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The world has changed since Humboldt State University began
its accreditation review in 2005. Politically and economically,
we find ourselves in a rapidly shifting landscape. Even the
accreditation review process itself has undergone revisions
along the way. Accommodating these shifts has presented major
challenges to the university; fortunately, the reflective, action-
oriented stance required by the accreditation review process has

served us well in navigating the course we need to take.

In our Institutional Proposal, we identified two core themes on
which to focus our collective efforts: “Theme I: Identifying Core
Academic Expectations” and “Theme II: Ensuring Academic
Success for Underrepresented Minorities.” As work began in the
Capacity and Preparatory Review stage, Theme I evolved into
“Working with the Campus Community to Articulate Greater
HSU Expectations,” which initially focused on the development of
institutional learning outcomes. Similarly, Theme II evolved into
“MakingExcellence Inclusive” focusing primarily on usingreliable,
disaggregated baseline data to initiate department/program-
based plans for employing “best practices” to improve the success

of students from traditionally underrepresented groups.

Broadly understood, these themes focused the attention of the
campus community on two commitments: first, a commitment
to identify and assess the student learning that we produce; and
second, a commitment to identify and remove the barriers that
prevent particular groups of students from achieving success.
In the course of the Capacity and Preparatory Review, it became
clear that fulfilling these commitments would require resources
-not just funding, but also more effective processes to facilitate
making informed, effective decisions. It also became clear that,
since obtaining new resources would be unlikely, we would need

to revisit our allocations of money, time, and attention.

Our Capacity and Preparatory Review report, submitted in
November2007,reflectedbothourstruggleswithandourprogress
in these areas. The CPR Visitation Team, which came to campus
in February 2008, provided additional focus and direction for
our work as we entered the Educational Effectiveness Review
phase of the process. Overall, the team pointed out that our
institutional success would require fundamental changes to our
culture. Acknowledging our struggles to realize our institutional
identity, they observed that Humboldt State University must
unitearound acommon vision, develop processes and structures
for making decisions about how to achieve that vision, and use
data for planning and evaluating progress toward that vision.

The team also recognized that HSU has “a very large agenda

to undertake at a time of great stress caused by the resource
crisis that is looming” and therefore recommended that the

Educational Effectiveness Review be delayed by six months.

Shortly after the report of the Visitation Team was issued in the
spring of 2008, a list of report’s key points and action items was
prepared for broad circulation throughout the campus. This set
of action items has guided a number of the university’s activities
over the past two years. The status of these activities, along
with their results, is described in this Educational Effectiveness
Review report. We have not attempted to cover all the Criteria
for Review in this report but have chosen instead to address the
areas which we, along with the Visitation Team, have identified
as most in need of improvement. For evidence with regard to
meeting the other Criteria for Review, please see the Index of
Evidence (Appendix A).

While the emphasis in an Educational Effectiveness Review
is on evaluating results, our Capacity and Preparatory Review
uncovered the necessity of developing additional institutional
capacity, as affirmed by the report of the CPR Visitation Team
and the subsequent letter from the Commission. For us, then,
one of the results of our work in this phase of the accreditation
review has been the development of institutional processes
and infrastructure in order to better support and sustain our

educational effectiveness.

The first essay, “Achieving Our Core Purpose by Understanding
the Student Learning We Produce,” defines our core institutional
purpose as the production of student learning, and it describes
our improved understanding of both the need for meaningful
learning assessment and the process of implementing it.
Includedin this essayisthe progresswehave madeinidentifying,
coordinating, and assessing student learning outcomes across
various levels: institutional outcomes, general education
outcomes, degree program outcomes, and co-curricular
experience outcomes. The essay also outlines the improvements
that HSU has made inresponse to assessment results confirming
thatstudent writing, long considered an area of concern, does, in

fact, require additional instruction and development.

The second essay, “Achieving Our Core Purpose by Making
Excellence Inclusive,” describes further developments in
our efforts to reduce barriers to the success of students from
traditionally underrepresented groups. Beyond the initial
results of the unit-level activities implemented by the Making

Excellence Inclusive Action Team, the essay also outlines other




relevant developments, such as the establishment of the Office
of Diversity and Inclusion, the launch of an annual report on
disaggregated metrics for student success, and improvements in

the accessibility of instructional materials.

The third essay, “Achieving Our Core Purpose by Realigning
Resources and Institutional Structures,” focuses on abroad range
of institutional processes, structures, and resources that have
been the subject of campus-wide analysis and reorganization.
It describes efforts to inform resource decision, by prioritizing
among programs, integrating and improving all facets of
curriculum oversight, revisiting our approach to program review,
and developing an institution-wide structure for utilizing data in

making strategic decisions.

The fourth essay, “Achieving Our Core Purpose by Engaging in
Organizational Learning and Improvement,” highlights the
university’s improvements in “learning to make a difference”
as an institution. We describe the use of outside assistance
to alter long-standing patterns and processes in budgeting,
decision-making, collecting and using data, and rethinking the
institutional vision and our alignment with it. The essay traces
our process of moving from external consultation to internal self-
transformation through the creation of a Cabinet for Institutional
Change. In this essay we discuss our approach to the budget crisis
that HSU and California are facing, the dimensions of which are
beyond anything we could have imagined just a few years ago.
We also describe how, in spite of financial challenges, we are
working to build resources that support institutional capacity

and its effect on student learning.

These essays constitute chapters in the story of Humboldt
State University, each connected to the others but providing a
different perspective. In the final section, “A Reflection on the
Accreditation Review Process,” we summarize the impact of
engagingintheInstitutional Proposal, Capacityand Preparatory
Review, and Educational Effectiveness Review sequence. We
describe the progress we have made and the challenges that still
face us. Most importantly, we review the structures that have
been established to foster sustained educational effectiveness

throughout the institution.




Achieving Our Core Instutional Purpose By

Understanding the Student Learning We Produce

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

education 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.

CFR 1.1

CFR 1.2

WASC Standard One
We will be stewards of learning to make a positive difference.

