Institutional Proposal for Reaccreditation
Submitted to the Western Association of Schools and Colleges
October 2007
A. Institutional Context
A.1.1 Background California State University, Monterey Bay (CSUMB) was established in 1994
as the 21st campus in the California State University system. A few miles north of Monterey and
nearly 10 miles west of the Salinas Valley, the campus occupies 1387 acres of the former (now
decommissioned) Fort Ord, a 28 square mile military reservation bordering Monterey Bay on
California’s Central Coast. Though its acreage is immense, with a spring 2007 enrollment of 3600
students, CSUMB is one of the smallest California State Universities.
CSUMB was envisioned by its founding faculty as the 21st campus for the 21st century and with
a desire to serve the educational needs of a 21st century Californian, American, and global
citizenry. The CSUMB Vision, adopted in 1994, continues to guide, inspire, and provide the
philosophical foundation of the campus. The faculty and staff are strongly committed to social
justice, multiculturalism, service learning, second language acquisition, collaboration, and to
engaging students with student-centered pedagogies. CSUMB strives to educate traditionally
underserved students with a particular focus on students in the tri-county (Monterey, Santa Cruz,
and San Benito) area.
Significant aspects of the university’s academic model include outcomes-based education, a twosemester service learning requirement (one at the lower division and one in the major),
technology and information competency, a culture and equity requirement, and competence in a
second language at the intermediate-mid level. All students take a First Year Seminar, Major
ProSeminar, and produce a senior capstone project.
Carnegie classifies CSUMB as a medium sized, four year, highly residential campus. The
institution currently offers seventeen bachelor’s degrees and six master’s degrees. Two of the
bachelor’s degrees are new and begin in fall 2007. Eight of the majors account for roughly 80%
of the students; the remaining degree programs have fewer than one hundred students each
(Appendix 3B). Students in the graduate and credential programs account for 9% (4 and 5%
respectively) of the total student body.
Of the roughly 3600 students 58% are female, 52% are traditionally under-represented ethnicities
in higher education, and 43% are first generation students. CSUMB is a Hispanic Serving
Institution (HSI). Latino Americans comprise 27% of the student body while the populations of
African American, Pacific Islander, Asian American and Native Americans all stand at 4% or
less. CSUMB has a largely residential, traditionally-aged student population: 53% are between
the ages of 16 and 21, and fully 82% are 25 years or younger. Only 4% of the students are over
40 years of age. The vast majority of students are Californians with 2% coming from other states
and 2% from other countries. Tri-county students make up 32% of the undergraduate and 80% of
graduate student bodies respectively (Appendix 3B).
CSUMB has 291 faculty members, 46% of whom are full time. Of the 119 tenure-track faculty,
75 are tenured. Both full and part time faculty are 50% male and female, however women
comprise a slightly larger part of the total workforce at 55%. As of 2006, our full-time faculty
were 54% white, 19% Latino, 8% African American, and 14% Asian; these percentages were
closely mirrored by our part-time faculty (Appendix 4).
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A.1.2 Strengths and Challenges CSUMB approaches reaccreditation with many strengths and
challenges.
Strengths One of the strengths of which we are most proud, and which we have received recent
national recognition, is the Service Learning Institute and its work in community service and
civic engagement. Coordinated community service enables students to develop the “critical
thinking abilities to be productive citizens, and the social responsibility and skills to be
community builders” (CSUMB Vision Statement; CFR 1.5). Service learning manifests in the
lower division as the Community Participation University Learning Requirement (ULR), and is
required of all students at the upper division as a Graduation Learning Requirement. As a result,
service learning has an enormous presence on campus and in the community. Every semester
between 45 and 50% of CSUMB students are enrolled in a service learning course and spend
roughly 45000 hours working in the community. This is costly education. Faculty have to be
trained, partnerships have to be developed, risk has to measured, courses need to be small and
developed within each department. The gains for students are clear, but the infrastructure
requirements are huge.
In recognition of our work, last year CSUMB was one of three recipients of the White House’s
President’s Award for Community Service, as part of the inaugural President’s Higher Education
Community Service Honor Roll, sponsored by the Corporation for National and Community
Service. Over 580 institutions of higher education applied to be considered for this award in its
inaugural year. In addition, last year CSUMB was one of 76 colleges and universities that
received the new Carnegie elective classification in Community Engagement. This national
recognition is clear evidence that community and civic engagement are at the core of CSUMB’s
academic programs.
CSUMB’s academic model derives from its Vision and Core Values. Do students understand
what faculty are trying to do and does the model manifest in the lives of students in ways they
recognize? Preliminary data are positive. Students’ National Survey of Student Engagement
(NSSE) responses (2005) show that in seven survey areas-applied, active and project-based
activities, interdisciplinarity, multicultural and global perspective, technology sophistication,
service learning, ethical reflection and practice, and collaboration, CSUMB students rate CSUMB
as providing significantly higher levels of engagement than other universities, both in the CSU
and nationally (CFR 2.5).
The CSUMB Vision and Core Values are evident in the ways students respond to questions
regarding enriching educational experience (CFRs 1.1, 1.2). The 2005 NSSE data illustrate well
the campus’s focus on developing 21st century citizens who are able to engage with people of
different races, ethnicities, political, and religious beliefs, citizens who are able to use technology,
who make significant progress towards acquiring a second language proficiency, and who
actively contribute to communities other than their own (CFR 1.5).
CSUMB is proud of its curriculum and sees graduating students as individuals who have not only
acquired knowledge and skills but know how to apply what they have learned to real-world
problems. Because of CSUMB’s outcomes-based educational approach, students understand what
they must know and be able to do, and what they will be held accountable for in order to succeed
in a given course or degree program (CFR 2.5).
Challenges During its initial accreditation in 2003, CSUMB received tremendous accolades from
the Educational Effectiveness visiting team. At that time the campus community assumed that
CSUMB was “on the verge of becoming a national model” (Accreditation Letter 2003), and
would therefore be an attractive destination for students seeking bachelor’s degrees in a host of
innovative programs. Neither WASC nor the campus anticipated the flat student enrollments,
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student retention difficulties, and corresponding limited budgets due to the lower than expected
FTE (Appendix 2)
The crux of the budget issue for institutions within the CSU system is that the only way to ensure
that financial resource growth will be sufficient to meet opportunities, increasing expenditure
mandates, and obligations is through enrollment growth. Development of new academic
programs as the university develops, not to mention increasing expenditures for compensation
and benefits, utilities, maintenance contract escalation, etc., rely in part on enrollment growth.
Without growth, the continued development of the university is stalled as its budget stagnates.
The challenge is to attract and retain sufficient students to grow at a steady rate (Appendix 10).
What we have been able to do with our growing understanding of recruitment, retention, and their
relationship to the CSU curricular funding model is to make recruitment and retention a top
priority. We hired a new vice president of Student Affairs, one that has been able in two years to
educate the campus about recruitment in higher education. The university is developing an
understanding of its fundamental challenges with respect to attracting and retaining students.
One of the challenges is aesthetic. As a former military base, the campus and surrounding acreage
is covered with abandoned buildings. Of the nearly one hundred structures demolished since our
inception, eighty-five of them have come down since June of 2006. The campus is seeking
additional funding from the Chancellor’s Office to bring down the remaining buildings.
Another challenge is uniqueness, CSUMB-style. CSUMB’s early years were characterized by
campus jargon highly idiosyncratic of the campus’s culture of innovation. Partnering with
community colleges and effectively attracting students were made more difficult by CSUMB’s
unique naming of academic programs as well as offering of programs that are interdisciplinary,
innovative, and without clearly defined degree pathways. Transfer counselors and prospective
students could not find the traditionally named programs for which they were looking. Faculty
has begun to change some program names and develop degree pathways for all majors.
Management and International Entrepreneurship changed its name to Business and is now
CSUMB’s largest and fastest growing degree program. Other degree programs have recently
made name changes in order to be visible in CSUmentor (the CSU on-line program that helps
students learn about and select degree programs and campuses) and attract students seeking these
areas of study. Degree pathways were established in February 2007 and now provide a focal point
for articulation and transfer alignment.
Just as the NSSE data speak to areas of strength for the campus, they also inform areas that need
improvement, one of which is effective academic advising (CFRs 2.12, 2.13). CSUMB has a
diffuse model of professional advising. Lower division and transfer student advising occurs in the
Center for Undergraduate Advising. Advising in the major for upper division students is done by
the individual degree programs. The concerns about academic advising may be more intense due
to CSUMB’s innovative, complex curriculum. The model and the staffing allocations are being
evaluated now. Use of the NSSE data will help us take appropriate action in this area.
CSUMB has a very successful Early Outreach Program (EOP). This program provides intense
advising and the success of its students suggest that a more intrusive approach to academic
advising could be beneficial to our incoming general student population and enhance student
success and retention. The provost and the vice president for Student Affairs are collaborating on
a Student Success Initiative that will enable the efforts of staff on campus to be coordinated in
ways that will enhance academic advising and success for all students. We are looking to our
successes to provide models for change in our areas of challenge.
The retention analysis that will be conducted as part of the Capacity and Preparatory Review will
further inform the campus community’s understanding of retention issues. Beyond aesthetics and
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uniqueness CSUMB is losing qualified students for reasons the institution does not yet
understand. The issues are more complex than recruiting the “right” students for the education
offered here and data are needed to explicate the retention and attrition situation. CSUMB is at a
significant juncture in its development and must increase student retention and graduation rates.
University leadership is committed to implementing the interventions and changes needed so that
more students enroll, choose to stay and complete their university education at CSUMB (CFR
2.10).
CSUMB is also emerging from a significant change in institutional leadership. Key
administrators left; none of the senior administrators at the time of initial accreditation remain at
CSUMB. In addition to the loss of institutional memory and experience, several key posts were
vacant for a considerable length of time, and in several cases, new hires occupied their posts for
less than a year. As a result, CSUMB has made less progress than needed in several areas.
With a series of successful hires and the arrival of new leadership, a focused president, a datainformed provost, a strong vice president of student affairs, an experienced vice president of
administration and finance, an experienced senior officer as vice president of university
advancement, and an associate vice president of institutional effectiveness, CSUMB has the
opportunity to move forward into a new chapter of its development (CFR 3.10).
A1.3 Current State of Identifying and Assessing Learning Outcomes CSUMB is an
outcomes-based institution. Therefore, our campus must have coherent systems in place that
allow us to 1) develop learning outcomes; 2) assess student progress in meeting these outcomes;
and, 3) modify these outcomes based on this evidence of student learning, 4) use assessment to
inform our progress in student learning. Outcomes-based education (OBE) is most well
developed in the general education areas, the 13 University Learning Requirements (ULRs). Each
of these areas has learning outcomes, criteria, and standards used to assess student work (CFRs
1.2, 1.3, 2.4, 2.6, 2.8, 4.7; Appendix 6). Each ULR has a faculty learning community responsible
for developing and maintaining its learning outcomes as well as developing effective
pedagogies 1 . Members of each ULR faculty learning community participate in the bi-annual
review of student work in which faculty collaboratively review examples of student work. Faculty
have learned much from their review of student work and made substantial changes in their
teaching, and this learning by faculty has been captured in several pieces of scholarship
(Appendix 12). The design and implementation of this assessment process to date has focused on
faculty development, on teaching rather than student learning, and has not generated systematic
evidence regarding student mastery of ULR learning outcomes. The need for systematic evidence
is currently driving a revision of the ULR assessment process.
Like the general education program, all of the academic programs have major learning outcomes
(MLOs) (CFR 2.2; Appendix 6). Major learning outcomes, which communicate the skills and
abilities required of graduating seniors as well as the framework for each degree program, are
published in a variety of places including websites, internally produced brochures, and advising
literature. Assessment of major learning outcomes is less systematically developed than in the GE
areas. Close to 40% of the programs assess some of their major learning outcomes in courses;
almost 90% assess some or most of their MLOs in the Capstone/and or Graduate Portfolio (CFRs
1.2, 4.7). Most of the assessment of capstones/and or portfolios is done singly or by pairs of
faculty evaluating student work; however, closing the assessment loop by making intentional
programmatic changes in order to increase student learning is the most undeveloped aspect of the
major learning outcome assessment process. At this time, only 25% of the academic programs
have used assessment of MLOs to improve their curricula (CFRs 2.6, 4.3; Appendix 6).
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In order to close the assessment loop, increase attention to student learning, and position program
review as a significant mechanism for program improvement, program review was revised
(Appendix 11) in spring 2007. These changes are a significant investment in the systematic
engagement of the faculty in assessing student learning and improving teaching, and will help
programs’ use of the results of this process to improve programs and institutional practices.
Program faculty must now collaboratively assess student work for competence in major learning
outcomes and use the findings to improve their programs 2 (CFRs 2.4, 2.7, 4.1, 4.3, 4.7). Analysis
of student enrollment data is supported with the provision of program enrollment data by
Institutional Assessment and Research (IAR). An alumni survey is another of the data elements in
the revised program review process. Following a program self-study and external review of the
program, the program review portfolio is considered by the Program Review Committee. This
committee is convened by the provost and includes faculty representatives from the
Undergraduate Studies Committee and the Post-Graduate Studies and Research Committee.
Written feedback from the Program Review Committee contributes to the development of the
Program Improvement Plan in which program faculty delineate their next steps for the program.
Program Improvement Plans must be approved by the dean and the provost. Assessment,
curricular and/or administrative changes then proceed through the appropriate faculty
committees 3 .
New programs are reviewed after five years and continuing programs are reviewed thereafter on a
seven-year schedule. Three to five programs move through this process each year. We anticipate
an evolution in the internal dialogue regarding a culture of evidence, assessment of student
learning, and program improvement over time as the revised process is implemented.
A.1.4 Campus Responses to 2003 Accreditation Recommendations While a full accounting of
these efforts may be found in Appendix 12, this section highlights the relationship between
particular recommendations and work that is important for the university to pursue at this time.
Though not a formal recommendation, the Visiting Team suggested that the campus needed to
develop a better understanding of the value of a CSUMB degree. We have a different and more
expensive academic model than many other universities. The Team urged us to determine if our
model actually led to a better outcome for our students. Perhaps prophetic in nature, that
suggestion resonates very strongly with our critical need to attract and retain students, and our
need to articulate clearly what potential students are likely to gain from their investment at
CSUMB. The research directed towards these ends will be an extensive alumni and community
partner survey, and discussed in detail in section B3.2 (CFRs 4.4, 4.8).
The Visiting Team suggested the campus suffers from a “missing middle”, or substantial
disconnects between some of the well developed areas. The campus has taken a multifaceted
approach to working with this issue. The revised program review process encourages programs
to: 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 11). In addition, programs are asked to illustrate how 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 (CFRs 2.4, 2.7, 4.1,
4.3, 4.7).
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In addition, research proposed for the Quality in Teaching and Learning Theme (B3.3 below),
will help the campus identify weaknesses and develop strong connections in the curriculum
where they may be currently lacking. The student learning embedded in capstone projects, like
the changes to the program review model, will help the campus understand how well it develops
skills essential in our capstones as well as how well these are developed throughout the
curriculum.
The 2003 Accreditation Report recommends that the campus “refine and more fully articulate its
conception of academic excellence…” Our Self-Review Under the Standards survey surfaced the
need to understand what we mean by “rigor”, and this resonates strongly with the Visiting Team’s
recommendation (CFR 2.5). The campus has already begun to explore the topic of rigor in a
series of roundtable dialogues in academic planning activities during fall 2007 and will continue
to engage it.
A.2 Self-Review Under the Standards of Accreditation This review was accomplished with a
campus-wide electronic survey adopted and modified from one developed at California State
University at San Marcos. Our modifications included specific questions directed towards
understanding several long standing aspects of CSUMB’s culture and gaining a broader response
on potential themes raised by study of the Strategic Plan, previous accreditation
recommendations, and other input from the campus.
The survey was completed by 25 staff, 23 faculty, 6 administrators, and 303 students; nearly 8%
of each group. A preliminary analysis of the survey is presented in Appendix 13. In general, the
survey results support the need for planning and retention activities discussed in the Capacityfocused parts of this proposal as well as the research undertaken as part of our Educational
Effectiveness Review (CFRs 3.5, 3.6).
In addition to support for activities developed in this proposal, the strength of responses in some
areas of the survey made it clear that the campus has considerable opportunity and need to engage
in several issues that are not well developed here, but will certainly form and inform aspects of
our Capacity and EE portfolios. These areas include the need for transparency in decision-making
(particularly in budgetary processes), data-driven decision-making, determining what “academic
rigor” means at CSUMB.” (CFRs 3.8, 3.10, 3.11).
The current senior administration is new, and with the very recent hire of a vice president of
Administration and Finance, has a significant opportunity to establish institutional priorities and
to align institutional resources with these priorities. Administration and Finance will be
developing and leading a new budget process. Progress made between 2007 and 2009 will be
evident in the CPR Report.
The strength of the survey responses regarding academic rigor, the lack of consensus on what it
means, and the perception (internal and perhaps external) that the curriculum lacks rigor suggests
much opportunity for local and campus-wide discussion on “rigor,” and exactly how students
should be challenged. Developing venues for this dialogue as well as assessing what is learned
will be rich opportunities for members of the Educational Effectiveness Committee.
A.3 Process for Proposal Development In Fall 2006 the campus organized the WASC
Accreditation Proposal Work Group (WAPWG), a body with broad representation. The WAPWG
was co-chaired by the interim provost and a faculty member deeply involved in assessment work
on campus. Membership included four faculty, dean of the College of Arts, Humanities, and
Social Sciences, director of the Service Learning Institute, the associate vice president of
Administration and Finance, interim assistant vice president of Student Affairs, director of
Facilities, director of Residential Life, director of Auxiliary Operations, director of Teaching
Learning and Assessment, coordinator of Technology Development, coordinator of Institutional
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Assessment and Research, director of Data Warehouse Services, and special assistant to the
provost. The group met monthly throughout fall 2006 and spring 2007.
WAPWG meetings focused on important university issues and on what CSUMB wanted to learn
in the accreditation process. The group then shifted to developing these ideas into potential
themes and developing criteria to select themes. The co-chairs brought the list of potential themes
to the Academic Affairs Council and to the Deans and Chairs group seeking to understand what
these groups considered important, and to expand or modify the potential themes, as key areas of
inquiry for each potential theme were identified.
WAPWG searched the CSUMB 2002-2007 Strategic Plan, Access to Excellence (the CSU
strategic planning process still underway), and the recommendations from our 2003 accreditation
letter with the intent of aligning key issues in these documents with potential themes. A
comprehensive list of potential themes and research projects (areas of inquiry) were presented to
the campus community at two Town Hall events. Participants, including faculty, administrators,
staff, and students selected key themes and research areas and contributed suggestions. These
data were ranked and modified still further as the WAPWG narrowed the themes to align better
with institutional priorities and inquiry that could be supported and accomplished. Finally, these
potential themes were included as questions in the Self-Review Under the Standards via a
campus-wide electronic survey (results discussed in Section A2).
The president and the provost were regularly apprised of the progress that the proposal working
group was making. As the new senior team arrived, it led the shift in timeline for the Proposal so
that the university focused on proposal development during the spring with submission of the
completed Proposal to WASC to occur in fall 2007. Nominations for WASC committees were
solicited widely in the campus community and the President extended the invitations to serve on
the WASC Steering Committee, the Capacity Committee, and the Educational Effectiveness
Committee. The resulting committee compositions are broad and include faculty, staff,
administrators, and students. Committees began meeting during spring 2007 and their work will
continue through the reaccreditation process.
In late spring 2007 the WASC Steering Committee reviewed and approved the approach to the
self-study and the proposal and the proposed budget for its research projects. The work began in
earnest during summer 2007.

