typically also serve
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as the advisor, mentor, grader, etc. to all students in capstone. As one faculty who plays all of these roles
commented, “Capstone should not be taught by one person, you wear people out . . . people are exhausted
and short and [there is] no respite in sight.”
Student experiences suggest that departments should be more attentive and consistent in how capstone
expectations are communicated, implemented, and assessed. Their recommendations included making sure
that all faculty are on the same page about capstone requirements, clarifying roles and responsibilities for
capstone teaching and advising, and ensuring that students receive appropriate feedback on the development
and implementation of capstone projects.
One area of critical importance flagged by students was a need for more and better advising and mentoring.
For faculty in a given major, this may require discussion about who is expected to advise students and what
that advising should entail, as well as how to ensure that student needs align with areas of faculty expertise.
For department chairs and Deans, this may require discussion about how to support and provide resources
for capstone advising.
According to the findings from our study, capstone faculty and advisors appear to be the single greatest
contributors to student satisfaction or dissatisfaction with capstone. In some departments on our campus,
capstone instructors serve as capstone advisors also; in other departments, capstone instructors are distinct
and separate from faculty advisors. So when advisors are referenced below, faculty who also serve as advisors
are included. Regardless of the specific capstone model employed, students are clear about what they
need from their advisors to make the capstone experience most worthwhile. Not only are advisors “very
important,” but advisors with expertise in the student’s area of focus are “very important” in those majors
with capstone models that allow students to choose the subject and type of capstone project they complete.
In more disciplinary-based capstone models, students expressed that they should be able to do capstones in
their own disciplines with an advisor from that discipline.
Students also stated repeatedly that time with advisors is “very important,” so advisors must be available.
Among some students who participated in the focus groups, the level of frustration about lack of access to
advisors was significant. Those students described such advisor patterns of behavior as routinely missing
scheduled appointments, cancelling appointments very late after students had driven from afar to meet,
holding brief class meetings without substance, referring students to the online learning management
system for answers, and leaving students to depend on staff to answer questions because they were present
and available (though not responsible for capstone students). These students expressed the strong opinion
that teaching capstone and supporting capstone students should be a capstone instructor’s most important
priority. This priority extends beyond just teaching the course, to serving in a mentoring relationship with
students, being knowledgeable about and informing students of the final requirements for graduation (one
example given was informing them of the need to apply for graduation), being readily and regularly available
for student consultations, and more.
When the advisor differs from the instructor, students recognize when the two don’t communicate because
the students are the ones who suffer the consequences of being misinformed by one or the other. Additionally,
capstone instructors are expected by students to play more than a “janitorial” role. Finally, when teams of
faculty serve as instructors and advisors in the same class, students expect the two instructors to agree and have
consistent grading styles and standards. Students feel they suffer unnecessary anxiety when given inconsistent
or contradictory feedback—even though they acknowledge benefiting from different perspectives.
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Major Finding: The capstone models currently used at CSUMB raise many questions
about the sustainability of these models in terms of faculty and student workload,
support needed for student success, and availability of other needed resources.
The various capstone models surveyed all present certain workload challenges for students, staff, and
faculty; yet, there is no single explanation for why capstone seems to present such challenges. In some cases,
the model preferred by faculty is labor intensive, requiring creative assignment of faculty responsibilities
for teaching and advising students in their capstone projects. Yet, not all faculty share equally in this
responsibility. In some departments, certain faculty members bear greater responsibility for capstone and
not by choice—a situation that has implications for what we mean when we assume that models may not be
sustainable. Staff members also sometimes face additional workload pressures because of capstone, though
this is an indirect observation of this project, not fully investigated. Students in some majors report turning
to staff for help because they are present and available—unlike their capstone faculty. For students, workload
issues vary by departments, but typically involve having to make significant sacrifices in order to complete
capstone, as indicated above.
Some of the resource implications and sustainability issues specifically raised by capstone faculty included:
• Management of students to move them though the capstone process
• Diversity of topics chosen by students
• Support of students working on individual projects in terms of advising and feedback
• Division of labor among faculty in any given department
• More effective use of class time by instructors in models where advisors work with students
• More effective use of Major Proseminar to support preparation of students for capstone
• Role of capstone instructors in supporting capstone advisors
• Availability of resources, such as funding and workspace, to support student projects
• Availability of faculty with skill sets needed to support students in projects/topics of their choosing
• I ntegration of departmental concentrations or foci in capstone projects as culminating experiences for
students
• Evolution of models to maintain rigor and support increasing numbers of students
• Alignment of decreasing levels of resources (faculty and funding) with increasing numbers of students
• Management of everything associated with the capstone festival
As one capstone faculty concluded speaking about the capstone experience in general: “I think one of the
greatest challenges this campus faces is sustaining the capstone model; it is one of the most valuable learning
experiences on this campus but you can’t burn out the faculty or the students just to maintain something
you think is so valuable.”
What constitutes sufficient support for capstone varies for students and for faculty, as well as from major to
major. Some students did not find the curriculum of their major sufficient to support the development of
the knowledge and skills required to complete their capstone projects with the outcomes they desired, and
suggested specific venues to help students build needed skills. Students commonly reported the challenge of
getting sufficient advising for their capstone projects or meaningful classroom time with their faculty; they
sometimes find faculty overburdened with other responsibilities and/or unavailable. Some students reported
not finding some faculty as supportive as others in their programs, suggesting there may be a need to define
what it means to provide support for students in capstone more clearly, especially from faculty not directly
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teaching capstone. Limited support for students also comes in terms of resources for their projects, such
as studio space, materials for fieldwork, funding for travel and printing, etc. Some of these needs are offset
by departmental support for equipment or from grants, but not at sufficient levels or consistently among
departments.
Faculty reported needing more support—more time in the form of course release or buyout, smaller
capstone classes, smaller numbers of students to advise, etc.—in order to help students produce the kinds
of capstones they would like them to produce and that students themselves would like to produce. Some
capstone faculty reported that their colleagues could be more supportive in terms of preparing students
for capstone (indicating the need for shared understanding). Some faculty report having no sense of how
administrators support capstone at CSUMB other than attending the festivals. Many department chairs are
well aware of how capstone is a workload challenge for faculty, what one chair described as the “challenge
of scalability.” Also of particular concern to both chairs and deans was the possibility of “faculty burnout,” mentioned several times in our interviews. One suggestion was to recognize better the particular
contributions of capstone faculty. As one chair suggested, that recognition must be more than simply
congratulations on “a nice job,” but more support, perhaps in the form of greater recognition rather than
more money.
The sustainability of various capstone models at CSUMB is a complicated issue requiring a closer look at
various factors. Of critical importance is the level of expectations faculty have for a BA or BS degree in a
given major and the differential “buy-in” among faculty in a given major in terms of supporting capstone
models used. These threshold issues have a strong impact on faculty workload, student advising, shared
expectations of student achievement and accountability for students in meeting those expectations, as
well as limited support that the CSUMB administration should (or can) provide for the capstone models
preferred by faculty in terms of learning outcomes for students. The research group has determined that
the complexity of these issues requires a sustained campus conversation about what CSUMB can afford in
terms of capstone and what the university is willing to invest. For example, as our data suggest, the size of
capstone classes has a direct impact on providing students with the quality experience they anticipate, faculty
believe students deserve, and if done well, can lead to the kind of outcomes and results faculty would like
students to achieve. Another question suggested by our data is whether current faculty expectations for the
currently used capstone models exceed what is (or can be) built well on in an undergraduate curriculum
given stretched resources and the alignment of faculty expertise with student needs. These are just a sample
of some of the issues the research group suggests that the campus take up in a sustained way with an eye
on making both the changes to the curriculum and investment by the campus needed to achieve the results
desired from the capstone experience.

Ancillary Findings
Ancillary Finding: The degree of closeness to the actual teaching and learning of
capstone influences significantly how one understands the capstone process, the
challenges faced, and the overall importance for student learning.
When you compare how capstone students, capstone faculty, department chairs, and deans see the value,
experience, benefits, and challenges of capstone, the degree of closeness to the actual holistic capstone
experience matters.
As a general rule, administrators and department chairs describe more what capstone should be as opposed
to what the actual experience is for students. Most administrators do not have a direct connection to the
capstone experience other than attending a capstone festival or managing course offerings related to capstone
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in a given department, school, or college. While such a “bird’s eye” view provides useful information for our
understanding of capstone on the campus as a whole, it does not capture the actual experience of faculty
and students on a daily basis. For example, some faculty suggest that administrators only see the final
product—the capstone festival—and do not fully understand the degree of work required to produce what
is actually a very small component (a short public presentation) of the capstone as a whole. Having only
that slice of capstone as a frame of reference means that the teaching, advising, and support needed to work
with capstone students on a daily basis are relatively invisible. As such, some faculty members, especially
those who teach capstone, do not find sufficient support from administrators for the capstone models they
are using. They report numerous stressors around workload, time pressures, student advising, and lack of
resources—particularly resources needed by students to complete the kinds of projects expected in a given
major.
This differential experience of what capstone is like extends to faculty. For some faculty most directly
involved in the teaching and advising of capstone, that responsibility is not always equitably allocated within
particular departments even when it is expected to be so.
Additionally, capstone students report numerous challenges that are mostly invisible to their advisors,
department chairs, and/or campus administrators except perhaps in anecdotal ways. Commonly made
observations from capstone students included not getting sufficient support from faculty in terms of
advising, having to make significant life sacrifices to complete their projects (including significant financial
sacrifices for lost work or from quitting a job), and the impact that doing capstone has on family and
personal lives (including spending less time on family obligations, caring for children, or supporting their
partners).
As these examples from our data suggest, it is important to distinguish one’s positionality in relationship to
capstone in order to analyze expectations and experiences of capstone.

Ancillary Finding: There are inconsistent assessments about what capstone should
demonstrate in terms of its relationship to CSUMB core values and academic goals.
While CSUMB core values and academic goals are seen by some people we interviewed or surveyed as
significant in shaping the kinds of capstones students produce, the degree of importance assigned to core
values and academic goals is mixed. The following chart summarizes the campus’ values and goals:
Core Values

Academic Goals

Applied, active, and project-based learning activities

Effective and ethical communication in at least two languages with widely
diverse audiences

Interdisciplinarity
Multicultural and global perspectives
Technological sophistication
Service learning
Ethical reflection and practice
Collaboration

Cross-culturally competent citizenship in a pluralistic and global society
Technological, aural, and visual literacy
Creative expression in the service of transforming culture
Ethics, social justice, and care for one another
Scientific sophistication and value for the earth and earth systems
Holistic and creative sense of self

Some students were hard pressed to make these connections explicitly when asked whether they shaped their
projects or experience of capstone. Some core values and academic goals were obviously important for some
majors, but not so for others. Some administrators and capstone faculty saw greater importance in certain
core values and academic goals than students did. Generally, there was a sense that not all capstones need
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reflect every one of CSUMB’s core values and academic goals. The reasoning is that there are disciplinary
differences and other venues for students to demonstrate such core value and academic goals.

Ancillary Finding: There is some evidence that majors which engage in continuous
renewal of their capstone models gain significant benefits from doing so, including
student satisfaction with their capstone experience.
Within departments that students classify as having rigorous capstones and faculty classify as having capstone
models that are continuously evolving and being improved based on student feedback, students report greater
satisfaction with their capstone experience than students in other departments. One faculty associated the
department’s changing capstone model with its use as a program assessment tool, stating, “Capstone provides
a lot of information to faculty on what we’re doing well and what we need to do better—it’s a program
assessment tool, as well . . . we’re changing the model . . . it’s a web of relationships . . . talking to five other
faculty members, norming what is happening [and identifying] here are big holes, and here is what is going
well.” The same faculty identified changes the department had undertaken in terms of trying group and
individual capstones, tying Proseminar more directly to capstone, and offering different models students can
self-select into. Another faculty indicated the project connection to community, the structure and process
of the course over the semester, and the expectations of students in terms of rigor and quality of outcomes
had evolved over the past several years, noting that before, “students always seemed to operate in the blind
because [they] didn’t know what was coming.” One faculty described the challenge of evolving a model that
will continue to effectively serve increasing numbers of students in capstone as “trying to develop a model
that will enable us to sustain the level of rigor and for all students to achieve what we believe they achieve now
and students say they achieve—but it is very challenging.” In both these departments, students expressed with
pride that “rigor is good,” and gave their capstone experiences high praise because they considered themselves
involved in rigorous capstone courses. Other students pointed out that their department needs to align the
rigor of other courses in the department with the rigor in capstone, especially in regards to grading and writing,
and concluded, “upper division courses need to be more demanding.”

Conclusion and Next Steps
In June of 2003, the initial WASC 2003 Action Letter (WASC, 2003b) described a need for CSUMB to
understand what they called “the missing middle,” the ways in which CSUMB curriculum moves students
from its signature University Learning Requirements (ULR) system through to senior capstone. In that
letter, WASC Executive Director Ralph A. Wolff posed some central questions for the campus to consider:
“How do individual courses, major requirements, service learning, and other expectations for students
contribute to the CSUMB learning objectives for its graduates?” Significantly, WASC challenged the
campus to document and determine “which elements of the CSUMB experience…carries forward after
graduation.” This study, and confirmed by the WASC Alumni Survey (2009), suggests that the senior
capstone experience continues to be a critical component of a CSUMB education, one which despite all the
challenges uncovered, continues to resonate with current students, alumni, faculty, and administrators.
Specifically, the research group recommends the following next steps:
• Follow-up research focusing on student preparation of skills and abilities needed for capstone success
• Further discussion about the sustainability of capstone models in light of resource needs and availability
• S chool, division and/or departmental focus on understanding and improving capstone models in light of
our overall findings
• Capstone faculty dialogue around study findings
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Appendix
Enrollments in Required Final Courses for Completing Senior Capstone (Fall 2004 to Fall 2009)*
F
2004

Sp
2005

F
2005

Sp
2006

F
2006

Sp
2007

F
2007

Sp
2008

F
2008

Sp
2009

F
2009

CAHSS

Total by Major

GS

Global Studies (400)

0

20

0

18

6

18

0

17

0

26

0

105

HCOM

HCOM (475)

22

60

29

74

31

71

33

80

31

76

34

541

ISSM

Integrated Studies (400)

2

3

8

14

2

9

11

26

15

26

15

131

PSYCH

Psychology (400)

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

13

5

16

14

48

SBS

SBS (402 and 402S)

16

49

21

37

18

38

32

39

23

36

8

317

TAT

TAT (491)

25

31

24

21

25

34

32

38

10

30

8

278

VPA

VPA (405)

17

18

18

17

20

20

13

13

18

16

22

192

WLC

WLC (400)

0

22

0

19

0

19

0

22

0

12

0

94

Total by Semester

82

203

100

200

102

209

121

248

102

238

101

CPS
BUS

Business (499)

30

45

36

50

40

65

44

57

46

84

62

559

CHHS

CHHS (400B)

31

35

14

20

12

35

17

19

16

13

8

220

KIN

HPWE/Kinesiology (499)

0

0

0

0

6

11

13

35

22

30

19

136

LS

Liberal Studies (400)

57

117

51

96

41

73

40

51

21

38

30

615

LL

Liberal Learning (400) ***

0

0

0

0

13

16

8

0

0

0

0

37

Total by Semester

118

197

101

166

112

200

122

162

105

165

119

SMART
ENVS

ESSP (403)/ENVS 402/403

19

29

19

35

19

24

23

31

10

24

13

246

BIO

Biology (490)

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

3

11

CSIT/ITCD

CST (496)**

53

63

43

57

48

61

45

38

34

26

21

489

MATH

Math (401)

0

7

0

5

0

12

0

8

0

12

0

44

Total by Semester

72

99

62

97

67

97

68

77

44

70

37

Grand Total by Semester

272

499

263

463

281

506

311

487

251

473

257

SOURCE: http://schedule.csumb.edu/classes/
* Enrollments in courses needed to complete capstone in the major. Does not include enrollments in direct readings paired with capstone seminars. Math, WLC
and GS have only spring senior capstones.
** Serves CSIT and ITCD (formerly TMAC) majors in the School of Information, Technology and Communication Design (ITCD)
*** Fall 2006 to Fall 2007
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Appendix 8: ULR/GE Learning Outcomes
Community Participation ULR
Outcomes:
1. Demonstrate critical self-reflection of one’s own assumptions and stereotypes
2. Comprehend one’s own social and cultural group identities and the relative privilege or marginalization
of each
3. Demonstrate intercultural communication skills
4. Demonstrate knowledge of the demographics, socio-cultural dynamics and assets of a specific local
community
5. Examine and analyze a community issue in the context of systemic inequities
6. Enter, participate in and exit a community in ways that do not reinforce systemic injustice
7. Demonstrate reciprocity and responsiveness in service work with community

Evidence:
• Reflective journals
• Summative paper addressing progress toward outcomes
• Evaluation by community supervisor
• Presentations to class
• Participation in class discussion
• Poetry, collage, media presentation

Criteria:
• Complexity and depth
• Cultural awareness
• Critical personal reflection
• Analysis of power relations
• Sensitivity and respect
• Responsive accountability
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Creative and Artistic Expression ULR
Outcomes:
1. Content
Students engage in creativity, expression, and imagination. Students develop skills, crafts, techniques,
and competencies in a given expressive form, linking the processes of expression to the content
of the course and considering a diversity of viewpoints, styles, creative possibilities, and cultural
perspectives inherent to creative and artistic expression.
2. Context
Students demonstrate an understanding of the diverse cultural contexts through which and from which
works of creative expression are produced. This includes an understanding of the relationship between
authorship, the creative work, and audience.
3. Competence of Craft/Technique
Students demonstrate new or existing creative and expressive skills and techniques that are integrally
linked to the content of the course.
4. Production/Performance and Communication
Students demonstrate creativity through performance, an exhibition, or distribution of the creative work
they produce for their peers, colleagues, or the public/community.
5. Reflection
Students integrate considered and purposeful reflection of the expressive works created by their peers and
colleagues. Students consider alternative interpretations and analyze expressive elements inherent to the
particular discipline. Students articulate intention and intuition, and understand and take responsibility
for their creative choices.

Culture and Equity ULR
Outcomes:
1. Students define and describe the concept of culture using insights from scholarly literatures of culture
and compare their own culture with other cultures using their conceptual understanding.
2. Students define and describe the concept of cultural identity(s) using insights from scholarly literatures
and compare their own cultural identity(s), within the context of their own culture(s), with the cultural
identities of others.
3. Students analyze and describe the concepts of power relations, equity, and social justice and find
examples of each concept in the U.S. and in other countries, especially within the developing world.
4. Students analyze historical and contemporary cross-cultural scenarios of discrimination, inequity, and
social injustice in the United States and in other countries, especially within the developing world.
5. Students define and describe various personal and institutional strategies/processes that could create
equity and social justice in the United States and in other countries, especially within the developing
world.
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Democratic Participation ULR
Outcomes:
1. Students describe general principles and major provisions of the constitutions of the United States and
California.
2. Students comprehend the historical contexts and political philosophies at work at the time of the
framing of the U.S. and California constitutions.
3. Students understand how both the national and California Constitutions have changed, and the
relations of power, interests, and concerns that those changes reflect.
4. Students compare U.S. and California political institutions and practices with other forms of
governance.
5. Students understand and are able to use tools of political action for political projects at the local, state, or
national level.
6. Students reflect on the values and assumptions that inform their political participation.

English Communication ULR
The English Communication ULR includes two developmental levels: Level A (first year lower-division)
and Level B (second year lower-division). Click on the link for Level A or Level B for full articulation of the
learning outcomes for that level.

Outcomes:
1. Textual Comprehension and Interpretation
Students are able to read and listen for understanding. Among the skills required to achieve this outcome
are abilities to understand information and ideas, to distinguish among diverse genres and contexts, to
identify a point of view and its explicit support, to locate points of agreement and disagreement and to
discern authorial intent (Levels A and B).
2. Analysis and Evaluation
Students effectively use communication and related critical thinking skills to analyze why different
perspectives exist on a given topic and to evaluate their merits (Level B).
3. Technical Competency, Mechanics and Presentation
Students communicate clearly, ethically and effectively across diverse genres and contexts (Levels A and
B).
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Ethics ULR
Outcomes:
1. Students identify and analyze real world ethical problems or dilemmas, and identify those affected by the
dilemma
2. Students describe and analyze complexity and importance of choices that are available to the decision
makers concerned with a dilemma
3. Students articulate and acknowledge their own deeply held beliefs and assumptions as part of a conscious
value system
4. Students describe and analyze their own and others’ perceptions and ethical frameworks for decisionmaking
5. Students consider and use diverse choices, beliefs, and ethical frameworks when making decisions to
respond to ethical dilemmas or problems.

Language ULR
Outcomes:
1. Students communicate in a designated language other than English with native speakers of the target
language
Students describe and appreciate cultural customs, practices, products, and perspectives
2. Students compare their own culture with another culture with respect to customs, practices, products,
and perspectives.

Literature and Popular Culture ULR
Outcomes:
1. Students interpret and analyze significance of time, place, class, and culture in which works of literature
and/or popular culture were created
2. Students describe and analyze the capacity of race, ethnicity, class, gender, sexuality, disability, age,
generation, and nationality to inspire, inform, and influence writers, artists, and audiences
3. Students describe connections between works of literature and popular culture, their authors/artists/
creators, and the society from which they emerge, and analyze those interactions from multiple
perspectives
4. Students discuss how the identities of diverse individuals and communities are developed and portrayed,
and how critical representations of self and others occur in works of literature and popular culture
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Mathematics Communication ULR
Outcomes:
1. Students use arithmetical, algebraic, geometric, and statistical methods to solve problems
2. Students estimate and check answers to mathematical problems in order to determine reasonableness,
identify alternatives, and select optimal results
3. Students interpret mathematical models such as formulas, graphs, tables, and schematics, and draw
inferences from them
4. Students represent mathematical information symbolically, visually, numerically, and verbally
5. Students recognize and describe the limits of mathematical and statistical methods

Science ULR
Part 1: Science as a Way of Knowing (Science Methods)
Outcomes:
1. Describe the essential attributes of the scientific way of knowing and compare and contrast the scientific
and popular meanings of “hypotheses” and “theories”
2. Use the scientific method of inquiry and standard scientific techniques to answer questions about
physical, biological or social processes
3. Explain how peer review contributes to the reliability of scientific knowledge
4. Locate and use scientific information about one of those issues (outcome 2, Part 2) from five sources,
including at least two peer-reviewed journals, and identify the bias and qualifications of each source.