HSU Vision

Humboldt State University has a longstanding tradition of valuing teaching and learning. As a matter of course, we
emphasize faculty-student interaction, along with a number of what George Kuh has identified as “high-impact
practices.” However, we are aware that classes and instruction, regardless of the practices they draw upon, are
means to an end rather than our goal or purpose, which is to produce student learning. To paraphrase John Tagg,
universities cannot define their purpose as “providing instruction,” any more than a hospital can define its purpose
as “filling beds” or a manufacturer can define its purpose as “building assembly lines.” Instead, defining our core
institutional purpose requires us to identify what we intend our students to learn as a result of their university
experience. It also means that in order to know if we are achieving our core purpose, we have to find out how well

our students are learning what we intend them to learn.

This chapter describes how Humboldt State University is working to better understand the student learning that is
our objective. The chapter also describes how this work of understanding studentlearning is complicated by the fact
that responsibility for the experiences that produce that learning is divided among various programs: the general
education program, major and minor programs, co-curricular activities, and other kinds of experiences such as
on-campus employment. Also highlighted are some initial results of our efforts to understand what students are
learning, including an account of how we are reviewing our curricula in response to what we have learned about

student writing performance.

Describing the Learning We Produce: The HSU Outcomes

Beginning in September 2006, a broadly representative Action Team was convened to guide the effort of identifying
Humboldt State University’s learning outcomes. This effort was the central focus of the first of Theme I, articulated
inour Institutional Proposal. The Action Team, comprising faculty, professional staff, students, and administrators,

was tasked with addressing three questions:
1.  What are core academic expectations for HSU students?

2. Arethese core academic expectations being met by HSU students?

3. Are HSU students achieving proficiency in written communication skills?

Inspired by the AAC&U'’s landmark initiative Greater Expectations, most particularly its recommendation that
institutions rethink what they expect from a college education in the twenty-first century, the Action Team

nicknamed the effort to identify HSU’s institutional learning outcomes “Greater HSU Expectations.”

Relying heavily on documents which had themselves been produced through broadly consultative processes,
and which distilled the essential values and character of the HSU community, the team produced an initial set

of discussion-draft outcomes around which the campus community could organize its deliberations. These
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Understanding the Student Learning We Produce

CFR2.5

CFR2.3,2.4

CFR 1.5

CFR 1.5
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deliberations occurred within a broad range of campus groups throughout the 2006-2007 academic year, and
the resulting set of Humboldt State University outcomes has been widely communicated. These outcomes,
summarizing an education that is distinct to Humboldt State University, appear in the University Catalog, on the

university website, and in many course syllabi:
HSU Student Outcomes:
What all HSU graduates should know and be able to do as a result of their HSU experience.
HSU graduates have demonstrated:
Effective oral and written communication
Critical and creative thinking skills in acquiring a broad knowledge base and applying it to complex issues
Competence in a major area of study

Appreciation for and understanding of an expanded world perspective by engaging respectfully with a

diverse range of individuals, communities, and viewpoints

HSU graduates are prepared to:

Succeed in their chosen careers

Take responsibility for identifying personal goals and practicing lifelong learning

Pursue social justice, promote environmental responsibility, and improve economic conditions in their

workplaces and communities

Academic departments, co-curricular programs, and campus offices worked to map their courses and activities
onto the HSU Outcomes. This effort, while useful in helping a variety of campus constituencies to think about
how their programs contributed to students’ achievement of the HSU outcomes, resulted in information that was
difficult to interpret. The information collected indicated that each program seemed to envision the outcomes and
the degree of focus involved in addressing them somewhat differently. Some programs, for example, indicated that
writing or critical thinking was the primary focus of instruction in all of its classes, a claim that was not supported

by curricular evidence.

Suchvariation in different concepts of the outcomes ultimately undermined implementation of the original cyclical
plan to assess one of the HSU outcomes each year using assignments to be drawn from courses and co-curricular
experiences identified as having primary focus on the outcome to be assessed that year, illustrating some of our

fundamental difficulties with assessment.

The development of a culture of continuous, comprehensive, and meaningful learning assessment has presented
a number of challenges at HSU. We have made many attempts to overcome these challenges, as described below,
and have made some progress while learning a number of valuable lessons in the process. One lesson we have
learned is that even flawed assessment efforts can be productive, if approached in the spirit of learning. Our most
important realization, however, is that without full time professional stewardship of assessment our efforts will
continue to fall short despite a great deal of effort and the best of intentions. Accordingly, the university has created
anew full-time position, Director of Learning Assessment, charged with guiding and tracking assessment activities
toward the enhancement of student learning. The search to fill this position was unsuccessful last year; however,

even in the context of our current budget constraints, an increased level of assessment support and expertise is




Achieving Our Core Instutional Purpose By

Understanding the Student Learning We Produce

so important to achieving HSU’s educational objectives that the search is underway again this year, with the new

Director expected to be in place by July 2010.

Assessing the HSU Outcomes

The effort to assess the HSU Outcomes had begun, as reported in the Capacity and Preparatory Review (p. 30), with
assessing student writing proficiency. Writing proficiency, which was the focus of a Theme I research question as
well as part of the first HSU outcome, was assessed during the Fall 2007 semester through an inductive analysis
of Graduation Writing Proficiency Examination (GWPE) papers (see “Taking a Curricular Approach to Improving
Student Writing” below).

As that first round of HSU Outcomes Assessment got underway in Fall 2007, the HSU Outcomes Assessment
Working Group also began to consider the next outcome scheduled on the Assessment Plan -- “critical and creative
thinking skills in acquiring a broad knowledge base and applying it to complex issues.” Intending to implement
curriculum-embedded assessment as described in the assessment plan, the Working Group collected and reviewed
assignments that various programs had identified as addressing the second HSU outcome. However, the variation
proved to be so wide-ranging, and the contexts so specific, that the committee was unable to develop a common set
of indicators to use across the disciplines. Instead, they sought an approach that could be applied more effectively

outside specific course contexts.