B. Framing the Review Process to Connect the Capacity and Educational
Effectiveness Reviews
B.1.1 Rationale for the Review CSUMB has developed a hybrid approach to the Accreditation
Review Process. The hybrid approach blends a planning focus in the Capacity and Preparatory
Review with a themes-based approach to the Educational Effectiveness Review. The planning
approach to the Capacity and Preparatory Review will demonstrate CSUMB’s core commitment
to institutional capacity. The University Strategic Planning process of the new president (20072008) will provide the overarching structure of major university goals and key initiatives. In
conjunction with strategic planning, the provost will lead the development of a five-year
Academic Master Plan for the university. Nested under the strategic plan, each division of the
university will develop and implement plans that address institutional priorities.
A theme-based Educational Effectiveness Review is a good match for CSUMB. The themes that
emerged in the work by the proposal work group are timely for CSUMB and demonstrate
CSUMB’s core commitment to educational effectiveness: enhancing student success, the valueadded aspects of a CSUMB education, and high quality teaching and learning. A description of
the themes and the inquiry designed to explore each theme are presented in this Proposal.
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B.1.2 Expected Outcomes from the Accreditation Review Process
Capacity and Preparatory Review:
1. Integrated Planning and Budgeting (CFRs 3.5, 3.6, 3.8, 3.10, 3.11)
Activities: 1) Develop a ten-year strategic plan and a five-year academic plan.
Outcomes: 1) Establish major institutional goals; 2) Establishing program development
priorities 4 .
These Planning and Budget Processes Will be Used To: Align the resources of the
institution with its key priorities
2. Retention Analysis (CFRs 2.10, 2.11)
Activity: A comprehensive retention analysis will examine data regarding student
completion, student attrition, and academic programs, and examine common
characteristics and experiences of the students that are leaving and those being retained.
Outcomes: 1) Specify groups of students CSUMB is losing and the points at which they
leave; 2) Inform and shape the design of the student success initiatives and inquiry in
Theme One of the Educational Effectiveness Review; 3) Identify common characteristics
and experiences of the students retained into the junior year; 4) Determine “best
practices” from study of programs with the highest graduation rates. 5
These Will be Used To: Increase student retention at CSUMB.
3. Development of Academic Space (CFRs 3.5, 3.6)
Activity: Conduct academic space analysis to evaluate academic space development in
conjunction with enrollment growth targets and CSU formulas for coding academic
space.
Outcome: Determine specific recommendations regarding increasing academic space as
enrollment grows.
This Will be Used To: Plan effectively for growth in enrollment.
Educational Effectiveness Review:
1. Theme One Student Success Initiative (CFRs 2.10, 2.11, 2.12)
Activity: On the basis of the retention analysis develop, implement, and assess student
success initiatives directed towards attaching students to CSUMB and increasing student
retention.
Outcome: Identify attributes of successful initiatives.
This Will be Used To: Continue successful initiatives (and develop improved
interventions) to increase student retention.
2. Theme Two Analyzing the Value of the CSUMB Academic Model (CFRs 2.10, 3.5,
4.6, 4.8)
Activity: Theme Two research will survey CSUMB graduates and their employers, and
CSUMB community partners to study the value of different aspects of our academic
model and explore how they contribute to the success and satisfaction of our graduates’
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professional and personal lives (service learning, social justice, collaboration, technology,
interdisciplinarity, multilingualism, multiculturalism, and capstone).
Outcomes: 1) Analyze and rank the value of the components of CSUMB’s academic
model. 2) Identify areas of strength and weakness in our academic model 6 .
These Will be Used To: Make data-driven decisions regarding resource allocation to the
different components of the academic model.
3. Theme Three: Evaluation of Student Learning in Several Different Capstone
Models (CFRs 2.5, 2.6, 4.3, 4.4)
Activity: Capstone models, as well as student and faculty experience of these models will
be studied for: 1) Student learning produced; 2) Student and faculty expectations of
learning; 3) Resources requirements.
Outcomes: 1) Establish how CSUMB capstones contribute to student learning;
2) Understand faculty and student expectations of learning in different capstone models;
3) Identify different resource requirements of capstone models and their implications for
sustainability 7 .
These Will be Used To: Inform campus-wide discussion of our various capstone models,
and make data-driven decisions regarding support of different capstone models.
B1.3 Taking Stock of Dual Commitments: Connections Between Institutional Capacity and
Educational Effectiveness CSUMB began as an outcomes-based institution; we have been
formally assessing student work in the ULRs, and learning from our assessment for years. As a
result of this assessment work faculty have changed their teaching practices, made better
connections between their teaching practices and the learning outcomes, made better use of the
criteria and standards in developing evaluation rubrics, and changed the learning outcomes,
criteria, and standards themselves. The process we have used is now being reviewed with the
intent of developing more systematic assessment of student learning. As part of our new program
review model we will begin to assess major learning outcomes and use what we learn to improve
programs. These are examples of significant work for us, but this is also background work and
not material we are developing for this proposal (CFRs 1.2, 1.3, 2.4, 2.6, 4.7).
What we are saying is that CSUMB has always been about teaching and learning. We began
eleven years ago with a much stronger commitment to student-centered teaching and learning
than we had to institutional capacity. In order to become a highly successful institution, our
commitment to institutional capacity must keep pace with our commitment to student learning
and educational effectiveness.
There are three fundamental ways that our CPR and EE work of the next four years are
connected. First is about the relationship between enrollment targets, and physical academic
space, and the development and implementation of new academic programs that will attract new
students (CFRs 3.5, 3.6). The second relates to a retention analysis that will inform the design,
implementation, and evaluation of student success initiatives. We currently fail to keep 50% of
our students to graduation. In order for CSUMB to succeed, students have to have a powerful
enough curricular and co-curricular experience that they stay to become CSUMB graduates (CFR
2.3). The third is a new strategic plan, data informed decision-making, priorities for new
academic programs, and transparency in budget and resource allocation that will inform what is
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really possible for us in the next ten years 8 . CSUMB is linking institutional capacity and
educational effectiveness in fundamental ways (CFRs 3.5, 3.6, 3.8).
B2 Approach to the Capacity and Preparatory Review In 2007-2008 CSUMB frames its next
decade. A ten-year strategic plan and a five-year academic plan will lay out the next big steps in
the development of CSUMB as a comprehensive state university. Connected to the strategic plan
which will be developed by March 2008 and the academic plan (by May 2008) will be divisional
plans for each part of campus that address major university goals (CFRs 4.1, 4.3). Beyond
developing a new strategic plan, the institution is aligning academic, fiscal, technological,
Foundation, and physical resources with the strategic objectives and priorities of the institution
(CFRs 3.5, 3.7, 4.2). Demonstrating a connection between planning, priorities, and university
budgeting will be possible by the time of the Capacity and Preparatory Review Visit in 2009 9 .
Also demonstrated in the Capacity and Preparatory Review Report and portfolio will be examples
of progress in regard to data-driven decision-making and transparency in budget and finance.
The strategic enrollment management plan is connected to the strategic plan and the academic
plan. CSUMB has long term enrollment targets set in conjunction with the CSU Chancellor’s
Office and the CSUMB enrollment management plan has modeled the pace of student enrollment
growth based on recruitment in conjunction with increased retention rates. Enrollment growth is
linked with the expansion of academic programs and academic facilities in a developing
university. Seeing these connections, two issues that have emerged as projects to tackle in
preparation for the Capacity and Preparatory Review are:
1. Retention analysis
2. Developing adequate academic space
Recruitment and enrollment processes have been overhauled and the university is welcoming
(Fall 2007) its largest freshmen class and the total number of students is over 4000 for the first
time. This is an indicator that recruitment issues are being effectively addressed. Increasing
retention rates is also necessary for CSUMB to meet its enrollment targets over time. To focus the
campus conversation about retention strategies, a retention analysis will be conducted during fall
2007 and the results of the retention analysis will be widely discussed on campus and presented in
the Capacity and Preparatory Review (CPR) Report. The data regarding who stays and who
leaves and when these decisions are made are important to understand. The results will also
inform the selection of specific retention strategies to implement in the coming months as well as
the design of the retention-related inquiry in Theme One of the Educational Effectiveness
Review.
Developing adequate academic space is the second institutional capacity issue that will be
tackled. Based on the challenges CSUMB has already experienced with the development and
utilization of academic space, we anticipate a problem with the adequacy of academic space as
enrollment increases. The Capacity Committee selected this as a significant project to address in
the two years prior to the Capacity and Preparatory Review Visit.
Between 2007 and 2009, a faculty and administrative group (a subgroup of the Capacity
Committee) will model future space needs vs. available space to develop and recommend a
combination of strategies. The strategies we have been able to imagine, to date, for responding to
the complex intersection of pedagogy, workload, scheduling, occupancy, and the development of
appropriate academic spaces are not simple nor are they equally fruitful. When we have identified
the combination of strategies that will enable us to take steps to increase appropriate academic
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Outcomes of the Accreditation Review Process 1, 2, 3, and 7