Part 2: Integrative Science Content
Outcomes:
1. Explain at least five physical science concepts or principles and at least five life science concepts or
principles
2. Identify and integrate physical and life scientific facets of two contemporary controversial issues: one
local (e.g. Salinas Valley) and one global.
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Technology and Information ULR
Outcomes:
1. Students demonstrate comfort with technology, information research, and critical thinking skills. They
also demonstrate the ability to use tools effectively for the discovery, acquisition, and evaluation of
information as well as core computer tools for the manipulation and presentation of information in a
creative and ethical manner.
2. Students use accepted word processing techniques to produce a well-designed and esthetically pleasing
formal document
3. Students use standard spreadsheet features to produce a representation and interpret numerical data
4. Students identify a topic; refine and formulate a research focus on that topic
5. Students describe and categorize the basic types of information resources available for a single topic
6. Students locate, retrieve, and evaluate information relevant to the research focus
7. Students organize and communicate research findings and conclusions of research focus
8. Students create an electronic presentation that discusses a single subject or conveys a message
9. Students create an original digital image
10. Students discuss an ethical issue related to technology and use of information

U.S. Histories ULR
Outcomes:
1. Historical Knowledge
Demonstrates an understanding of processes, peoples, and events in the multicultural histories of the
United States over at least 100 years.
Criteria
• Describes and explains histories of the United States from multiple perspectives within a
chronological framework.
• Compares and contrasts historical experiences of diverse social groups.
• Describes how equality and inequality have been experienced over time.
• Identifies historical relationships between the United States and other regions/nations of the world.
• Interprets historical primary sources.
2. Critical Thinking and Historical Reading
Applies critical-thinking skills in reading, comprehending, and interpreting historical evidence and
scholarship.
Criteria
• Compares and evaluates competing historical interpretations and/or explanations.
• Describes how historians use two or more of the following analytical categories: class, gender, race,
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ethnicity, region, religion, ideology, and sexuality.
• Identifies bias and context in historical evidence and scholarship.
3. Historical Research
Employs historical research methods enabling them to become their own historians.
Criteria
• Identifies a historical research topic.
• Formulates a historical research question.
• Locates, and differentiates between, primary and secondary sources.
• Analyzes historical evidence in response to the research question.
4. Historical Writing
Constructs a historical narrative which addresses a historical research question using primary and
secondary sources.
Criteria
• Presents a historical argument in an essay.
• Applies and integrates the results of historical research and analysis.
• Cites sources of historical knowledge using footnotes or endnotes.

Vibrancy ULR
Theory
Outcomes:
1. Students describe and define health and wellness theory, concepts, and content with emphasis on
regular physical activity, proper nutrition, eating habits, and stress reduction/management, and their
connections.
2. Students analyze real and potential benefits of regular exercise, proper nutrition, eating habits, and stress
management, and the consequences of not having these habits.
3. Students set individual health and wellness goals, and develop action steps to achieve them in the areas
of physical activity, nutritious eating, and effective stress management.
4. Students describe intent to implement a personal wellness plan, describe choices that support that plan
and are able to report on measured progress on the set goals over a time period.

Activity
Outcomes:
1. Students participate in a human movement activity demonstrating consistency and regularity, describing
the importance and benefits for personal health and wellness.
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Appendix 9: Rubrics for GE Assessment
English Communication (ENGCOM) A 2009
1. Markers of process of textual comprehension: Ethical and effective written and oral communication
depend upon abilities to read and listen for understanding and insight. These include abilities to understand
information and ideas, to distinguish among diverse genres, to identify a point of view and its explicit
support, to locate significant points of agreement and disagreement among multiple perspectives, and
to discern authorial intent. Below is an overview of expectations for satisfactory performance in textual
comprehension and interpretation:
Exemplary (6, 5)

Satisfactory (4, 3)

Needs improvement (2, 1)

Provides a clear, coherent, logical,
and credible overview with substantial
integration of specifics. Direct quotes,
where used, are well-chosen and
integrated into the text with explicit
explanation of their meaning and
significance.

Provides clear and logical overview and
specifics. Direct quotes, where used, are
integrated with some explanation of their
meaning.

Overview and/or specifics are limited
and are presented without coherence.
Quotes, when used, are not well
integrated and/or explained.

Clearly and explicitly identifies audience,
purpose and occasion in pursuit of
understanding of assigned text.

Clearly and explicitly identifies audience,
purpose and occasion of assigned text.

Provides little or no identification of
audience, purpose and occasion for the
assigned text.

Identify values

Clearly and explicitly frames the
normative underpinnings by referencing
implicit and explicit values and
connecting them to author’s conclusion.

Clearly and explicitly frames the
normative underpinnings by referencing
explicit values and connecting them to
author’s conclusion.

Manifests little or no awareness
of normative underpinnings for
author’s conclusion. Accepts or rejects
conclusion without engaging.

Describe

Clearly and credibly describes major
perspectives on the assigned text, with
explicit discussion of underlying sources
of difference.

Clearly and credibly describes major
perspectives on the assigned text, with
some explanation for difference.

Shows little to no awareness of the
range of perspectives on the assigned
text.

Summarize/
Paraphrase

Identify
rhetorical
context

perspectives
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2. Technical Competency, Mechanics, and Related Presentational Skills: Ethical and effective written
and oral communication depend upon abilities to convey ideas and information clearly, among other
presentational abilities. These important features of sound composition and communication are multifaceted. Below is an overview of expectations for satisfactory performance in technical competency, mechanics,
and presentation:
Exemplary (6, 5)

Satisfactory (4, 3)

Needs improvement (2, 1)

Focus

The sample responds fully to the
assignment and its rhetorical context.
The entire sample has a clear and
consistent focus, responding fully and
specifically to the assignment and
rhetorical context (occasion, audience,
purpose). The central ideas are conveyed
clearly, and the scope is manageable
given the nature of the assignment.

The sample addresses the assignment,
but is unevenly responsive. Much of
the sample clearly and consistently
addresses the assignment and rhetorical
context (occasion, audience, purpose).
Most of the central ideas are apparent,
though further clarification is needed for
some. The sample contains occasional
digressions or irrelevancies.

The sample is not responsive to the
assignment. The sample fails to address
key elements of the assignment. The
main topics are too broad given the
length of the paper, or the central points
are simply not clear. The sample may
be fragmented, with various points
receiving equal attention.

Development &
Support

The sample’s major ideas are developed
clearly and logically. The sample reflects
sound reasoning, and the information
is accurate. Readers should follow,
understand, and respect the reasoning.
The sample invites constructive
engagement with the reader. Major ideas
are well developed and clearly explained.
The sample avoids common fallacies.
The support is tailored to suit the
audience and occasion.

The sample’s major ideas are developed
unevenly. Major ideas are well developed
as a whole, but occasional problems in
support, explanations, or accuracy are
likely to confuse readers or cause them
to question the author’s reasoning. Most
ideas are conveyed clearly and succinctly,
though clarification and elaboration are
sometimes needed. The sample contains
a few relatively minor fallacies.

The development of major ideas is
lacking and/or confusing. Readers would
likely find significant flaws in logic,
accuracy, explanations, or reasoning.
Major ideas are barely supported or
merely repeated. Generalizations are
used when more specific evidence
is needed. Fallacies undermine the
author’s credibility. Problems with
reasoning are likely to alienate the
audience or otherwise undermine the
communication process.

Organization

The organization is clear. Paragraphs
and sentences follow a reasonable,
coherent, discernable sequence.
Readers should rarely if ever question
the connection between one idea and
another. Transitions and/or headings
effectively signal the relationships among
the larger parts of the sample. The
audience will be likely to find the sample
engaging and easy to follow.

The organization is generally clear, but
relationships are sometimes forced or
not fully apparent. The organizational
scheme is recognizable, but a few
jumps in thought disrupt the flow. The
author has a sense of grouping ideas
in paragraphs, but some transitions
are awkward or not fully clear. The
organizational scheme may be too
formulaic or predictable to suit the
audience and occasion. The audience
may be engaged throughout most of
the text, but may have some difficulty
following the flow at times.

The sample is haphazardly or
confusingly arranged. Readers will
struggle in connecting ideas, sentences,
or paragraphs.

Mechanics &

The author makes effective use of
appropriate written conventions,
including grammar, punctuation,
spelling, and stylistic variability. A few
minor errors may appear in the sample,
but on the whole the author makes
effective use of appropriate conventions.
Documentation of the author’s work is
provided as necessary (for the audience
and occasion). The author makes ethical
and effective use of rhetorical tools.
The sample is guided by a strong and
consistent authorial presence. Rhetorical
choices are appropriate to the genre,
audience, occasion, and purpose(s). The
author makes appropriate and effective
use of diction, syntax, tone, and stylistic
variability.

The sample is generally effective, but
there are a few difficulties in the use
of appropriate written conventions,
such as in grammar, punctuation,
spelling, and stylistic variability. The
author generally makes effective use
of appropriate written conventions,
though there are a few relatively minor
errors within the sample. Rhetorical
tools are used effectively in much of
the sample, though not throughout.
A strong authorial voice can be found
within the sample, though sometimes
unevenly. Figures and other elements of
style support fulfillment of the authorial
purpose throughout much of the text,
though occasionally inappropriate or
ineffective uses undermine fulfillment of
the author’s goals.

There are significant difficulties in the
use of appropriate written conventions,
including grammar or punctuation
errors even in simple sentences. Readers
have difficulty understanding the
text. Errors undermine the author’s
credibility and ability to communicate
effectively. Readers have difficulty
finding a guiding authorial voice.
Stylistic choices are inappropriate to
the genre and occasion. Problems with
diction and tone disrupt the flow of
communication.

Presentation
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Language Assessment Criteria 2009

High

MID

LOW

Range 1 – Formulaic

Range II – Created

Range III - Planned

Language Sample: Lists of words and
formulaic expressions are recombined to
address informal/transactional tasks related
to self and the immediate environment.
Some creativity is in evidence.

Language Sample: Many sentence types
are in evidence. Ideas begin to flow across
sentences (planned language) permitting
concrete/factual tasks related to the external
environment to be addressed.

Acceptability: Quantity of formulaic
language increasing, of created language
small. Quality of formulaic language intelligible if rehearsed; of created language
– difficult to understand.

Acceptability: Quality of created language
increasing; of planned language increasing
– intelligible to a sympathetic native; of
planned language – difficult to understand.

Language Sample: Lists of varied groups of
words and formulaic expressions are strung
together permitting tasks dealing with
basic elements of immediate daily life to be
addressed more completely.

Language Sample: Various sentence
types are in evidence (created language)
permitting informal/transactional
tasks related to self and the immediate
environment to be addressed more
adequately.

Language Sample: A variety of concrete/
factual tasks related to the external
environment can be addressed with various
types of planned language.

Acceptability: Quantity of formulaic
language increasing-intelligible if rehearsed.
Quality of formulaic language increasing –
intelligible if rehearsed.

Acceptability: Quantity - sentence types are
more varied. Quality of created language
is increasing – intelligible to a sympathetic
native.

Acceptability: Quantity/variety of planned
language increasing. Quality of planned
language increasing – intelligible to a nonsympathetic native.

Language Sample: Lists of related words
and formulaic expressions are used to
address tasks dealing with basic elements of
immediate daily life.

Language Sample: Formulaic expressions
are broken apart and recombined (crated
language) permitting informal/transactional
tasks related to self and the immediate
environment to be addressed.

Language Sample: Created expressions
are joined together in a plan (planned
language) permitting concrete/factual tasks
related o the external environment to be
addressed.

Acceptability: Quantity of formulaic
language is limited. Quality of formulaic
language is limited – intelligible if
rehearsed.

Acceptability: Quantity of formulaic
language decreasing, of created language
more than half. Quality of formulaic
language – intelligible if rehearsed,
of created language intelligible to a
sympathetic native.

Acceptability: Quantity of created language
decreasing, of planned language more
than half. Quality o created and planned
language – intelligible to a non-sympathetic
native.
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Science Assessment Score Sheet 2009			

Sample Number ________________

1. Check each element and circle “1” if all elements are present:
Points

Observation or Question

Hypothesis

Test/ Experiment

Analysis

Repeatable

1

2. Scientific Method: Score each element as 3 (more than good enough); 2 (good enough); or 0-1 (less
than good enough)
Observation or Question

Hypothesis

Empirical Test of Hypothesis and Data Collection

Analysis

Repeatable

3. Science v. other ways of knowing: Score each element as 3 (more than good enough); 2 (good enough); or 0-1
(less than good enough)
Logic

Natural/
social
phenomena

peer review

testable/
falsifiable

repeatable

empirical
evidence

predictable

generalizable

objectivity

reflexivity

inter
reliability

4. Doubt: Score each element as 3 (more than good enough); 2 (good enough); or 0-1 (less than good enough)
Encourages curiosity

Drives (motive force)

Frees science from dogma-scientific

Doubt and uncertainty is

Quantifying uncertainty is value

5. Popular v. Scientific meaning: Score each element as 3 (more than good enough); 2(good enough);
or 0-1 (less than good enough)
Contrast the popular and scientific meanings of hypothesis and theory.

Hypothesis

Popular

Scientific

GE: Clever or good idea, convenient approach, needs not be testable

GE: Based on reasoned and available evidence. Testable
MTGE Falsifiable
And EITHER Enables Predictions and/or Repeatable

Theory

GE: Guess, hunch, working idea tentative

GE: Well supported explanation for large body of related
evidence and observations based on evidence.
MTGE Well supported explanation for large body of
related evidence and observations based on evidence.
Falsifiable
Open to revision
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Service Learning Rubric Spring 2009
Social Responsibility Learning Outcome: Students will apply understandings of one’s disciplinary field to
serve the common good of the greater community relative to the perspectives of the individual, the group,
and the institution.
Dimension

Exemplary

Accomplished/Proficient

Developing/Basic

Beginning/
Needs Improvement

Process of
reaching
consensus
on common
good across
individual,
group and
institutional
perspectives

Articulates how common
good was achieved that is
appropriate to time and
situation.

Articulates common
good but provides little
information on how
achieved.

In process of determining
common good, gathered
information that reflects
multiple perspectives.

Provides multiple
perspectives that inform the
common good

Relationship
of disciplinary
field to
common good

Articulates contributions and
limitations (including biases)
of disciplinary fields to the
common good

Articulates contributions and
limitations (including biases)
of disciplinary fields to the
common good

Uses multiple perspectives in
assessing disciplinary fields’
values

Uses multiple perspectives in
assessing disciplinary fields’
values

Incorporates observations
and interactions gathered
from sites.

Incorporates observations
and interactions from sites

Provides multiple
perspectives
Reports observations and
interactions from service
experience.
Little to no connecting of
perspectives, observations
and interactions to common
good (disconnect)

Articulates contributions,
but struggles with limitations
or biases of the field.
Uses multiple perspectives in
assessing disciplinary fields’
values

Makes recommendations for
changes to the disciplinary
field in light of its limitations
Application

Reports minimal
observations and interactions
from service experience.
Common good is not clearly
articulated

Contributions articulated do
not address common good.
Focuses on obvious
contributions and provides
little to no change
recommendations to the
disciplinary field.
Perspectives are solely or
mostly that of the student.

Conceptualizes and applies
disciplinary knowledge
to service activities that
are responsive to multiple
perspectives.

Conceptualizes and applies
disciplinary knowledge
to service activities that
are responsive to multiple
perspectives.

Conceptualizes and applies
disciplinary knowledge to
service activities that are
responsive to only a couple
of perspectives.

Provides rationale for
actions/activities.

Connects awareness of
multiple perspectives to
actions/activities.

Limited in ability to connect
awareness of multiple
perspectives (perspectives w/
out connections)

Connects awareness of
multiple perspectives to
actions/activities.

Provides only one or zero
perspectives on common
good

Conceptualizes disciplinary
knowledge but does not
apply to service activities
Perspectives are solely or
mostly that of student
in connecting to service
activities
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Vibrancy Rubric Spring 2009
In partial fulfillment of Outcome #2: Analyze real and potential benefits of regular exercise, proper nutrition, eating
habits, and stress management, and the consequences of not having these habits.

Criteria								Standards of Performance
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1. Accuracy of Information

Excellent

Satisfactory

Needs Improvement

Discusses factors and influences of
behavior

Consistently presents information that
is error-free and consistently assesses
infor mation from other sources

Presents work with few errors and those
errors do not significantly undermine
the quality of the knowledge usually
assesses available information from
other sources

Presents work with multiple errors that
undermines the quality of knowledge
and rarely assesses information from
other sources

Articulates benefits if behavior is
modified

Consistently presents information that
is error-free and consistently assesses
infor mation from other sources

Presents work with few errors and those
errors do not significantly undermine
the quality of the knowledge usually
assesses available information from
other sources

Presents work with multiple errors that
undermines the quality of knowledge
and rarely assesses information from
other sources

Presentation

Consistently presents information that
is error-free and consistently assesses
infor mation from other sources

Presents work with few errors and those
errors do not significantly undermine
the quality of the knowledge usually
assesses available information from
other sources

Presents work with multiple errors that
undermines the quality of knowledge
and rarely assesses information from
other sources

2. Complexity/Depth of
Understanding

Excellent

Satisfactory

Needs Improvement

Considers history of behavior

Presentation of work is consistently
broad and multifaceted. Involves
analysis and multiple sources to make
choices and decisions.

Presentation of work is less broad and
involves fewer resources and some
analysis to make choices and decisions.

Work is narrow and fails to consider
multiple factors, rarely analyzes or uses
various sources.

Identifies motivation for behavior

Presentation of work is consistently
broad and multifaceted. Involves
analysis and multiple sources to make
choices and decisions.

Presentation of work is less broad and
involves fewer resources and some
analysis to make choices and decisions.

Work is narrow and fail to consider
multiple factors, rarely analyzes or uses
various sources.

3. Self Reflection

Excellent

Satisfactory

Needs Improvement

Provides log and reflection

Consistently recognizes one’s own
beliefs, knowledge and assumptions
related to health and wellness and
their importance on one’s well being;
critically questions, examines and
analyzes one’s choices, decisions and
habits for improvement.

Frequently recognizes one’s level of
beliefs, knowledge and assumption
related to health and wellness and
their impact on one’s well being, and
occasionally questions, examines or
analyzes one’s choices, decisions or
habits.

Rarely recognizes one’s beliefs,
knowledge and assumptions related
to the impact on health and wellness
habits.

4. Relational Accountability

Excellent

Satisfactory

Needs Improvement

Frames impact on values

Consistently recognizes the impact of
one’s choices, decisions and habits on
the health and wellness of others and
plans/behaves accordingly.

Frequently recognizes the impact of
one’s choices, decisions and habits on
the health and wellness of others and
can plan/behave accordingly.

Rarely recognizes the impact of one’s
choices, decisions and habits on the
health and wellness of others and
seldom plans/behaves accordingly.

Systematic Assessment Worksheet Version 2 (Updated April 21, 2010)
Student Name:
Creative and Artistic Expression Learning Outcome: Competence of Craft/Technique
Students demonstrate new or existing creative and expressive skills and techniques that are integrally linked
to the content of the course
Competence of Craft/Technique

Exemplary

Satisfactory

Needs improvement

Demonstrates Basic Elements of
the Medium

Accuracy, precision, acumen

Accuracy

Sloppy

Completeness

Completeness (content)

Unfinished

Prepared correctly

Prepared correctly (techniquecraft)

Incomplete

Communicates effectively

Communicates effectively

Does not communicate effectively

Creates change in perception for
the audience (something new)

Elements come together in a way
that communicates the purpose of
the undertaking.

Lacks coherence

Uses basic elements in an
especially effective way

Inaccurate

Able to bend or stretch rules to
great effect.
Clarity of Intention/Concept

Selects appropriate content

Inappropriate content
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English Communication (ENGCOM) B (Spring 2010)
2. Analysis: Ethical and effective written and oral communication require abilities to analyze and evaluate
diverse perspective. These important features of sound composition and communication are multi-faceted.
Below is an overview of expectations at all levels for analysis:
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Exemplary (6, 5)

Satisfactory (4, 3)

Needs improvement (2, 1)

Ability to select and
effectively apply
appropriate analytical
concepts

Demonstrates a clear understanding
of relevant analytical concepts.
Applies appropriate analytical
concepts with skill and purpose
to contribute significantly to an
understanding of “texts.”

Demonstrates an understanding
of analytical concepts. Applies
analytical concepts to enhance an
understanding of “text(s).”

Demonstrates less than adequate
understanding of analytical concepts.
May misapply concepts in ways that do
not contribute to an understanding of
“text(s).”

Ability to compare
and contrast relevant
perspectives

Identifies important commonplaces
and differences in perspectives and
effectively explains their significance.

Identifies some commonplaces and
differences. Provides a sense of their
significance.

Does not identify commonplaces and
differences in perspectives and/or fails to
provide an adequate explanation of their
significance.

Identify and
explain explicit
and underlying
assumptions, values,
and beliefs

Clearly identifies and names
important explicit and underlying
assumptions, values, and beliefs
and explains their role in the
text(s)’rhetorical features.

Identifies and names some explicit
and underlying assumptions,
values, and beliefs. Provides some
explanation of their significance.

Fails to identify and name important
explicit and underlying assumptions,
values, and beliefs. Provide little or poor
explanation of their significance.

Explain rhetorical
choices in terms of
audience, purpose,
and occasion

Demonstrates a clear understanding
of the rhetorical context and how
authorial choices reflect and respond
to that context.

Demonstrates some understanding
of the rhetorical context and some
understanding of how authorial
choices reflect and respond to that
context.

Shows little or no understanding of
the rhetorical context. Shows little or
no understanding of how that context
influenced authorial choices.

Ability to postpone
judgment in order to
understand

Demonstrates the ability to respond
with a high degree of objectivity to
a “text(s)” on its own terms without
premature judgment.

Demonstrates the ability to respond
with some objectivity to a “text(s)”
on its own terms with little or no
premature judgment

Demonstrates little or no ability to
respond with objectivity to a “text(s)” on
its own terms. Makes judgments of the
text prior to analysis.

3. Technical Competency, Mechanics, and Related Presentational Skills: Ethical and effective written
and oral communication depend upon abilities to convey ideas and information clearly, among other
presentational abilities. These important features of sound composition and communication are multifaceted. Below is an overview of expectations at all levels for technical competency, mechanics, and
presentation:
Exemplary (6, 5)

Satisfactory (4, 3)

Needs improvement (2, 1)

Focus

The sample responds fully to the
assignment and its rhetorical context.
The entire sample has a clear and
consistent focus, responding fully and
specifically to the assignment and
rhetorical context (occasion, audience,
purpose). The central ideas are conveyed
clearly, and the scope is manageable
given the nature of the assignment.