Looking back at the analysis of student writing competence, which had utilized student papers produced for a
university-wide graduation requirement beyond any specific course or program, the Working Group proposed that
a dual-purpose prompt be designed for a forthcoming GWPE administration. The first attempt was to work with
faculty members active in general education Area A/Critical Thinking to develop prompts that could be used to
assess the critical/creative thinking HSU outcome described above, but that approach was unsuccessful. Next,
having become aware of a CSU-Los Angeles pilot test assessing “Student Understanding and Appreciation of
Diversity” using their Writing Proficiency Exam, the Working Group decided to follow that example and develop

some suggested prompts to assess a similar HSU outcome.

In consultation with campus diversity experts, the Working Group developed several prompts that would require
studentsnotonlyto demonstrate proficiencyinwriting, butalso to demonstrate “appreciation forand understanding
of an expanded world perspective by engaging respectfully with a diverse range of individuals, communities, and
viewpoints” (the fourth HSU outcome). Unfortunately, the prompts that were used resulted in student work with

limited value for the direct evaluation of these skills.

These difficulties have stemmed from a number of familiar challenges that manifest themselves in various ways
across the campus: lack of clear communication and allocation of responsibilities, views of assessment and its
purposes that are still at the developing stages, and general — and genuine — confusion about the relationships
among various levels of outcomes and, therefore, various levels of assessment. The relationships among HSU
outcomes/assessment, general education outcomes/assessment, program-level outcomes/assessment, and co-
curricular outcomes/assessment have been difficult to conceptualize. As HSU has struggled to embrace assessment
asameans of improving studentlearning, the Educational Effectiveness Review Steering Committee grappled with
ways of framing and organizing the different levels of student learning outcomes as a means of institutionalizing
the HSU outcomes.

Luckily, a statement in the report of the Capacity and Preparatory Review Visitation Team suggested a way to
approach these relationships. The team noted that HSU faces the challenge of “assessing how the HSU outcomes
are met as a result of the integration of General Education and the major, as well as curricular and co-curricular
activities.” A careful reading of this observation led us to the insight that while the HSU Outcomes had been mapped

onto curricular and co-curricular activities with very mixed and subjective results, we had not mapped them onto
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the general education, program, or co-curricular outcomes. Because the outcomes at each level not only capture
what is most important to that program or area, but also constitute part of a regular and cyclical assessment
process, we decided to map the HSU outcomes onto all other levels of outcomes (see Appendix B). This allows us to

see alignments and gaps in program emphases against the framework of the institutional outcomes.

Results of this mapping indicate uneven attention to the HSU outcomes. On the one hand, many outcomes across
the university relate to “critical/creative thinking in acquiring and applying knowledge” (HSU outcome 2), some
form of which is listed by 6 of the 13 general education/ all-university areas experienced by all students, 40 of the
48 major programs that submitted learning outcomes, and 5 of the 12 co-curricular programs that submitted
outcomes. The same is true of “engaging respectfully with diverse people, viewpoints, and communities” (outcome
4), with related outcomes listed by 4 of the general education/ all-university areas taken by all students, 26 major
programs, and 5 of the 12 co-curricular areas. On the other hand, components of “preparation to set goals and
pursue lifelong learning” (outcome 6) are listed among the outcomes of only one general education area, 4 major
programs, and 4 co-curricular areas, and while “preparation to succeed in one’s chosen career” appears in some
form among the outcomes of 18 major programs and 4 co-curricular programes, it is not listed among the outcomes

of any general education/all-university areas.

Clearly, students have a number of curricular and co-curricular opportunities to achieve the HSU outcomes,
and many of them participate in a variety of such opportunities. Indirect evidence suggests that they may be
reaching a strong level of competence in many of the outcomes as a result of that participation. For example, a
recent large-scale survey conducted by Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. asked alumni to rate how well their
degree prepared them in several areas related to the HSU outcomes. On a scale from 1 to 4, where 4 was defined
as “excellent preparation,” the mean response for “commitment to continuous learning” by HSU alumni was 3.39,
which was higher than the mean for comparable institutions. HSU alumni ratings were also high for other areas
reflecting achievement of HSU outcomes, with a 3.25 mean rating for “contributing to my community,” a mean
of 3.18 for “current work status,” and a mean of 3.17 for “further graduate education.” Indirect evidence suggests,
then, that alumni have a strong sense of having mastered the skills that we have subsequently identified as key
outcomes of an HSU education. Development of more direct ways to measure student and/or alumni learning in

these institutionally-valued areas will help us understand where, and for which students, this is occurring at HSU.

Overall, the review indicates that while HSU provides many opportunities for students to develop each of outcomes,
there are no guidelines or requirements in place to ensure that all students do so. Accordingly, the Educational
Effectiveness Steering Committee developed a proposal (see Appendix C) to rethink the relationships among HSU'’s
programs and the HSU outcomes. While the primary goal is to assure that the outcomes are developed by all HSU
graduates, clarifying the relationships among the outcomes at various levels will assist the university in developing a
more comprehensive and efficient approach to assessing the HSU outcomes and improving student learning. In Fall

2009 the Integrated Curriculum Committee was charged with addressing the recommendations in the proposal.

Assessing General Education Outcomes

Ongoing assessment and evaluation of the educational programs at HSU has been an area of development for the
last several years. General education (GE) has been one of the more difficult areas in which to develop, implement,
and institutionalize assessment, due in part to the fact that general education courses are located in multiple
colleges and departments. Assessment is further complicated by the level of choice that students have in selecting
their GE curriculum. Perhaps the most difficult challenge to overcome, as noted in the Capacity and Preparatory
Review Visitation Team Report, has been the fragmentation of GE oversight: until the new Integrated Curriculum

Committee was established in Fall 2009, oversight of GE Area B resided in the College of Natural Resources and
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Sciences, oversight of GE Areas C and D were assigned to the College of Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences, and
oversight of Areas A and E, Institutions, and Diversity and Common Ground requirements was the responsibility of
the University Curriculum Committee. Each of these supervisory bodies took a somewhat different approach to the

process of conducting assessment, collecting results, and providing feedback.