space in a timely way as the institution grows, we will present our findings to the deans and the
provost. With their support and approval the needed decisions and actions will be implemented
(CFRs 3.1, 3.2, 3.5, 3.6).
B3 Approach for the Educational Effectiveness Review 10 CSUMB’s Educational Effectiveness
Committee is composed of faculty, staff, and administrators from across campus. It operates as a
community of scholars engaged in campus supported research that address the themes and
research questions of our self study. Each research area is framed as scholarly research intended
for publication as well as a way to inform the growth and development of campus programs and
policies (CFRs 2.8, 2.9). The research is being developed by faculty and staff with scholarly
expertise and interest in relevant fields. Each research team understands that this is applied
research and that their primary goal is to shape their questions, methods, and make meaning of
their results in the context of Educational Effectiveness and Capacity issues relevant to their
project. CSUMB’s self study is organized around three themes:
1. Factors in Student Success: How can CSUMB help students attach to the university such
that it creates persistence to graduation?
2. Value Added by the CSUMB Experience: How does an education from CSUMB change
and add value to the lives of its graduates?
3. Quality in Teaching and Learning: How are capstones contributing to student learning,
and what are student and faculty expectations for learning in different capstone models?
B3.1 Theme One: Factors in Student Success (CFRs 2.10, 2.11, 2.12) CSUMB has an overall
transfer out rate of nearly 49%, which is neither sustainable nor desirable. It is a cause of
significant economic hardship across campus and means that the institution and its Vision reach
and serve far fewer students than is desirable. The low retention rate may be seen as a failure to
deeply attach students to each other and to the university during students’ early experiences at
CSUMB. Or, it may be that students are not finding the kind of academic programs that they are
looking for at CSUMB.
CSUMB must develop sufficient coherence among and between curricular and co-curricular
programs such that we help students weave their learning into a meaningful, whole,
undergraduate experience 11 . The university has residence halls, academic programs, and many
student activities; however, the attrition data suggest that majors and student activities do not
automatically generate significant student engagement in learning or serve to attach students to
each other or the university. One can be busy, but not engaged. One can know many people, but
not be known in a way that results in belonging. On this campus, with this student population,
what will allow engagement, belonging, and retention to be increased?
CSUMB is ready to invest in a retention analysis the results of which will direct the development
of effective interventions to help students attach to CSUMB such that they persist to graduation.
A number of those involved in these discussions envision these interventions as collaborations
between Academic and Student Affairs, perhaps linking first year courses with meaningful cocurricular programs. The interventions may include a student leadership development experience.
The retention analysis will inform the intervention strategies that are designed and studied in this
EE theme. The interventions will be planned in spring 2008 and implemented in fall 2008. They
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The work described in this section is in addition to the ongoing student learning assessment conducted
in the ULRs (CSUMB’s GE areas) and student learning in major programs as a part of major program
review. Evidence of this ongoing work will be included in the EE portfolio.
Outcome of the Accreditation Review Process 4
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will be assessed fall 2009. The results of the assessment will be used to develop strategies and
innovative programs to improve the student success initiatives implemented the previous year.
Outcome: Identify attributes of successful interventions.
This Will be Used To: Continue successful interventions (and develop improved
interventions) to increase student retention.
B3.2 Value Added by the CSUMB Experience (CFRs 2.10, 3.5, 4.6, 4.8) How does an
education at CSUMB influence the lives of its graduates? During the institution’s initial
accreditation, the Visiting Team suggested that CSUMB had considerable excitement and pride in
its academic model, but very little evidence to show that the academic model leads to better
outcomes for its graduates than the graduates of other universities. Faculty intend for an
education from CSUMB to be a transformative experience and the institution needs to understand
the degree to which this is true. CSUMB needs to understand which components of the academic
model matter. The research for this theme will be a web-based survey of graduates, their
employers, and of CSUMB’s community partners (CFR 4.8).
The research, collaboration between a Science dean, a Social Science faculty member, and staff
from alumni relations, focuses on how key characteristics of our academic model 12 contribute to
the success and satisfaction of our graduates’ professional and personal lives. It may be that each
aspect of the academic model is not equally influential or valuable to our alumni. Alumni are in a
good position to reflect on the value and results of a college education with many interwoven
values. This research will be the first such study at CSUMB.
In addition to addressing a Visiting Team recommendation and providing valuable critique and
feedback into the academic model and curricular areas, we anticipate that this research will be
valuable for recruitment and marketing. From extensive discussion regarding problems with
student retention, it is plain that the campus needs to attract students who want what CSUMB has
to offer. The institution must be able to clearly articulate why students should come here, the
value of the education they will receive and what students are likely to expect. This work will
also inform changes to our curriculum and future consideration of our academic model. The
survey will be developed in fall 2007, and administered and analyzed in spring 2008.
Outcomes: 1) Analyze and rank the value of the components of CSUMB’s academic
model; 2) Identify areas of strength and weakness in our academic model.
These Will be Used To: Make data-driven decisions regarding resource allocation to the
different components of the academic model.
B.3.3 Quality in Teaching and Learning (CFRs 2.5, 2.6, 4.3, 4.4) Student capstones are now
commonplace in higher education, but little is known about what they demonstrate with respect to
student learning. CSUMB has many different capstone models many of which are very labor
intensive; they don’t simply require students take a class but that they engage in independent
research. Some of our capstone models are growing in that they require students take a
precapstone course. This Quality in Teaching and Learning inquiry focuses on the learning
embedded in student capstones, the student and faculty expectations of learning in different
capstone models and resource requirements of different capstones models to inform how to make
our capstone models sustainable as we grow. This research is being designed and implemented by
three faculty (humanities, social science, and business). It will be designed during the 2007-2008
school year and completed the following year.
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The CSUMB academic model includes service learning, social justice, collaboration, technology,
interdisciplinarity, multilingualism, multiculturalism, and capstone.

The 2003 WASC recommendation that the institution better understand the value of its academic
model led some of the proposal working group to consider a study of the culminating learning
experience at CSUMB. Along with the research in Theme Two, this work also addresses a
WASC recommendation and a concern regarding CSUMB’s “missing middle” and will help the
campus make more concrete connections between different aspects of our academic model.
Outcomes: 1) Establish how CSUMB capstones contribute to student learning;
2) Understand faculty and student expectations of learning in different capstone models;
3) Identify different resource requirements of different capstone models their implications
for sustainability.
These Will be Used To: This research will inform campus-wide discussion of our various
capstone models, and make data-driven decisions regarding support of different capstone
models.

C. Plan of Work and Engagement of Key Constituencies
C.1 Work plan and Milestones The work plan (Appendix 14) lays out the Capacity and the
Educational Effectiveness (EE) projects associated with this Proposal, indicating the groups
involved and the persons responsible for the outcome or project. The university strategic planning
and academic planning processes are occurring during 2007-2008. Strategic planning is underway
with a broad university-wide group, convened by the President, with representatives of students,
staff, administrators, faculty, and community members. Academic planning, convened by the
Provost, is now underway with a planning group broadly representing Academic Affairs and each
of the colleges by faculty, students, and administrators.
The projects selected by the Capacity Committee for the Capacity review will be conducted in
2007-2009 and included in the Capacity Report. The retention analysis will be led by the director
of Institutional Assessment and Research and the academic space project will be led by a senior
faculty in the Sciences with a subgroup of faculty and administrative colleagues. Concurrently
with the Capacity projects, the research inquiries of EE themes are being designed and launched
in fall 2007 and spring 2008. The research for the EE Review will be threaded through the entire
period of the review process, and included in the in the EE Report. The research groups for two
EE themes are mixed groups of faculty and staff. The third theme is being examined by three
faculty members.
In addition to the capstone research project proposed for the EE Review, examining student work
is embedded in the ongoing bi-annual assessment of University Learning Requirements (GE) and
program review (Appendix 11). During the accreditation review period, student work in 13
academic programs will be reviewed by departmental faculty. The program review portfolios,
with analysis of what has been learned from the examination of student work, are submitted to the
Program Review Committee. Exemplars of ULR assessment and program review will be included
in the EE portfolio.
C.2 Effectiveness of Data Gathering and Analysis Systems To date, our most effective data
gathering and analysis has been focused on recruitment and enrollment. CSUMB is using a
collection of carefully crafted reports to monitor the enrollment of the incoming class of freshmen
and returning students. These reports are regularly provided to the President’s Cabinet. The
reports were developed by external consultants. Slowly the examination of enrollment data has
begun to shape the internal dialogue about recruitment and enrollment. The discussions are now
data-informed.
Although we track disaggregated enrollment data and term-to-term retention rates and these data
are maintained on the Institutional Assessment and Research (IAR) web site for the campus and
included in Appendix 10, little analysis has been conducted. We were able to complete
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institutional reporting to the CSU Chancellor’s Office and IPEDS, conduct NSSE, CIRP, and the
Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) and report the results to the campus, but have had inadequate
analytical capability in institutional research. Conducting analysis regarding retention is now our
priority. A new director of IAR has been hired and will conduct the analysis of institutional data
needed for us to understand retention at CSUMB.
Assessment of student learning occurs in courses, programs, academic departments, and faculty
learning communities dedicated to CSUMB’s GE program. Much of this work has resulted in
faculty learning and enhanced teaching, but has not become part of evidence-based institutional
dialog and action. The campus needs to move from assessment that has facilitated faculty
learning experiences to focus on using what we have learned to build a culture of evidence the
improvement of student learning.
C.3 Commitment of Resources to Support the Accrediting Review Oversight of the entire
review process is provided by the WASC Steering Committee. This committee is composed of
senior faculty, senior administrators, and the presidents of the Faculty Senate and Associated
Students. The approach to this review, the potential projects and the budget were considered and
approved by the Steering Committee in May 2007. The Proposal drafts have been reviewed by
the Steering Committee prior to finalizing this document for WASC.
The Capacity and the EE Committees are charged to conduct their work, reporting to the Steering
Committee. Each committee understands the time line for their projects and is proceeding.
Arrangements for needed faculty re-assigned time in 2007-2008 were completed as faculty
confirmed their work load arrangements for the coming year. These arrangements are made
annually between department chairs and deans. Academic Affairs is supporting accreditationrelated re-assigned time for faculty engaged in research groups. Staff and administrators are
including accreditation-related assignments as priorities in their work loads.
The associate vice president for Academic Planning and Institutional Effectiveness is our ALO
and she supervises Institutional Assessment and Research. We have consolidated and coordinated
institutional planning (strategic and academic) in her office so this has become the hub for
planning and accreditation activities. With the arrival of the new director of IAR we are now
staffed to provide data and analyses needed for effective planning and decision-making by the
various groups on campus. The ALO is working closely with each of our WASC committees and
coordinating communications between these groups and the strategic planning and academic
planning groups. Sharing this coordination responsibility with the ALO is the co-chair of the
proposal writing group, the chief faculty writer of our WASC Proposal. He is the faculty chair of
our GE committee (ULROP), chair of the EE Committee, a member of the Steering Committee,
and the Academic Planning Group.
Sustaining needed coordination between accreditation-related efforts and ongoing university
processes is partly fulfilled by the composition of each group. Each group includes people
engaged in other efforts and able to talk about what others are doing. Strategic planning informs
academic planning. Academic plans shape how institutional enrollment targets will be met.
Enrollment drives the development of new academic space and establishes the funding the
university receives for its budget allocations. These processes and structures are all connected.
Communications with the campus community and its many constituencies are broadened by
campus conversations and web sites with notes, plans, minutes, and resources. The budget for this
accreditation review is included in Appendix 14 with the work plan.
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Appendix 1
Institutional Type and Organizational Structure

15

16

Associate

Bachelors

Masters

253

Undergraduate

Graduate

3818

413

3405

Total
Headcount
of Students

53

25

28

NonResident
Alien
Headcount

148

10

138

Black, NonHispanic
Headcount

35

6

29

Am Indian/
Alaska Native
Headcount

203

21

182

Asian / Pacific
Islander
Headcount

1033

68

965

Hispanic/
Latino
Headcount

1821

202

1619

White/NonHispanic
Headcount

Professional

Overall Graduation
Percentage

36%

32%

36%

35%

Freshman
Cohort Year
(Entering Fall)

Fall 2000

Fall 1999

Fall 1998

Averages

Data for freshmen only.

61%

100%

50%

33%

Non-Resident
Alien
%

23%

9%

30%

29%

Black, NonHispanic
%

31%

0%

67%

25%

Am Indian/
Alaska Native
%

25%

10%

37%

29%

Asian / Pacific
Islander
%

35%

41%

26%

37%

Hispanic/
Latino
%

36%

36%

37%

35%

White/NonHispanic
%

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

Total

3554

3301

Enrollment by
Category

Non-degree

Total
FTE of
Students*

Uses IPEDS definitions for students. Data reported as of 10/15/2006. *FTE = FT + (PT/3)

5. LAST REPORTED IPEDS DATA FOR ENROLLMENT BY ETHNICITY AND GENDER

Doctorate

SUMMARY DATA FORM

PRESIDENT/CEO: Dianne F. Harrison, Ph.D.

4. SPONSORSHIP AND CONTROL: Public, California State University

3. DEGREE LEVELS OFFERED:

2. CALENDAR PLAN: Semester

1. YEAR FOUNDED: 1994

INSTITUTION: California State University, Monterey Bay

17

33%

40%

26%

43%

Ethnicity
Unknown
%

525

81

444

Ethnicity
Unknown
Headcount

33%

34%

32%

34%

Male
%

1614

128

1486

Total
Male
Headcount

DATE: 9/13/2007

36%

38%

33%

37%

Female
%

2204

285

1919

Total
Female
Headcount

60%

51%

55%

Fall 1999

Fall1998

Averages

60%

80%

33%

67%

Non-Resident
Alien
%

28%

20%

25%

40%

Am Indian/
Alaska Native
%

Non-Caucasian 47%
Non-Caucasian 36%

Part-time faculty headcount: 157

52%

50%

55%

50%
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C. Percentage from tuition and fees:

A. Number: 0

12. OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS:

B. Total Enrollment: 0

B. Meetings a year: 6

13. ELECTRONICALLY-MEDIATED PROGRAMS (50% or more offered online):

A. Size: 19

$4,889,932 as of 6/30/2007

F. Endowment:

11. GOVERNING BOARD:

0

E. Current Accumulated Deficit:

0 (FY2005-2006)

$64,798,588

B. Total Annual Operating Budget:

D. Operating deficit(s) for past 3 years: 0 (FY2004-2005)

Undergraduate Resident Tuition: $1,608
Graduate Resident Tuition: $1,980

A. Annual Tuition Rate:

60%

58%

61%

60%

Hispanic
%

Female 53%

Female 50%

57%

55%

67%

49%

White/Non
Hispanic
%

57%

51%

50%

69%

Ethnicity
Unknown
%

53%

55%

53%

50%

Male
%

61%

59%

65%

58%

Female
%

A. Number: 2

0 (FY2006-2007)

B. Total Enrollment: 56

Undergraduate Non-Resident Tuition: $10,170 maximum
Graduate Non-Resident Tuition: $10,170 maximum

Male 47%

Male 50%

Asian / Pacific
Islander
%

Full-time faculty headcount: 127

9. FTE STUDENT TO FTE FACULTY RATIO: 19.9

10. FINANCES:

37%

33%

36%

41%

Black, NonHispanic
%

Total FTE of faculty: 179 as of 10/23/2006

54%

Fall 2000

8. CURRENT FACULTY:

Overall
Graduation Percentage

Transfer
Cohort Year
(Entering Fall)

Data for transfer students only.

7. LAST 3 YEARS DATA FOR 6-YEAR COHORT TRANSFER GRADUATION RATE BY ETHNICITY & GENDER:
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20

21
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Appendix 2
Student Body and Enrollment

25

26

27

1477 (42%)
1463 (39%)
1484 (38%)
1339 (35%)
1354 (35%)

3551

3760

3945

3773

3818

Fall 2002

Fall 2003

Fall 2004

Fall 2005

Fall 2006*

2022 (53%)

2068 (55%)

2050 (52%)

1864 (50%)

1676 (47%)

Upper Division
Headcount

*Latest Data

Data provided by the office of Institutional Assessment and Research.

Lower Division
Headcount

Total Headcount
Enrollment

201 (5%)

140 (4%)

151 (4%)

127 (3%)

106 (3%)

Graduate
Headcount

45 (1%)

33 (1%)

34 (1%)

58 (2%)

68 (2%)

Post-Baccalaureate

Headcount Enrollment by Level (Fall Term)

CSUMB Data Element 1

196 (5%)

193 (5%)

226 (6%)

248 (7%)

224 (6%)

Credential
Headcount

3612

3618

3851

3646

3776

Total FTE
Enrollment

28
2907 (82%)
3166 (84%)
3352 (85%)
3187 (85%)
3123 (82%)

3551
3760
3945
3773
3818

Fall 2002

Fall 2003

Fall 2004

Fall 2005

Fall 2006*

*Latest Data

Full-Time Graduate Students = 9 or more units.

Full-Time Undergraduate Students = 12 or more units.