The sample addresses the assignment,
but is unevenly responsive. Much of
the sample clearly and consistently
addresses the assignment and rhetorical
context (occasion, audience, purpose).
Most of the central ideas are apparent,
though further clarification is needed for
some. The sample contains occasional
digressions or irrelevancies.

The sample is not responsive to the
assignment. The sample fails to address
key elements of the assignment. The
main topics are too broad given the
length of the paper, or the central points
are simply not clear. The sample may
be fragmented, with various points
receiving equal attention.

Development
& Support

The sample’s major ideas are developed
clearly and logically. The sample reflects
sound reasoning, and the information
is accurate. Readers should follow,
understand, and respect the reasoning.
The sample invites constructive
engagement with the reader. Major ideas
are well developed and clearly explained.
The sample avoids common fallacies.
The support is tailored to suit the
audience and occasion.

The sample’s major ideas are developed
unevenly. Major ideas are well developed
as a whole, but occasional problems in
support, explanations, or accuracy are
likely to confuse readers or cause them
to question the author’s reasoning. Most
ideas are conveyed clearly and succinctly,
though clarification and elaboration are
sometimes needed. The sample contains
a few relatively minor fallacies.

The development of major ideas is
lacking and/or confusing. Readers would
likely find significant flaws in logic,
accuracy, explanations, or reasoning.
Major ideas are barely supported or
merely repeated. Generalizations are
used when more specific evidence
is needed. Fallacies undermine the
author’s credibility. Problems with
reasoning are likely to alienate the
audience or otherwise undermine the
communication process.

Organization

The organization is clear. Paragraphs and
sentences follow a reasonable, coherent,
discernable sequence. Readers should
rarely if ever question the connection
between one idea and another.
Transitions and/or headings effectively
signal the relationships among the larger
parts of the sample. The audience will be
likely to find the sample engaging and
easy to follow.

The organization is generally clear, but
relationships are sometimes forced or
not fully apparent. The organizational
scheme is recognizable, but a few
jumps in thought disrupt the flow. The
author has a sense of grouping ideas
in paragraphs, but some transitions
are awkward or not fully clear. The
organizational scheme may be too
formulaic or predictable to suit the
audience and occasion. The audience
may be engaged throughout most of
the text, but may have some difficulty
following the flow at times.

The sample is haphazardly or
confusingly arranged. Readers will
struggle in connecting ideas, sentences,
or paragraphs.

Mechanics &
Presentation

The author makes effective use of
appropriate written conventions,
including grammar, punctuation,
spelling, and stylistic variability. A few
minor errors may appear in the sample,
but on the whole the author makes
effective use of appropriate conventions.
Documentation of the author’s work is
provided as necessary (for the audience
and occasion). The author makes ethical
and effective use of rhetorical tools.
The sample is guided by a strong and
consistent authorial presence. Rhetorical
choices are appropriate to the genre,
audience, occasion, and purpose(s). The
author makes appropriate and effective
use of diction, syntax, tone, and stylistic
variability.

The sample is generally effective, but
there are a few difficulties in the use
of appropriate written conventions,
such as in grammar, punctuation,
spelling, and stylistic variability. The
author generally makes effective use
of appropriate written conventions,
though there are a few relatively minor
errors within the sample. Rhetorical
tools are used effectively in much of
the sample, though not throughout.
A strong authorial voice can be found
within the sample, though sometimes
unevenly. Figures and other elements of
style support fulfillment of the authorial
purpose throughout much of the text,
though occasionally inappropriate or
ineffective uses undermine fulfillment of
the author’s goals.

There are significant difficulties in the
use of appropriate written conventions,
including grammar or punctuation
errors even in simple sentences. Readers
have difficulty understanding the text.
Errors undermine the author’s credibility
and ability to communicate effectively.
Readers have difficulty finding a guiding
authorial voice. Stylistic choices are
inappropriate to the genre and occasion.
Problems with diction and tone disrupt
the flow of communication.
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Ethics ULR: Learning Outcome #1 Rubric (April, 2010)
LO: Identify and analyze real world ethical problems or dilemmas, and identify those affected.
Systematic Assessment Criteria: Complexity; Coherence and Logic
Proposed Assessment Rubric
A.

Identify Real World Problems/Dilemmas and Affected (Human/Nonhuman) Stakeholders
1.

2.

B.

a.

Exemplary (6, 5): Identifies whether a problem or dilemma is present in a real world situation; names the core
stakeholders affected by the situation

b.

Satisfactory (4,3): Identifies whether a problem or dilemma is present in a real world situation; names most of the
core stakeholders affected by the situation

c.

Needs Improvement (2, 1): Identifies a real world or hypothetical situation; names a single or a few of the
stakeholder(s) affected by the situation

Coherence and Logic
a.

Exemplary (6, 5): Describes real world ethical situation from contrasting perspectives; comprehensively
summarizes relevant facts, stakeholders’ interests, and the context

b.

Satisfactory (4, 3): Describes real world ethical situation from contrasting perspectives; generally summarizes most
of the relevant facts, stakeholders’ interests, and the context

c.

Needs Improvement (2,1): Describes real world situation, summarizes some of the relevant facts, stakeholders,
and context

Analyze Ethical Dimension(s) of Problems/Dilemmas
1.

2.
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Complexity

Complexity
a.

Exemplary (6, 5): Comprehensively explains key ethical dimension(s) of the situation from contrasting
perspectives; substantively applies concepts from ethical theory

b.

Satisfactory (4, 3): Generally explains the ethical dimension(s) of the situation from contrasting perspectives;
generally and accurately applies concepts from ethical theory and/or colloquial (dictionary) use.

c.

Needs Improvement (2, 1): Describes without explaining (non)ethical aspects of the situation from one point of
view or a similar set of perspectives.

Coherence and Logic
a.

Exemplary (6, 5): Selects and organizes core facts, stakeholders’ interests, and relevant context into a
comprehensive overview; clearly connects information from contrasting perspectives using valid reasoning

b.

Satisfactory (4, 3): Selects and organizes most of the core facts, stakeholders’ interests, and the relevant context
into a general overview; connects information from contrasting perspectives using generally valid reasoning

c.

Needs Improvement (2,1): Selects and organizes some of the core facts, stakeholders’ interests, and the relevant
context; presents one point of view or a similar set of perspectives without connecting information and/or
providing valid reasoning

Science ULR Assessment Spring 2010
Background
Based on social science research in the Midwest that suggested that books at home may influence
standardized test scores, a survey was designed by faculty at California State University, Monterey Bay to
weather the number of books at home increases performance on standardized reading test scores. Surveyors
collected responses from a random sample of elementary school students from 3-6 grade from six school
districts from three counties in Central California. The survey asked two questions: How many books
do you have at home, and what is your reading standardized test score? Researchers found a statistically
significant positive relationship between the dependent and independent variables. Local policy makers
decided to fund public programs to distribute free books to all homes in their districts.
1) From the list below, identify the research hypothesis. (Select only one answer).
A) Children in the Midwest have fewer books than children in California.
B) A greater number of books in a child’s household will increase their reading test scores.
C) Standardized test scores increases the number of books families have at home.
D) Supplying children with their test scores will motivate them to read more.
E) Short surveys are more effective than long surveys.
2) Identify the most correct dependent variable. (Select only one answer).
A) Number of children at home
B) Number of researchers
C) Reading test scores
D) Number of books at home
E) Parents’ education level
3) Identify the most correct independent variable. (Select only one answer.)
A) Number of children at home
B) Number of researchers
C) Reading test scores
D) Number of books at home
E) Parents’ income level
4) What is the causal claim that guided the policy? (Select only one answer).
A) Parental education level causes increased reading scores.
B) Living in different California counties causes differences in reading scores.
C) Increasing the number of books at home causes higher reading test scores.
D) Family socioeconomic status causes differences in test scores.
E) Parent’s spending time reading to children causes differences in test scores.
There are a number of strengths and weakness in the study design and the conclusions drawn. For each
statement below, decide if the statement is a strength (answer A) or a weakness (Answer B) for the survey.
Please pick the most correct answer.
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Strength

Weakness		Statement

5)

A		

B			

The survey included a testable hypothesis.

6)

A		

B			

Students were selected from districts from multiple counties

7)

A		

B			

The survey used quantitative information.

8)

A		

B			

The survey lead to the implementation of a policy.

9)

A		

B			

Socioeconomic factors of the survey recipients were used.

10)

A		

B			

Researchers used a normed and validated survey.

11)

A		

B			

People were randomly sampled in the survey.

12)

A		

B			

Parent’s education was used.

13)

A		

B			

Number of returned surveys was used.

Please answer true of false to each of each assertions below in response the the following question: Based on
researchers’ conclusions, was the policy implementation well founded?
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14) Yes, because the causal claim is well substantiated.			

T

F

15) No, because the causal claim is not substantiated. 			

T

F

16) No, because there are flaws in the research design. 		

T

F

17) No, because too many other unmeasured factors
may have caused the effect. 					

T

F

18) Yes, because books are cheaper than tutors.			

T

F

Appendix 10: CSUMB Major Learning Outcomes
Biology, BS
MLO 1
Mathematical Foundations
MLO 2
Physical Science Foundations
MLO 3
Biological Foundations

MLO 4
Communication & Ethics in Biology

MLO 5
Information, Technology, and Scientific Inquiry
in Biology
MLO 6
Advanced Knowledge in Molecular and Cellular
Biology
MLO 7

Students apply the fundamental mathematical and statistical constructs used to analyze, interpret and communicate
quantitative information.

Students use the nomenclature, concepts and methodology of chemistry and physics to describe, measure and predict the
chemical and physical properties and processes of physical and biological systems.

Students understand and describe the role of evolution as it applies to the diversity of life and life processes on earth,
including molecular and cellular biology, genetics, organismal biology and ecology, and they apply basic scientific principles
and methods to these biological processes.
Students identify, research, analyze, and present clearly, in oral and written formats, for scientific and non-scientific
audiences, historical and current complex biological concepts in appropriate contexts. Students analyze their own and other
ethical frameworks surrounding such issues.
Students detect, describe and observe patterns that emerge from the analysis of biological questions, use the scientific
method to develop questions and test hypotheses, and demonstrate competence in the analysis and display of data.

Students apply scientific principles and methods to the study of molecular life processes and the structure and function of
cells.

Students apply biological principles and scientific methods to the study of one or more chosen areas of organismal biology.

Advanced Knowledge in Organismal Biology
MLO 8
Advanced Knowledge in Ecology, Evolution,
or Genetics
MLO 9
Service in Biology
MLO 10
Biology Capstone & Advanced Electives

Students apply advanced concepts in molecular and population genetics, evolution or experimental and theoretical ecology
to modern questions in biology.

Students demonstrate the ability to share an understanding of biology with culturally, linguistically, economically and
technologically diverse communities.

Students complete a professional-quality poster and give an oral report that synthesizes their biological knowledge with
their experiences in a course-based project, an internship, service learning project, independent research or other advisorapproved Capstone-level project. Students complete additional depth in their chosen biological field through advanced
elective courses.
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Business Administration, BS
MLO 1
Leadership & Management Skills
MLO 2
Marketing Skills

MLO 3
Finance Skills

MLO 4
Information Technology Skills

MLO 5
Operations Management Skills
MLO 6
Entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship Skills &
Attitudes
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Including ability to ~ contribute to organizational effectiveness ~ manage innovation and change ~ exercise leadership
effectively and ethically ~ inspire, motivate and empower others ~ use time and other personal assets productively.

Including ability to ~ analyze markets, environments and their associated trends and competition ~ develop and use marketing
information systems (customer/consumer research via traditional and Internet methods) ~ produce a marketing plan from a
holistic perspective, i.e., a socially responsible view of all the organization’s stakeholders.
Including ability to ~ prepare and analyze financial statements and projections ~ analyze a proposed project or investment
~ identify and evaluate sources of financing ~ understand accounting and financial reporting from an ethical and strategic
perspective.
Including ability to ~ identify and analyze an organization’s information needs ~ design and implement database systems to
meet needs ~ use information technology to support effective and ethical decision making ~ recognize and use technology
trends to start or expand entrepreneurial or intrapreneurial ventures ~ use the Internet to disseminate information.
Including ability to ~ improve operational productivity of an enterprise ~ improve strategic decisions ~ consistently deliver
quality products and services which satisfy customer needs.

Including ability to ~ recognize and evaluate opportunities ~ envision and launch new initiatives ~ assess and continuously
improve performance ~ understand strategic and stakeholder management.

Collaborative Health & Human Services, BA
MLO 1
Collaboration

MLO 2
Conflict Resolution, Negotiation &
Mediation
MLO 3
Cross-cultural Competency

MLO 4
Financial Management
MLO 5
Information Management
MLO 6
Knowledge of Health & Human Services

MLO 7
Leadership
MLO 8
Professional Communication

MLO 9
Professional Development
MLO 10
Professional Ethics

MLO 11
Public Policy Analysis
MLO 12
Statistics & Research Methods
MLO 13
Systems Management

Demonstrate the ability to work in teams in interprofessional settings across traditional lines of programs, agencies, disciplines
and diverse communities to establish common missions and purposes, and to collaborate with others in decision making,
learning, completing tasks and applying knowledge of group process and group interaction.
Demonstrate the ability to understand the dynamics of human negotiation among conflicting interest groups and how to
achieve mutual agreement.

Demonstrate the ability to be comfortable with differences between self and others, to engage in a process characterized by
mutual respect and sensitivity, to assess the needs and capabilities of culturally diverse populations and to communicate
effectively across cultural groups to deliver appropriate health and human services.
Demonstrate the ability to understand the budgeting process and the financial management of public agencies and nonprofit
organizations.

Demonstrate the ability to apply computer and Internet technology to health and human services practice and public policy
development.

Demonstrate an understanding of the fundamental principles and issues common to the major fields of health and human
services including community health, social welfare and public policy; and demonstrate the knowledge, skills and abilities
pertinent to the health and/or human service concentration area(s) selected.
Demonstrate an understanding of and begin to master the skills to motivate others by promoting a shared vision and setting
clear direction for collaborative implementation of sustained change in interprofessional settings and diverse communities.

Demonstrate the ability to initiate and maintain a flow of information between sender(s) and receiver(s) through the use of critical
listening, and oral and written communication skills; communicate basic and complex ideas to a variety of groups; appreciate the
organizational and cultural contexts within which communication occurs; and conduct professional quality oral and electronic
presentations.
Demonstrate the ability to apply the knowledge, skills and attitudes necessary for growth and development as an entry-level professional by
producing evidence of increasing self-awareness and self-correcting behavior.

Demonstrate the ability to articulate the values and ethics which are the foundation for health and human services practice,
to recognize areas of conflict between the professional values and the student’s own and to clarify conflicting values in the
delivery of health and human services.
Demonstrate the ability to critically analyze public policy issues and begin to master the skills necessary to identify and define
public problems, analyze existing policies, develop alternatives to current policy and recommend alternatives.

Demonstrate knowledge and application of basic research methodologies and statistical analysis in applied and communitybased health, human services and public policy research.

Demonstrate an understanding of and begin to develop the skills necessary to manage complex systems of health and human
service delivery.
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Communication Design, BS
Core MLO 1

Student will effectively communicate in an academic and professional setting via written documentation and oral presentation.

Professional Communication & Development
Core MLO 2
Interaction Design
Core MLO 3

Student will apply user-centered design methodology to create an interactive media project emphasizing an event-driven
design philosophy.

Student will create computer programs to solve problems using a computer programming language.

Programming
Core MLO 4
Computing & Networking
Core MLO 5

Student will understand how computer technology, including software and hardware, works for the purpose of solving
modern communication problems.

Student demonstrates the systematic application of design principles and technical skills required for design in industry.

Digital Design
Culmination MLO 1
Ethics
Culmination MLO 2
Service Learning
Culmination MLO 3
Capstone

204

Through an ethical perspective, student examines the impact of current and future information technologies on economics
and culture in society.

Student applies knowledge and skills acquired in the major to identify the needs of a CSUMB approved community partner,
bridge the Digital Divide, and collaborate in the identification and implementation of a solution.

Student plans, creates and executes a detailed Capstone project which typically take two semesters to complete. During the
first semester, students choose a project and a faculty capstone advisor and complete a detailed plan for the creation of their
project. In the second semester the capstone project is produced. The capstone festival is where students present their finished
projects to the faculty, CSUMB students and the greater community. Capstones for the Communication Design major cover
a wide spectrum of design and technical projects: including complex web sites, programming projects, animation, identity
designs and planning and implementing technical events. The projects are based on the course work taken in the major as well
as the student’s individual strengths and passions. All projects represent a combination of technology and design. This fusion
is the hallmark of the Communication Design degree.

Computer Science & Information Technology, BS
Core Outcome 1

Plan and assess personal career options and develop communication skills.

Professional Communication & Development

Acquire, analyze and use information about the range of career possibilities, industry trends in computer science and
information technology and its related fields to make career planning decisions.
Use critical thinking skills to plan and assess personal career and further study goals and design educational experiences
directed to those goals.
Use written and oral communication to deliver persuasive viewpoint and technology content to multiple audiences.
Acquire, analyze and use information about computer sciences and information technology to describe and speculate on the
impact of digital communications technology on local and global communities.

Core Outcome 2

Demonstrate an understanding of the fundamentals of computer architecture, operating systems and networks.

Knowledge of Computers & Networks

Describe the history of computers and computing.
Explain how a computer represents and transmits information, how a computer’s parts and components are organized and
interfaced, basic components of an operating system and basic components of local area networks and wide area networks.
Analyze and design simple circuits using digital electronics and logic gates.
Describe the structure and organization of a modern microprocessor, and the sequence of operations in a typical instruction
execution.
Demonstrate a basic understanding of Assembly Language programming.

Core Outcome 3

Analyze and solve problems using a programming language.

Programming and Problem Solving

Demonstrate the ability to develop algorithms and computer programs to solve problems by systematically decomposing a
complex programming problem into manageable, well-documented steps that results in a design for the problem solution.
Demonstrate that the program compiles and executes correctly for a given set of data.
Demonstrate programming competency in a variety of programming structures, include arithmetic operations, control
structures and loops, input/output operations including file I/O, the use of function calls, and the use of arrays and other
storage types.
Debug a program using appropriate debugging strategies.
Produce a complete set of documentation for the program.

Core Outcome 4
Mathematics for Computing

Use mathematical concepts and constructs to express ideas and solve problems in computer science, and to communicate
quantitative information.
Use mathematical ideas to solve problems in computer science and information technology.
Use mathematical thinking and models, charts, graphs, tables, figures, equations and appropriate technologies to express ideas
and concepts.
Demonstrate an understanding of discrete mathematical concepts used in computing: Articulate and apply the concepts
of binary numbers, combinatorics, logic, truth tables, graph theory and algorithms to problems in computer science and
information technology.
Analyze and evaluate the mathematical thinking and strategies of others.

Core Outcome 5
Interaction Design

Demonstrate effective use of computer-based tools used in the design and creation of interactive applications and electronic
media.
Design, create and edit electronic images, sounds, videos, text and motion.
Use multimedia authoring tools to design, manage and execute an interactive multimedia project.

Final Outcome 1
Service to the Community

Demonstrate the ability to combine knowledge in the discipline and community experiences to finish a community-based
project.
Demonstrate an understanding of a community problem and a need for sevice and/or support.
Make a meaningful contribution to the solution of the problem.

Final Outcome 2

Demonstrate professional communication skills in written and oral form.

Professional Communications

Compose a capstone proposal with background research, methods, details description of implementation steps, budget,
schedule, risks and evaluation plan.
Present the background, methods, requirements, process and conclusion of the capstone project clearly in written and oral
formats.

Final Outcome 3
Capstone Project: Culminating Experience

Create a comprehensive project according to an approved set of specifications that represents the culmination of CSUMB
experiences in the major and showcases an achievement of professional level work.
Finish the capstone project according to the proposal.
Apply basic project management skills.
Evaluate the solution according to a specified set of criteria.
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Final Outcome 4

Demonstrate breadth of knowledge outside of selected concentration of CSIT.

Breadth of Knowledge
Final Outcome 5
Ethics & Current Issues in the Major

Through an ethical perspective, students examine the impact of current and future information technologies on economics
and culture in society
Demonstrate an understanding of the issues regarding the impact of current and future information technologies on social
formworks such as economics, education, governance, globalization and social justice.
Articulate code of conduct and reflect professional ethics in the technology fields.
Analyze case studies in current issues and professional ethics.

NS Outcome 1

Understand and apply network fundamentals.

Network Fundamentals

Describe networking standards, concepts, topology and media including LANs, WANs, the OSI model, cabling, IP
addressing, sub-netting, network hardware and various protocols.
Explain networking theory and protocols on common network systems.
Apply IP routing concepts and router administration, distance vector and link state-based IP routing algorithms, router
interfaces, routing tables, and routing protocol configuration and network security concepts.

NS Outcome 2

Apply processes and methods used to create an enterprise network plan.

Network Management

Examine inputs, business drivers and deliverables of the planning process.
Understand practical issues such as information security, business requirements, IT architecture, cost justification,
implementation, migration planning and vendor selection.
Manage data, voice and video communications.
Apply industry standard products to manage and control digital networks.

NS Outcome 3

Use professional level programming tools to produce network designs.

Advanced Networking

Apply routing and raw sockets, RPC and shared memory.
Produce software that focuses on network programming in the context of network protocol development and implementation
(e.g., SNMP, ICMP, routing, multicasting, ARP, etc.), and distributed services and ‘system-level’ applications such as clientserver and peer-to-peer applications, distributed file systems and name services.

NS Outcome 4

Analyze and practice system administration processes for enterprise-level information systems.

System Administration

Demonstrate setup, configuration and maintenance of Linux/UNIX servers
Apply system security, shell scripts and server backups.
Describe best practice in system administration including security policies and communication strategies with users.

SE Outcome 1

Apply appropriate data structures and tools in the design of software.

Advanced Programming

Articulate and apply object-oriented programming concepts, recursion, lists, queues, searching and sorting algorithms and
asymptotic notations to provide solutions to practical computing problems.

SE Outcome 2

Apply programming skills to a specialized application.

Specialized Programming

Utilize professional level platforms and tools to produce software systems that meet specified user needs and constraints.
Evaluate the software system produced for usability, efficiency and accuracy.
Articulate industry trends in the particular domains.