In spite of these obstacles, HSU has made progress in identifying student learning outcomes in each area and
beginning the process of assessing these outcomes, generally using a course-embedded approach. With the
added impetus of the CPR Visitation Team’s request that at least one outcome be assessed for each GE Area before
the Educational Effectiveness Review was concluded, the campus completed the process of identifying student
learning outcomes for all areas by the end of Fall 2008. By the end of Spring 2009, at least one outcome for each

general education area had been assessed, and assessment is continuing in the 2009-2010 academic year.

In addition to taking direct responsibility for the assessment of Areas A and E, the Institutions requirement, the
Diversity and Common Ground (DCG) requirement, and the Communication and Ways of Thinking (CWT) cluster,
the University Curriculum Committee (UCC) coordinated the assessment of the general education program. Its
report makes clear that this first year of assessment reflected “a learning experience” (see Appendix D). The nature
of the report and the process is reflective of the diverse approaches to general education on the HSU campus. The
report also makes clear the need to be proactive in systematizing and planning the process of general education

curriculum review and assessment.
Area A/ Oral Communication
Outcomes- Upon completing this requirement, students can:
e design an appropriately organized and credibly supported speech, using techniques to inform and/
or persuade an audience
e deliver a speech using effective verbal and nonverbal skills
e critically listen to and analyze oral communication
e recognize the role that oral communication plays in human societies.

Two-thirds of the students were able to “design an appropriately organized and credibly supported speech, using
techniques to inform and/or persuade an audience.”Here, too, there were significant methodological challenges that
raise questions about the validity of the data. Greater agreement is needed in assigning assessment criteria and

applying such criteria consistently.
Area A/ Written Communication
Outcomes- Upon completing this requirement, students can:
e write a well-composed and mechanically correct essay, consisting of an introduction, thesis,

argument, and conclusion

e utilize other forms of writing as appropriate to the needs of different audiences and rhetorical

situations

e critically analyze both the form and content of other’s writings, understanding how the form of

presentation may influence the perception of content.

As a regular part of the freshman English program, students completing the Area A Written Communication
requirement submit an assessment portfolio that is read by at least two instructors in the composition program.

While the mean portfolio passing rate for Fall 2005 through Fall 2008 is 86 percent, the Fall 2008 passing rate was
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80.3 percent, raising concerns about the impact of class-size increases and other changes due largely to budget
reductions. Recent improvements to the English 100 course resulting from consideration of assessment results
include providing additional scaffolded experiences to foster students’ writing self-awareness, and framing

research as focused processes of inquiry rather than as a kind of paper or genre.
Area B/Mathematical Concepts & Quantitative Reasoning
Outcomes- Upon completing this requirement, students can:

¢ demonstrate their understanding of basic concepts in math and quantitative reasoning
¢ apply mathematical concepts and quantitative reasoning in scientific contexts.

One-third of the students sampled were able to “demonstrate their understanding of basic concepts in math and
quantitative reasoning.” There were significant methodological challenges in the measurement of Area B outcomes
that raise questions about the validity of the data. Greater clarity in sampling and in explicating the relevant

outcomes across courses would increase accurate and meaningful measurement.
Area C/Arts, Literature, Philosophy, Modern Languages
Outcomes- Upon completing this requirement,

¢  Studentswill demonstrate knowledge of and ability to apply discipline-specific vocabulary. Written,
tangible, or presentational assignments will demonstrate application of concepts and principles to

aspecific instance.

e Through written, tangible, or presentational assignments, students will demonstrate an integrated
response of affective subjectivity and collective standards of judgment in relation to an artistic or

humanistic work.

e Through written, tangible or presentational assignments, students will demonstrate their ability
to critically evaluate the production of humanistic or artistic works through the lenses of (but not

limited to) gender, culture, or ethnicity.

¢  Studentswillarticulateinwritten, tangible, or presentational assignments the particular contribution(s)

that a discipline within the Arts and Humanities can bring to understanding human experience.

Between five and sixty-two percent of the sample students were able to ‘demonstrate an integrated response of
affective subjectivity and collective standards of judgment in relation to an artistic or humanistic work.” Substantial
methodological issues limit the value of these data. This area of assessment has been departmentally based and has
lacked consistency across departments and courses. Efforts are underway to create some level of uniformity in the

rubrics and methodological processes used.
Area D/Human Social, Political, and Economic Institutions and Behavior, and Their Historical Background
Outcomes- Upon completing this requirement,

¢ Students will demonstrate knowledge of and ability to apply discipline-specific vocabulary.

e  Written or presentational assignments will demonstrate application of concepts and principles to a

specific instance

¢  Through written or presentational assignments, students will demonstrate their knowledge of how
social change affects human experiences including (but not limited to) experiences of women and

people of color.
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¢ Through written or presentational assignments students will demonstrate the interrelationship of

four of the core “organizing principles” of the social sciences.

Between seventeen and seventy-two percent of the students were able to “demonstrate knowledge of and ability to
apply discipline specific vocabulary.” Significant methodological issues limit the usefulness of these data. Because
the student learning outcome is by definition disciplinary, uniformity across departments was difficult to achieve.
Efforts are underway to bring greater consistency to the methodological processes so that assessment data can be

aggregated and used to guide program improvement.
Area E/Human Integration and Lifelong Learning
Outcomes- Upon completing this requirement, students can:
¢ demonstrate understanding of and appreciation for the nature of being human as an integration of

physiological, psychological and socio-cultural influences.