Data provided by the office of Institutional Assessment and Research

Full-Time

Total Headcount
Enrollment

695 (18%)

586 (15%)

593 (15%)

594 (16%)

644 (18%)

Part-Time

3818 (100%)

3773 (100%)

3945 (100%)

3760 (100%)

3551 (100%)

On-Campus Location

Headcount Enrollment by Status and Location (Fall Term)

CSUMB Data Element 2

-

-

-

-

-

Off-Campus Location

29

380 (96%)
439 (96%)
504 (94%)
566 (94%)
597 (91%)

396
459
535
605
654

Fall 2001
Fall 2002
Fall 2003
Fall 2004
Fall 2005*

57 (9%)

39 (6%)

31 (6%)

20 (4%)

16 (4%)

Master

*Latest Academic Year Data

Data provided by the office of Institutional Assessment and Research

Bachelor

Total Degrees
Granted

(Academic Year as of July 2006)

Degrees and Certificates Granted by Level

CSUMB Data Element 3

30

Appendix 3
Academic Programs
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Appendix 3
Academic Programs
Undergraduate Majors
Biology
Business Administration
Collaborative Health and Human Services
Earth Systems Science & Policy
Global Studies
Human Communication
Integrated Studies Special Major
Kinesiology
Liberal Learning
Liberal Studies: Teaching
Mathematics
Music
Psychology
Social and Behavioral Sciences
Telecommunications, Multimedia, and Applied Computing
Teledramatic Arts
Visual and Public Art
World Languages and Cultures

Graduate Programs
Interdisciplinary Master of Arts: Instructional Science and Technology
Master of Arts in Education
Master of Public Policy
Master of Science in Coastal and Watershed Science & Policy
Master of Science in Management and Information Technology
Master of Science in Marine Science
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Appendix 3
Intended Major of Undergraduates
Spring 2007
Number

%

Business Administration

549

18%

Collaborative Health and Human Services

143

5%

Earth Systems Science & Policy

297

9%

Global Studies

65

2%

Human Communication

373

12%

Human Performance and Wellness

148

5%

Integrated Studies Special Major

73

2%

Liberal Studies

385

12%

Liberal Studies Distributed

16

1%

Mathematics

45

1%

Music

56

2%

Social and Behavioral Sciences

270

9%

Teledramatic Arts and Technology

194

6%

Telecommunications, Multimedia, and Applied Computing

197

6%

Visual and Public Art

59

2%

World Languages & Culture

62

2%

Undeclared

204

7%

3,136

100%

Major

Totals

Program of Graduate Students
Spring 2007
Number

%

Coastal and Watershed Science & Policy

11

5%

Education

78

37%

Interdisciplinary Studies

47

22%

Management and Information Technology

29

14%

Marine Science

27

13%

Public Policy

21

10%

Totals

213

100%

Master’s Program
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Appendix 4
Faculty and Staff

35

36

37

125 (48%)
126 (47%)
125 (48%)
123 (46%)
127 (45%)

259
268
263
266
284

Fall 2002

Fall 2003

Fall 2004

Fall 2005

Fall 2006*

*Latest Data

Data provided by CSUMB’s Office of Academic Personnel

Full-Time
Faculty

Total Faculty
Headcount

157 (55%)

143 (54%)

138 (52%)

142 (53%)

134 (52%)

Part-Time
Faculty

Faculty by Employment Status

CSUMB Data Element 4

179 (63%)

171 (64%)

171 (65%)

173 (65%)

170 (66%)

Total Faculty
FTE
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Appendix 5
Fiscal, Physical and Information Resources

39
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CSUMB Data Element 5
Key Financial Ratios
January 17, 2007
FYE
6/30/03

FYE
6/30/04

FYE
6/30/05

FYE
6/30/06

Return on Net Assets
Change in Net Assets / Total Net Assets
at the beginning of fiscal year

0.026

(0.006)

0.043

(0.033)

Net Income Ratio
Change in Unrestricted Net Assets /
Total Unrestricted Revenues

0.144

0.147

0.114

0.151

Operating Income Ratio
Operating Income / Total Expenses

0.218

0.273

0.224

0.279

Viability Ratio
Expendable Net Assets / Long-Term Debt

1.115

0.411

1.174

1.111

Instructional Expense per Student
FTE

$4,984

$5,580

$6,039

$6,483

Net Tuition per Student
FTE

$1,354

$1,616

$1,761

$2,169
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Appendix 5
Financial Audits
Enclosed are the CSU's consolidated audited financial statements for FYE 2005 and 2006. The
external auditor, KPMG, is scheduled to issue Monterey Bay's stand-alone audited financials for
FYE 2005 in the very near future, possibly next week. Monterey Bay was under a limited scope
audit for FYE 2006, so no stand-alone financials will be published for that year and the system
financials will pertain. Since KPMG has just started the audit fieldwork for FYE 2007, the
published, audited financials for the just past year will not be available for some months.
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Appendix 6
Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

151

152

University
Learning
Requirements:
YES
CSUMB's 13
Areas of General
Education

At an institutional level,
learning outcomes might be
analogous to outcomes for
performance and the chance
At the
institutional level to reflect on learning and
achievement. This most
commonly occurs at the
divisional level.

General

CATEGORY List
Have formal learning
each degree
outcomes been developed?
program

153

Website, Course Syllabi

Bi-annual assessment of
student work

Institutionally, we track
We have published goals for success with remediation
enrollment and retention.
coursework & graduation
rates.

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

Faculty. Faculty collaborative
assess student work, examine
for alignment with rubrics,
teaching practices, mastery of
outcomes.

The vice presidents in each
division evaluate the evidence
of performance and
achievement.

Who interprets the
evidence? What is the
process?

Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

CSUMB Data Element 6

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

2002

Date of last
program review for
How are the findings used?
this degree
program

Business
Administration

Biology

Findings will be used to
determine whether or not a
student can graduate with the
Biology degree

Initial proposal for
Biology program
reviewed and
approved by
CSUMB and CO
AY06-07

YES

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

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

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.

Date of last
program review for
How are the findings used?
this degree
program

BUS website; Catalog;
specific ULRs and MLOs
appear in syllabi

Who interprets the
evidence? What is the
process?

Capstone Faculty use final
written project reports with
presentations as key evidence
Findings, combined with
sources. Class pedagogy
student and peer evaluations,
Course learning outcomes are designed to achieve and
WASC review held
tied to MLOs. Senior
assess learning outcomes. Eg., are used to determine
Capstone BUS 499 Strategic use of case studies, projects, improvements to course and in 2002
curriculum modules as well as
Management
and other assessment
instructor performance
methods. (All faculty are
required to assess
performance agains ULRs and
MLOs)

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

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

Bachelor of Science

CATEGORY List
Have formal learning
each degree
outcomes been developed?
program
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Web and Individualized
Learning Plans (ILPs)

YES

Social and
Behavioral
Sciences

Telecommunications,
Multimedia, and YES
Applied
Computing

Capstone, portfolio

Capstone class instructor
AND academic advisor

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

To award a grade

CSUMB Catalog:
csumb.edu/site/x598.xml

YES

Mathematics

Capstone Committee

Used for improving the
quality of teaching and for the
Fall 2006
department to select nominees
for the Department Honors

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

Capstone Course and
Portfolio Review

CSUMB Catalog and the
Departmental Website

YES

Kinesiology

Capstone Portfolio

To improve the program
hopefully

Webpage, Individual
Learning Plans (ILPs),
Catalog, program brochures

2002

2002

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

HPWE faculty review
evidence; we're considering
creating an advisory council
with community members
who will assist in the final
review of portfolios.

Capstone Course, Portfolio
Review and Archive; so far
we have only graduated 6
students in the major…we are
1 year old with 160 majors

Spring 2000

Findings used to determine
whether or not a student can
graduate with the ESSP
degree.

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

Earth Systems
YES
Science & Policy

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

1) Online lists of the ESSP
MLOs for each concentration
are available at:
csumb.edu/site/x622.xml 2)
Harcopies of MLOs and
aligned courses for each
concentration are available at
the SEP department office
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Catalog, web, syllabi

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

Catalog

Department Website, Catalog

YES

YES

YES

YES

Human
Communication

Global Studies

Integrated
Studies Special
Major

Liberal Studies

CHHSPP website;
promotional materials

YES

By each faculty individually
as he/she evaluates a student's
work: to grant credit for the 2002
course and assign grades for
the Final Capstone course.

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

Faculty; no specified process

Capstone Project, Individual
Learning Plan (ILP),
Portfolio that accompanies
Capstone Project

Capstone; passage of CSET
(anecdotal information)

By individual faculty to
assign grades

By individual faculty to
award a grade
Capstone Instructor (GS 400)

Capstone Portfolio

2000

2002

2002

Professor teaching courses, or
lead on MLO or
concentration in the case of
independent assessment

Built in outcomes (for MLOs
and concentrations) are my by
C or better in courses;
likewise in Capstone project

Feedback into the curriculum;
(would like to do more with
program modifications, but
1999
lack the resources for data
analysis.

Date of last
program review for
How are the findings used?
this degree
program

Individual course
instructors/capstone
advisor/faculty and outside
expert portfolio reviewers

Who interprets the
evidence? What is the
process?

Course-based assessments/
Capstone/graduation portfolio
(including external review);
admissions rates into graduate
school by alumni

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

Collaborative
Health and
Human Services

Bachelor of Arts

CATEGORY List
Have formal learning
each degree
outcomes been developed?
program
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CSUMB Catalog:
csumb.edu/site/x670.xml

VPA website, VPA 300
course materials, and VPA
handouts

On the University and SWLC
website. Internal SWLC
publications. SWLC official Capstone and Graduation
publication created by
portfolio
CSUMB marketing and
publications

Teledramatic Arts
YES
and Technology

Visual and Public
YES
Art

World Languages
YES
and Cultures

Capstone Course (2
semesters) and Capstone
project presentation

Faculty assess fulfillment of
outcomes via CSUMB course
Fulfillment of MLO courses
completion (includes
with grade C or better, which
internships and independent
includes completion of a
study courses), assessment of
capstone project.
prior learning experiences,
and transfer courses.

For assessment and
review/revisions of course
1999
content as well as curriculum

To reexamine and revise the
curriculum, provide advising,
Fall 1999
and craft the content of the
major pro-seminar

VPA Chairs and faculty
interpret the evidence; then
there is conceptual
development, reviews,
revisions, and final
presentation/ exhibition
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 and
University-wide requirements

Courses are assessed at the
class level by the specific
instructor of record; at the
Department level the TAT
2004
Curriculum Committee, at the
University level via Program
Review

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

Assessment of student's skill
2003
and knowledge of field

Capstone Instructor for PSY
By individual faculty to
400. No outcomes have been
award a grade
outlined.

Capstone

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

YES

Psychology

Course Instructors and
Capstone Committee

Capstone and Coursework

Catalog and Website

YES

Music
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YES

Public Policy

YES

Master of Public Policy

Interdisciplinary
Studies, with
Instructional
YES
Science and
Technology
Emphasis

Education

Master of Arts

CATEGORY List
Have formal learning
each degree
outcomes been developed?
program
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Capstone, portfolio

HHSPP website; promotional Course-based assessments;
materials
master's project

Web

Syllabi, online and hardcopy
Presentation of thesis at
catalog, Program Website,
Orientation Material, Program Capstone Presentations
Review docs

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

Use in curriculum update and Recently developed
faculty evaluation, discussed program; scheduled
in May annual meeting
for review in 2009.

To determine progress during
study; program
completion/Exit; program
2006 (NCATE)
modifications and
improvement; special support
for grad. Student if necessary

Date of last
program review for
How are the findings used?
this degree
program

Pilot program;
Individual course instructors;
Feedback into the curriculum scheduled for review
master's project advisor
in 2011.

Capstone class instructor
AND academic advisor

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

Who interprets the
evidence? What is the
process?

Web and ILP

Management and
YES
Information
Technology

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

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

Full-time students teaching;
Master teachers; University
Syllabi, online and hardcopy superiors; capstone
catalog, Program Website,
presentations; State Subject
Orientation Material, Program Matter Exams (CSET);
Review docs
CBEST; RICA; BCLAD;
Summative performance
assessment
Full-time students teaching;
Master teachers; University
Syllabi, online and hardcopy
superiors; capstone
catalog, Program Website,
presentations; State Subject
Orientation Material, Program
Matter Exams (CSET);
Review docs
CBEST; RICA; Summative
performance assessment

Single Subject
YES
Traditional &
Intern Pathways

Multiple Subject
YES
Traditional &
Intern Pathways

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

Capstone class instructor
AND academic advisor

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

Capstone, portfolio

The master's thesis is the
Faculty thesis advisors,
primary evidence used to
second and third readers,
assess completion of MLOs in
faculty instructors of courses
this graduate program

Full-time students teaching;
Master teachers; University
Syllabi, online and hardcopy
superiors; capstone
catalog, Program Website,
presentations; State Subject
Orientation Material, Program
Matter Exams (CSET);
Review docs
CBEST; Summative
performance assessment

Teaching Credentials

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

Coastal and
YES
Watershed
Science & Policy

Master of Science

159

New program;
scheduled for review
in 2011.

To determine progress during
study and practica; program
completion/Exit; program
2003 (State/CCTC)
modifications and
2006 (NCATE)
improvement; special support
for students

To determine progress during
study and practica; program
completion/Exit; program
2003 (State/CCTC)
modifications and
2006 (NCATE)
improvement; special support
for students

To determine progress during
study and practica; program
completion/Exit; program
2003 (State/CCTC)
modifications and
2006 (NCATE)
improvement; special support
for students

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

Findings used to determine
whether or not a student can
graduate with the Biology
degree
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(2)
Date of most recent
accreditation action by
each listed agency

March 2007

March 2007

(1)
Professional, special, State, or
programmatic accreditations
currently held by institution
(By agency and program name)

CCTC, Teacher Education

NCATE, Teacher Education

Provisional accreditation:
Provide documentation for Standard 2
Evidence must be submitted to NCATE by
October 2007.

Accreditation with technical stipulations:
Provide evidence of grievance procedures,
candidate use of technology, training and
development of clinical faculty, candidate
placements with students having
exceptionalities
Provide evidence of meeting Program
Standards 8 A & B, 14, 16, and 18
Evidence must be provided to CCTC by March
2008.

(3)
Summary (“bullet points”) of key issues for
continuing institutional attention identified
in accreditation action letter or report

Applicant interview data
Applicant subject matter
exam records
Performance Assessment
for California Teachers
Field experience
observation and
performance rating data
Reading Instruction exam
Alumni/employer survey

Applicant interview data
Applicant subject matter
exam records
Performance Assessment
for California Teachers
Field experience
observation and
performance rating data
Reading Instruction exam
Alumni/employer survey

(4)
Key performance
indicators as required by
agency or selected by
program (licensure,
board, or bar pass rates;
employment rates, etc.)

CSUMB.EDU/teach
CD containing these data is
enclosed

Alumni/employer survey

CSUMB.EDU/teach
CD containing these data is
enclosed

Alumni/employer survey

(5)
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.

Inventory of Concurrent Accreditation and Key Performance Indicators

Data Element 7
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Appendix 8
Off-Campus and Distance Education Degree Programs
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Appendix 8
Off-Campus and Distance Education Programs
Stipulation to Abide by WASC policy on Substantive Change and the policy on Distance and
Technologically-Mediated Education: It is the practice of CSUMB to comply with these policies.
Programs with 50% or more of technology-mediated instruction are sent to WASC for approval
in addition to campus and CSU approval processes.
We have three blended/hybrid programs, two of which are currently being offered:
1. Interdisciplinary Degree Master of Arts, emphasis in Instructional Science and
Technology
2. Liberal Studies online degree completion program
The third program, EMBA, has recently been approved by WASC as a blended/hybrid program,
but has not yet been implemented.
These programs are integrated into the academic program review process with the same
procedures as other academic programs. Because the students experience CSUMB as their home
campus and these are not regular distance education programs, we are not experiencing offcampus and distance education challenges with these programs.
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Appendix 9
Institutional Stipulation Statement

169

170

Appendix 9
Institutional Stipulation Statement
As required by WASC for this accreditation process, California State University, Monterey Bay
hereby stipulates that:
1. The institution is using the accrediting review process to demonstrate its fulfillment of
the two core commitments of institutional capacity and educational effectiveness, that it
will engage in the process with seriousness and candor, and that the data presented are
accurate and that the institutional presentation will fairly present the institution.
2. The institution has published and publicly available policies in force as identified by the
Commission. Policies are available for review upon request throughout the period of
accreditation. Special attention will be paid to the institution’s policies and recordkeeping
regarding complaints and appeals.
3. The institution will abide by procedures adopted by the Commission to meet United
States Department of Education (USDE) procedural requirements.
4. That the institution will submit all regularly required data, and any data specifically
requested by the Commission during the period of Accreditation.
5. The institution has no off-campus programs and distance education programs at this time.