SE Outcome 3

Analyze and apply appropriate algorithms to computing problems.

Theory of Computing

Articulate algorithm development criteria.
Analyze algorithms for their spatial and temporal efficiency.
Develop new algorithms or improve existing ones to address specific computing problems.

SE Outcome 4

Demonstrate the ability to analyze, plan and produce a complete software application.

Planning, Analysis, & Production of Software
Application

Articulate the software system development life cycle and its characteristics.
Apply best practices regarding project management.
Analyze needs and constraints of complex software system design.
Write a project proposal, a project report and an operating manual.
Collaborate with team members to implement a large software system.
Understand and apply modern software production practice and tools such as component-based programming, integrated
development environment, version control and testing.

206

Environmental Science, Technology & Policy, BS
MLO 1
Quantitative Foundations
MLO 2
Environmental Science, Technology, & Policy
Foundation

MLO 3

Students must be able to apply the fundamental mathematical and statistical constructs used to communicate quantitative
information within the context of Environmental Science, Technology & Policy.

Students must be able to apply basic scientific principles and methods to the study of: (a) major physical and life science
components of the earth system, including the atmosphere, biosphere, geosphere and hydrosphere, as well as the chemical
and physical processes underlying these components, and (b) human components of the earth system including the social,
economic and political structures that shape our interactions with our environment.
Students must be able to understand, use and accurately communicate advanced scientific concepts.

Natural Science Competency
MLO 4
Policy Competency
MLO 5
Data Acquisition, Analysis, & Display
MLO 6
Systems Approach to Environmental
Decision-Making
MLO 7
Area of Concentration
MLO 8
Scientific Inquiry
MLO 9
Effective Communication
MLO 10
Service Learning

Students must understand and accurately communicate state, federal and local political structures and processes and their
relationships, as well as landmark environmental laws and regulations.

Demonstrate proficiency with current technologies for acquiring, analyzing and displaying data relevant to a real-world
problem.

Students must be able to demonstrate skill in the application of general systems theory, system modeling, stakeholder analysis,
cost/benefit analysis or other interdisciplinary analysis tools to evaluate the equitability and the effectiveness of alternative
environmental decisions, policies or actions.

Students must be able to apply advanced knowledge and skills relevant to their concentration (Marine & Coastal Ecology;
Watershed Systems; Science & Social Justice; Environmental Policy; Science Education)

Students must use the scientific method to design, conduct and interpret natural science and/or social science investigations,
and understand the ethical norms that guide scientific practice.

Students must present clearly (in both written and oral formats) analyses of complex Environmental Science, Technology &
Policy issues.

Students must demonstrate the ability to combine disciplinary knowledge and community experiences to share the relevance
and importance of science with culturally, linguistically, technologically and economically diverse populations in the context
of issues of social responsibility, justice, diversity and compassion.
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Global Studies, BA
MLO 1
Planning for Global Learning & Careers

MLO 2
Understanding of Globalization

MLO 3
Understanding of Major World Views

MLO 4
Understanding of Gender & Violence in
Global Life
MLO 5

Ability to assess aptitude for pursuing a career in global affairs, identify career options, formulate career goals, comprehend
Major Learning Outcomes of the Global Studies Program, and develop a comprehensive learning plan that fulfills the
requirements for a career in global affairs ~ ability to demonstrate an understanding of research methods and skills needed for
research design, data collection, information retrieval and analysis and reporting of research in Global Studies
Ability to comprehend and apply various concepts, sources of information and perspectives in the analysis and evaluation of
the historical context, dimensions, contemporary conditions and effects of globalization as well as the alternatives proposed by
the opposing global struggle for social and environmental justice ~ ability to comprehend, analyze and reflect critically upon
the development, nature and effects of the contemporary global system of economic, political and social relations
Ability to analyze, compare, evaluate and appreciate a wide array of different philosophical, religious, ethical, political,
economic and social views held by people around the world ~ ability to comprehend and evaluate the adverse effects of
ethnocentrism upon intercultural communications and relations ~ ability to reflect critically upon own worldview and to
empathize with people who hold worldviews that are different
Ability to comprehend, analyze, and evaluate the role of gender and violence in global life, especially in politics, war, peace,
crime, economic inequality, environmental degradation, and ethical practices

Intermediate level competency in a language other than English

Language Competency
MLO 6
Understanding of Global Political Economy

MLO 7
International Organizations & Service
Learning

MLO 8
Global Politics

MLO 9
Understanding of Earth, Social Systems, &
Global Life
MLO 10
Synthesis & Evaluation of Global Studies
Learning

MLO 11
Electives
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Ability to comprehend, analyze and evaluate the origins and workings of the global economy, including the gendered and
informal sectors of this economy ~ ability to demonstrate understanding of major structures, processes and effects of the
evolving global economy ~ understanding of the global economy’s historical development, patterns of change, effects on the
quality of life and solutions and alternatives to economic inequity ~ ability to locate one’s own place in the global economy
Ability to critically examine the structure, workings and politics of global governance and global civil society ~ ability to
explore interactions between intergovernmental organizations, nongovernmental organizations and grassroots organizations
working locally and across borders on current issues of local and global import ~ ability to complete upper division service
learning requirement at local organizations and map activities in and through networks while engaging network analysis
Ability to comprehend and apply key concepts and theories in the analysis and critical evaluation of the historical
development, structure and transformation of international politics, and in the analysis and evaluation of the nature and
effects of contemporary global political processes and issues ~ ability to comprehend, analyze and evaluate gendered, radical
and non-Western perspectives on the politics of North-South relations, global environmental issues, intergovernmental
organizations and global security issues ~ ability to comprehend, analyze and evaluate policy-making and implementation
Ability to comprehend, analyze and evaluate the effects of human activities on the planet (both its geosphere and biosphere)
~ ability to analyze global environmental problems from various political, economic and ecological perspectives ~ ability to
critically evaluate the interrelationships between the planet’s natural and social systems and their global effects

Ability to synthesize and evaluate the learning experiences associated with the Global Studies program and demonstrate
through a cumulative portfolio that these experiences as well as the program’s Major Learning Outcomes have been
successfully completed in accordance with an approved learning plan ~ ability to design, undertake and present a research
and writing project that demonstrates a firm grasp of the theoretical, methodological and philosophical aspects of critical
intellectual inquiry
There are many facets to the Global Studies mosaic. We’ve designed the Global Studies curriculum so that you can learn more
about those aspects of global affairs that interest you most. The program allows you to choose an area of emphasis through the
completion of two elective learning outcomes.

Human Communication, BA
MLO 1
Critical Communication Skills
MLO 2
Media, Narrative, & Ethnographic Skills

MLO 3

Ability to communicate critically and empathically in both oral and written contexts, including reading, writing, listening and
speaking

Ability to gather responsibly, interpret critically, narrate and disseminate the voices and stories of people, communities or
events by integrating ethnographic or journalistic field research methods, cultural or media analysis, narrative writing and
media production, including new digital media
Ability to interact ethically and effectively in interpersonal and group communication and decision-making processes

Relational Communication Skills
MLO 4
Philosophical Analysis
MLO 5
Critical Cultural Analysis
MLO 6
Comparative Literary Analysis
MLO 7
Historical Analysis
MLO 8
Creative Writing & Social Action

Ability to understand why and how beliefs, values, assumptions and communication practices interact to shape ways of being
and knowing

Ability to investigate and explain relationships among cultural ideologies and sociohistorical experiences, interests, identities,
and actions of specific cultural groups

Ability to appreciate and analyze literature in a social, historical, and cultural context ~ ability to compare and contrast
literatures of at least three different cultural traditions, including non-Eurocentric traditions

Ability to actively engage our complex multicultural pasts by integrating historical understanding with historical thinking
skills

Ability to acquire basic competency in creative writing ~ ability to apply this skill to the production and presentation of an art
project that actively responds to a public issue ~ ability to sustain the creative process throughout a given project, taking it to
completion
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Integrated Studies Special Major, BA
Due to the nature of the program, students develop an official Individual Learning Plan that includes at least
10 Major Learning Outcomes, two from the ISSM program and the rest coming from two or more other
majors that the student is combining. The ILP serves as an individualized, interdisciplinary concentration
that maps out how the student will achieve each of the MLOs by successfully completing courses or
alternative assessment options.
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Kinesiology, BS
MLO 1
Knowledge of Kinesiology

MLO 2
Research Methods
MLO 3
Multicultural Competency
MLO 4
Personal & Professional Ethics &
Communication
MLO 5
Collaboration

MLO 6
Leadership
MLO 7
Service Learning

MLO 8
Subject Matter Competency in
Concentration

Demonstrate an understanding of the fundamental content, principles and issues common in the field of kinesiology,
including exercise science, wellness, human development, neurological foundations of learning, movement, nutrition and
community health.
Demonstrate the ability to use diverse methods of inquiry to analyze a kinesiology related issue. This includes acquiring,
evaluating, interpreting, synthesizing, applying, documenting and presenting scientific and social science knowledge.

Demonstrate the ability to deliver kinesiology services by communicating effectively across cultural groups, assessing the needs
and capabilities of culturally diverse populations, and engaging in this process with mutual respect and sensitivity.

Demonstrate the ability to articulate the values and ethics that are the foundation for practices in kinesiology in both oral
and written contexts; to recognize and differentiate areas of conflict between professional and personal values; and to interact
ethically and effectively in interpersonal and group communications and decision making processes.

Demonstrate the ability to work in teams, in diverse communities, across professions, settings, programs, agencies, and
disciplines. Demonstrate prowess at establishing common missions and purposes applying knowledge of group processes and
group interaction, and collaborating with others in decision making, learning and completing tasks.
Demonstrate an understanding and resourceful command of the skills needed to motivate others in diverse settings and
communities, to include promoting a shared vision and setting clear directions for implementing sustained changes.

Demonstrate the ability to share the relevance and importance of the kinesiology discipline and its services. Work
collaboratively with culturally, linguistically, technologically and economically diverse populations in the context of issues
related to social responsibility, justice, diversity, pluralism and compassion.
Complete up to 30 credits within one of the four KIN concentrations (Wellness; Exercise Science; Human Movement; Sport;
Outdoor Education & Recreation). This coursework is typically completed simultaneously with the Core Curriculum during
your junior and senior year. Contact your Kinesiology concentration advisor for specific course information.
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Liberal Studies, BA
LD MLO I
Creative Arts

LD MLO II
Service Learning

LD MLO III
Natural Sciences
LD MLO IV
Human Development

LD MLO V
World History & Geography

MLO 1
Foundations & Perspectives in the Major

MLO 2
Social Foundations of Education

MLO 3
Cross-Cultural Competence

MLO 4
Advanced English Communication

MLO 5
Literary Analysis & Criticism

MLO 6
Linguistics & Language Development
MLO 7
Histories & Social Sciences

MLO 8
Quantitative Literacy

MLO 9
Physical Development & Health
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Students understand the basic skills, techniques and conceptual frameworks unique to the four following art forms: visual
art, dance, music and theater/drama. Students respond to and produce art through written, visual or performance modalities
that communicate effectively to a diverse audience. Students articulate a personal response to various works of visual and
performing arts and communicate the significance of personal and cultural factors that shape their own responses and the
cultural and historic factors that influence the responses of a specific audience to works of art.
Students participate in and contribute to the success of a school site through service learning. Students examine the school’s
infrastructure, its relations with the community with a focus on students, and its relationship with its school districts and local
educational agencies. Students engage in meaningful reflection about reciprocal service in elementary school settings.
Students observe, record, analyze and interpret scientific phenomena which occur in earth science, life science and physical
science. Students are aware of the impact of humans on ecosystems and of ecosystems as influential in sustaining life on earth.

Students observe, reflect upon, analyze and interpret behavior of individuals across the lifespan, focusing on child and
adolescent development. Students understand and draw upon a variety of theoretical perspectives to instruct and interact with
others. Students identify the influence of context (e.g. socioeconomic status) on individual, familial and cultural development.
Students understand the histories of multiple peoples and various perspectives of events from ancient civilizations through the
medieval and early modern times. Students understand and apply the concepts of longitude and latitude, distribution of major
global geographic features and distribution of populations, and the themes of cultural landscape and culture-environment
interaction.
Students explore social, philosophical and historical perspectives of education in a multicultural and multilingual society.
Students investigate their own position regarding the characteristics of a well-educated person in a pluralistic society. Students
develop research, critical thinking and writing skills to be used as a foundation for their further studies in Liberal Studies and
beyond.
Students explore issues, problems and solutions to schooling in a pluralistic society by viewing schools as social institutions
that reflect and influence both the values and the cultural and political dynamics of a society at large. Students examine the
historical and philosophical underpinnings of schools in the United States. Students investigate education professionals as
agents of social change.
Students demonstrate knowledge of the complexities that underlie values and assumptions about nationality, race, class,
gender, sexual orientation, language, culture, physical and cognitive disabilities, age, religion, ethnicities, cultural histories
and environmental and species rights. Students compare their own cultural values and relationships across cultures with the
values and relationships of other cultural groups. Students demonstrate knowledge of power privilege and discrimination and
struggles for equity within the United States’ cultural, ethical and hierarchical systems. Students demonstrate their cultural
competency through the use of social science methodology and dialogue. Students demonstrate knowledge of environmental
justice and its effect on humanity and the earth.
Students effectively and purposefully make meaning and examine assumptions using a variety of communication modalities,
including reading, writing, listening and speaking, in a given communication situation and disciplinary framework. Students
communicate creatively in ways that demonstrate integration across disciplinary frameworks.
Students analyze multicultural literature in cultural, social and historical contexts. Students apply diverse theoretical lenses
to evaluate and assess the assumptions in the content and format of communications media regarding underrepresented
and misrepresented voices. Students comprehend the ethically and aesthetically transformative nature of language and
communications media, especially with regard to global and social equity.
Students understand principles of linguistics, language structure, language development, acquisition, phonics and language use
and apply those concepts to real world literacy.

Students analyze human interactions and change in sociological, multicultural and educational contexts. Students understand
the histories of multiple peoples and various perspectives of events of U.S. histories and government from early exploration
to industrial America. Students discuss and analyze California early histories, the California Constitution era, and the social,
political and economic changes and usage of natural resources that have shaped contemporary California.
Students explore and question mathematical problems and their characteristics. Students develop strategies related to solving
problems and demonstrate an understanding of the paths to acceptable solutions. Students can explain mathematical ideas and
reasons why algorithms yield correct results.
Students demonstrate understanding of the basic components of movement and physical activity including locomotor skills
and biomechanics. Students identify the common causes of and interrelations among physical fitness, health and learning.
Students understand scientifically-based principles of health promotion and disease prevention across the lifespan and in
specific populations. Students integrate physical development, health and wellness into other areas of the curriculum.

MLO 10
Subject Area Emphasis

Students create an upper division, 12-unit minimum curricular focus of study that expands their knowledge of humanities,
mathematics, social sciences, natural sciences, technology, human growth and development, language studies, or the arts
commonly taught in elementary school curricula.

Emphases are offered in:
History
Literature
Math
Science
Social Science
Visual and Performing Arts

The following minors are accepted in lieu of
emphases:
Biology
Chicano/a Studies
Computer Science and Information Systems
Creative Writing and Social Action
Earth System Science and Policy Global Studies
Human Communication
Human Development
Health and Wellness
Hispanic Cultures and History
Human Movement: Adapted Physical Activity
Japanese Culture and History
Japanese Language and Culture
Latin American Studies
Mathematics
Music
Spanish Language and Hispanic Cultures
Writing and Rhetoric

MLO 11
Ethical Reflection & Social Responsibility

MLO 12
Research & Synthesis in the Major

MLO 13
Advanced Arts, History, & Science
Competency

MLO 14
Advanced Inquiry into Education

Students participate responsibly in discipline-based and/or profession-based group situations and communities. Students can
engage in critical self-reflection of their participation in the community including their own assumptions and stereotypes and
their contributions as service learners and future professionals to the community’s efforts to change systemic inequities and
injustice. Students are knowledgeable of the demographics, sociocultural dynamics and assets of a specific community, school
and/or profession-based setting. Students understand reciprocity in the dynamics of service work and learning in community
situations.
Students identify and refine a topic and formulate a research question or community need that can be met through a
Capstone project. Students locate, retrieve and evaluate scholarly information relevant to the research question or project and
organize, interpret and communicate findings, conclusions and/or outcomes. Students design a research/project proposal,
articulate a problem-solving approach and complete their project. Students integrate and reflect on their learning experiences
in Liberal Studies.
Students deepen their fundamental understanding of the visual and performing arts, histories and sciences. Students complete
two courses of advanced coursework in two of three areas of arts, history and science.
Students can choose either MLO 13 and MLO 14 or courses from the CSUMB Multiple Subjects Credential Program as part
of the LS Integrated Program
Students build on foundational knowledge to reflect on cultural perspectives and contemporary issues in education. ~
Students explain, critique and evaluate current advanced topics in education.
Students can choose either MLO 13 and MLO 14 or courses from the CSUMB Multiple Subjects Credential Program as part
of the LS Integrated Program
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Mathematics, BS
MLO 1
Foundations and Calculus
MLO 2
Discrete Mathematics

MLO 3

Students explain and apply the basic concepts of single and multivariate calculus including the various forms of derivatives and
integrals, differential equations, their interconnections, and their uses in analyzing and solving real-world problems.

Students perform operations on sets and use basic mathematical logic. Students represent and solve both theoretical and
applied problems using such techniques as graph theory, matrices, sequences, linear programming, difference equations and
combinatorics.
Students design, develop and document computer programs to solve problems.

Computer Programming
MLO 4
Foundations of Modern Mathematics
MLO 5
Statistics and Probability

MLO 6
Linear Algebra
MLO 7
Algebra

MLO 8
Analysis

MLO 9
Service Learning

MLO 10
Area of Concentration

MLO 11
Problem Solving

MLO 12
Mathematics as Communication

MLO 13
Mathematical Reasoning

MLO 14
Mathematical Connections

MLO 15
Technology

214

Students explain the nature and purpose of axiomatic systems, utilize various methods of mathematical proof and prove
fundamental theorems utilizing various axiomatic systems.

Students design statistical experiments in which they collect, interpret, present and justify their findings. Students explain
and use the idea of density function and associated probabilities of both discrete and continuous probability distributions.
Students apply statistical tests, present data and draw inferences from charts, tables and graphs that represent real-world
situations.
Students set up and solve systems of linear equations using various methods. Students work with vector spaces and linear
transformations. Students apply matrix techniques to applied problems from various disciplines.

Students use a variety of algebraic representations to model problem situations. Students explain the theory of and operations
with groups, rings and fields. Students work with advanced algebraic structures and explain how these manifest themselves
within the algebra studied in introductory and pre-college mathematics courses.
Students explain the underlying set, operations and fundamental axioms that yield the structure of the real number system.
Students apply analytic techniques to real-world problems. Students give a rigorous mathematical explanation of the
development of calculus from first axioms.
Students demonstrate the ability to combine disciplinary knowledge and community experiences to share the relevance and
importance of mathematics with culturally, linguistically, technologically and economically diverse populations in the context
of issues of social responsibility, justice, diversity and compassion.
Students demonstrate depth in a chosen area of mathematics (Pure Math; Teaching) by completing an appropriate sequence
of learning experiences.

Students demonstrate the ability to: (a) place mathematical problems in context and explore their relationship with other
problems; (b) solve problems using multiple methods and analyze and evaluate the efficiency of the different methods; (c)
generalize solutions where appropriate and justify conclusions; and (d) use appropriate technologies to conduct investigations,
make conjectures and solve problems.
Students demonstrate the ability to: (a) articulate mathematical ideas verbally and in writing, using appropriate terminology;
(b) present mathematical explanations suitable to a variety of audiences with differing levels of mathematical knowledge; (c)
analyze and evaluate the mathematical thinking and strategies of others; (d) use clarifying and extending questions to learn and
communicate mathematical ideas; and (e) use models, charts, graphs, tables, figures, equations and appropriate technologies to
present mathematical ideas and concepts.
Students demonstrate the ability to: (a) reason both deductively and inductively; (b) formulate and test conjectures, construct
counter-examples, make valid arguments and judge the validity of mathematical arguments; and (c) present informal and
formal proofs in oral and written formats.
Students demonstrate the ability to: (a) investigate ways mathematical topics are interrelated; (b) apply mathematical thinking
and modeling to solve problems that arise in other disciplines; (c) illustrate, when possible, abstract mathematical concepts
using applications; (d) recognize how a given mathematical model can represent a variety of situations; (e) create a variety of
models to represent a single situation; and (f) understand the interconnectedness of topics in mathematics from a historical
perspective.
Students demonstrate the ability to: (a) analyze, compare and evaluate the appropriateness of technological tools and their
uses in mathematics; (b) use technological tools such as computers, calculators, graphing utilities, video and other interactive
programs to learn concepts, explore new theories, conduct investigations, make conjectures and solve problems; and (c) model
problem situations and solutions, and develop algorithms (including computer programming).

Music, BA
MLO 1
Historical & Theoretical Analysis
MLO 2

Students identify genres from different periods and integrate historical and theoretical perspectives in analyzing contemporary
styles.

Students understand and analyze societal issues associated with the production, dissemination and consumption of music.

Community Issues Analysis
MLO 3
Comparative Analysis
MLO 4

Students understand compositional processes, aesthetic properties of style, and the ways these shape and are shaped by artistic
and cultural forces.

Students understand and address moral and ethical issues.

Moral & Ethical Analysis
MLO 5
Performance Skills
MLO 6
Technological Skills

Students express themselves artistically in at least one major performance area at a level appropriate for the particular music
emphasis.

Students understand how technology serves music and use the technological tools applicable to a specific area of
concentration.
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Psychology, BA
MLO 1
Theory & Content of Psychology

MLO 2
Research Methods in Psychology

MLO 3
Critical Thinking Skills in Psychology
MLO 4
Application of Psychology

MLO 5
Values in Psychology
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Demonstrate familiarity with major concepts, theoretical perspectives, empirical findings and historical trends. Outcomes
include describing and applying psychology’s concepts, language and theories, explaining its major perspectives and
demonstrating understanding of its breadth and depth.
Understand and apply basic research methods, including research design, data analysis and interpretation. Outcomes include
differentiating research methods, evaluating aptness of research conclusions, designing and conducting basic studies and
generalizing research conclusions appropriately.
Respect and use critical and creative thinking, skeptical inquiry and the scientific approach. Outcomes include using and
engaging in critical thinking, using reasoning in arguments and persuasion and approaching problems with sophistication.