¢ demonstrate preparation for the life-long and complex process of self-understanding, self-analysis,

and self-development as an individual among others

Seventy percent of the students were able to “demonstrate understanding of and appreciation for the nature of being
humanasanintegration of physiological, psychological, and socio-cultural influences.” There were some methodological

challenges that resulted primarily from using a more heuristic method on top of a quantitative process.
Communication and Ways of Thinking (CWT)

These are synthesis courses that meet an upper-division general education requirement in a contextualized way
while focusing on developing students’ communication skills. In addition to participating in the assessment of the
relevant upper-division general education area, CWT courses also identify and assess learning outcomes specific to

Communication and Ways of Thinking.
Outcomes- Upon completing this requirement, students can:
¢ distinguish among the ways of thinking which are characteristic of at least two of the following
broad disciplinary areas: humanities, natural sciences, and social sciences

¢ show the relationship between at least two of the following broad disciplinary areas: humanities,
natural sciences, and social sciences, their similarities and differences and how they complement

one another in enabling us to order our experience in the world
¢ demonstrate effective oral and/or written communication skills.

Sixty-nine percent of the students could “distinguish among the ways of thinking which are characteristic of at least
two of the following broad disciplinary areas: humanities, natural sciences, and social sciences.” Some methodological
challenges occurred, but overall this appeared to be an accurate assessment of students’ development of this

learning outcome.

The following two areas, while not technically part of the general education program, are similar to general education

in that they are “all-university” requirements that must be completed by all Humboldt State University students.
Institutions/American History
Outcomes - Upon completing this requirement, students can

e demonstrate knowledge about significant events in American history spanning a minimum of 100 years
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e discuss the role of important regions, ethnic groups and social groups that contribute to the

American experience

e discussAmericanhistoryinaframeworkofatleastthree of the following: political events, economics,

social movements and geography

Between sixty-six and eighty-seven percent of students were able to demonstrate knowledge “about significant
event in American history spanning a minimum of 100 years.” There were significant methodological problems in
this assessment thatraise questions about the validity of the data. Additional clarity is needed in instrument design
and sampling methodology.

Diversity and Common Ground (DCG)
Outcomes- Upon completing this requirement, students can:

e demonstrate understanding of diverse cultural experiences

e analyze howcultural differences and identities are produced and perpetuated through a variety of social,

cultural and disciplinary discourses (e.g. literature, popular culture, science, law, etc.)
e analyze how differential privilege and power are organized and affect diverse cultural experiences

Eighty-six percent of the students could “demonstrate understanding of diverse cultural experiences.” Significant
methodological issues emerged in the development of the assessment rubric and its application. Additional work in

this area is required for the data to be more useful.

The challenges in the assessment of general education have reflected the larger challenges of curriculum oversight
within the university. As a result of feedback from the CPR Visitation Team, the campus has completely revised its
processes for curricular oversight, including assessment processes. The development of the Integrated Curriculum
Committee (discussed in Chapter 3 below) includes the establishment of a subcommittee on Program Planning
and Assessment (PPA), which is helping to systematize the assessment process and link it with program planning

and resource allocation.

The initial assessment data are being reviewed by the PPA, and recommendations are being developed during
the 2009-2010 academic year. The PPA is also continuing the ongoing assessment of general education: setting up
the schedule for assessments in each area of GE and all-university requirements, producing a set of assessment
standards and guidelines, developing standardized report forms, and creating standardized prompts and rubrics.
So far, the approach has been to assess assignments embedded in relevant courses, and to rely on course instructors
to help analyze the student work. One challenge presented by this approach is that it can be difficult for participants
and other faculty members to consider the results at the program level instead of viewing them as being section-
specific. Discussion of a possibility for taking a less course-bound approach recently reopened, with renewed
consideration of shaping the Graduate Writing Proficiency Examination to assess additional broad learning
outcomes. In the meantime, however, assessment of a specified outcome will occur in a subset of courses in DCG,
Area A/Critical Thinking, Area A/Oral Communication, Area C, Area D, and Area B and Area E in Spring 2010. In Fall

2010, a specified outcome in CWT, Institutions/History, and Institutions/Constitution will be assessed.

A critical part of the general education assessment effort currently underway in the PPA is the refinement of the
GE learning outcomes to ensure that they are measurable and reflect the university outcomes and the revisions
to GE recently made at the system level. The initial GE assessment report makes clear that questions related to
alignment remain; the PPA will discuss how to address such questions, thereby closing the loop by engaging faculty

in discussions about the results.
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Assessing Degree Program Outcomes, Implementing Improvements

As recently as the spring of 2006, when a half-time Faculty Associate for Assessment was appointed to support
assessment efforts, only a few of the undergraduate major programs had begun assessing student learning at the
program level, and there was widespread faculty suspicion that implementing assessment might result in negative
or punitive consequences if assessment findings revealed student performance that was less than stellar. In order
to overcome that source of resistance, the early phases of assessment reports were received by the Faculty Associate
for Assessment, encouraging more widespread engagement with assessment as collegial inquiry rather than a test
to be passed or a hurdle to be cleared. The administration received only status reports indicating which programs
were seriously out of compliance in providing their student learning outcomes, assessment multi-year plans, and/
or assessment results. This deliberate choice to provide confidentiality to the programs was intended to create an

atmosphere of embracing formative rather than summative assessment.

For the academic year 2006-07, the Faculty Associate for Assessment received assessment reports for 30 of the
52 undergraduate majors. Most of the lessons learned in the first year of requiring programmatic assessment
activities had to do with the assessment process itself. However, some programs made curricular or pedagogical
changes as a result of their assessment analysis. For example, after reviewing an assessment of their students’ oral
communication skills, the Natural Resources Planning and Interpretation program moved an existing course in
Environmental Communication into the core curriculum, to improve student performance in that area. As another
example, the Sociology program made changes to more intentionally link theory and research methods in courses
addressing each of those areas, and it developed a more structured process supporting student preparation of
senior project proposals prior to taking the culminating project course. For that first year, assessment reports were
due to the Faculty Associate for Assessment at the end of the spring semester. However, it became clear that this
was an unrealistic deadline when most reports actually trickled in during the following fall semester, and the ones
that had been submitted in May typically did not have evidence that the program faculty had actually reviewed and

interpreted the assessment results.