Dianne F. Harrison, Ph.D.
President, California State University, Monterey Bay

Date
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Appendix 10
Retention Data 2002-2007
(data will be available on 9/24, census date, and included in final document for WASC)
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Appendix 11
Academic Program Review Procedure Manual
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ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW

Procedure Manual

California State University, Monterey Bay
Spring 2007

1
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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
Effective Date: June 2007

3
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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

BA

Fall 2009

Collaborative Leadership for Teaching and Learning

Ed.D

N/A

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

BS

Fall 2008

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
Liberal Studies

MA

Fall 2009

BA

Fall 2008

Management and Information Technology3

MS

Fall 2012

Marine Science

MS

Fall 2010

BA

Fall 2006

BA

Fall 2010

Public Policy

MPP

Fall 2011

Social and Behavioral Sciences

BA

Fall 2007

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

BS

Fall 2008

BA

Fall 2010

Visual and Public Art

BA

Fall 2008

World Languages and Cultures

BA

Fall 2008

Collaborative Health and Human Services
1

Mathematics

4

Music
5

1

This program is being phased out by 2009 and will not undergo review before that time
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.
2

5
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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

Semester 2
External Review is
completed; then Program
Portfolio is compiled and
submitted

Semester 1
Program plans portfolio
and conducts self-study

Semester 3
Program Review
Committee reviews
Portfolio; then Program
develops Program
Improvement Plan

Semester 4 – 14
Program implements the
Program Improvement
Plan and completes
biannual update reports to
their Dean and the Provost
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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)
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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
Diagram 2: Composition of Program Review Portfolio

Self-Study

+

External
Review

=

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.

9
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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 self-study 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.

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?
o What does an examination of enrollment trends and student demographic
data reveal about the program and its students?
o
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Relevant Documentation
o
o

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?
o To what extent does the program’s philosophy align with the university’s
mission?
o

Relevant Documentation
o
o

Program Documents
Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel.

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?
o What is the success record of graduates of the program (employment,
graduate admissions and completion of graduate school)?
o

Relevant Documentation
o
o

Program Documents and data supporting its service of societal needs
Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel
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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
o 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?
o Does the program respond to needs and changes in the various fields?
o How do experts in the various fields assess the program?
Relevant Documentation
o Program Documents
o 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?

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.
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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?
o How clearly does the program identify the personal development,
employment, and graduate school opportunities that students can expect to
gain from the program?
o Are the mission and goals appropriate, realistic, and achievable?
o

Relevant Documentation
o
o
o

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
o

To what extent does the program holistically emphasize and integrate each
of the CSUMB academic core values?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

interdisciplinary
applied learning
multiculturalism/globalism
collaboration
technological sophistication
ethical reflection and practice
service learning

13
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Relevant Documentation
o
o
o
o

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 self-study and are identified in
the list of required program documents in Part IV of the self-study.)
Guiding Review Questions
o

o
o

o

o

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 lowerdivision?

Relevant Documentation
o
o
o
o
o

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
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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?
o 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?
o How is assessment of students’ attainment of MLOs used to improve the
program?
o
o
o

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
o Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel
o
o
o
o

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?
o Does the program have an appropriate balance of tenure track, tenured
faculty and lecturers?
o To what extent does the program effectively integrate non-faculty
specialists (e.g., technologists, advisors, field coordinators, assessors, grad
students) into its professional team?
o

Relevant Documentation
o
o

Data regarding faculty composition
Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel
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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?
o To what extent does the program collect evidence of student satisfaction
with the program?
o 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?
o
o

Relevant Documentation
o
o

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?
o How satisfied are graduates of the program that it has helped them to
achieve their personal and/or professional goals?
o To what extent are graduates engaged in fulfilling careers and/or graduate
programs?
o What changes or recommendations do graduates of the program suggest?
o

Relevant Documentation
o
o
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Feedback from Program Graduates
Other relevant documentation as determined by program personnel
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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.
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
17

193

(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
(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?
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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 Self-Study 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.
The types of documents that should be included as attachments to the self-study are:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Program Mission and Goals
Program Philosophy Statement
Major Learning Outcomes (MLOs)
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
19
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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 selfstudy.

196

20

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?
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?
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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

Attachments and Appendices (see page 18 for a complete list)
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
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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
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
23
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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.

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?
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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?
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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:
Guiding Review Questions
To what extent does the program’s plan for improvement establish
appropriate priorities?
o To what extent is the quality improvement plan supported by the selfreview and other available evidence?
o Is the plan manageable and realistic?
o Additional question(s) as determined by program personnel
o

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)
27
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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
Responses to 2003 WASC Recommendations

205

206

Appendix 12
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 campus 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 “VisionDriven”. We have preserved our custom of having every new employee welcomed at a campuswide 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% to 22%. Also, the
percentage of Latinos in the freshman class increased from 25% to 37%. 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.
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
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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 and Cultures, and Global Studies.
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

208

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 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-to-date 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
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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.
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
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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 long involved in campus assessment, shares much of what the
campus learned in its development and implementation of outcomes-based 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 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, data
bases 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.
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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 Diane Cordero de Noriega,
then Interim President, combines both faculty scholarship produced as a result of our self study,
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 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 Institution. 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 Tri-County 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 oncampus enrollment grows.
Still waiting for a meeting of the John Ittleson, Marc Oehlman, and Swarup minds
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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.
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 campus-wide. 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.
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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 13A
Self-Review Under the Standards, Spring 2007
Preface
This survey was conducted as part of CSUMB’s work in developing its proposal for
reaccreditation in Spring 2007 by WAPWG (WASC Accreditation Proposal Work Group). The
survey was originally developed at CSU San Marcos as data gathering tool for developing their
proposal for accreditation in 2006. It was administered to CSUMB staff, faculty, and students
after the addition of many questions that were specific to issues unique to CSUMB and was
conducted as part of the campus self-review under the standards. These questions were designed
to gather quantitative data on issues that are understood to be part of the campus culture and
highly relevant to accreditation. This summary addresses 1) themes in the employee survey data;
2) themes in the student survey; 3) connections between the two data sets.
The survey is quite long which probably contributed to the fairly low number of respondents (25
staff, 23 faculty, and 6 administrators). Several months after we administered the survey, we
found out that CSU San Marcos administered the survey over four semesters, one part per
semester. We encourage other campuses that use this survey or similar instruments to consider
breaking it up and distributing it over several semesters. The entire survey can be found at the
end of this document. Questions in italics are CSUMB specific questions. A separate survey was
given to students. It was significantly shorter than the employee survey and there were some
student-specific questions.

Analysis
“Responses to Self Review Ratings” (column 2) were given a score equivalent to their number
(Area of strength=1, Aspects need attention=2, etc). The same procedure was followed for the
“Importance to Address at This Time” ratings (column 3). “I don’t know enough to comments”
responses were given zeros in both categories. Numbers reported in columns 2 and 3 are means
of all the responses to that question. Scores (Column 4) were determined by subtracting column
2 from column 3. Special attention was paid to large negative scores (below -0.65) and large
positive scores (greater than 0.3). Large negative scores resulted when respondents said that
issues had high priority and needed attention. Large positive scores resulted when respondents
suggested that an issue was an area of strength and did not need to be addressed at this time.
Themes were identified when three or more questions related to a single issue received negative
scores of less than -0.65, or greater than 0.30.
Self Review Rating Scale

Importance at This Time Scale

1= We do this well; area of strength for us

1= High priority

2= Aspects of this need our attention

2= Lower priority

3= This item needs significant development

3= Does not need to be addressed at this time

“DK”= I don’t know enough to comment

“DK”= I don’t know enough to comment

In this appendix, we present the means of all the responses to each question. “I don’t know
enough to comment” responses were given zeros. In addition, we calculated an overall score for
each question by subtracting the “Self Review Rating” score from the “Importance to Address”
score. Large negative scores (arbitrarily determined to be those below -0.65) resulted when
respondents said that issues had high priority and needed attention. Large positive scores (>
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0.30) resulted when respondents suggested that an issue was an area of strength and did not need
to be addressed at this time.

Analysis by Standard
For each of the four WASC Standards, we calculated an overall mean of the scores for that
standard. For each standard, a histogram of the scores, as well as the mean, is presented below.
For Standard 1, the scores ranged from -1.14 to 0.61. The mean for all the scores for Standard 1
questions was -.11733.
Standard 1 Histogram
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2
0
-0.2
-0.4
-0.6
-0.8
-1
-1.2
-1.4

For Standard 2, the scores ranged from -1.16 to 0.75. The mean for all the scores for Standard 2
questions was -.23251.
Standard 2 Histogram
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1
-1.5

For Standard 3, the scores ranged from -1.53 to 0.13. All the scores, with one exception, were
negative, and this is reflected in the low mean, which was -.82452.
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Standard 3 Histogram
0.4
0.2
0
-0.2
-0.4
-0.6
-0.8
-1
-1.2
-1.4
-1.6
-1.8

For Standard 4, the scores ranged from -1.17 to 0.41. The mean for all the scores for Standard 4
questions was -.46895.
Standard 4 Histogram
0.6
0.4
0.2
0
-0.2
-0.4
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-0.8
-1
-1.2
-1.4

Discussion
We are a university with a strong vision that is embraced by the campus, and this is reflected in
the higher scores for the questions related to Standard 1 (mean = -.11733). Similarly, we are
focused on the core functions in Standard 2, and although the mean was more negative than for
Standard 1 (-.23251), there are many positive scores.
It is clear that Standard 3 (Developing and Applying Resources and Organizational Structures to
Ensure Sustainability) is the area in which the survey shows that CSUMB has the most significant
disconnect between the self-review ratings and the need to address the particular issue. Scores on
all the questions except one were negative, and the mean of -.82452 is the lowest of the four
standards. As a relatively young university, with an expensive academic model in an era of
constrained resources, this is not a surprise. Addressing sustainability of our model is an
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important part of our planning processes over this next academic year, and continuing into the
future.
Similarly, the questions in Standard 4 also showed a preponderance of negative scores, with an
overall mean of -.46895. The questions in Standard 4 relate to the use of systematic inquiry and
data collection to make informed planning decisions and determine priorities. The low scores
here also come as no surprise, as we know this is an area where we need to make significant
progress.

Analysis by Crosscutting Themes
In addition to looking at the survey data by each standard, we also recognized broad themes that
cross-cut the standards. These themes were identified when three or more questions related to a
single issue received negative scores of less than -0.65, or greater than 0.30.
The themes identified in the employee survey are as follows:
1. Advising
2. Using data to make informed decisions
3. Student Retention
4. Academic Rigor
5. Leadership and Resources
6. Staff Work Environment
Themes Identified in the Employee Survey
Theme 1: Advising
Responses to the following 6 questions address major concerns regarding the efficacy of CSUMB
to accurately advise native and transfer students. Responses express concern that the campus
fails to communicate its academic goals, programs and services both to students and the public,
fails to establish realistic structures that allow students to graduate in a timely way, and fails to
treat transfer students equitably.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Does CSUMB clearly and truthfully represent its academic goals,
programs, and services to students and to the larger public?

2.07 (n=129)

1.34 (n=118)

-0.73

Do we demonstrate that our academic programs can be completed
in a timely fashion?

2.22 (n=131)

1.33 (n=17)

-0.89

Do students understand the requirements of their academic
programs and receive timely, useful, and regular information and
advising about relevant academic requirements?

2.05 (n=67)

1.37 (n=59)

-0.69

Are our recruiting and admission practices, academic calendars,
publications, and advertising accurate, current, disclosing, and
readily available to support student needs?

2.15 (n=67)

1.39 (n=59)

-0.76

1.8 Representation/ Fairness

2.14 Student Understanding of academic requirements
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Do we provide clear and accurate information about transfer
requirements?

2.24 (n=67)

1.40 (n=56)

-0.84

Do we ensure equitable treatment for transfer students with respect
to academic policies, and ensure that such students are not unduly
disadvantaged by transfer requirements?

2.03 (n=66)

1.46 (n=53)

-0.57

2.16. Communicate to transfer students

Theme 2: Using Data to Make Informed Decisions
The large negative scores for the following 13 questions speak to campus perceptions around the
efficacy of CSUMB’s data gathering systems and use of the data that are gathered. The responses
suggest that the campus does not collect evidence that would allow us to determine how well we
succeed in our purpose, a disconnect between program review and student achievement, and the
efficacy of our planning processes. Overall, these scores suggest that respondents are concerned
about the campus’ ability to gather data effectively, to make evidence-based decisions, and study
the efficacy of these decisions.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.01 (n=129)

1.32 (n =110)

-0.69

Does our Program Review process analyze the achievement of the
program’s learning objectives and outcomes in an effort to
improve currency and effectiveness? 1

1.92 (n=66)

1.35 (n=55)

-0.57

Do we make use of evidence from employers and professional
societies in our program reviews?

2.27 (n=67)

1.52 (n=59)

-0.75

Does CSUMB incorporate in our assessment of educational
objectives results with respect to student achievement, including
program completion, license examination, and placement rates
results?

2.33 (n=68)

1.33 (n=53)

-1.00

2.20 (n=57)

1.35 (n=47)

-0.85

2.34 n=58)

1.41 (n=48)

-0.93

2.31 (n=56)

1.37 (n=47)

-0.94

1.2 Educational Objectives
Do we have indicators and evidence that ascertain the level of
achievement of our purposes and our educational objectives?
2.9 Program Review

3.9 Organizational Structure
Are our organizational structures and decision-making processes
clear, consistent with our purposes, and sufficient to support
effective decision-making?
4.1. Institutional Reflection And Planning Processes
Do we monitor the effectiveness of the implementation of our
plans and revise as appropriate?
4.2 Alignment Of Resources, Objectives And Priorities
Do our planning processes help us to define and align academic,
personnel, fiscal, physical and technological needs with our
strategic objectives and priorities?

1

Please note that questions in italics are CSUMB specific.
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Are our planning processes informed by qualitative and
quantitative data?

2.23 (n=53)

1.31 (n=47)

-0.92

Do our planning processes consider evidence of educational
effectiveness, including student learning?

2.08 (n=54)

1.58 (n=48)

-0.51

2.19 (n=54)

1.64 (n=46)

-0.55

2.52 (n=54)

1.42 (n=47)

-1.10

Do we have established policies and practices for gathering and
analyzing information that leads to a culture of evidence and
improvement?

2.24 (n=53)

1.55 (n=46)

-0.69

Is the leadership on our campus committed to improvement based
on the results of evaluation and assessment?

2.21 (n=55)

1.38 (n=45)

-0.83

Do we assess our campus environment in support of academic and
co-curricular objectives and incorporate our findings into our
planning processes?