By applying psychological training, the interdisciplinarity of the program becomes evident. Students understand and apply
psychological principles to personal, social and organizational issues. Outcomes include identifying psychology’s major
applications, articulating how it can be used toward social understanding and public policy and recognizing the ethical
complexities of applying psychology.
The «Values» outcome also demonstrates the interdisciplinarity of the major, especially through its emphasis on ethics
and respect for science. Students weigh evidence, tolerate ambiguity, act ethically and reflect other values underpinning
psychology. Outcomes include understanding the need for ethical behavior, tolerance of ambiguity, demonstration of
skepticism and intellectual curiosity, attunement to scientific evidence, civic responsibility and respect for human diversity.

Social & Behavioral Sciences, BA
MLO 1
Understanding of Social & Behavioral
Sciences

MLO 2
Research Methodology, Information
Management, Retrieval, and Analysis
Competency

MLO 3
Specialized Disciplinary & Area Studies
Competency

MLO 4
Application of Social Science Principles &
Practices in Real World Contexts

Theory including ~ understanding of classic and contemporary theories of society, groups, and individuals ~ability to apply
and interpret integrative theoretical frameworks to explain social phenomena at local and global levels ~ ability to assess how
the primary social and behavioral sciences issues (e.g. human behaviors, community social relations, socioeconomic patterns,
local and global interactions, cultural and political dynamics, race, ethnicity, class, gender and human sexuality) are influenced
by geographical and historical processes
Including ~ ability to use appropriate quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis methods ~ ability to effectively
use modern electronic technologies and statistical software to collect, manage, present and analyze social, cultural, economic,
historical, geographical, political and psychological data ~ competence in statistical analysis, cultural resources assessment,
evaluation of public economic policies and programs, geospatial data management, social needs assessment and geographic
information systems (GIS)
Including ~ preparation for a smooth transition into postgraduate training in schools that may not have an interdisciplinary
focus ~ solid foundation in at least one traditional discipline such as anthropology, archaeology, cultural geography, geographic
information systems, social history, political economy, political science, social psychology or sociology ~ knowledge of diverse
cultures within and outside of the United States
Including ~ ability to apply knowledge of SBS theories and methods in the assessment of real-world problems ~ application
of SBS technical and research skills in real-world contexts for the purpose of identifying social issues and solutions ~
demonstration of problem-solving skills pertaining to issues of immediate local and global concern or of specific relevance to
diverse cultural or underrepresented populations within or beyond the California Central Coast region ~ ability to identify
social and behavioral science analytical tools and applications that meet specific SBS or local/global community needs ~
demonstrated ability to identify, use and apply such tools and applications within the guidelines and ethical standards set by
the SBS disciplines and the Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects at CSUMB
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Teledramatic Arts & Technology, BA
MLO 1
Foundations of Teledramatic Arts &
Technology

MLO 2
Pre Production

MLO 3
Production

MLO 4
Post Production

MLO 5
Distribution
MLO 6
Capstone
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Students gain an overview of media and foundational skills in storytelling, media criticism, history, ethics, and application of
knowledge in service to the community. Students describe and analyze the major historical movements (events, artists, genres,
developments, etc.) and their interrelationships with each other and with technological, social and historical changes. Students
also describe and analyze aesthetics and content, and the relationship between them for varied teledramatic arts, using ethical
analysis in critique and production of teledramatic material.
Students practice and gain competency in developing written and visual content through such processes as research, proposal
writing, story treatments, storyboarding, script writing, organizing and planning such production details as budgets, financing
strategies, production schedules, technical specs, rehearsal plans, marketing and distribution plans and crew lists.
Students learn the production process in the creation of original work for live and media-based productions. Activities
provide experience in various roles and tasks in areas such as writing, directing, cinematography, designing and producing.
Students practice convergence across disciplines and explore how new trends in form and content are shaping the creative and
production process.
For media-based production and live events which include media elements, the post-production process refers to work done
after the raw audio/video are acquired in the production process. During this stage students refine their work, which can
include editing, graphics, special effects, image enhancement, audio mixing, etc. For live events the process includes evaluation
of the created work and continued preparation for distribution or publication of the work.
Students present work to an audience via publishing, broadcasting, Internet streaming, documentation, screening and other
distribution channels. Critical analysis and evaluation of the overall project experience also takes place.

Students demonstrate comprehensive knowledge in media through completion of a creative project that synthesizes the major
learning outcomes.

Visual & Public Art, BA
MLO 1
Historical & Philosophical Analysis
MLO 2
Individual & Esthetic Exploration
MLO 3
Community Issues Analysis
MLO 4
Organizational & Collaborative Skills
MLO 5
Production Skills
MLO 6
Critical & Evaluative Skills
MLO 7
Distribution Skills

Including the ability to research, define, analyze and critically formulate positions on issues in visual and public art from
contemporary, historical, ethical and sociopolitical perspectives.

Including the ability to investigate and develop their own individual aesthetics within a critical and reflective framework of
personal experiences and perspectives in the context of their work.

Including the ability to define and investigate cross-cultural and community issues, problem solve and respond with
community-sensitive work.

Including the ability to use collaborative strategies to plan and achieve interdisciplinary arts projects. *MLO 4 can be met
through the same course taken to satisfy MLO 3.

Including the ability to develop production skills to produce and present public and individual artworks, projects or
exhibitions.

Including the ability to use critical and evaluative skills to revise work in response to community/audience relevancy, personal
expression and social accountability.

Including the ability to present and distribute artwork in multiple contexts to engage diverse audiences. *MLO 7 can be met
through the same course taken to satisfy MLO 6, but must be different from the one selected to meet MLO 3 and/or 4.
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World Languages & Cultures, BA
MLOs 1-4
Language Proficiency

Achieve and demonstrate Intermediate-High or Advanced proficiency in the four major skills (speaking, listening, reading and
writing) of the world language you have chosen to emphasize.
To attain this level of proficiency, you should expect to enroll in six-eight upper-division classes that are taught in your target
language including a minimum of two upper-division language courses.
You will be assessed for your level of proficiency in the Senior Capstone seminar.

MLO 5
Primary Cultural Knowledge

MLO 6
Second Culture Knowledge

MLO 7
Cultural Praxis

Develop a reasonable understanding of the ways of thinking (ideas, beliefs, attitudes, values, philosophies), the behavioral
practices (patterns of social interactions) and the tangible/intangible cultural products (for example, art, history, literature,
music) of the society or major cultures reflected by the language which you have chosen to study.
Demonstrate general knowledge of a sociocultural group other than the one emphasized for the major. Develop a basic
understanding of the ways of thinking (ideas, beliefs, attitudes, values, philosophies), the behavioral practices (patterns of
social interactions) and the tangible/intangible cultural products (for example, art, history, literature, music) of the second
culture. The second culture studied must be totally different from the target culture and majority American culture.
Demonstrate that you have been actively immersed in and have internalized the culture of the chosen language at an
intermediate level.
This is not a course-based outcome. You demonstrate your abilities and knowledge by participating in a study-abroad
program for at least one semester; by having lived as an adult over an extended period of time in a country whose primary
language and culture are those being emphasized by the student major; by living and working in a local heritage community
over an extended period of time; or by participating in and completing ten cultural learning scenarios approved by the School
for World Languages and Cultures.
Assessment of the Cultural Praxis learning outcome is completed via portfolio in which you document and verify the pathway
chosen above.

MLO 8
Technology Skills

Demonstrate an ability to use new multimedia technology and the Internet to support interactive linkages and distance
learning activities between the CSUMB community and individuals and organizations in the countries of the language chosen
as a major.
This is not a course-based outcome. You demonstrate your abilities and knowledge by exhibiting your Senior Capstone
project in a technology-based format. Examples of such projects are culturally relevant PowerPoint presentations, webpages
and CD-ROMS.
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Appendix 11: Program Review Procedure Manual

ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW
Procedure Manual

California State University, Monterey Bay
Spring 2007
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California State University Monterey Bay
100 Campus Center, Seaside, CA 93955-8001

Academic Program Review Policy
1.00 Purpose
This policy establishes a system of Academic Program Review at CSUMB, which is in compliance with CSU
system-wide requirements. This policy is directed toward undergraduate and graduate programs.
This policy is intended to reflect the University’s commitment to the principles, goals, and ideals described
in the CSUMB Vision Statement and to its core values.
2.00 Academic Program Review (Undergraduate and Graduate)
The primary purpose for program review of the academic programs is to assure quality, to continuously
improve program quality and cost effectiveness, to ensure program and resource alignment, and to inform
future program planning and improvement. This review is both summative and formative.
2.10 Program Definition
The term “Academic Program” refers to a degree major (undergraduate and graduate) and associated
concentrations.
3.00 Review Process
The program review process is described in the current Academic Affairs Division Program Review Manual
(AADPR) and shall be scheduled at least every 7 years. The Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs
may request a review of a specific program at an earlier time than when the program is scheduled for review.
4.00 Academic Program Review Portfolio
A portfolio shall be created containing information relevant to the guiding questions described in the AADPR
Manual. Faculty, staff, administrators and external reviewers shall prepare and collect information as assigned in
the AADPR Manual.
5.00 Criteria
The major degree program portfolio shall be reviewed for evidence of both capacity and educational
effectiveness. These criteria shall be applied uniformly based on the guidelines and processes described in the
AADPR Manual.
6.00 Continuous Renewal
This policy shall be assessed ten years from its effective date to determine its effectiveness and
appropriateness. This policy may be assessed before that time as necessary.
Certification of Process
Reviewed by: The Committee for Academic Program Review, Academic Senate Executive Committee,
Faculty Senate and Assembly, Provost, Academic Affairs Council Subgroup, President’s Cabinet, Policy
Facilitation Team.

_Dianne F. Harrison_________________
President or Designee			
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Effective Date: June 2007

Academic Program Review Purpose
There are three primary purposes for academic program review: quality assurance, program improvement,
and program and resource alignment. The academic program review is a way of fulfilling our responsibility
to assure our students and parents, the public, the Board of Trustees, WASC, and ourselves that we provide
quality academic programs. Since the world is a dynamic, frequently changing place, we understand and
highly value the importance of keeping pace with current trends and the need for the continuous evolution
of quality in our academic programs. Academic program review provides salient information and analysis
that assists us in our responsibility to continuously improve the programs that CSUMB offers. The academic
program review also serves as a means for helping university faculty, staff and administrators ensure
that CSUMB is offering high quality academic programs, and that resources and services are effectively
supporting those programs.
Successful program review answers the following questions:
• How effective is student learning in this program?
• How well does the program meet the institution’s goals?
• How well does the program prepare graduates for the profession?
• How do (academic and/or non-academic) experts in the field assess the programs?
The procedure that follows is focused on thoughtful, constructive, data-informed internal and external peer
review of academic programs.
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Program Review Schedule
Academic programs will be reviewed on a seven-year cycle. New academic programs will have their first review five years
after initial implementation and will then be placed on a seven-year cycle for subsequent reviews.

Degree Program

Degree

Program Review Begins

Biology

BS

Fall 2012

Business Administration

BS

Fall 2008

Business Administration (EMBA)

MBA

Fall 2012

Coastal and Watershed Science and Policy

MS

Fall 2011

Collaborative Health and Human Services

BA

Fall 2009

Collaborative Leadership for Teaching and Learning1

Ed.D

N/A

Earth Systems Science and Policy (Environmental Science, Technology and Policy)

BS

Fall 2008

Education

MA

Fall 2009

Global Studies

BA

Fall 2007

Human Communication

BA

Fall 2007

Kinesiology

BS

Fall 2011

Integrated Studies

BA

Fall 2009

Interdisciplinary Studies- Instructional Science and Technology (MIST) 2

MA

Fall 2009

Liberal Studies

BA

Fall 2008

Management and Information Technology3

MS

Fall 2012

Marine Science

MS

Fall 2010

Mathematics4

BA

Fall 2006

Music

BA

Fall 2010

Public Policy5

MPP

Fall 2011

Social and Behavioral Sciences

BA

Fall 2007

Telecommunications, Multimedia, and Applied Computing (Instructional Technology and Computing Design)

BS

Fall 2008

Teledramatic Arts and Technology

BA

Fall 2010

Visual and Public Art

BA

Fall 2008

World Languages and Cultures

BA

Fall 2008

1 This program is being phased out by 2009 and will not undergo review before that time
2 This program will be seeking approval as an MS degree for the 2008-2009 academic year
3 This program was approved as a pilot from fall 2002-fall 2007. Conversion proposal submitted to CO in winter 2006. Cohort planned for fall 2008.
4 This program was approved as a pilot from fall 2003-fall 2008. Needs CO & CPEC approval by spring 08 to enroll students for fall 08
5 This program was approved as a pilot program from 2006-2011. Due to special circumstances surrounding this approval an annual report needs to be submitted
to the CO each June 1st regarding this program.
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Academic Program Review Process
Academic Program Review is a cyclical process divided into four main parts: 1) detailed program review
planning, 2) the assembly and submission of a Program Review Portfolio (includes both the self-study and
external review), 3) a committee report that provides feedback and informs the development of a program
improvement plan and 4) a Program Improvement Plan.
The bulk of the work occurs during the first three semesters of the 7 year review cycle. At the end of the
first three semesters the Program Improvement Plan and the feedback report from the Program Review
Committee shall be attached to the front of the Program Review Portfolio. The complete set of documents
shall be stored in both Academic Affairs and within the department following its review.
Biannual update reports on the progress of the implementation of the Program Improvement Plan shall be
submitted to the AVP in Academic Affairs.

Diagram 1: Program Review Process
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I. Program Review Planning
The planning of an Academic Program Review will include:
A. Designating a program review coordinator who is responsible for the oversight of the review
processes (self-study, external review, development and implementation of program improvement
plan); this person could be, but is not limited to, the program coordinator.
B. Establishing a timeline for completing tasks
C. Requesting programmatic enrollment data packet from IAR. These data will include:
a. Enrollment of declared majors in the last five years
b. Retention and graduation rates in the last five years
c. Aggregate student demographic and academic data:
i. Gender
ii. Ethnicity
iii. GPAs
d. Student: Faculty ratio
D. Evaluation of the service courses (meeting CSU remediation requirements, University Learning
Requirements, or the requirements of another program or field of study) provided by the
department. If a significant amount of the work in the department is service courses, include
Appendix B in the program review.
E. Collecting samples of student work (good, fair and poor work; with student names removed)
E. Chair examines student evaluations of teaching (identifying trends and feedback for
consideration in the self-study)
F. Identifying external reviewers (see Appendix D)
G. Establishing a detailed outline for the Program Review Portfolio

II. Program Review Portfolio
Developing the Program Review Portfolio is the largest portion of work in a program review. The Portfolio
consists of two important and distinct sections:
1. Self-Study – a in-depth review of the curriculum (major and concentrations) and its major learning
outcomes (see Appendix A-C)
2. External Review – an external study of the program and its curriculum (see Appendix D)
Once the Program Review Portfolio is compiled the program shall submit the completed portfolio to the
Dean. The Dean should then submit the Portfolio to the AVP in Academic Affairs. The AVP is responsible
for forwarding the document on to the Program Review Committee for review and feedback
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Diagram 2: Composition of Program Review Portfolio

III. Program Review Committee
The Provost convenes a Program Review Committee in consultation with the appropriate senate committee
and in alignment with the principle of academic peer review. The appropriate senate committee may wish to
appoint a member to serve on the Program Review Committee. This committee of faculty is responsible for
providing thoughtful feedback to each program based on its Program Review Portfolio. This feedback will
guide the program personnel when writing their Program Improvement Plan. See Appendix C for a detailed
description of the composition and role of this committee and the type of report that they will provide.
IV. Program Improvement Plan
The Program Improvement Plan is perhaps the most valuable section of the entire program review process.
This plan is developed after the Program Review Committee completes their evaluative review of the
Portfolio and makes recommendations to the program that are meant to inform a detailed improvement
plan to be implemented over the next review cycle. This Program Improvement Plan is developed by the
program personnel and upon completion is approved and signed by the Dean of the college that houses
the program and by the Provost. See Appendix D for more a detailed description of what the Program
Improvement Plan includes.

Appendix A: Self-Study Protocol (Portfolio Part 1)
The self-study is an internal examination of an academic program. In this context, an academic program
can be defined as a degree program and includes its associated concentrations and/or certificates. The selfstudy addresses the need for the program and identifies its contribution, and provides analysis of program
quality and assessment of student learning based on evidence. Guiding questions are provided to catalyze
deliberation by the program regarding each of these topics. Program review provides a stimulus for a level of
collective consideration that may not ordinarily occur within a program. This is an opportunity to examine
program data together in a way that enhances shared understanding about program strengths and areas that
need improvement.
The program’s faculty and leadership are directly involved in this review. It cannot be conducted by one
person. Program leadership such as Chairs and Deans will facilitate the progress of the review by planning
for deliberations that will enable the writer(s) of the review to express the collective evaluation of the
program.
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I. Need for Program
This component of the academic program review process addresses the need for the program based on
student demand, alignment with the university’s mission and vision and contribution to the region and to
society. Each subsection of this component of the program review lists guiding review questions and relevant
documentation to support the narrative that addresses each question. Note that the relevant documentation
listed is a starting point; additional evidence should be provided when germane.
Program personnel may add other guiding questions and supporting evidence in order to present the clearest
and most accurate demonstration of need for the program in terms of student demand, alignment with the
university’s mission and vision and/or the program’s contribution to society. Program specific evidence,
selected by program personnel, presented in this section shall have at least two sources of evidence that
corroborate specific points and conclusions regarding program need.

A. Student Demand
Discuss the viability of the program by examining the extent to which there is student demand
for the program.
Guiding Review Questions
• Are student enrollment indicators stable, increasing, or decreasing? Examine five years of enrollment
data. What is the implication of this trend for the program in terms of student demand for the major
and the concentrations?
• What does an examination of enrollment trends and student demographic data reveal about the
program and its students?
Relevant Documentation
• Enrollment Data
• Student Demographic Data

B. Alignment to CSUMB’s Mission and Vision
Discuss the extent to which the program is or is not congruent with the CSUMB mission and
vision.
Guiding Review Questions
• To what extent does the program align with the university’s unique Vision?
• To what extent does the program’s philosophy align with the university’s mission?
Relevant Documentation
• Program Documents
• Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel.
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C. Contribution to Society
Discuss the ways in which the program contributes to the larger society beyond the immediate service
region.
Guiding Review Questions
• What evidence is there that society needs persons with the knowledge, skills, and dispositions developed
in this program? Has need for the program changed since the program was initially developed?
• What is the success record of graduates of the program (employment, graduate admissions and
completion of graduate school)?
Relevant Documentation
• Program documents and data supporting its service of societal needs
• Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel

D. Contribution to the Field(s)
Discuss the ways in which the program contributes to the field(s) and or the profession for
which students are preparing for future careers.
Guiding Review Questions
• Is the program advancing interdisciplinarity in alignment with professional understandings of the fields
involved? Is the program teaching the appropriate interdisciplinary content for the fields involved?
• Does the program respond to needs and changes in the various fields?
• How do experts in the various fields assess the program?
Relevant Documentation
• Program documents
• Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel

II. Program Quality
Program review examines program quality in several ways. The program is reviewed in context—based
on evidence of best practice in the field, accrediting entities’ requirements, and relevant professional
organizations’ standards or other credible sources. Although this component of the academic program review
process includes an assessment of inputs (such as faculty qualifications, etc.) and processes (such as review
of syllabi, etc.), the primary purpose here is to demonstrate outcomes based education with an assessment
of student learning outcomes in the program. Simply stated, the primary objective of the review of program
quality is to determine the appropriate response to the following questions:
• What should students in the program be learning based on documented content standards (accrediting
entities’ requirements and/or relevant professional organizations’ standards)?
• What are students in the program learning and what is the evidence of student learning?
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These questions should guide the work conducted in this section of the review and should form the
foundation for developing a program improvement plan. Program personnel may add other guiding
questions and supporting evidence in order to present the most clear and accurate demonstration of quality
for the program in terms of the program’s mission and goals, contribution to CSUMB’s core values, major
learning outcomes (MLOs), the assessment of MLOs, the curriculum, student learning, faculty qualifications
and student satisfaction with the quality.
Program-specific evidence that is selected by program personnel presented in this section shall have at least
two sources of evidence that corroborate conclusions regarding the quality of the program.