To provide more time for departments to review and discuss their assessment results, the due date for reports
on program assessment activity for 2007-2008 was set for September 2008. The Faculty Associate for Assessment
received assessment reports for 32 majors. Four of the programs that had provided first-year reports did not provide
second-year reports, while six programs that had not been assessed in the first year were assessed in the second.
In general, the 2007-2008 assessment reports reflected substantial improvement in the quality of the assessment
activities themselves and in faculty perception that assessment activities are, in fact, useful — particularly the
conversations among faculty around the process of interpreting the results -- and more programs indicated plans
to implement improvements as a result of their analyses of their assessment findings. For example, the Politics
department faculty recognized the need to provide more explicit instruction in distinguishing and critically
evaluating the rapidly changinglandscape of political information. And in response to gaps revealed by assessment
results, the Women’s Studies faculty planned a faculty development workshop for Fall 2008 to help faculty develop
techniques for teaching intersectional analysis throughout courses in their curriculum. In short, moving the due
date to the beginning of the next academic year resulted in substantially more complete reports, including “Closing

the Loop” discussions and subsequent action.

Collecting all the annual reports remains problematic, especially as there was considerable general education
assessment activity in the academic year 2008-09, as well as the expectation for continued program assessment
activities. As this goes to press, the Faculty Associate for Assessment has received 29 reports for 2008-2009. Still,
the quality of assessment efforts themselves is improving, and there is increasing evidence that departments are
using the results to improve curriculum and instruction. For example, one department indicated that their report

would be slightly delayed because their analysis of results had initiated a set of curriculum changes which they
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wanted to describe in the report. Also, many reports have included instructional observations, such as noting that

assignments need to be more carefully crafted in order to foster better student work.

As described later in this chapter, all undergraduate programs have developed an explicit student learning outcome
regarding written communication. For those programs that have not yet assessed the quality of student writing,
and only a handful have, the program outcome to be assessed this academic year, 2009-10, is the writing outcome.
Workshops last spring and one scheduled for this fall are providing assistance to program faculty in crafting
expectations for writing in their disciplines, assignments, and rubrics for assessing the quality of writing produced by

students. This support has also contributed to a greater willingness among faculty to embrace assessment activities.

In the first two and a half years of the new assessment activities, attention was concentrated on the undergraduate
major programs. During 2008-09, graduate programs were brought into the process, though they are not yet
submitting reports to the Faculty Associate for Assessment. Currently the credential programs are working to craft
a manageable routine of processing and making sense of the comprehensive data they routinely receive from the

state on student performance.

As noted above, in these first years of regular assessment, expectations were deliberately disconnected from
consequences in order to build experience in and trust of the processes among the faculty. With the advent of the
new Integrated Curriculum Committee, the Program Planning and Assessment subcommittee is shaping a new
program review process in which assessment results will play a more central role. We expect that when the new
process is adopted by the Academic Senate, annual reporting by programs of their assessment findings will be

incorporated into resource allocation and other decisions.
Assessing Co-Curricular and Academic Support Program Outcomes

Last year Student Affairs embraced a division-wide Student Learning Outcomes model as a new tool for assessing
the success of programs and services. Initially, a team of 5 staff members was sent to a CSU Student Learning
Outcomesand Assessment training. The training presented amodel for assessment of studentlearning thatislinked
towhole student development, institutional effectiveness, and student success. Participantsin the training learned
how to create economical and effective assessment plans, methods, metrics and processes, taking advantage of

opportunities to define, develop, write, and revise outcomes.

Upon its return, this team facilitated in-service training for all Student Affairs units. The team presented what they
had learned by way of an iterative and interactive workshop, held in the context of assessment as a collaborative
practice. Representatives from each program learned how to use the learning outcomes template to produce and

track at least one student learning outcome for 2008.

Each program added another outcome for 2009, and for every subsequent year all programs will create and track
additional outcomes. The outcomes are aligned with the HSU Student Learning Outcomes learning outcomes, as
well as with the Making Excellence Inclusive initiative; they are part of the comprehensive university-wide effort to

engage in ongoing institutional learning.

Initially, staff from various programs responded with some anxiety regarding this new assessment focus. The shift
from tracking numbers of students served by specific programs to measuring what learning occurs as a result
of engaging students in particular ways was a significant change that caused concern on the part of many staff

members who were wary of having to use yet another way of assessing their programs.

The anxiety surrounding the adoption of studentlearning outcomes was eased through many follow-up discussions
among the various program staff and the team of five individuals who attended the training and facilitated the

workshop. Team members made themselves available to help units create outcomes and brainstorm ways that
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outcomes could be measured. Also, the Vice President of Student Affairs sent a clear message to all staff stating
the importance of shifting the way Student Affairs programs measure their success. The Vice President further
reassured program directors that this new tool was not the only measurement that would be utilized in planning

or making budget decisions.

As a result of adopting the student learning outcomes model of assessment, many Student Affairs co-curricular
programs and academic support programs have initiated plans to change how success of services and programs
is identified and how units improve the way in which they serve students. For example, the Career Center tracks
the kind of student learning that occurs through resume development sessions by looking at changes in resume
content once students have received guidance from the Career Center, in addition to gathering counts of students
served by the center. Another example is the Learning Center’s change to a scenario-based activity that asks
student instructional leaders to demonstrate how well they have learned effective communication skills through
the center’s training program, instead of having them fill out traditional evaluation forms. All Student Affairs co-
curricular and academic support programs have started tracking student learning in similar ways. These student
learning outcomes will not replace existing evaluation tools but will enhance the way programs gather information

about the effectiveness of services and student learning success.
Taking a Curricular Approach to Improving Student Writing

In the course of developing the Institutional Proposal, the quality of student writing emerged as a campus-wide
concern. A focus on this area was eventually incorporated into our first theme, in which we sought to identify
and assess the outcomes of an HSU education. It was clear that students’ writing proficiency was not only an
outcome that the campus community valued, but was also one that had been identified consistently as needing

additional attention.