2.32 (n=54)

1.52 (n=44)

-0.80

4.3. Informed Planning Process

4.4. Assessment of Effectiveness
Do we use the results from quality assurance processes to revise
and improve structures, processes, curricula, and pedagogy?
4.5. Institutional Research Addresses Strategic Data Needs
Do we strategically collect institutional research data,
appropriately disseminate findings in a timely way, and make use
of this data in our decision-making processes?
4.6. Commitment to Improvement

Theme 3: Student Retention
Poor student retention has been a growing issue in recent years; many on campus think of it as a
failure to attach students to CSUMB such that they remain to complete their bachelor’s degrees.
The questions and responses below are not directed to student retention per se. They are
recognized as potentially important threads in the tapestry of what is probably a problem with
multiple contributing causes. The responses here suggest an overall weakness on the part of the
campus to deliver excellence in: advising, support services, first year and co-curricular programs.
The strength of responses in the “Using Data to Make Informed Decisions” section may give
indication as to why the campus has struggled so long in developing effective remedies.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.29 (n=67)

1.13 (n=58)

-1.16

2.32 (n=54)

1.52 (n=44)

-0.80

2.11 (n=126)

1.45 (n=106)

-0.66

2.15. Student Support Services
Are our student support services designed to meet the specific
developmental needs of our first year students?
4.6 Commitment to Improvement
Do we assess our campus environment in support of academic and
co-curricular objectives and incorporate our findings into our
planning processes?
1.9 Integrity
Does CSUMB demonstrate integrity in the implementation of
appropriate policies, sound business practices, timely and fair
responses to complaints and grievances, and regular evaluation of
its performance in these areas?
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.03 (n=66)

1.38 (n=53)

-0.55

2.05 (n=67)

1.37 (n=59)

-0.69

2.32 (n=54)

1.52 (n=44)

-0.80

2.13 Co-Curricular Programs
Do we develop and implement co-curricular programs that are
integrated with our academic goals and programs, and supports
student professional and personal development?
2.14. Student Understanding of Academic Requirements
Do students understand the requirements of their academic
programs and receive timely, useful, and regular information and
advising about relevant academic requirements?
4.6 Commitment to Improvement
Do we assess our campus environment in support of academic and
co-curricular objectives and incorporate our findings into our
planning processes?

Theme 4: Academic Rigor
Please note that the following several questions are flawed in that an option of “Disagree”, though
present in the original final drafts of the survey, was omitted from the version presented on line.
Since this option was not available, we cannot know, but may assume that both the percentages
present in options 3 and 4 would be somewhat smaller. It is impossible to know which would
shrink the most from its current state.
In spite of this flaw, these are very interesting data due mainly to the small percentages in the
“Strongly Agree,” and “Agree” categories. Less than one third of respondents indicated that
CSUMB offers rigorous academic programs; slightly fewer indicated that the university promotes
a culture of high expectations for academic achievement. Almost 40% of respondents think that
their department or program has higher expectations than the campus overall. These data suggest
that overall the respondents hold CSUMB in low esteem with respect to rigorous academic
programs and high academic achievement. The reasons for this sense of the campus, especially
in light of the student responses (below) remain an important area of future investigation.
The response categories for the table below are: 1 = Strongly Agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Neither
Agree nor Disagree; 4 = Strongly Disagree, DK = Don’t Know/Not Applicable
1.3 Academic Challenge

1

2

3

4

5

Total (n)

CSUMB offers rigorous academic programs

3%

28%

32%

27%

10%

133

CSUMB promotes a culture of high expectations for students’
academic achievement

8%

21%

23%

43%

5%

131

The degree program I serve(primary) has an academic culture of
high expectations and academic achievement

19%

29%

13%

10%

30%
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.28 (n=69)

1.35 (n=59)

-0.93

2.7 Student Involvement in Learning
Do we challenge our students to achieve high expectations?
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Theme 5: Leadership and Resources
Overall, these questions yielded the largest negative scores (including four of the five largest five
negative scores) suggesting considerable heat for these issues on the part of respondents.
Responses suggest considerable concern regarding competent leadership, planning, finances, and
transparent distribution of finances. Since much of the campus leadership is very new, responses
probably reflect much campus history, which was marked by poor performance and a distinct
lack of transparency with respect to decision-making, finances, and the use of foundation monies.
Responses to these questions probably interact strongly with responses to questions in the “Using
Data to Make Informed Decisions” theme because of the leadership’s responsibilities regarding
campus planning.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.28 (n=132)

1.14 (n=122)

-1.13

2.40 (n=58)

1.18 (n=52)

-1.22

Do we have sufficient numbers of full-time faculty to achieve our
educational objectives? (including establishing and overseeing
academic policies and ensuring the integrity and continuity of our
academic programs).

2.51 (n=58)

1.20 (n=51)

-1.31

Do we have faculty with sufficient professional qualifications to
achieve our educational objectives?

1.80 (n=58)

1.34 (n=41)

-0.46

Do we have a faculty with sufficient diversity?

1.49 (n=59)

1.28 (n=34)

-0.21

Are faculty recruitment practices aligned with institutional
purposes and educational objectives?

1.85 (n=58)

1.32 (n=43)

-0.53

Are faculty workload practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

2.15 (n=58)

1.21 (n=48)

-0.94

Are faculty incentives aligned with institutional purposes and
educational objectives?

2.38 (n=59)

1.20 (n=51)

-1.18

Are faculty evaluation practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

1.80 (n=59)

1.45 (n=40)

-0.35

Are faculty evaluation processes systematic, including appropriate
peer reviews?

1.72 (n=59)

1.30 (n=35)

-0.41

Do faculty evaluations include consideration of evidence of
teaching effectiveness, including student evaluations of
instruction?

1.46 (n=59)

1.42 (n=34)

-0.04

2.08 (n=58)

1.31 (n=47)

-0.76

1.4 Institutional Leadership
Does the campus create and sustain leadership that is marked by
high performance, appropriate responsibility and accountability?
3.1 Operation and Support of Academic Programs
Do we have personnel sufficient in number and professional
qualifications to maintain operations and to support our academic
programs, consistent with our institutional and educational
objectives?
3.2 Faculty Quantity and Quality

3.3 Faculty Work Environment

3.5 Faculty Development
Do we sufficiently support appropriate faculty development
activities designed to improve teaching and learning?
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Do we effectively align our fiscal and physical resources with our
institutional purposes and educational objectives?

2.44 (n=57)

1.20 (n=52)

-1.24

Does the campus have a transparent, comprehensive plan on how
it should utilize income to the foundation?

2.72 (n=58)

1.21 (n=47)

-1.51

Are our fiscal and physical resources able to support and maintain
the educational programs we offer now?

2.61 (n=58)

1.08 (n=49)

-1.53

Does the campus have a transparent, comprehensive plan on how
to fund special aspects of the campus (interdisciplinarity, service
learning, outcomes-based education, etc.)?

2.40 (n=59)

1.11 (n=46)

-1.29

Do we have an adequate plan for ensuring sufficient fiscal and
physical resources to support and maintain future educational
programs?

2.69 (n=58)

1.16 (n=47)

-1.53

Do we have access to information resources sufficient in scope,
quality, currency, and kind to support our academic offerings and
the scholarship of our members?

2.03 (n=59)

1.19 (n=46)

-0.84

Do we have sufficient information resources and services for oncampus students and students enrolled at a distance?

2.03 (n=58)

1.38 (n=41)

-0.65

Are our information resources, services and facilities consistent
with our purposes, and are they sustainable?

2.03 (n=55)

1.42 (n=47)

-0.60

2.20 (n=57)

1.35 (n=47)

-0.85

2.31 (n=58)

1.19 n=51)

-1.12

2.51 (n=59)

1.34 (n=51)

-1.17

2.21 (n=55)

1.38 (n=45)

-0.83

3.6 Fiscal and Physical Resources

3.7 Information Resources (Library Resources)

3.9 Organizational Structure
Are our organizational structures and decision-making processes
clear, consistent with our purposes, and sufficient to support
effective decision-making?
3.11 Administrators
Do our administrators, including our President, provide effective
educational leadership and management at all levels?
4.1. Institutional Reflection and Planning Processes
Are budget-related decisions made transparent to the campus
community
4.6 Commitment To Improvement
Is the leadership on our campus committed to improvement based
on the results of evaluation and assessment?

Theme 6: Staff Work Environment
The survey responses devoted to Staff Work Environment were uniformly negative and suggest
significant problems with staff recruitment, workload, and evaluation practices, a poor alignment
between staff incentives and institutional objectives. These responses suggest there is much to be
done with respect to the campus’ ongoing investment in staff and developing a vibrant staff work
environment.
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Are staff recruitment practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

1.93 (n=57)

1.17 (n=44)

-0.75

Are staff workload practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

2.34 (n=57)

1.24 (n=48)

-1.10

Are staff incentives aligned with institutional purposes and
educational objectives?

2.49 (n=58)

1.24 (n=52)

-1.24

Are staff evaluation practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

2.22 (n=57)

1.44 (n=49)

-0.78

Are staff evaluation processes systematic and include appropriate
peer review?

2.22 (n=57)

1.48 (n=48)

-0.73

3.4 Staff Work Environment

What does CSUMB do well?
The survey certainly suggests that aspects of the campus are doing well. However, the survey is
designed to surface troublesome issues. All of the questions that were CSUMB specific focused
on issues known (at least by some) to be problematic. Of the 100 questions, 75 of the scores were
negative. The positive scores did not group as easily into themes as many of the questions with
large negative scores. The highest scoring questions ring similar to some of our NSSE data, that
we actively involve students in the process of learning for example. They also suggest that the
ULRs foster an excellent understanding of diversity, civic responsibility, and the ability to work
with others (the student survey rates this area high as well).
Themes Identified in the Student Survey
Theme 1: Advising
Hardly surprising, the four most negative responses in the student survey suggest that students too
are very concerned about a lack of effective advising. There is considerable resonance between
the results of the employee survey and the student survey in this area, both groups reported that
the issue needs development and should have a high priority. The consistency across both groups
suggests that this is a very important issue.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.05 (n=436)

1.40 (n=407)

-0.65

1.79 (n=322)

1.50 (n=283)

-0.29

Do we provide clear and accurate information about transfer
requirements?

2.10 (n=321)

1.41 (n=273)

-0.68

Do we ensure equitable treatment for transfer students with respect
to academic policies, and ensure that such students are not unduly
disadvantaged by transfer requirements?

1.85 (n=318)

1.55 (n=266)

-0.30

1.3 Representation / Fairness
Do we demonstrate that our academic programs can be completed
in a timely fashion?
2.7 Student Understanding of Academic Requirements
Do students understand the requirements of their academic
programs and receive timely, useful, and regular information and
advising about relevant academic requirements?
2.9 Communicate to Transfer Students
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Theme 2: Academic Rigor
As with the employee survey, this instrument was flawed in that it lacked the “Disagree” option.
In stark contrast to the employee responses on these questions, students seem to experience
CSUMB as an academically challenging institution. 76% of the respondents indicated that most
of the courses they had taken were challenging learning experiences. 66% indicated that courses
here are more challenging than those they took in high school; 28% indicated that courses here
are more challenging than those they took at other colleges or universities (75% had taken
courses at other colleges or universities). More than half of the respondents indicated they
thought that CUSMB offers rigorous academic degree programs and like employees, students
rated their majors more highly than the rest of the school with respect to having a culture of high
expectations and academic achievement.
The contrast between the student and employee surveys is interesting. Concerns about the
campus lacking with respect to academic rigor, or academic challenge, has been a part of the
employee campus culture for years. Reconciling the student experience with what is believed by
employees will require further study.
The response categories for the table below are: 1 = Strongly Agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Neither
Agree nor Disagree; 4 = Strongly Disagree, DK = Don’t Know/Not Applicable
1.4 Academic Challenge

1

Most of the courses I have taken at CSUMB offer challenging
learning experiences.

2

3

4

26.1% 50.63% 14.15% 9.12%

5

Total (n)

0%

446

Courses at CSUMB are more challenging than the courses I took in 35.63% 31.25% 18.75% 12.19% 2.19%
high school

449

Courses at CSUMB are more difficult and challenging than courses 11.75% 17.78% 27.62% 73% 24.13%
at my other college or university

447

CSUMB offers rigorous academic degree programs

19.5% 34.59% 47%

78%

5.66%

448

My major has an academic culture of high expectations and
academic achievement

40.38% 34.07% 13.25% 8.2%

4.1%

448

CSUMB faculty use varied instructional strategies to help me
achieve learning outcomes

34.48% 39.18% 16.3% 8.15% 1.88%

448

CSUMB promotes a culture of high expectations for students'
academic achievement

26.02% 32.92% 26.65% 14.11% 0.31%

447

CSUMB meets my expectations of academic challenge

23.58% 38.68% 22.33% 14.78% 0.63%

443

1.4 (Cont.):

Yes

No

Total (n)

Have you taken courses at other colleges or universities?

74.06%

25.94%

445

Summary of Themes
With the exception of student perception of academic rigor at CSUMB none of the themes or
results to individual questions are likely to surprise many long time administrators, staff, or
faculty. These results are very reflective of conversations held in myriad venues across campus.
From items on the floor in the Academic Senate to issues discussed in departmental meetings,
from deliberations in the Dean’s Council, to impromptu and sometimes quiet conversations
around water coolers, these responses speak to the troubling issues that have dogged CSUMB for
much of its recent history.
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The campus now has new leadership and is entering into its second accreditation cycle, a cycle in
which the campus will invest considerable resources in self-inquiry. We have a substantial
responsibility to demonstrate ourselves as a learning, data driven institution. Though this analysis
is preliminary, the responses to these questions begin to allow a quantitative approach to issues
that have been part of formal and informal conversations for years. Many of these responses
speak to concerns, and do not necessarily imply causes of, or solutions to, these concerns. As
such they provide a beginning to future problem-solving and planning activities.
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Appendix 13B
Complete Survey Results
Self Review Rating Scale

Importance at This Time Scale

1= We do this well; area of strength for us

1= High priority

2= Aspects of this need our attention

2= Lower priority

3= This item needs significant development

3= Does not need to be addressed at this time

“DK”= I don’t know enough to comment

“DK”= I don’t know enough to comment

Standard 1. Defining Institutional Purposes and Ensuring Educational Objectives.
The institution defines its purposes and establishes educational objectives aligned with its
purposes and character. It has a clear and conscious sense of its essential values and character, its
distinctive elements, its place in the higher educational community and its relationship to society
at large. Through its purposes and educational objectives, the institution dedicates itself to higher
learning, the search for truth, and the dissemination of knowledge. The institution functions with
integrity and autonomy.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Do the campus mission, vision, and value statements clearly
describe CSUMB’s purposes?

1.51 (n=136)

1.58 (n=126)

0.06

Does the campus have a shared/common understanding of the
CSUMB Vision?

1.89 (n=136)

1.45 (n=130)

-0.43

Is it possible to have a shared/common understanding of the
CSUMB Vision?

1.01 (n=121)

1.43 (n=124)

0.42

Do we have published educational objectives that are consistent
with our purposes?

1.84 (n=131)

1.38 (n=120)

-0.46

Do we have indicators and evidence that ascertain the level of
achievement of our purposes and our educational objectives?

2.01 (n=129)

1.32 (n=110)

-0.69

1.1 Mission, Vision, and Value Statements

1.2 Educational Objectives

The response categories for the table below are: 1 = Strongly Agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Neither
Agree nor Disagree; 4 = Strongly Disagree, DK = Don’t Know/Not Applicable
1.3 Academic Challenge

1

2

3

4

5

Total (n)

CSUMB offers rigorous academic programs

3%

28%

32%

27%

10%

133

CSUMB promotes a culture of high expectations for students’
academic achievement

8%

21%

23%

43%

5%

131

The degree program I serve (primary) has an academic culture of
high expectations and academic achievement

19%

29%

13%

10%

30%

132
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.28 (n=132)

1.14 (n=122)

-1.13

1.67 (n=130)

1.84 (n=113)

0.17

1.52 (n=131)

1.77 (n=121)

0.25

1.47 (n=128)

2.08 (n=112)

0.61

Does CSUMB clearly and truthfully represent its academic goals,
programs, and services to students and to the larger public?

2.07 (n=129)

1.34 (n=118)

-0.73

Do we demonstrate that our academic programs can be completed
in a timely fashion?