A. Program Philosophy, Mission and Goals
Discuss the program’s philosophy, mission and the appropriateness of the program’s goals.
Guiding Review Questions
• To what extent does the program articulate how it intends to serve the needs of students, the
community, and the broader society?
• How clearly does the program identify the personal development, employment, and graduate school
opportunities that students can expect to gain from the program?
• Are the mission and goals appropriate, realistic, and achievable?
Relevant Documentation
• Program documents
• Recruitment and advising materials provided to students
• Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel
B. Infusion of CSUMB Core Values
Discuss the extent to which the program contributes to or conflicts with the core values for
learning adopted by CSUMB. Include the faculty’s interpretation of the core values (eg.
Interdisciplinary, multi-disciplinary vs. trans- or cross-disciplinary).
Guiding Review Questions
To what extent does the program holistically emphasize and integrate each of the CSUMB academic core values?
• interdisciplinary
• applied learning
• multiculturalism/globalism
• collaboration
• technological sophistication
• ethical reflection and practice
• service learning
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Relevant Documentation
• Program documents
• Course syllabi
• Student survey
• Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel

C. Program Curriculum and Major Learning Outcomes (MLOs)
Discuss the curricular map and assessment rubrics that indicate the courses of the program
and their relationships to the introduction, practice, mastery, and assessment of MLOs. (The
curricular map and assessment rubrics are needed in order to conduct this component of the selfstudy and are identified in the list of required program documents in Part IV of the self-study.)
Guiding Review Questions
• To what extent do the MLOs represent a breadth and depth of student learning that is appropriate for a
baccalaureate degree in this major? What evidence is there to support this response?
• To what extent does the program’s curriculum align with the expectations for student learning
contained in the MLOs?
• To what extent does the program demonstrate to students how the skills, knowledge and abilities
embodied in the MLOs are developed throughout the curriculum? What evidence shows this?
• How clearly does the program identify the curricular pathways available to students to fulfill each MLO?
What evidence is there to support this response?
• Are courses that meet or help to meet MLOs or ULRs numbered at an appropriate level regarding
whether they are at the upper-or lower-division?
Relevant Documentation
• Program documents
• Course syllabi
• Curricular map
• MLO assessment rubrics
• Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel

D. Assessment of Major Learning Outcomes (MLOs)
Discuss the methods used to assess student learning of the MLOs in the program.
Guiding Review Questions
• Do the MLOs reflect observable and assessable learning outcomes?
• How does program faculty assess student learning of MLOs?
• How clearly does the protocol identify the criteria and standards that will be used to review student
work or documentation for each MLO?
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• How do we know students have attained MLOs with depth beyond minimum standards? Has the
depth of attaining MLOs been increasing or decreasing over the last five years? What evidence is there to
support your conclusions?
• How is assessment of students’ attainment of MLOs used to improve the program?
Relevant Documentation
• Program Documents
• Course Syllabi
• MLO Assessment Rubrics
• Samples of student work reviewed by program faculty along with the summative conclusions drawn by
faculty based on their review of student work
• Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel

E. Faculty Composition
Discuss the appropriateness of the program’s faculty, including the mix of faculty and its
qualifications for teaching in the program.
Guiding Review Questions
• Does the program’s faculty have an appropriate distribution of academic expertise, credentials, and
professional experience to deliver this degree program?
• Does the program have an appropriate balance of tenure track, tenured faculty and lecturers?
• To what extent does the program effectively integrate non-faculty specialists (e.g., technologists,
advisors, field coordinators, assessors, grad students) into its professional team?
Relevant Documentation
• Data regarding faculty composition
• Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel

F. Current Student Satisfaction
Guiding Review Questions
• To what extent are students satisfied with the program?
• To what extent do students experience the program to be inclusive? Are all qualified students welcome?
• To what extent does the program collect evidence of student satisfaction with the program?
• What patterns and trends in students’ evaluations of teaching have been identified in this self-study?
What evidence is there that student feedback is utilized in program enhancement and revision?
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Relevant Documentation
• Student satisfaction survey data of surveys administered over time
• Course evaluations

G. Graduates’ Success and Satisfaction
Work with IAR to conduct the program review alumni survey and discuss the perceptions and experiences
of alumni captured through the survey. Address the extent to which graduates are working in the program’s
field(s), can evaluate the education that the program provided them, and are satisfied with the education
they received in the program. Include supporting evidence and indicate how this information contributes to
essential changes made in the program over the last five years.
Guiding Review Questions
• What are the graduates of the program doing two years out of CSUMB? Five years out?
• How satisfied are graduates of the program that it has helped them to achieve their personal and/or
professional goals?
• To what extent are graduates engaged in fulfilling careers and/or graduate programs?
• What changes or recommendations do graduates of the program suggest?
Relevant Documentation
• Feedback from Program Graduates
• Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel

III. Resource Analysis
Examining resources in context: In the program review process there is an opportunity to consider the
broad range of resources supporting a program and its students. This analysis of resources begins with the
program’s context: its students and faculty, and changes to both. Various kinds of examples might come to
mind.
For example, program faculty might observe that the number of declared majors has diminished in each
of the last three years. Have declared majors withdrawn from the major and changed their majors or is the
program attracting fewer majors? What are the possible reasons behind this change?
Relevant data regarding program growth, student performance and success are chiefly enrollment data
provided by IAR for the program review process indicating numbers of declared majors, retention and
graduation rates, and GPA of declared majors. A program review can catalyze deliberation regarding a
change in context and resulting changes in resource needs.
Beyond context, the resources supporting a program and its students cross the university and include
library, information and data resources, faculty expertise, academic support and tutoring, advising by peers
and faculty, facilities of various kinds, interdisciplinary connections both on- and off-campus, community
partnerships, research and internship opportunities, etc. . . This part of the program review facilitates
identifying and considering the resources currently provided by the university and those needed as the
program grows and/or its students and faculty change. Consultation with colleagues and units supporting
the program and its students should be conducted as part of the resource analysis.
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Resource analysis shall address the array of resources supporting the program:
1. Program Context
a. Analysis of the Programs’ Students
		

(1) Retention and graduation rates

		

(2) GPA analysis (without student names)

		

(3) Pace of program growth and resulting need for increased resources and students

b. Faculty Resources
		

(1) student: faculty ratio

		

(2) faculty knowledge and expertise

		

(3) engagement in the profession

		

(4) regional, community involvement

c. Program Leadership
		

(1) faculty leadership (assigned time)

		

(2) student leadership and involvement

d. Curriculum Mechanics
		

(1) sequence of courses

		

(2) frequency of course offerings

		

(3) class size

		

(4) clarity of degree pathways

2. Library, Information, Technology and Data Resources
a. Library and Information Resources
		

(1) information competency instruction for students

		

(2) strength (appropriate breadth and depth) of library collection and databases

			

i. for student learning and research

			ii.for faculty research
b. Technology and Data Resources
		(1) hardware
		(2) software
		

(3) networking and wireless

c. Other Equipment
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(1) lab equipment

		

(2) art supplies, etc. . .

3. Campus Services
a. Student Services utilized by students in the program: The array of services supporting students
is broad and ranges from financial aid and registration to tutoring and career development. A
program is understandably limited in its knowledge about utilization of student services by its
students. A discussion session with majors could be conducted.
		

* What student services do students utilize?

		

* What is working well for them and what one thing would they change?

b. Academic and administrative services and resources supporting program faculty: The array
of resources is broad and ranges from faculty development through TLA to clerical support in the
department. A discussion session with faculty could be conducted.
		

* What resources and services does program faculty utilize?

		

* What is working well for them and what one thing would they change?

4. Community Partnerships
a. Service Learning Partners
b. Other partnerships that provide resources and/or support
5. Facility Resources
a. pedagogical spaces—classroom, seminar, lab. . .
b. office and meeting space
c. programming spaces—performance, community …
6. Outside Funding
a. grants
b. contracts
c. named scholarships
d. endowed chairs
e. other external funds
7. Other resources program personnel want to cite and/or address in this analysis

IV. Attachments and Appendices
All data and documents that are used for review should be included as attachments or appendices in the SelfStudy of the program. The documents should be appropriately labeled and indexed so that the information is
clear, accessible and easy to use.
Data, for program review purposes, can be collected via primary (original data collection) or secondary (records, reports,
etc.) sources. Program review data are both quantitative (e.g. numerical, statistical) and qualitative (e.g. narrative,
observable) and should always be from credible sources. Enrollment-related programmatic data are provided by IAR at
the beginning of the program review process. Assessments and analyses of information should be objective whenever
possible and all reasonable efforts should be used to minimize subjectivity in the academic program review process.
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The types of documents that should be included as attachments to the self-study are:
1. Program Mission and Goals
2. Program Philosophy Statement
3. Major Learning Outcomes (MLOs)
4. Curricular Map—a table demonstrating how MLOs are introduced, practiced, and assessed in each course.
5. MLO Assessment Rubrics and Student Work Samples – provide examples of assignments and
assessed student work that faculty has examined together for at least three of the MLOs.
6. Degree Program Course Syllabi
7. Degree Pathways
8. Faculty Composition and brief, updated CVs
9. IAR Data Packet (see item C in the Planning section on page 7)
10. Services to ULR Program and Other Degree Programs
11. Past Program Review Portfolios and Summary Documents
12. Individual Learning Plan samples of current and past students.
13. Any other data or documentation that the program used while conducting the self-study.

Appendix B: Evaluating Service Courses Protocol		

*** (If Applicable) ***

Service courses are provided as a service to the University and one’s academic colleagues. In departments in
which significant service courses are offered, evaluating the effectiveness of these courses in conjunction with
program review provides a mechanism for regular evaluation. These courses can be remediation courses,
courses that meet ULRs for other departments or are needed by other departments or programs.
A. Inventory of service courses
1. Is the array of service courses appropriate for the department to be offering?
2. Should changes be made in the collection of service courses? If so, what changes?
B. Examine evidence of student learning with the “client” departments/programs.
1. Are the learning outcomes of the courses appropriate?
2. What evidence of student has been examined for this review?
3. For remediation courses, has faculty teaching courses that follow determined that students are
now prepared for college level work?
4. What feedback has “client” departments/programs provided the department?
C. Resources required to provide the service courses
1. Student: Faculty Ratio
2. What library resources are required? How are they utilized?
3. What ASAP resources are needed? How are they utilized?
4. What technology resources are needed? How are they utilized?
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D. Invite a small group discussion and invite feedback from students
1. What are students learning in these courses? How are they demonstrating what they are learning?
2. After the Chair evaluates the student evaluations of teaching: What issues emerge in the teaching
evaluations that the department needs to address? How will these issues be addressed?
E. Invite a small group discussion and invite feedback from the instructional faculty
1. What is working well with the courses and how do they know?
2. What is not working well with the courses and how do they know?
3. Based on this feedback, what improvements can be made?

Appendix C: Self-Study Checklist
Need for Program
• Student Demand
• Alignment to CSUMB’s Mission and Vision
• Contribution to Society
• Contribution to field(s)

Program Quality
• Program Mission and Goals
• Infusion of CSUMB Core Values
• Program Curriculum and Major Learning Outcomes (MLOs)
• Assessment of Major Learning Outcomes
• Faculty Composition
• Current Student Satisfaction
• Graduates’ Success and Satisfaction

Resource Analysis
• Program Context
• Library, Information Technology and Data Resources
• Campus Services
• Community Partnerships
• Facility Resources
• Outside Funding
• Other resources
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Attachments and Appendices
Service Courses Section (If applicable)
• Inventory of service courses
• Evidence of student learning
• Resources required to provide the service courses
• Small group discussion with faculty and students

Appendix D: External Review Protocol (Portfolio Part 2)
I. Process
The program review process at CSUMB is intended to provide the academic community with a better
understanding of the quality, the need, the resources, and the developmental challenges related to each of
our academic programs. As part of this process, we ask external professionals with the appropriate expertise
and experience to examine our degree programs and to offer their observations and feedback on selected
issues pertaining to a program’s academic quality.
An effective external review will provide a written document that includes:
1. An assessment of program quality based on
a. a review of the self-study
b. course syllabi
c. an on-site review of samples of students’ work
d. on-site interviews (either individual or group) with students
e. on-site discussions (either individual or group) with program faculty
f. budget, cost and other program resource data
g. descriptive statistics (enrollment trends, retention rates, etc).
2. Recommendations for program improvement. We are asking each external review
team to prepare a joint written report that will provide their observations, insights,
and feedback on program quality in five areas:
a. Program Curriculum and its Major Learning Outcomes
b. Evidence of Student Learning
c. Faculty Composition
d. Student Satisfaction
e. Appropriateness of Resources
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The questions to focus and guide the review and feedback within each of these areas are provided in the
framework that follows.

Materials to Send in Advance to External Reviewers
• The CSUMB Vision and Mission Statements
• The web link to the current CSUMB Catalog
• Any material describing the degree program that is used for student recruitment
• The program self-study prepared by the program faculty
• Electronic copies of syllabi for the courses offered in the degree program
• A summary profile of program faculty
• URLs for CSUMB and program-specific Web sites
• Other materials which individual programs want to include in the package
• The Framework to be used by External Reviewers (part II of this appendix)

Site Visit Activities for External Reviewers
At minimum, a site visit consists of:
1. An orientation meeting of Provost, college dean, program leader, and external review team.
2. Initial planning meeting between/among members of the external review team.
3. An explanatory program presentation by program faculty to external reviewers.
4. An extended discussion between external reviewers and program faculty.
5. Student meeting(s) with external reviewers.
6. Opportunity to review/peruse student work.
7. Follow-up discussions with all or groups of faculty.
8. Closure planning meeting between/among members of the external review team.
9. Exit meeting with Provost, college dean, program leader, and external review team
External reviewers selected shall be from accredited programs that adequately represent the program under
review and they shall not be affiliated in any way with the program or the program’s faculty members. This
includes anyone who has co-authored or been involved in any collaborative scholarly research with a faculty
member of the program being reviewed. Typically there are two external reviewers, one from within the
CSU and one outside of the CSU. Reviewers will be selected by the Dean and shall be approved by the
Provost before any contact is made. Once the selection is approved by the Provost, the Dean shall issue a
formal invitation letter to the reviewers and coordinate any site visit logistics. The Dean shall inform the
Provost when the external reviewers have confirmed. An honorarium plus reimbursement expenses will be
provided to external reviewers through Academic Affairs.
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II. External Review Observation and Feedback Framework
External Reviewers shall receive a copy of this framework of guiding questions prior to their review of an
academic program.
A. Program Curriculum and Outcomes
1. To what extent does the program’s curriculum exhibit the breadth and depth commensurate with
the expectations for student learning?
2. Is the program advancing the field(s of study) or state of the profession? Is the program teaching the
right content for the field(s)? Does it respond to the profession’s needs? How do experts in the field
assess it?
3. To what extent do the outcomes represent a scope and depth of student learning that are appropriate
for a baccalaureate degree?
4. To what extent has systematic evaluation of student work been used to improve the program?
B. Student Learning
1. To what extent are students achieving the learning outcomes? What evidence have you examined
that indicates student learning? What do you see as avenues of improvement?
2. To what extent does the program collect and maintain summative evidence of student learning?
C. Faculty Composition
1. Does the program’s faculty have an appropriate distribution of academic expertise and professional
experience to deliver the degree program?
2. Does the program have an appropriate balance of full-time and part-time faculty?
3. To what extent does the program effectively integrate non-faculty specialists (e.g. technologists,
advisors, field coordinators, assessors, etc.) into the professional team?
D. Student Satisfaction
1. What do students view as the strengths of this degree program?
2. What do students view as components of the program that could be improved?
E. Resources and Support
1. What strengths and areas of improvement are there? How well is the program supported by the
institution?
2. How do current resource allocations impact the effectiveness of the program?
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Appendix E. Academic Program Review Committee Protocol
The Provost will convene a Program Review Committee committed to peer review and this committee
will review all of the Program Review Portfolios submitted by academic colleagues that year and
provide feedback to the program faculty prior to their development of a Program Improvement Plan. A
representative of Undergraduate Studies and of Post-Graduate Studies and Research will be invited to serve
on the committee when one of their programs is being reviewed. For example, if a graduate program is being
reviewed, a member of Post-Graduate Studies and Research will be invited to serve on the Committee. No
faculty member will be asked to serve on the committee while their own program is being reviewed.
The Program Review Committee will function as a review panel. The AVP in Academic Affairs will schedule
one to two days of Committee deliberations based on the number of program reviews to be considered by
the Committee. Two weeks prior to the Committee meeting, copies of the Program Review Portfolios will
be provided to Committee members so that reading can be done in advance by each Committee member.
When the Program Review Committee convenes they will deliberate collectively on each Program Review.
It is anticipated that the deliberation should take approximately one hour for each program – 30 minutes to
discuss the portfolio and 30 minutes to construct valuable feedback.
The feedback page will be provided to the program faculty prior to the development of their Program
Improvement Plan and be attached to the Program Review Portfolio as it is forwarded to the Dean and the
Provost in conjunction with the Program Improvement Plan.
The deliberation of each Program Review Portfolio by the Program Review Committee shall be guided by
the following questions:
1. Programs are developed and enhanced over time. What changes in curriculum, enrollment, resources,
and student learning were demonstrated in the portfolio?
2. What areas of program strength and potential improvement emerged in the internal review and the
external review?
3. Having read the portfolio, what stands out to you about the program and this review? What constructive
feedback can you provide to the program faculty that might assist them as they develop the Program
Improvement Plan?

Appendix F. Program Improvement Plan Protocol
I. Process
The academic program improvement plan is based on the major components of the academic program
review (internal review, external review, and program resource analysis) and it describes the strengths and
weaknesses of the academic program under review. Based on these findings, the Program Improvement
Plan identifies and prioritizes strategic actions with specific expected outcomes for an improved academic
program. The plan shall include indicators for successfully attaining expected outcomes and a timeline for
manifested success.
Once developed, the Program Improvement Plan shall be approved and signed by the Dean and the Provost
and shall include a detailed implementation strategy. Biannually, each program shall submit an update of
their progress on implementation of the Program Improvement Plan to the AVP in Academic Affairs. It is
important that the Program Improvement Plan be thoughtful and realistic and the following questions shall
be considered when developing a Program Improvement Plan:
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Guiding Review Questions
• To what extent does the program’s plan for improvement establish appropriate priorities?
• To what extent is the quality improvement plan supported by the self-review and other available
evidence?
• Is the plan manageable and realistic?
• Additional question(s) as determined by program personnel

II. Format
The format for developing the Academic Program Improvement Plan is:
A. Lessons Learned from Program Review Process
i. Program Strengths
ii. Program Weaknesses
B. Opportunities for Program Improvement
C. Threats to Program Improvement
D. Program Improvement Priorities to sustain/enhance program strengths and to correct
program weaknesses (align priorities with human, physical and fiscal capital)
E. Strategic & Tactical Plans for Academic Program Improvement/Point Person(s)
F. Implementation Timeline
G. Expected Outcomes and Indicators of Success
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Appendix 12: CSUMB Campus Delivery Plan Final
California State University, Monterey Bay
Campus Delivery Plan for Barber “Improving Graduation Rates” Initiative
Due date: December 25th, 2009

1. Name, title, address, email & phone number of principal contact/Delivery
Team Leader.
Kathy Cruz-Uribe, Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs
100 Campus Center, Seaside, CA 93933
Kcruz@csumb.edu
831-582-4401

2. Names, titles, addresses, email & phone numbers for each member of the
Delivery Team.
Mary Boyce, Associate Vice President for Academic Planning and Institutional Effectiveness
100 Campus Center, Seaside, CA 93933
mboyce@csumb.edu
831-582-3952
Pattie Cardenas-Adame, VP for Student Affairs
100 Campus Center, Seaside, CA 93933
pcardenas-adame@csumb.edu
831-582-3538
Veronica Chukwuemeka, Director of Institutional Assessment and Research
100 Campus Center, Seaside, CA 93933
vchukwuemeka@csumb.edu
831-582-4664
Ilene Feinman, Academic Senate Chair
100 Campus Center,Seaside, CA 93933
ifeinman@csumb.edu
831-582-4147
Ronnie Higgs, Associate Vice President for Enrollment Management Services
100 Campus Center, Seaside, CA 93933
rhiggs@csumb.edu
831-582-4363
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3. Target for Full Time Frosh grad rates by 2015.
CSU Monterey Bay must improve our 6-year FTF graduation rate from 35.6 percent to 49.3 percent, by
2015. This is a 14 percent increase in our graduation rate for FTF, which is one of the highest increases in
the system. The fall 2009 FTF cohort that we are tracking for this project is 949 students. To reach our
goal of improving our graduation rate to 49.3 percent, we must graduate 468 of these students by 2015.
It is important to note that CSU Monterey Bay does not have an achievement gap to close in terms of
these rates—our grad rate for Under-Represented Minority (URM) students is the same as for non-URM
students.
Improving retention is a key part of improving our graduation rate. If the students don’t stay at CSU
Monterey Bay, they will not graduate. In order to increase the graduation rate for the 2009 entering class of
FTF to the level we need to reach by 2015, we will have to improve retention rates significantly. But it will
take more than this—we also have to graduate more of the students who DO stay.
Based on an analysis of our historic retention and graduation rates, we have modeled trajectories for
improving both retention rates and graduation rates in such a way that if we hit our targets along the way,
we will reach our goal of increasing our 6-year graduation rate by 14 percent. These trajectories are laid out
in detail in the attached spreadsheet (please pay particular attention to the colored boxes), and explained
more fully below.

Trajectories Related to Increasing Retention:
We lose students throughout their careers at CSU Monterey Bay, but the biggest loss is after the freshman
year. We have been working to improve our freshmen retention rate for several years. The rate had been
declining; we have stopped the downward slide and are on the upswing. Our fall 2009 freshman retention
(students who started in F08 and returned in F09) was 71 percent, a 4 percent increase over the previous
year’s rate of 67 percent. Thus, we are going in the right direction, but need to continue to improve that
rate. Our trajectory targets an 8 percent increase in FTF retention from F09 to F10 (to 79 percent). This
is an ambitious goal. As seen in the table and chart below, our model also requires that we significantly
improve retention from sophomore to junior year, as well as junior to senior year.
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Table 1: Yearly retention rates required to meet our target graduation rate
# of students

% Returning

Started in Fall 09 as FTF

949

Returning as sophomores

750

79%

(historic average has been 72%)

Returning as juniors

617

65%

(historic average has been 56%)

Returning as seniors

568

60%

(historic average has been 50%)

(data from Table 1 are also pictured in the chart below)

One-Year Retention Trajectories Compared to Historic Averages

As we monitor retention over the academic year, an important marker to track along the way is retention
from the fall to spring semester. We have historic data for fall to spring retention for both the freshmen and
sophomore years. Although our fall to spring retention has been good in the past, we still need to improve
this rate in order to retain more students through to the next academic year. Our immediate goal is to retain
92 percent of fall 09 FTF for spring of 2010, an increase of 4 percent over the historic average of 88 percent
(see Table 2 and chart below).
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Table 2: Fall to spring retention rates required to meet our target graduation rate
Fall-to-Spring Retention:
# of students

% Returning

Started in Fall 09 as FTF

949

Returning for spring of freshman year

873

92%

Returning in Fall 10 as Sophomores

750

79%

Returning for spring of sophomore year

688

72%

(historic average has been 88%)

(historic average has been 64%)

(data from Table 2 are also pictured in the chart below)

Mid-Year Retention Trajectories Compared to Historic Averages

Early Registration:
As we seek to increase fall to spring retention, an important marker along the way is the number of students
who register for spring semester before they leave for the winter holiday break. Registration opens in
November, but historically, many CSU Monterey Bay students have NOT registered until January. We have
been trying to change this behavior, both for planning and budgeting purposes as well as retention purposes.
In order to reach our goal of 92 percent of Fall FTF returning for spring semester, we want to see at least
95 percent of our Fall 2009 FTF registered prior to winter break (902 students). We have not tracked this
number systematically in the past, but will begin to track it for the Fall 2009 semester. Similarly, we want to
see a high number of students register for Fall 2010 before they leave the campus for the summer at the end
of the Spring 2010 semester.
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Tactics we have been using to encourage early registration include faculty announcements in classes, advisors
contacting students, working with Associated Students to get the word out through their organization,
working with Residence Life to get the word out in the residence halls, and emails directly to students
through our Hobson’s Retain messaging system. Our Student Success Center is also calling any FTF
students who have not registered yet. In addition, our director of Advising is meeting personally with ALL
freshmen who come into the Undergraduate Advising Center (which serves lower division students) and
tell us they are thinking about transferring. Her goal is to make sure they understand their options at CSU
Monterey Bay and help them think through whether transferring is the best path for them (particularly
given the fact that transferring is becoming more difficult). Naturally, we want them to stay, but there are
situations (e.g., programs that are not offered at our campus) when transferring may be appropriate. In
addition, in the spring semester, we will be tying campus housing renewals to registration (students will not
be able to renew their housing for the following fall semester if they have not registered).