Itisimportant to note that institutional evaluation of student writinghas been ongoing for thirty years. As part of the
California State University system, HSU is required to administer an exit assessment of student writing proficiency.
At HSU, that assessment takes the form of a timed writing called the Graduation Writing Proficiency Examination
(GWPE), first administered in the fall of 1979. However, the high passing rate on the GWPE, in the context of
widespread perceptions that student writing was not proficient, has led to questions regarding the validity of GWPE
scores; moreover, papers written for the GWPE are scored holistically and thus give little indication of specific areas

for improvement in student writing overall.

Accordingly, the first step inimproving student writing was to examine actual student work in order to identify areas
in need of improvement. A random sample of student papers written for the February 2007 GWPE administration
was evaluated, independent of the GWPE rubric and scores, ata September 2007 writing assessment workshop. Eight
groups of faculty and staff evaluators, a total of sixteen readers, each reached consensus on their categorization of

» o«

a dozen papers as “average/adequate,” “weak,” or “strong.” The evaluators then did a trait analysis of the student
work in the “weak” and “strong” categories, in order to identify the characteristics of student writing most in need
of improvement. The negative traits identified as most common -- and most troubling — were not simply surface
problem of grammar or structure. Instead, they tended to be large, global problems: lack of focus or purpose,
underdeveloped ideas, inadequate support, and insufficient depth or thoughtfulness. In subsequent discussion
of these findings among the evaluators, over the course of several meetings, it became clear that difficulties in
these areas were not confined to the weakest writers; in fact, most students could benefit from improving their

competence in these areas.

The ad hoc HSU Outcomes Assessment Working Group received the findings and was tasked with making

recommendations on how to improve student writing. In considering the results of the analysis, the group realized
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that the necessary improvements would not be achieved by simply expanding the Writing Center resources and
services or conducting workshops on writing instruction, though both of these actions could be helpful. Instead,
if all HSU students were to achieve proficiency in academic writing, they required more instruction and more
opportunities work on and receive feedback about their writing. In short, more frequent and explicit writing

instruction needed to be built into the curriculum.

The Working Group looked at a number of other universities to see how student writing instruction was approached
and found a range of writing programs or projects in a wide variety of institutions, including some of the other CSU
campuses. Based on this survey, the group submitted to the Education Policies Committee a continuum of possible

curricular policy approaches.

After carefully considering the approaches described by the Working Group, the Education Policies Committee
forwarded a resolution to the Academic Senate, observing that “because writing skill develops over time with
constant practice, an approach that develops skills over multiple courses will increase student learning of this
essential skill. In addition, developing discipline-specific writing skills is essential because effective writing is tied
to the content of the writing.” The policy that resulted from extensive discussion of that recommendation has been

implemented as follows:

¢ Each undergraduate program was directed to include discipline-specific writing skills as one of the

student learning outcomes for the major.

e Awriting implementation plan was developed by each program, identifying and describing at least one
specific type of document that students in the program will learn to produce, using the one-page template

provided (See Appendix E).

e Each program’s writing plan also maps the introduction, development, and mastery of the designated

document onto the program’s curriculum.

e Feedback on the writing plans was provided by the Program Planning and Assessment Committee in
October 2009.

e Aninitial assessment of student writing skills will be conducted by each program, if they have not already

assessed their students’ writing, during the 2009-2010 academic year.

In order to support departments’ efforts to identify and describe the documents around which they could plan
their writing instruction, and to map the instruction onto their curricula, two workshops were facilitated by Carol
Holder, expert in the field of writing in the disciplines, during Spring 2009. Programs were asked to appoint two
writing liaisons, who were paid to participate in the workshops and prepare the draft plans to be developed and

refined in collaboration with their departments. The plans were submitted in May, 2009.

The Program Planning and Assessment Subcommittee of the new Integrated Curriculum Committee was given the
responsibility of providing feedback on the plans by mid-October, 2009. In November 2009, with the support of the
Faculty Development Committee, arubric-development workshop facilitated by Mary Allen will assist departments
in preparing to assess student writing, analyze the results, and consider adjustments to assignments, courses, or

teaching methods.
Learning to Make a Positive Difference

All campus constituencies were involved in the broadly consultative process of developing Humboldt State
University’s institutional learning outcomes, participating in the visualization of what our graduates should
know and be able to do as a result of their HSU experience. It has been more difficult to get general participation

in identifying “how the HSU outcomes are met as a result of the integration of general education and the major,
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as well as curricular and co-curricular activities,” as the CPR Visitation Team phrased this larger challenge.
Understandably, the many opportunities available to help students develop the outcomes have tended to distract
us from the need for a structure to assure that they all do so. We have begun to address that gap with the EER

Steering Committee’s proposal.

As noted in the Commission letter that followed the Capacity and Preparatory Review Visit, “HSU has a history
of beginning [assessment] efforts but failing to sustain them.” To some degree, wariness about how any resulting
data might be used — a symptom of pervasive trust issues across the campus, discussed in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4
below — was to blame for the lack of progress in this area. There were also a number of practical reasons, including
the absence of cohesive curricular oversight, a shortage of support for assessment efforts, and a disconnect among

curricular planning, assessment, and resource decisions.

In the time since the Capacity and Preparatory Review, Humboldt State has made concrete progress in addressing
these challenges in order to better address our educational objectives. We have begun to overcome distrust and
to approach assessment with a spirit of inquiry. Helping in this effort is the institutional commitment to hire a
full-time Director of Learning Assessment. Also, responsibility for overseeing assessment efforts has been
assigned to the Subcommittee for Program Planning and Assessment, one of the subunits of the new Integrated
Curriculum Committee (described in Chapter 3). The new Director of Learning Assessment will be a member of
that subcommittee; the Faculty Associate for Assessment is temporarily filling that role. This reorganization not
only provides much greater coordination of assessment efforts across various units and levels, but it also places

assessment processes at the heart of curriculum planning and program review.

Asacampus community, we are gradually shiftingaway from considering assessment to be an external requirement
to be either resisted or complied with. Instead, we are more consistently seeking to learn from our assessment
efforts and, as a result of what we learn, to make positive changes in our students’ experiences so that they achieve

the learning that we have collectively identified as our purpose.
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WASC Standard Two

Diversity, like technology, is a powerful presence,
and institutions will not be credible or viable
if they do not make diversity fundamental.