2.22 (n=131)

1.33 (n=117)

-0.89

Do we treat our students fairly and equitably through established
policies and procedures addressing student conduct, grievances,
human subjects in research and refunds?

1.48 (n=130)

1.83 (n=111)

0.35

Does CSUMB clearly define and distinguish between the different
types of credits it offers? (e.g. Between degree and non-degree
credit? Accurately identifies the type and meaning of the credit
awarded in its transcripts?)

1.59 (n=125)

1.91 (n=103)

0.32

Does CSUMB have published or readily available grievance
procedures for faculty, staff, and students?

1.78 (n=129)

1.89 (n=109)

0.11

Are our finances regularly audited by external agencies?

1.59 (n=128)

1.85 (n=102)

0.26

Does CSUMB demonstrate integrity in the implementation of
appropriate policies, sound business practices, timely and fair
responses to complaints and grievances, and regular evaluation of
its performance in these areas?

2.11 (n=126)

1.45 (n=106)

-0.66

1.4 Institutional Leadership
Does the campus create and sustain leadership that is marked by
high performance, appropriate responsibility and accountability?
1.5 Academic Freedom
Does CSUMB have sufficient evidence (e.g. policies, due process
procedures) that it is committed to Academic Freedom for faculty,
staff, and students?
1.6 Diversity
Do CSUMB policies, programs, and practices demonstrate a
commitment to diversity?
1.7 External Influence
Does CSUMB operate as an academic institution with appropriate
autonomy from political, religious, corporate or other external
bodies outside the institution’s own governance arrangements?
1.8 Representation / Fairness

1.9 Integrity
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Standard 2. Achieving Educational Objectives Through Core Functions
The institution achieves its institutional purposes and attains its educational objectives through
the core functions of teaching and learning, scholarship and creative activity, and support for
student learning. It demonstrates that these core functions are performed effectively and that they
support one another in the institution’s efforts to attain educational effectiveness.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

1.88 (n=74)

1.48 (n=68)

-0.40

Are the competencies required for graduation reflected in course
syllabi for both General Education and the major?

1.62 (n=74)

1.93 (n=63)

0.31

Do all of our degree programs have clearly defined levels of
student achievement (e.g., student learning outcomes) necessary
for graduation that represent more than an accumulation of
courses?

1.84 (n=76)

1.70 (n=64)

-0.14

Does the campus understand the value a CSUMB degree adds to
its student?

1.53 (n=70)

1.61 (n=66)

0.08

2.1 Educational Programs
Do our academic programs conform to recognized disciplinary or
professional standards in their content, length and standards?
2.2 Graduation Requirements

2.3 General Education (a minimum of 45 semester credit hours or the equivalent). Our General Education Program
- is an integrated course of study of sufficient breadth and depth to
prepare students for work, citizenship, and a fulfilling life

1.69 (n=75)

1.79 (n=68)

0.10

-ensures the development of core learning abilities and
competencies? (e.g.,, written and oral communication; quantitative
skills; information literacy; and critical analysis of data and
argument)

1.87 (n=75)

1.67 (n=69)

-0.20

-fosters an understanding of diversity; civic responsibility; the
ability to work with others; and the capability to engage in lifelong
learning

1.34 (n=74)

2.09 (n=64)

0.75

-ensures breadth for all students in the areas of cultural and
aesthetic, social and political, as well as scientific and technical
knowledge expected of educated persons in this society?

1.54 (n=71)

2.00 (n=60)

0.46

Do we require our students to engage in an in-depth, focused, and
sustained program of study as part of their baccalaureate program?

1.71 (n=73)

1.69 (n=63)

-0.02

Are our graduate programs consistent with the purpose and
character of CSUMB and adhere to the expectations of their
respective disciplines and professions?

1.87 (n=72)

1.83 (n=60)

-0.04

Does our graduate curriculum include active involvement with the
literature of the field and ongoing student engagement in research
and/or appropriate high-level professional practice and training
experiences?

1.74 (n=70)

1.59 (n=56)

-0.15

2.4 Graduate Programs
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Are our expectations for student attainment and learning clearly
reflected in our academic programs and policies? (e.g., curricula
organization and content; admissions and graduation policies;
organization and delivery of advisement; use of our library and
resources; and experience in the wider learning environment)

1.94 (n=68)

1.45 (n=60)

-0.50

Is the use of information and learning resources beyond textbooks
evidenced in syllabi throughout the undergraduate and graduate
curriculum?

1.57 (n=69)

2.00 (n=61)

0.43

Does CSUMB have expectations for student attainment and
learning that are widely shared among faculty, staff, students and,
where appropriate, the external community?

2.00 (n=68)

1.54 (n=60)

-0.46

Does the faculty take collective responsibility for establishing,
reviewing, fostering, and demonstrating student attainment of our
expectations?

1.92 (n=69)

1.41 (n=61)

-0.51

Do our academic programs actively involve students in learning?

1.25 (n=67)

2.00 (n=57)

0.75

Do we challenge our students to achieve high expectations?

2.28 (n=69)

1.35 (n=59)

-0.93

Do we provide our students with appropriate and ongoing
feedback about their performance and how they can improve?

1.55 (n=68)

1.77 (n=57)

0.22

Can we demonstrate that our graduates consistently achieve our
stated levels of attainment?

1.95 (n=68)

1.56 (n=55)

-0.39

Are our expectations for student learning embedded in the
standards faculty use to evaluate student work?

1.62 (n=67)

1.75 (n=57)

0.13

Does our Program Review process analyze the achievement of the
program’s learning objectives and outcomes in an effort to
improve currency and effectiveness?

1.92 (n=66)

1.92 (n=55)

0.00

Do we make use of evidence from employers and professional
societies in our program reviews?

2.27 (n=67)

1.52 (n=59)

-0.75

Does CSUMB incorporate in our assessment of educational
objectives results with respect to student achievement, including
program completion, license examination, and placement rates
results?

2.33 (n=68)

1.33 (n=53)

-1.00

1.69 (n=68)

1.63 (n=57)

-0.05

2.5 Curricular Programs

2.6 Learning And Student Attainment

2.7 Student Involvement In Learning

2.8 Graduates Meet Expectations

2.9 Program Review

2.10 Scholarship and Innovation
Do we value and promote scholarship, curricular and instructional
innovations, and creative activity, as well as their dissemination?
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Do we recognize and promote linkages among scholarship,
teaching, student learning and service?

1.48 (n=69)

1.90 (n=57)

0.42

Do we regularly:
- identify the characteristics of our students?

1.83 (n=67)

1.66 (n=58)

-0.17

-assess their needs, experiences and levels of satisfaction?

1.93 (n=68)

1.51 (n=59)

-0.42

Do we use assessment information to help shape a learningcentered environment and to actively promote student success?

1.77 (n=66)

1.58 (n=52)

-0.19

2.03 (n=66)

1.38 (n=53)

-0.55

Do students understand the requirements of their academic
programs and receive timely, useful, and regular information and
advising about relevant academic requirements?

2.05 (n=67)

1.37 (n=59)

-0.69

Are our recruiting and admission practices, academic calendars,
publications, and advertising accurate, current, disclosing, and
readily available to support student needs?

2.15 (n=67)

1.39 (n=59)

-0.76

Do our support services provide a wide array of services? (e.g.,
financial aid, registration, advising, career counseling, computer
labs, and library) designed to meet the specific needs of a diverse
student population (e.g., disabled, international, veteran, low
income, underrepresented, etc.)?

1.87 (n=69)

1.48 (n=54)

-0.40

Are our student support services designed to meet the specific
developmental needs of our first year students?

2.29 (n=67)

1.13 (n=58)

-1.16

Do we provide clear and accurate information about transfer
requirements?

2.24 (n=67)

1.40 (n=56)

-0.84

Do we ensure equitable treatment for transfer students with respect
to academic policies, and ensure that such students are not unduly
disadvantaged by transfer requirements?

2.03 (n=66)

1.46 (n=53)

-0.57

2.11 Scholarship, Teaching, Learning, Service

2.13 Co-Curricular Programs
Do we develop and implement co-curricular programs that are
integrated with our academic goals and programs, and supports
student professional and personal development?
2.14. Student Understanding Of Academic Requirements

2.15. Student Support Services

2.16. Communicate To Transfer Students
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Standard 3. Developing and Applying Resources and Organizational Structures to
Ensure Sustainability
The institution sustains its operations and supports the achievement of its educational objectives
through its investment in human, physical, fiscal and information resources and through an
appropriate and effective set of organizational and decision-making structures. These key
resources and organizational structures promote the achievement of institutional purposes and
educational objectives and create a high quality environment for learning.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.40 (n=58)

1.18 (n=52)

-1.22

Do we have sufficient numbers of full-time faculty to achieve our
educational objectives? (including establishing and overseeing
academic policies and ensuring the integrity and continuity of our
academic programs).

2.51 (n=58)

1.20 (n=51)

-1.31

Do we have faculty with sufficient professional qualifications to
achieve our educational objectives?

1.80 (n=58)

1.34 (n=41)

-0.46

Do we have a faculty with sufficient diversity?

1.49 (n=59)

1.28 (n=34)

-0.21

Are faculty recruitment practices aligned with institutional
purposes and educational objectives?

1.85 (n=58)

1.32 (n=43)

-0.53

Are faculty workload practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

2.15 (n=58)

1.21 (n=48)

-0.94

Are faculty incentives aligned with institutional purposes and
educational objectives?

2.38 (n=59)

1.20 (n=51)

-1.18

Are faculty evaluation practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

1.80 (n=59)

1.45 (n=40)

-0.35

Are faculty evaluation processes systematic, including appropriate
peer reviews?

1.72 (n=59)

1.30 (n=35)

-0.41

Do faculty evaluations include consideration of evidence of
teaching effectiveness, including student evaluations of
instruction?

1.46 (n=59)

1.42 (n=34)

-0.04

3.1 Operation and Support of Academic Programs
Do we have personnel sufficient in number and professional
qualifications to maintain operations and to support our academic
programs, consistent with our institutional and educational
objectives?
3.2 Faculty Quantity And Quality

3.3 Faculty Work Environment
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Are staff recruitment practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

1.93 (n=57)

1.17 (n=44)

-0.75

Are staff workload practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

2.34 (n=57)

1.24 (n=48)

-1.10

Are staff incentives aligned with institutional purposes and
educational objectives?

2.49 (n=58)

1.24 (n=52)

-1.24

Are staff evaluation practices aligned with institutional purposes
and educational objectives?

2.22 (n=57)

1.44 (n=49)

-0.78

Are staff evaluation processes systematic and include appropriate
peer review?

2.22 (n=57)

1.48 (n=48)

-0.73

2.08 (n=58)

1.31 (n=47)

-0.76

Do we effectively align our fiscal and physical resources with our
institutional purposes and educational objectives?

2.44 (n=57)

1.20 (n=52)

-1.24

Does the campus have a transparent, comprehensive plan on how
it should utilize income to the foundation?

2.72 (n=58)

1.21 (n=47)

-1.51

Are our fiscal and physical resources able to support and maintain
the educational programs we offer now?

2.61 (n=58)

1.08 (n=49)

-1.53

Does the campus have a transparent, comprehensive plan on how
to fund special aspects of the campus (interdisciplinarity, service
learning, outcomes-based education, etc.)?

2.40 (n=59)

1.11 (n=46)

-1.29

Do we have an adequate plan for ensuring sufficient fiscal and
physical resources to support and maintain future educational
programs?

2.69 (n=58)

1.16 (n=47)

-1.53

Do we have access to information resources sufficient in scope,
quality, currency, and kind to support our academic offerings and
the scholarship of our members?

2.03 (n=59)

1.19 (n=46)

-0.84

Do we have sufficient information resources and services for oncampus students and students enrolled at a distance?

2.03 (n=58)

1.38 (n=41)

-0.65

Are our information resources, services and facilities consistent
with our purposes, and are they sustainable?

2.03 (n=55)

1.42 (n=47)

-0.60

Are our information technology resources sufficiently coordinated
and supported to fulfill our educational purposes and to provide
key academic and administrative functions?

1.83 (n=56)

1.35 (n=41)

-0.48

Do we provide sufficient information technology support for oncampus students and students enrolled at a distance?

1.75 (n=56)

1.42 (n=38)

-0.33

Are our organizational structures and decision-making processes
clear, consistent with our purposes, and sufficient to support
effective decision-making?

2.20 (n=57)

1.35 (n=47)

-0.85

3.4 Staff Work Environment

3.5 Faculty Development
Do we sufficiently support appropriate faculty development
activities designed to improve teaching and learning?
3.6 Fiscal And Physical Resources

3.7 Information Resources (Library Resources)

3.8 Information Technology
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.45 (n=56)

1.17 (n=43)

-1.27

2.31 (n=58)

1.19 (n=51)

-1.12

Does our faculty exercise effective academic leadership to ensure
both academic quality and the maintenance of our educational
purposes and character?

1.66 (n=56)

1.79 (n=47)

0.13

Does the campus currently achieve shared governance

2.05 (n=57)

1.68 (n=46)

-0.37

3.10 Chancellor & Board Of Trustees
Does the Chancellor & CSU Board of Trustees, consistent with
their legal and fiduciary authority, exercise appropriate oversight
over institutional integrity, policies, and ongoing operations?
3.11 Administrators
Do our administrators, including our President, provide effective
educational leadership and management at all levels?
3.12 Faculty Leadership

Standard 4. Creating an Organization Committed to Learning and Improvement
The institution conducts sustained, evidence-based, and participatory discussions about how
effectively it is accomplishing its purposes and achieving its educational objectives. These
activities inform both institutional planning and systematic evaluations of educational
effectiveness. The results of institutional inquiry, research, and data collection are used to
establish priorities at different levels of the institution, and to revise institutional purposes,
structures, and approaches to teaching, learning, and scholarly work.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Does the campus regularly engage in reflection and planning that
allows us to articulate priorities, align our purposes with our
resources, and determine future directions?

2.07 (n=58)

1.65 (n=52)

-0.42

Are budget-related decisions made transparent to the campus
community

2.51 (n=59)

1.34 (n=51)

-1.17

Do we monitor the effectiveness of the implementation of our
plans and revise as appropriate?

2.34 (n=58)

1.41 (n=48)

-0.93

Do we have planning bodies that meet regularly and have a clear
charge and plan to assess the attainment of our educational
objectives?

1.78 (n=560

1.81 (n=48

0.03

2.31 (n=560

1.37 (n=47)

-0.94

Are our planning processes informed by qualitative and
quantitative data?

2.23 (n=53)

1.31 (n=47)

-0.92

Do our planning processes consider evidence of educational
effectiveness, including student learning?

2.08 (n=54)

1.58 (n=48)

-0.51

4.1. Institutional Reflection And Planning Processes

4.2 Alignment Of Resources, Objectives And Priorities
Do our planning processes help us to define and align academic,
personnel, fiscal, physical and technological needs with our
strategic objectives and priorities?
4.3. Informed Planning Process
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Do we have quality assurance processes in place at each level of
institutional functioning? (including new curriculum and
programs, program review, ongoing evaluation, and data
collection)

1.94 (n=54)

1.74 (n=47)

-0.20

Do we use the results from quality assurance processes to revise
and improve structures, processes, curricula, and pedagogy?

2.19 (n=54)

1.64 (n=46)

-0.55

Do we strategically collect institutional research data,
appropriately disseminate findings in a timely way, and make use
of this data in our decision-making processes?

2.52 (n=54)

1.42 (n=47)

-1.10

As an institution, do we collect data in support of student learning
consistent with our educational objectives?