4. Targets for URM Full Time Frosh grad rates by 2015 (closing the
achievement gap)
As noted above, CSU Monterey Bay does not have an achievement gap to close in terms of these rates—our
grad rate for URM students is the same as for non-URM students. Thus, our target is the same (14 percent
increase).

5. Target for increasing grad rates among transfer students from 2012
through 2015.
We have analyzed retention and graduation rates for transfer students, and both need improvement. At 55
percent in 2006, CSU Monterey Bay has the lowest transfer graduation rate reported in the system data. We
have set a goal of improving the transfer graduation rate by 6 percent (to 61 percent). Our trajectory is as
follows:
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Table 3: Yearly retention rates required to meet our Transfer target graduation rate
# of students

% Returning

Started in Fall 09 as FTT (First Time Transfers)

595

Returning for 2nd year (fall 2010)

470

79%

(historic average has been 76%)

Returning for 3rd year (fall 2011)

336

57%

(historic average has been 53%)

Returning for 4th year (fall 2012)

170

29%

(historic average has been 25%)

One-Year Retention Trajectories for Transfers Compared to Historic Averages

As with the first-time freshmen, we will also be monitoring the fall to spring retention rates at mid-year (see
Table 4 and chart below for our historic averages and our goals).
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Table 4: Fall to spring retention rates required to meet our Transfer target graduation rate:
Fall-to-Spring Retention:
# of students

% Returning

Started in Fall 09 as FTT (First
Time Transfers)

595

Returning the following spring
(spring 2010)

530

89%

Returning in Fall 2010 for 2nd
year

470

79%

Returning for spring 2011

443

75%

(historic average has been 87%)

(historic average has been 71%)

Mid-Year Retention Targets for Transfers Compared to Historic Averages

6. Target for increasing URM transfer graduation rates from 2012 through
2015 (closing the achievement gap).
Our target for URM transfer students is the same as for our non-URM students, as described in number 5
above.
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7. Specific action steps to be taken by your campus to result in these
improvements.
We are putting into place a number of medium/long range strategies to increase retention. Some of these are
detailed here; others are discussed below under item 9.
A) Improving Academic Advising. This is one of our campus WASC Educational Effectiveness projects, and
one of the goals of our Academic Plan. A WASC “Improving Academic Advising” Task Force is completing
its work now. They have developed first semester outcomes for advising, and are developing a revised model
for academic advising on campus. Their recommendations are due to the Provost by February 2010.
B) Implementing the “Degree Audit” capabilities of PeopleSoft/CMS. This project is underway right
now, with five of our 18 undergraduate degrees completed, with the remaining degrees scheduled to be
completed by December 2010.
C) E
 nrollment Management Council (EMC) Work. Our EMC recently held two retreats to review our
campus retention data and recommend specific strategies to improve retention for particular campus
populations. There is overlap between the EMC and the campus delivery team, so that these strategies
will be part of our overall strategies to improve our graduation rate. The populations that have been
identified as key populations to focus on include:
• undeclared students (they are retained at a lower rate)
• freshmen students with a low 1st term GPA (they are retained at a lower rate)
• sophomores (we have a big drop in retention after the sophomore year)
• transfer students (our retention rate of transfers has been dropping)
In some cases, specific strategies for improving retention in these populations are already in development;
in other cases, we are still developing new strategies. In the case of students with low GPAs, for example,
our Center for Student Success, in conjunction with our Undergraduate Advising Center, is well along the
path of developing early intervention strategies for these at-risk students. These include “early warning”
alerts (to catch students before they are at risk of academic probation), as well as improved interventions for
probationary students. This will be implemented in the Spring 2010 semester. Other projects to be explored
for our campus include instituting mid-term grades, encouraging faculty to give diagnostic assignments early
in the semester, etc.
Another aspect of our work with Student Success is the need to undertake a close analysis of our tutoring
and mentoring programs on campus, to see where there is overlap, how well outcomes are being met, and
how we can improve our services.
Similarly, another area where we are planning to develop improvements includes financial aid, which
is going to be evaluating its services to students, in order to improve student knowledge of what aid is
available, and how to access such aid.
Another strategy that we are beginning is a closer collaboration between our Residential Life office and our
Undergraduate Advising Center. Since our freshmen are residential, this collaboration makes good sense.
One project in particular that we have started for our Fall 2009 freshmen cohort is cross-referencing the list
of students who want to break their housing lease for the spring 2010 semester, with the list of FTF who
have not yet registered for the spring, and/or do not have an advising appointment. By cross-referencing
these lists, we can catch students who may be falling between the cracks and in need of additional help and/
or academic advising.
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Trajectories Related to Increasing FTF Graduation Rates:
As noted above (and as detailed in the attached spreadsheet), we cannot accomplish a 14 percent increase
in our campus graduation rate by tackling retention alone. We also need to increase the number of students
moving towards graduation, and improve our 4-year, 5-year and 6-year graduation rates from their historic
numbers (see table below). We plan to improve rates each year so that by the time the Fall 2009 FTF are
reaching the stage where they can graduate (typically at the end of the 4th year, although some do graduate
earlier), we will have improved our rates significantly. This, combined with our planned increases in
retention, will enable us to meet our targeted overall graduation rate improvement (to 49.3 percent). We
will track our 4, 5 and 6-year rates every year.
Table 5: Graduation rates trajectory for First Time Frosh
Projected rates for FTF:
Historic Average Rate

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Graduated within 4 yrs

11%

12%

13%

13%

14%

14%

14%

Graduated within 5 yrs

30%

33%

35%

36%

37%

39%

39%

Graduated within 6 yrs

37%

41.3%

43.8%

44.6%

46.2%

48.7%

49.3%
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Trajectories Related to Increasing Graduation Rates: First Time Transfers
As noted above (and as detailed in the second attached spreadsheet), we cannot accomplish a 6 percent
increase in our transfer graduation rate by tackling retention alone. We also need to increase the number of
students moving towards graduation, and improve our yearly graduation rates from their historic numbers
(see table below). We plan to improve rates each year so that by the time the Fall 09 Transfers are reaching
the stage where they can graduate we will have improved our rates significantly. This, combined with our
planned increases in retention, will enable us to meet our targeted Transfer graduation rate improvement (to
61 percent). We will track our transfer graduation rates every year.
Table 6: Graduation rates trajectory for First Time Transfers
Projected rates:
Historic Average
Rate

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Graduated within 4 yrs

47%

50%

51%

51%

51%

51%

51%

Graduated within 5 yrs

56%

59%

60%

60%

60%

60%

60%

Graduated within 6 yrs

58%

61%

61.5%

61.5%

61.5%

61.5%

61.5%

Many of the strategies to increase retention (e.g., improving advising) will also positively affect our
graduation rates. Other strategies for moving students toward graduation include the following:
1) Being more conscious and intentional about communicating with students about progress to degree. This
includes tactics such as communications reminding undeclared students to declare a major if they have
not already done so by 50 hours; communications reminding students who are approaching 120 hours
that they must apply for graduation, etc.
2) Super Seniors Project (already in progress). This involves deans meeting with students with 140+ hours
and working with them to ensure that they have a graduation plan that is focused and intentional.
3) Degree pathways project. Pathways have been developed for majors already; we are continually improving
them to make sure they are accurate and helpful.
4) Consider the utility of developing a Liberal Arts degree across the Humanities and Sciences. We currently
do not have a “generalist” undergraduate degree that provides students the option of the broadest
possible credit profile. Our faculty have been exploring this possibility for several years, and the Delivery
Plan is an opportunity to revisit this conversation.

8. Specific steps to be taken in January 2010, February 2010, and March
2010.
Please note that for CSU Monterey Bay, we have some very important steps that need to take place
BEFORE January 2010, some of which have been mentioned above. Some of these we already started in
November 2009, and are continuing in December 2009. Since these are so critical for our efforts, we’ve
added a brief description below to the requested discussion of actions for January, February and March.

252

November-December 2009:
1. Focus on increasing registration for spring 2010 semester, as described under question 3 above.
2. Tracking housing contract and advising data to identify FTF who are thinking about not returning
(described under question 3 above)
3. Continued tracking and reporting on progress to degree by students with 140+ units (super senior
project). Use of registration holds and direct intervention by the college deans is proving successful in this
effort.

January 2010:
1. Undergraduate Advising Center to check pass rates of WRT 95, and Math 98/99 (our remedial classes)
before students get back for beginning of spring term; confirm that FTF needing another remedial course
in schedule are registered for needed course; intervene and advise as needed;
2. Broad Hobson messaging about crucial use of drop/add to arrange class schedule (note that with the new
class repeat policies, stakes are higher now—students have more limited opportunities to repeat a class in
which they earned a poor grade);
3. Send specific communication to probationary students about student success strategy that is being
developed by our Undergraduate Advising Center and Center for Student Success. When students return,
begin the interventions with these students as appropriate.
4. Explore idea of separating our add/drop time frames, which seems to be working well at some other
CSUs. If this seems like a good idea, we need to do whatever we need to make this happen for Fall 2010
semester.
5. Explore idea of block scheduling for FTF (for Fall 2010 semester); if we want to do this, we must plan it
well before Orientations that are scheduled in summer 2010.

February 2010
1. Refine degree pathways and confirm accuracy prior to spring Catalog snapshot.
2. Evaluate the Learning Communities pilot project. This project is a collaboration between the Freshman
Year Seminar and Residence Life. After census date, we need to compare the fall to spring retention of
FTF in these pilot learning communities with other fall 2009 FTF;
3. Message to “undeclared” students with 50+ units encouraging them to declare a major and see an advisor
if they need assistance;
4.Message to students with 90 & 120+ without grad apps to see an advisor and develop their plan to
complete needed courses on their way to graduating in a timely way;
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March 2010
1. Specific actions to “improve academic advising” are selected by the WASC EE group and the Provost.

9. A trajectory chart (or charts) showing the trajectory for targets in #3
through 7 above.
The trajectories are embedded in the text above, and also detailed in the attached spreadsheets.
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30%

37%

Grad within 6yrs

Ins%tu%onal Assessment and Research

11%

Grad within 5yrs

14%

37%

50%

56%

64%

72%

88%

Grad within 4yrs

Returned for 6th yr

Returned for a 5th yr

Returned as seniors

Returned as juniors

Returned sophomore
spring

Returned as sophomores

Returned freshman spring

949
1%

Increased 1yr Rate by: n=
5.5%

Increase 3rd
semester
Rate by:
n=
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110
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35%
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30 extra students
were lost.

76% 721

We are here now in fall 2010.
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58%
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75%
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1
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152
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37%
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61%
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0%

4%
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350
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47%

38%

14%

18%

47%

64%

0%

447
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133
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2%

Increase 5yr Rate
by:
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460
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133
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465

0%

49% 469

39% 374

14% 133

20% 194

49%

64%

n=

12/2/10

49.5% 469

39% 374

14% 133

19%

49%

64%

Here is where we can make a ﬁnal
push to graduate most of the
remaining
units
62% students. Examine 62%
accumulated, etc., with an eye
toward gradua%ng them.

0%

(No treatment)

Final
Graduation
Outcomes

To meet our target in 2015, we MUST graduate
469 out of the 949 FTF cohort in fall 2009

48%

39%

14%

18%

49%

64%

0%

We must retain 597 out of 949
(2009 FTF cohort) at this point in
order to progress successfully in
the model.

2%

Increase 4yr rate by: n=

CRITICAL POINT
Pool of all possible students to
graduate (at this point we've
already lost about 40%). We can
aﬀord to lose no more than 11%
more at this point

2.5%

Increase 3yr Rate
by:
n=

2009 FTF Cohort: 949. Need to Graduate 49.5% (n=469) by 2015)

If we miss these ﬁrst 3 reten%on targets, we would have to strive much
harder to achieve subsequent targets

4%

Weighted Historical Averages:
Average retention/grad rates
(Weighted by cohort size - larger
cohorts count for more)
Increased 1
semester
Rate by:
n=

CSUMB: 2009 FTF 949 Graduation Rate Model

Reten%on/Gradua%on Rate Projec%ons (for 2009 FTF Cohort)

Appendix 13: CSUMB FTF Trajectory
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Notes
Models are constructed with series of univariate regressions (without a constant).
Assumptions: Raise first semester Ret. Rate to X% plus increase subsequent retention and graduation rates

Historical averages are incorporated in each projection
1 Yr Ret depends on 1 semester Ret
3 semester Ret depends on 1 yr Ret
2 Yr Ret depends on 3 semester Ret
3 Yr Ret depends on 2 Yr Ret
4 Yr Ret depends on 3 Yr Ret
5 Yr Ret depends on 4 Yr Ret
4 Yr Grad depends upon 4th yr enrollment
5 Yr Grad depends upon subsequent 4th yr enrollment + 4 Yr Grad
6 Yr Grad depends upon subsequent 4th yr enrollment + 5 Yr Grad
Historical averages are incorporated in each projection
Conclusion: based upon past trends, realistic increases in retention alone will not yield a X% 6-yr grad rate.
Grad rates must be maintained as indicated in the model.

Caveats
1. Our models include all FTF (Full time and part time)
2. Our grad rate models use live data rather than Census
3. Our models use student ids (which does not change from year to year) While the CO uses only originally
submitted SSNs (which could change)
NOTE for Enrollment Management: Records is implementing a project whereby CSUMB submits ERS
files to the CO using original student SSNs. This would enable the CO to capture all of our students
everytime they run reports. This is very important, in particular to this project of increasing graduation rate
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To meet our target in 2015, we MUST graduate
at least 388 out of the 593 cohort in fall 2009.
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0%
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Increase 4yr rate by: n=

Increase
5-yr Rate
by:
n=

2009 New Transfer Cohort (All) = 593 (Need to Graduate 65% (n=388) by 2015)

The heavy li,ing is here: If we miss these ﬁrst 3 reten%on targets,
we would have to set subsequent targets for future years and
strive much harder to achieve our goal of 61% by 2015.

5%

Weighted Historical
Averages: Average
retention/grad rates
Increased 1
(Weighted by cohort size - semester Rate
larger cohorts count for
by:
n=
more)

CSUMB: 2009 593 Transfer Graduation Rate Model

Reten%on/Gradua%on Rate Projec%ons (for 2009 First Time Transfer Cohort)

Appendix 14: CSUMB Transfer Trajectory
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Notes
Models are constructed with series of univariate regressions (without a constant).
Assumptions: Raise first semester Ret. Rate to X% plus increase subsequent retention and graduation rates

Historical averages are incorporated in each projection
1 Yr Ret depends on 1 semester Ret
3 semester Ret depends on 1 yr Ret
2 Yr Ret depends on 3 semester Ret
3 Yr Ret depends on 2 Yr Ret
4 Yr Ret depends on 3 Yr Ret
5 Yr Ret depends on 4 Yr Ret
4 Yr Grad depends upon 4th yr enrollment
5 Yr Grad depends upon subsequent 4th yr enrollment + 4 Yr Grad
6 Yr Grad depends upon subsequent 4th yr enrollment + 5 Yr Grad
Historical averages are incorporated in each projection
Conclusion: based upon past trends, realistic increases in retention alone will not yield a X% 6-yr grad rate.
Grad rates must be maintained as indicated in the model.

Caveats
1. Our models include all FTF (Full time and part time)
2. Our grad rate models use live data rather than Census
3. Our models use student ids (which does not change from year to year) While the CO uses only originally
submitted SSNs (which could change)
NOTE for Enrollment Management: Records is implementing a project whereby CSUMB submits ERS
files to the CO using original student SSNs. This would enable the CO to capture all of our students
everytime they run reports. This is very important, in particular to this project of increasing graduation rate

265

266

Appendix 15: Academic Plan
California State University, Monterey Bay
Academic Priorities and Goals 2008-2013

CSUMB.EDU/academicplan

July 2010

Fully develop as a state comprehensive university in the CSU, providing high quality education within the context of
our academic values and commitments.
~Statement of Academic Aspiration, 2008

We will revitalize and regenerate the curriculum in an ongoing way to maintain alignment with the
changing 21st century. CSUMB will seek in its academic planning endeavors to be a university that is
dedicated to continuous renewal, innovation, maintenance of disciplinary and interdisciplinary currency,
and support for intellectualism. In the ongoing development of a comprehensive university, we want to
assure that our programs are current and our curriculum is rigorous, that the programs and curriculum have
ongoing relevance and are updated in alignment with 21st century changes and advancements. Our goal is
to participate actively in growing an ever-maturing university and curriculum that accommodates change,
supports risk-taking, and inspires hope for the future.
With an eye toward continued development and achievement, CSUMB will sustain its pursuit of excellence
through a set of enduring commitments and academic priorities. The enduring commitments occur in an
ongoing way through institutionalized practices and regularized mechanisms. The enduring commitments
expressed in day to day operations of Academic Affairs include:
1. Enhancing the intellectual life of the university through college-based and university-wide programs and
activities.
2. Building a continuing, permanent faculty through the allocation of new faculty lines and the hiring,
retaining, and continued development of skilled, expert, and knowledgeable, tenure track faculty.
3. Assessment of student learning in general education and in the major through annual assessment plans,
implementation of ongoing assessment activities, and cyclical program review.
4. Academic and Administrative Services Review that promotes reflection and continuous improvement of
all areas not providing academic degrees.
5. Collaboration across the university with colleagues in University Advancement, Student Affairs,
Administration and Finance, and the University Corporation. These collaborations enhance student
success and provide new and continuing funding.
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6. Enrollment management that allows the university to meet its enrollment targets, maintain student
access, maintain our HSI status, and welcome an entering class that reflects the demographics of the state
and the region.
7. Increase student success by enhancing the success of remediation, enhancing academic support and
tutoring provided in ASAP, and enhancing opportunities for academic achievement.
The priorities that have guided the development of the 2008-2013 Academic Plan, its action items and
measureable outcomes are:
1. Increase responsiveness to regional needs through development of needed/desired academic programs
2. Develop academic advising as a signature strength of the university
3. Enhance quality and rigor of the lower division curriculum (in order for it to scaffold learning into the
major and beyond)
4. Attract, retain, and develop faculty with appropriate expertise
5. Develop a culture of evidence with a full cycle of assessment
6. Assess and enhance the coherence of the curriculum at all levels, informed by the scholarship of teaching
and learning
7. Continue to enhance active, engaged learning activities and undergraduate research
8. Enhance the use of academic technology to increase access and student learning
9. Develop, organize, and coordinate a common infrastructure for graduate programs
10. With the inclusion of Enrollment Services within Academic Affairs and the public commitment of the
CSU to enhanced retention and graduation rates, our priority of enhanced retention, enrollment services,
and graduation rates is included in this Academic Plan (updated summer 2010).

A brief presentation of each priority follows. Completed goals are “grayed out.” A companion document to
this plan provides a grid with each goal, measurable outcome, lead person, and date by which the item will
be completed.

1. Increase responsiveness to regional needs
CSUMB has set itself apart in its pioneering efforts to implement an outcomes-based, interdisciplinary
educational model. The university has strived to provide programs centered on applied, active, and projectbased learning, which promote cultural competency, technological sophistication, and ethical reflection and
practice. CSUMB recognizes and values the importance of collaboration with regional partners, to ensure
that academic programs respond to the needs, interests, and assets of the Tri-County area.
An example of how CSUMB has paired unique regional assets with academic expertise is the MS in
Coastal and Watershed Science & Policy. This program capitalizes on the proximity of the Monterey Bay
National Marine Sanctuary, providing research opportunities benefiting CSUMB student scholars, as well as
contributing to a broader understanding of how we can be better stewards of the local environment.
The inherent beauty of this environment draws millions of visitors each year, playing a major role in the
regional economy. Another major contributor to the regional economy is the agricultural industry. In
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response to expressed interest, CSUMB has developed concentrations in Hospitality Management and
Agribusiness within the BS in Business Administration.
Other examples of responding to community need and interest include the feasibility study of Nursing and
the development of a new master’s program in Social Work that is scheduled to be launched Fall 2010.
In addition, CSUMB’s Reading Institute for Academic Preparation (RIAP), trains high school teachers to
provide academic literacy preparedness for high school students in the Tri-County Area.
It is a priority of this Academic Plan to continue to increase responsiveness to regional needs and to
establish CSUMB as a significant contributor to regional collaborations among educational and community
partners.

GOALS
1. Complete the nursing feasibility study and make data available for campus consideration of a
baccalaureate degree in Nursing.
2. Increase collaboration with regional community colleges
3. Explore online programs
4. Implement the MSW
5. Develop and implement the Nursing program

2. Develop academic advising as a signature strength
A comprehensive state university with a clear and compelling Vision, CSUMB is committed to “serving the
working class and historically undereducated and low-income populations.” As a young, evolving institution
much of the early work at CSUMB went toward establishing the curriculum. And we developed a rich, complex
curriculum. Excellent academic advising is essential to successful navigation of the curriculum. It is vital that
CSUMB develop the advising infrastructure necessary for our students and the curriculum.
Students want to complete their degrees in a timely way and build academic schedules to include the curricular
and co-curricular opportunities that can supplement their CSUMB educations. CSUMB students have expressed
interest in strong academic advising, career counseling, and clearer degree pathways and graduation requirements.
Our NSSE report (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2005) and the Student Satisfaction Inventory
results (2006, 2007, & 2008) highlight student dissatisfaction with academic advising and a lack of clear
communication related to course requirements. Research from campuses that have successfully increased student
graduation rates points to the need for intentional, intrusive advising strategies, early intervention for at-risk
students and integrated, trained and active advisors.
It is a priority of the 2008-2013 Academic Plan that academic advising become a signature strength of CSUMB.

GOALS
1. Identify indicators of effectiveness for academic advising at CSUMB
2. Develop and implement a distinct Advising Model that can be easily and clearly communicated and that
guides enhanced services to all CSUMB constituents
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3. Complete a new round of degree pathways
4. Develop an academic recovery program for students placed on academic probation and in jeopardy of
academic disqualification.
5. Establish the Center for Student Success as funded by the Title V grant.
6. Develop and implement intrusive advising strategies to assist at-risk students.