1.97 (n=54)

1.59 (n=46)

-0.38

Do we have established policies and practices for gathering and
analyzing information that leads to a culture of evidence and
improvement?

2.24 (n=53)

1.55 (n=46)

-0.69

Is the leadership on our campus committed to improvement based
on the results of evaluation and assessment?

2.21 (n=55)

1.38 (n=45)

-0.83

Do we assess our campus environment in support of academic and
co-curricular objectives and incorporate our findings into our
planning processes?

2.32 (n=54)

1.52 (n=44)

-0.80

Does our faculty take responsibility for evaluating the
effectiveness of the teaching and learning process and use the
results for improvement?

1.58 (n=54)

1.86 (n=45)

0.29

Do we as a campus, with significant faculty involvement, engage
in ongoing inquiry, collaboration and discussion into the processes
of teaching and learning?

1.56 (n=53)

1.97 (n=48)

0.42

Do we as a campus, with significant faculty involvement, engage
in ongoing inquiry, collaboration and discussion into the
conditions and practices that promote the kinds of learning we
desire?

1.67 (n=54)

1.86 (n=45)

0.19

Do we involve alumni, employers, practitioners and other
stakeholders in the assessment of the effectiveness of our
educational programs?

2.19 (n=54)

1.67 (n=46)

-0.52

Do we apply what we learn from ongoing inquiry into teaching
and learning to improve our curricula, pedagogy, and evaluation
methodology?

1.62 (n=54)

1.75 (n=45)

0.13

4.4. Assessment Of Effectiveness

4.5. Institutional Research Addresses Strategic Data Needs

4.6 Commitment To Improvement

4.7 Ongoing Inquiry Into Teaching And Learning

4.8. Assessment Of Educational Programs
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Description of Survey Respondents
Number of Respondents in Each Group
All Employees
Please select the response option that best describes your primary
position at CSUMB.

Staff (n=25)
Instructional Faculty (n=23)
Administrator (n=6)
Other (n=1)

For Instructional Faculty
Please select the response option that best describes your primary
field of instruction

Human Performance & Wellness (n=2)
Liberal Studies Teaching Pathway (n=1)
Business Administration (n=3)
World Languages and Cultures (n=1)
Liberal Studies Learning Pathway (n=1)
Mathematics (n=1)
Instructional Sciences and Technology (n=2)
Teledramatic Arts & Technology (n=1)
Social and Behavioral Sciences (n=2)
Education (n=1)
Earth Systems Science & Policy (n=4)
Human Communications (n=2)
Telecomm, Multimedia, and Applied Computing
(n=1)
Service Learning (n=1)

For Staff and Administrators
Please select the response option that best describes your
administrative division.
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Academic Affairs (n=12)
Information Technology (n=3)
Administration and Finance (n=5)
Student Affairs (n=6)

Appendix 13C
Student Survey 1
Self Review Rating Scale

Importance at This Time Scale

1= We do this well; area of strength for us

1= High priority

2= Aspects of this need our attention

2= Lower priority

3= This item needs significant development

3= Does not need to be addressed at this time

“DK”= I don’t know enough to comment

“DK”= I don’t know enough to comment

Standard 1. Defining Institutional Purposes and Ensuring Educational Objectives.
The institution defines its purposes and establishes educational objectives aligned with its
purposes and character. It has a clear and conscious sense of its essential values and character, its
distinctive elements, its place in the higher educational community and its relationship to society
at large. Through its purposes and educational objectives, the institution dedicates itself to higher
learning, the search for truth, and the dissemination of knowledge. The institution functions with
integrity and autonomy.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Do the campus mission, vision, and value statements clearly
describe CSUMB’s purposes?

1.51 (n=136)

1.58 (n=126)

0.06

Does the campus have a shared/common understanding of the
CSUMB Vision?

1.89 (n=136)

1.45 (n=130)

-0.43

Is it possible to have a shared/common understanding of the
CSUMB Vision?

1.01 (n=121)

1.43 (n=124)

0.42

Do we have published educational objectives that are consistent
with our purposes?

1.84 (n=131)

1.38 (n=120)

-0.46

Do we have indicators and evidence that ascertain the level of
achievement of our purposes and our educational objectives?

2.01 (n=129)

1.32 (n=110)

-0.69

1.1 Mission, Vision, and Value Statements

1.2 Educational Objectives

The response categories for the table below are: 1 = Strongly Agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Neither
Agree nor Disagree; 4 = Strongly Disagree, DK = Don’t Know/Not Applicable
1.3 Academic Challenge

1

2

3

4

5

Total (n)

CSUMB offers rigorous academic programs

3%

28%

32%

27%

10%

133

CSUMB promotes a culture of high expectations for students’
academic achievement

8%

21%

23%

43%

5%

131

The degree program I serve (primary) has an academic culture of
high expectations and academic achievement

19%

29%

13%

10%

30%

132

CSUMB faculty use varied instructional strategies to help students
achieve learning outcomes

32%

36%

10%

7%

15%

135
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

2.28 (n=132)

1.14 (n=122)

-1.13

1.67 (n=130)

1.84 (n=113)

0.17

1.52 (n=131)

1.77(n=121)

0.25

1.47 (n=128)

2.08 (n=112)

0.61

Does CSUMB clearly and truthfully represent its academic goals,
programs, and services to students and to the larger public?

2.07 (n=129)

1.34 (n=118)

-0.73

Do we demonstrate that our academic programs can be completed
in a timely fashion?

2.22 (n=131)

1.33 (n=117)

-0.89

Do we treat our students fairly and equitably through established
policies and procedures addressing student conduct, grievances,
human subjects in research and refunds?

1.48 (n=130)

1.83 (n=111)

0.35

Does CSUMB clearly define and distinguish between the different
types of credits it offers? (e.g. Between degree and non-degree
credit? Accurately identifies the type and meaning of the credit
awarded in its transcripts?)

1.59 (n=125)

1.91 (n=103)

0.32

Does CSUMB have published or readily-available grievance
procedures for faculty, staff, and students?

1.78 (n=129)

1.89 (n=109)

0.11

Are our finances regularly audited by external agencies?

1.59 (n=128)

1.85 (n=102)

0.26

Does CSUMB demonstrate integrity in the implementation of
appropriate policies, sound business practices, timely and fair
responses to complaints and grievances, and regular evaluation of
its performance in these areas?

2.11 (n=126)

1.45 (n=106)

-0.66

1.4 Institutional Leadership
Does the campus create and sustain leadership that is marked by
high performance, appropriate responsibility and accountability?
1.5 Academic Freedom
Does CSUMB have sufficient evidence (e.g. policies, due process
procedures) that it is committed to Academic Freedom for faculty,
staff, and students?
1.6 Diversity
Do CSUMB policies, programs, and practices demonstrate a
commitment to diversity?
1.7 External Influence
Does CSUMB operate as an academic institution with appropriate
autonomy from political, religious, corporate or other external
bodies outside the institution’s own governance arrangements?
1.8 Representation / Fairness

1.9 Integrity
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Student Survey 2
Standard 2. Achieving Educational Objectives Through Core Functions
Self Review Rating Scale

Importance at This Time Scale

1= We do this well; area of strength for us

1= High priority

2= Aspects of this need our attention

2= Lower priority

3= This item needs significant development

3= Does not need to be addressed at this time

BLANK= I don’t know enough to comment

BLANK= I don’t know enough to comment

The institution achieves its institutional purposes and attains its educational objectives through
the core functions of teaching and learning, scholarship and creative activity, and support for
student learning. It demonstrates that these core functions are performed effectively and that they
support one another in the institution’s efforts to attain educational effectiveness.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Are the competencies required for graduation reflected in course
syllabi for both General Education and the major?

1.42 (n=353)

1.81 (n=308)

0.39

Do all of our degree programs have clearly defined levels of
student achievement (e.g., student learning outcomes) necessary
for graduation that represent more than an accumulation of
courses?

1.43 (n=350)

1.81 (n=299)

0.38

2.1 Graduation Requirements

2.2 General Education (a minimum of 45 semester credit hours or the equivalent)
Our General Education program:
- is an integrated course of study of sufficient breadth and depth to
prepare students for work, citizenship, and a fulfilling life?

1.58 (n=342)

1.74 (n=302)

0.15

-fosters an understanding of diversity; civic responsibility; the
ability to work with others; and the capability to engage in lifelong
learning?

1.33 (n=342)

1.99 (n=291)

0.66

-ensures breadth for all students in the areas of cultural and
aesthetic, social and political, as well as scientific and technical
knowledge expected of educated persons in this society?

1.42 (n=333)

1.86 (n=287)

0.43

Do we require our students to engage in an in-depth, focused, and
sustained program of study as part of their baccalaureate program?

1.44 (n=333)

1.83 (n=286)

0.39

Does the faculty take collective responsibility for establishing,
reviewing, fostering, and demonstrating student attainment of our
expectations?

1.57 (n=334)

1.69 (n=280)

0.12

Do our academic programs actively involve students in learning?

1.37(n=340)

1.92(n=288)

0.55

Do we challenge our students to achieve high expectations?

1.65 (n=343)

1.69 (n=289)

0.04

Do we provide our students with appropriate and ongoing
feedback about their performance and how they can improve?

1.66 (n=339)

1.64 (n=292)

-0.01

1.44 (n=330)

1.78 (n=273)

0.34

2.3 Student Involvement In Learning

2.4 Graduates Meet Expectations
Are our expectations for student learning embedded in the
standards faculty use to evaluate student work?
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Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Do we regularly assess their needs, experiences and levels of
satisfaction

1.76 (n=332)

1.62 (n=285)

-0.14

Do we use assessment information to help shape a learningcentered environment and to actively promote student success?

1.57 (n=328)

1.79 (n=274)

0.22

Do we develop and implement co-curricular programs that are
integrated with our academic goals and programs, and supports
student professional and personal development?

1.56 (n=322)

1.79 (n=271)

0.22

Do we develop and implement co-curricular programs that are
integrated with our academic goals and programs, and supports
student professional and personal development?

1.56 (n=322)

1.79 (n=271)

0.22

Do students understand the requirements of their academic
programs and receive timely, useful, and regular information and
advising about relevant academic requirements?

1.79 (n=322)

1.50 (n=283)

-0.29

Are our recruiting and admission practices, academic calendars,
publications, and advertising accurate, current, disclosing, and
readily available to support student needs?

1.66 (n=326)

1.73 (n=277)

0.07

2.5 Student Assessment

2.6 Co-Curricular Programs

2.7 Student Understanding of Academic Requirements

2.8 Student Support Services
Do our support services provide a wide array of services? (e.g.,
financial aid, registration, advising, career counseling, computer
labs, and library) designed to meet the specific needs of a diverse
student population (e.g., disabled, international, veteran, low
income, underrepresented, etc.)?

1.51
(n=324)

1.76
(n=277)

0.25

Are our student support services designed to meet the specific
developmental needs of our first year students?

1.65
(n=322)

1.56
(n=274)

-0.09

2.9 Communicate to Transfer Students
Do we provide clear and accurate information about transfer
requirements?

2.10 (n=321)

1.41 (n=273)

-0.68

Do we ensure equitable treatment for transfer students with respect
to academic policies, and ensure that such students are not unduly
disadvantaged by transfer requirements?

1.85 (n=318)

1.55 (n=266)

-0.30

Do we regularly assess their needs, experiences and levels of
satisfaction

1.76 (n=332)

1.62 (n=285)

-0.14

Do we use assessment information to help shape a learningcentered environment and to actively promote student success?

1.57 (n=328)

1.79 (n=274)

0.22

2.5 Student Assessment
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Standard 3. Developing and Applying Resources and Organizational Structures to
Ensure Sustainability
Self Review Rating Scale

Importance at This Time Scale

1= We do this well; area of strength for us

1= High priority

2= Aspects of this need our attention

2= Lower priority

3= This item needs significant development

3= Does not need to be addressed at this time

“DK”= I don’t know enough to comment

“DK”= I don’t know enough to comment

The institution sustains its operations and supports the achievement of its educational objectives
through its investment in human, physical, fiscal and information resources and through an
appropriate and effective set of organizational and decision-making structures. These key
resources and organizational structures promote the achievement of institutional purposes and
educational objectives and create a high quality environment for learning.
Guideline

Self Review
Rating

Importance at
this Time

Score

Are the competencies required for graduation reflected in course
syllabi for both General Education and the major?

1.42 (n=353)

1.81 (n=308)

0.39

Do we have sufficient numbers of full-time faculty to achieve our
educational objectives? (including establishing and overseeing
academic policies and ensuring the integrity and continuity of our
academic programs).

1.82 (n=306)

1.56 (n=267)

-0.27

Do we have faculty with sufficient professional qualifications to
achieve our educational objectives?

1.50 (n=306)

1.81 (n=257)

0.31

Do we have a faculty with sufficient diversity?

1.28 (n=303)

2.15 (n=253)

0.87

Do we have access to information resources sufficient in scope,
quality, currency, and kind to support our academic offerings and
the scholarship of our members?

1.51 (n=306)

1.91 (n=258)

0.40

Do we have sufficient information resources and services for oncampus students and students enrolled at a distance?

1.41 (n=297)

1.93 (n=247)

0.52

1.41 (n=302)

1.96 (n=259)

0.55

3.1 Faculty Quantity and Quality

3.2 Information Resources (Library Resources)

3.3 Information Technology
Do we provide sufficient information technology support for oncampus students and students enrolled at a distance?
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Appendix 14
Plan of Work and Budget for CSUMB Accreditation Review
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Item
Faculty buyout
Summer salary

Capacity Research

1 Fac Buyout (Angie
Tran)
Copying/Postage

1 Fac Buyout (Pam
Motoike)

1 Month Summer
Salary

3 Faculty Buyout
(David Reichard,
Gerald Shenk, Pat
Tinsley)

Copying
NOTE: Buyout is
indicated in units

Project
EE Chair

Retention Analysis
(Capacity)
Alumni Survey
Research
(Theme 1)

Evaluation of Student
Success Interventions

(Theme 2)

Capstone Research

(Theme 3)

$6,500

2006/07

$200

12

$200

12

$6,500

4

$1,000

$1,000
4

4

2008/9
15
$6,500

4

$40,000

2007/8
15
$6,500

$100

12

$6,500

4

$500

4

2009/10
15
$6,500

Plan of Work and Budget

Appendix 14

$500

2010/11
8

2011/12

36

12

12

Total
Units
53

$500

$54,000

$13,000

$18,000

$3,000

$18,000

$40,000

Project
Subtotals
$79,500
$26,000

$54,500

$31,000

$21,000

$40,000

$105,500

Project
Totals
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Airfare for team
of 4-5 people
Hotel and meals
Campus events
Supplies, copying
& mailing

(# units * $1538 per
unit)
STUDY TOTAL:
Airfare for team
of 4-5 people
Hotel and meals
Campus events
Supplies, copying
& mailing

Dollar Total
Units translated to
dollars:

Item
Unit Total

Travel expenses to
TBD
present research results

EE Team Visit
(spring 2011)

Capacity Team Visit
(fall 2009)

Annual Totals

$6,500

$6,500

2006/07

$101,530

$47,700
$53,830

2007/8
35

$61,530

$7,700
$53,830

2008/9
35

TBD

3750
2000
1000

2500

3750
2000
1000

$60,930
2500

$7,100
$53,830

2009/10
35

$12,804

$500
$12,304

2010/11
8

$0

$0
$0

2011/12
0

Total
Units
113

Total
Spring 11:
$9,250

Total
Fall 09:
$9,250

$243,294

$69,500
$173,794

Total
Dollars
$173,794

Notes
141 units/4 =
33.25 courses