3. Enhance quality and rigor of the undergraduate curriculum
The CSUMB NSSE survey and the STAMATS data revealed that according to our students, and some
of our own faculty, our curriculum is not as rigorous as it could be, and this impacts the quality of our
academic programs. The data does not provide detailed information as to which part of the curriculum
seems lacking in rigor so we need to research our relationship to rigor in the curriculum.
As a first step toward exploring faculty ideas regarding rigor, the Academic Planning Group met with three
groups of self-selected faculty interested in such a discussion during faculty planning week in August 2007.
The Academic Planning Group provided research on rigor in the university as well as opportunities for
faculty to discuss this research and their own experiences regarding rigor at CSUMB. The faculty offered a
range of responses to the research as well as to their experiences of rigor on our campus. These responses let
us know that faculty define rigor in many different, sometimes contradictory ways, and, as well, that faculty
think students also have different definitions of rigor. Faculty also discussed the role of external disciplinary
associations and credentialing organizations in establishing the criteria for rigor in courses. Many faculty felt
strongly beholden to these organizations and to their disciplines and felt that they would be misguiding their
students should they not adhere to disciplinary definitions of rigor.
We must have more college-based and campus-wide discussions about rigor. We must come to some
understanding regarding the complex way in which we will define rigor, and we must implement a
multivariate and recognizable practice of rigor on our campus.
In 2008-2009 the provost and chair of the Academic Senate are co-chairing a joint task force to examine
lower division curriculum and non-major requirements. The recommendations of this task force will be
submitted to the Senate and shape the next goals for this area.

GOALS
1. Examine non-major and graduation requirements (ULRs/GLOs) and lower division curriculum
and recommend several models for GE at CSU Monterey Bay that align with Title 5 and CSU GE
requirements and the distinctiveness of CSU Monterey Bay
2. The FYS Task Force recommendation moves to the Senate.
3. Enhance shared faculty understanding about rigor through a university-wide symposium and
implementing projects to enhance and infuse rigor.
4. Plan for the fall 2012 implementation of the Otter Model.
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4. Attract, retain, and develop faculty with appropriate expertise
Attracting, retaining and developing faculty with appropriate expertise is critical to the continued
development of CSUMB as a comprehensive university. We are aware that we need expertise within our
programs of study and faculty able to teach broadly.
Academic expertise is typically attained through a combination of self-motivated study, formal education
with achievement of terminal degree, deliberate long-term practice in a community of practitioners, peer
reviewed/juried publication and/or exhibition in a field of study. The expertise itself is usually based on
acquisition of content knowledge as well as approved repertoire of rules and frameworks for analysis in the
field. The area of expertise is officially recognized through a process of peer recognition, course of study,
licensing, and/or approved examination in the field.
For delivery of programs in the CSUMB curriculum, we want faculty who have the education appropriate
to the field, history of practice in the field, content knowledge and repertoire of analytical tools appropriate
to the field, and official recognition of appropriate background in the field. We value and want to promote
a faculty learning environment that supports growth in faculty capabilities, professional development, and
currency in the field with an aim to enhance faculty performance.

GOALS
1. Increase consistent use of recruitment processes
2. Develop and implement chair/program coordinator workload/compensation plan
3. Help to foster a work environment that is inclusive, welcoming and supportive
4. Support and invest in the development of department chairs and their roles in the colleges

5. Develop a culture of evidence with a full assessment cycle
A full cycle of assessment begins with developing outcomes, assessing student learning as evidenced
in student work, and reflecting on how to enhance student learning. The cycle continues with the
consideration of possible course and program changes that could increase learning, followed by
implementation of those improvements, which triggers subsequent evaluation of student learning. The
evidence of program improvements based on on-going assessment of student learning is the hallmark of a
complete assessment cycle.
CSUMB has been a frontrunner in developing learning outcomes for all its programs. Our next step is to
assess collectively student learning of outcomes and use the evidence of student learning to inform program
improvement. In addition to individual faculty-student assessments of learning, we will engage in collective
assessment of student learning of MLOs in program review and in annual assessment efforts of faculty.
Systematically gathering and examining evidence of student learning will allow us to identify what students
are achieving and the strengths of the education that they are receiving. It will also allow faculty to make
informed decisions about how to improve and enhance learning through the curriculum.
To date, the most developed outcomes assessment at CSUMB has been the summer assessment work
conducted by the ULR learning communities. Learning assessment in the major has been developing slowly,
with several programs able to demonstrate leadership and “best practices.” CSUMB is now implementing a
program review process that has the assessment of student learning as its center-piece.
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GOALS
1. Identify best practices at CSUMB; highlight and disseminate them
2. Implement Program Review with training and support for assessment of MLOs and program
improvement based on assessment results
3. Develop and implement outcomes, new courses for, and the assessment of the Otter model.
4. Evaluate and enhance Program Review process.
5. Evaluate and assess capstones.

6. Assess and enhance clarity and coherence of curriculum
Discussions pertaining to this priority emerged in several venues over the 2007-08 academic year, including
Academic Planning Group meetings, University Strategic Planning Committee meetings, Academic
Senate meetings, Deans & Provost meetings, and the Cabinet, where a group of students presented their
perceptions of curricular issues.
Some of the work to be accomplished here is purely practical. We need all the detail provided about
CSUMB degrees to be clear and consistent. Departmental websites, program sheets used by Admissions for
recruitment, degree pathways, advising information, and the Catalog text describing a major need to align.
Cleaning up inconsistencies and making sure that pathways are clear and work well for students will go a
long way toward improving advising and subsequently, our transfer and retention rates.
Some other work is more substantive, and ties in with the learning outcomes discussed above. As a learning
institution, it is necessary to examine the curriculum on a regular basis, determining if outcomes are
appropriate, and assessing how well students are meeting the outcomes, and making curricular changes and
improvements based on what is learned. Curricular coherence is, in part, a phrase describing that the parts of
a curriculum fit together for a student in a way that enhances their learning and enhances student retention.
Ideally, the CSUMB curriculum will provide a strong foundation, enable scaffolded, interdisciplinary
learning, and effective erudition in one’s field(s) of study. This effort should result in enhanced student
retention.
It is a priority of this Academic Plan to examine and to enhance curricular coherence.

GOALS
1. Clear communication of degree requirements for each major
2. Clear, accurate, and student-friendly degree pathways
3. Increase retention of students in the major
4. Bring EE Capstone Study results into discussions across the university.
5. Ensure Catalog accuracy and congruence between catalog copy, advising materials, and departmental
websites
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7. Continue to enhance active, engaged learning activities and undergraduate
research
One of our core academic values is “Applied, active, and project-based learning activities.” CSUMB
participates in the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), which measures benchmarks of
effective educational practice, including the extent to which our students report that they engage in active
and collaborative learning. It is clear from our most recent NSSE results (2008) that CSUMB does well in
engaging students, and this is one of our great strengths as an institution.
It is important that we continue to pay attention to our areas of strength as we strive for academic excellence,
which is why this has emerged as a goal area. One area that has received much attention since our inception
is service learning, and our success in this area is well known externally as well as internally. Another area
that is ripe for development in terms of active learning experiences is undergraduate research. Recently, the
university has received external funding from the McNair program that provides a catalyst for ramping up
our efforts in this area. Our McNair program is unique in that it involves the humanities and social sciences
as well as the sciences.

GOALS
1. Send an interdisciplinary team to the CSU system-supported Council on Undergraduate Research
(CUR) workshop in order to more fully flesh out our plan for undergraduate research at CSUMB
2. Develop the Undergraduate Research Opportunities Center (UROC) as proposed by Professor William
Head, one of the Principal Investigators on the McNair grant and a campus leader in obtaining and
leveraging grant funds to build excellent programs
3. Enhance, support, and integrate UROC into the life of the campus and the colleges.
4. Collaborate with the Career Center in order to expand student internship opportunitites.

8. Enhance the use of academic technology to increase access and student
learning
As the Academic Senate Technology Committee has noted, CSUMB’s vision statement, core values, and
graduation learning outcomes all prominently include technological use, sophistication, literacy and skills as
campus priorities. The committee developed a thoughtful memo regarding technology-related goals for the
Academic Plan (September 2008), and the provost also met with the committee on November 13, 2008.
As the committee has noted, CSUMB has numerous efforts moving forward in the strategic application of
technology, but does not have an integrated campus plan for this work. We need to develop such a plan
in order to effectively use technology as a resource to people, a catalyst for learning, and a facilitator of
increased access and enriched quality of learning.

GOALS
1. Develop and implement a strategic plan for academic technology with accompanying time lines,
responsibilities, and resource implications articulated.
2. Develop and implement assessments and skill modules for Tech Info.
273

9. Develop, organize, and coordinate a common infrastructure for graduate
programs
CSU Monterey Bay offers graduate degree programs in Education, Interdisciplinary Studies, Public Policy,
Coastal and Watershed Science & Policy, Management & Information Technology, Marine Science,
Instructional Science & Technology, Business Administration, and in fall 2010, the Master of Social Work
will be implemented with its inaugural cohort.
The development and maintenance of graduate programs at CSU Monterey Bay has occurred autonomously
in each of the colleges. While this independence may have fostered an environment conducive to start-up
efforts, at this stage what is most needed are a set of common practices and policies.
As graduate programs continue to evolve in relative isolation from one another, the disparities among
them continue to grow. Today, each of the seven established programs has distinctive needs, requirements,
and expectations in areas ranging from admissions criteria and procedures, to the purpose, standards, and
oversight of the master’s thesis (or culminating project).
In order to strengthen the graduate studies program at CSU Monterey Bay, program representatives must
work together to create a common infrastructure that will provide guidelines not only for existing and
developing graduate studies programs, but also to those units that interact with them.

GOALS
1. Develop a Graduate Handbook that includes existing policies and practices.
2. Refine and enhance the graduate admissions process.
3. Develop the infrastructure to support graduate studies at CSU Monterey Bay.

10. With the inclusion of Enrollment Services in Academic Affairs and the
public commitment of the CSU to enhanced retention and graduation rates,
our priority of enhanced retention, enrollment services, and graduation rates
is included in this Academic Plan (updated summer 2010).
The CSU has implemented a Graduation Initiative focused specifically on increasing retention and
graduation rates. Academic Affairs also now includes Enrollment Services and the commitments to increase
retention and graduation are shared broadly in the division.
The CSU Board of Trustees adopted Early Start and with this commitment, the CSU will make plans
during 2010 to initiate remediation for incoming first year students during the summer before they
matriculate as freshmen. Early Start will be implemented with math in fall 2011 and fully implemented with
writing in fall 2012.
CSUMB is also beginning to plan for increased enrollment of international students. To date, our
international enrollment has been quite small. We hope to increase this student population in a measurable
way by 2013.
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GOALS
1. Participate in the CSU Graduation Initiative and demonstrate increased retention and graduation
rates by 2015 (project began with the fall 2009 cohort).
2. Plan and implement Early Start.
3. Plan for, and increase, the enrollment of international students.
4. Develop and implement degree audit.
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1. I ncrease responsiveness to regional needs through development of needed/
desired academic programs
Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Indicator

Complete nursing feasibility study &
make data available to campus
Increase collaboration with
community colleges

(1) Examine transfer success data and identify what is working
for CSUMB;

Lead Person

Year to complete

External
Consultant

Completed 2009

Mary Boyce

Dec 2010
2011-2012

(2) Recommendations to EMC

2012-2013

(3) Pilot one transfer project w/ a regional community college
(4) Transfer project assessed; results inform 2 +2 agreements
being developed in each college
(5)Transfer matriculation increases
Explore online programs
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(1) Identify and resolve operational challenges with Colloquy

2010-2011

(2) Identify approach that fits CSUMB and serves the region;

2011-2012

(3)Planning for online

2012-2013

Implement the MSW

First cohort launched

Mayleen True

August 2010

Develop and implement the Nursing
program

BSN program approved

Chris Hasegawa

2011

First cohort launched

2012

2. Develop academic advising as a signature strength of CSUMB
Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Indicator

Lead Person

Identify indicators of effectiveness for
academic advising at CSUMB
Implement a distinct Advising
Model that can be easily and clearly
communicated and that guides
enhanced services to all CSUMB
constituents

Year to complete
Completed 2009

(1) Roll out advising plan

Brian Simmons

2010-2011

(2) Campus-wide training conducted

2011-2012

(3) Pilot(s) implemented

2012-2013

(4) Advising model implemented across campus
(5) Formal linkages established between all those who provide
academic advising
(6) Advising model evaluated

Complete new round of degree
pathways

Completed 2010

Develop an academic recovery
program for students placed on
academic probation and in jeopardy
of academic disqualification

Completed 2010

Establish the Center for Student
Success as funded by the Title 5
grant

Completed 2009

Develop and implement intrusive
advising strategies to assist at-risk
students

Measures?

Ronnie Higgs/
Center for
Student Success

2010-2011

Improve processes for declaration
and change of major

Measure?

Brian Simmons

2010-2011
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3. Enhance quality and rigor of the Lower Division curriculum
Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Success Indicator

Examine non-major graduation
requirements (ULRs/GLOs) and LD
curriculum and recommend several
models for GE at CSUMB that align
with Title 5 and CSU GE reqs and
the distinctiveness of CSUMB

Otter Model approved by the Senate

Planning to implement Otter Model

(1) GE outcomes developed and new courses developed
(2) Courses certified and new material included in snapshot of
the 2012 Catalog

Lead Person

Completed 2010

Kathy CruzUribe & Mary
Boyce

2010-2011

Renee Curry

2010-2011

(3) Otter model fully implemented
Enhance shared faculty
understanding of rigor through a
university-wide symposium and
implementing projects to enhance
and infuse rigor.

(1) Enhancing Rigor: Scaffolding Learning (campus event)

Year to complete

(2) Nurturing intellectual life on campus—making
opportunities visible and identifying new opportunities

2011-2012
Fall 2012

2011-2012
2012-2013

(3) Infusing Rigor: Scaffolding projects implemented
(4) Assess rigor projects

FYS Task Force recommendation
moves to the Senate
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Vote in the Senate

Ilene Feinman

2010-2011

4. Attract, retain, and develop faculty with appropriate expertise
Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Success Indicator

Lead Person

Year to complete

Develop and implement chair/
program coordinator workload/
compensation plan

(1) Current releases inventoried

Kathy CruzUribe

2010

Increase consistent use of recruitment
processes

(1) Develop customary duties/position descriptions for
lecturers

Mary Roberts

Summer 2010

(2) Plan developed

Fall 2011

(3) Plan implemented

Spring 2011

(2) Incorporate background check procedures into search
materials and processes

Spring 2011
Spring 2011

(3) Reduce days between priority screening date and
interviews

Summer 2010
Spring 2011

(4) Conduct surveys regarding recruitment process
(5) Improve temporary faculty recruitment process
(6)Coordinate with Extended Ed to improve process
Help to foster a work environment
that is inclusive, welcoming and
supportive

(1) Work with TLA on Orientation, social gatherings and
“brown bag” lunches for new faculty

Mary Roberts

2010-2011

Mary Roberts

2010-2011

(2) Publicly recognize faculty achievements
(3) Conduct exit interviews or surveys to obtain valuable
feedback
(4) Give further recognition to faculty successfully completing
RTP

Support and invest in the
development of department chairs
and their roles in the colleges

(1) Coordinate with TLA to enhance opportunities and minigrants for chair development and growth
(2) Work with dept. chairs to increase the quality and quantity
of lecturer evaluations received

2012-2013

(3) Enhance the use of technology for training and
development

279

5. Develop a culture of evidence with a full cycle of assessment
Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Success Indicator

Identify best practices @ CSUMB;
highlight and disseminate them

Lead Person

Year to complete

Becky
Rosenberg,
TLA Director

Completed 2009

Implement Program Review with
training and support for assessment
of MLOs and program improvement
based on assessment results
Develop and implement outcomes
and assessment for the Otter model
(GE)

Completed 2008

(1) Faculty broadly encouraged to participate in the shaping of
GE

Becky
Rosenberg

(2) New GE faculty learning communities created

Dec 2010
Spring 2011
2012-2013

(3) New GE outcomes developed

Summer 2013

(4) Outcomes approved by Univ. Curr. Committee
(5) TLA provides teaching co-ops and workshops to support
new course development
(6) Assessment planned
(7) First assessments implemented on the new Otter model
Evaluate and enhance Program
Review process

Work with Senate to revise Program Review Procedure Manual

Mary Boyce

2010-2011

Capstones evaluated and assessed

(1) Capstone assessment embedded in annual assessment plans

Becky
Rosenberg

2010-2011

(2) Capstone assessments implemented
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6. Assess and enhance curricular coherence at all levels, informed by the
scholarship of teaching and learning
Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Success Indicator

Lead Person

Year to complete

Examine non-major graduation
requirements and lower division
curriculum

Task Force produced 3 models for consideration by the
ULROP

Curriculum
Task Force

Completed 2009

Produce degree requirement sheets
for each major
Increase retention of students in the
major

Completed 2009

(1) Examine retention of native and transfer students and
determine interventions to increase retention of transfer
students in the major.

Kathy CruzUribe

2010-2011

Kathy CruzUribe

Completed 2010

2011-2012

(2)Implement projects to increase retention in the major
Bring EE Capstone Study results into
discussions across the university

(1) Capstone Study results presented to campus audiences
(2) Identify steps to enhance scalable approaches to capstone
(3) Identify implications and implement related projects—
improving writing, etc…

2010-2011
2011-2012

(4)Implement capstone changes
Ensure Catalog accuracy and
congruence between catalog copy,
advising materials, and departmental
websites
Produce clear, accurate, and studentfriendly degree pathways

(1) Identify an approach
(2) Implement the approach selected

Mary Boyce

2010-2011
2011-2012

Completed 2010
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7. Continue to enhance active, engaged learning activities and undergraduate research
Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Success Indicator

Lead Person

Year to complete

Send an interdisciplinary team to the
CSU system-supported Council on
Undergraduate Research (CUR)

Completed 2008

Develop the “Undergraduate
Research Opportunities Program” as
proposed by Prof. Bill Head

Completed 2008

Enhance, support, and integrate
UROC into the life of the campus
and the colleges

(1) Develop financial plan for UROC

Collaborate with the Career Center
in order to expand student internship
opportunities

Infrastructure developed

(2) Implement financial plan

Kathy CruzUribe

2011-2012

Ronnie Higgs

2012-2013

2012-2013

8. E
 nhance the use of academic technology to increase access and student
learning
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Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Success Indicator

Lead Person

Year to complete

Develop and implement a strategic
plan for academic technology
with accompanying times lines,
responsibilities, and resource
implications articulated

(1) Develop the plan

Marc Oehlman

2011-2012

Develop and implement assessments
and skill modules for Tech Info
(related to new GE)

(1) Plan and develop the assessments so incoming students can
indicate their level of skill

(2) Implement the plan

(2) Develop and implement the needed modules

2012-2013

Marsha Moroh
w/ Senate
Technology
Committee

2010-2011
2011-2012?

9. Develop, organize, and coordinate a common infrastructure for graduate programs
Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Success Indicator

Lead Person

Year to complete

Develop a Graduate Handbook
that includes existing policies and
practices

(1) Gather current policies and practices

Mary Boyce/
Brian Simmons

2010-2011

Ronnie Higgs

2010-2011

Kathy CruzUribe

2012-2013

(2) Identify areas of needed policy development

2011-2012

(3) Develop needed policies and practices
(4) Develop and implement Graduate Handbook

Refine and enhance the graduate
admissions process

(1) Process map graduate admissions

Develop infrastructure to support
Graduate Studies

Infrastructure put into place

(2) Identify and implement needed changes to the graduate
admissions process

10. Enhance retention, enrollment services, and graduation rates
Action Item

Outcome/Measurable Success Indicator

Lead Person

Year to complete

Participate in the CSU Graduation
Initiative and demonstrate increased
retention and graduation rates by
2015 (project began with fall 2009
cohort)

(1) Cohort of 1st time full-time students entering in fall 2010
will be retained fall to spring and fall to fall at higher rates
than the fall 2009 cohort. Data are tracked and reported
monthly.

Kathy CruzUribe

Fall 2011

Early Start

(1) Plan developed and submitted to the CO ;

Kathy CruzUribe

Nov 2010

Fall 2017

(2) 6-yr grad rate for 1st time fulltime will increase from 37%
to 45% for cohort entering in 2010

(2) Begin implementation of Early Start
(3) Full implementation of Early Start

Fall 2011
Fall 201`2

Develop and implement degree audit

Degree audit fully developed and implemented for all
undergraduate degree programs

Ronnie Higgs

Date?

Increase enrollment of international
students

(1) Planning for enrollment increase

Chris Hasegawa

2010-2011

(2) Implement plans

2011-2012

(3) Demonstrate increased enrollment of international students

2012-2013
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Appendix 16: Academic Program Review Schedule
Services and programs will be reviewed on a seven-year cycle. New programs will have their first review five years after
initial implementation and will then be placed on a seven-year cycle for subsequent reviews. Dates for the initial set of
reviews of existing programs are provided below.

Program

Reports To

Program Review Begins

Academic & Centralized Scheduling

Enrollment Management

Fall 2013

Academic Skills Achievement Program

Academic Affairs

Fall 2010

Admissions & Recruitment

Enrollment Management

Fall 2012

Athletics, Intramurals & Recreational Sports

Student Affairs

Fall 2014

Campus Health Center

Student Affairs

Fall 2010

Campus Service Center

Enrollment Management

Fall 2014

Career Development

Enrollment Management

Fall 2010

Early Outreach and Support

Enrollment Management

Fall 2014

Extended Education

Academic Affairs

Fall 2013

Facility Management & Planning

Administration & Finance

Fall 2009

Financial Aid

Enrollment Management

Fall 2015

First Year Seminar

Academic Affairs

Fall 2015

Financial Services

Administration & Finance

Fall 2011

Grants & Contracts

Academic Affairs

Fall 2013

Human Resources

Administration & Finance

Fall 2010

Information Technology

Academic Affairs

Fall 2011

International Programs

Academic Affairs

Fall 2014

Institutional Assessment & Research

Academic Affairs

Fall 2012

Judicial Affairs

Student Affairs

Fall 2012

Library

Academic Affairs

Fall 2014

Personal Growth and Counseling Center

Student Affairs

Fall 2012

Records & Registration

Enrollment Management

Fall 2011

Service Learning Institute

Academic Affairs

Fall 2010

Student Activities and Leadership

Student Affairs

Fall 2009

Student Disability Resources

Student Affairs

Fall 2013
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Student Housing & Residential Life

Student Affairs

Fall 2009

Teaching, Learning and Assessment

Academic Affairs

Fall 2011

Undergraduate Advising Center

Enrollment Management

Fall 2010

University Policy Department

Administration & Finance

Fall 2012

University Writing Program

Academic Affairs

Fall 2012