Daryl G. Smith,

“Reframing Diversity as an Institutional Capacity”

In a democratic society, it is incumbent upon a publicly-funded institution to assure equal access to the benefits
of a quality education. Moreover, it has become clear that anyone who is unprepared to function skillfully and
respectfully in today’s diverse environment is at a disadvantage; the lack of access to diversity as an educational
process impoverishes the educational experience of all students. The California State University system is justly
proud of its efforts to serve historically underrepresented populations, and Humboldt State University is working
to increase diversity among its students, faculty, staff, and administration, for the benefit of all members of the

university community.

However, inrecent years it has become clear that providing access to educational institutions and programs is not
enough. As the new California State University strategic plan phrases it, what is required is “Access to Excellence”:
not just an equal opportunity to participate, but an equal opportunity to succeed. In other words, it is not enough
to admit a student population whose diversity mirrors that of the state, though that is an essential first step;
instead, the goal is to graduate an alumni population whose diversity mirrors that of the state. Achievement gaps
—demographic variation in learning and graduation rates — indicate the need for significant change in the overall

learning environment of the institution.

This chapter describes progress that HSU has made in working toward achieving educational effectiveness
through the Making Excellence Inclusive initiative, through building capacity around diversity issues for faculty

and staff, and through improving the accessibility of materials and methods to enhance student success.
Making Excellence Inclusive

In response to the need to make student success more inclusive, the second of two main themes proposed by
Humboldt State University for its self-study was “ensuringacademic excellence for traditionally underrepresented
students in the areas of student access, persistence and graduation.” A Theme II Action Team was appointed
to lead the effort to accomplish these goals. In AY 2006-07 the team pursued the three inter-related research
questions posed by the Institutional Proposal:

1.  Which HSU program areas were graduating and retaining the largest numbers and percentages of
under-represented students?

2. What “best practices,” circumstances, or conditions in those programs were factors impacting

underrepresented students’ access, retention, achievement and graduation?

3.  How could these “best practices,” circumstances or factors be used in other program areas?




Achieving Our Core Instutional Purpose By
Making Excellence Inclusive

CFR2.10

CFR 4.6

Specifically, the Theme II Action Team was given responsibility for developing multiple plans incorporating
both process and outcome objectives that are measurable and ambitious, and that are based on analyses of
institutional data at the level of major programs and co-curricular programs, to help shape alearning-centered
environment and to actively promote student success. The team embraced the intellectual framework described
in the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) “Making Excellence Inclusive” initiative, and

shared this with departments and programs engaged in the Phasel Pilot Study.
Phase I: Pilot Study

The Action Team first identified 18 HSU program areas, co-curricular as well as academic, based on institutional
data that revealed them as having Students of Color (SOC) enrollments well above or below the 21 percent
university average. The team selected categories of institutional aggregated and disaggregated data through which
programs could explore the research questions listed above and prepared information packets containing baseline
data, the AAC&U report “Achieving Equitable Educational Outcomes for All Students: The Institution’s Roles and
Responsibilities,” and a recommended approach for completing the program area analyses. The recommended
approach involved reading and discussing the AAC&U report, reviewing the program-specific data included in the
packet, and brainstorming about possible influential factors. Programs were also asked to write an analysis of their
data identifying possible practices, action steps and strategies for improvement, along with measurable process

and outcome objectives for each of the next five years.

In the pilot process, pairs of Action Team members engaged each of the programs in analyzing and interpreting
their data and identifying best practices, circumstances or other conditions that influenced success, retention,
academic achievement, and graduation rates of underrepresented students. Both the AAC&U report and team
members stressed the value of “moving beyond compositional diversity” toward an institution suffused with a
commitment to “diversity as educational process” and building the institutional capacity required to achieve this.

The response rate in the Pilot Study was 78 percent; by the end of February 2007, 14 of 18 programs had responded.
Phase ll: Cascading Roll-Out

During Phase II the Action Team members charted key findings from the pilot reports, undertook a review of the
literature, and developed a website to serve as an ongoing resource for the campus. They posted a literature guide,
along with their insights from program area reports, and developed a list of suggested “best practices.” They made
clear their understanding that it was appropriate for different disciplines and student service areas to choose

different methods to enhance student access, persistence, retention and success.

In line with WASC Visitation Team suggestions, the Action Team’s initial intention that the entire campus
immediately engage in developing five-year plans was revised into a “cascading roll-out” that required program
areas to develop and track at least two “best practices” over three years (see Appendix F for sample plans). At the
beginning of AY 08-09, the WASC II Action Team re-identified itself as the “Making Excellence Inclusive” (MEI)
team, taking HSU ownership of the initiative, and a .4 faculty associate was appointed to serve as a coordinator of
the effort. The MEI team developed a series of selection criteria for programs’ placement in the roll-out schedule
and circulated a table (see Table 1 below) showing the proposed plan of campus engagement. The implementation
began with those in the pilot study; five new departments and programs will be added to this self-study and review

process each semester over the next four years until the entire campus is involved.

The criteria for priority placement in the plan were: 1) self-identification (volunteers who wanted to begin
immediately); 2) a drop-out rate of ethnic minority students above HSU average of 22 percent; 3) a high migration

rate of ethnic minority students from the department major; 4) non-academic units with the most impact on
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retention; and 5) a low number of ethnic minority students in the major. The criteria served as initial selection

factors; the table makes it clear that the entire campus is involved in this transformation.

Table 1: Making Excellence Inclusive 5 year plan

Administrative Unit Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Art English
" Commu;ication Journalism & Mass Hr|]sgttl)? Anthropology
Co egq of Artsl, Comm . y Native American Theatre, Film &
Humanities, Social Geography " Philosophy )
. " . Politics Studies Dance
Sciences Religious Studies , . World Languages and .
) Women’s Studies Music
Sociology Cultures
Biological Sciences
Chemistry
Coll f N | Environmental Environmental and
ollege of Natura Resources Forestry and Wildland Mathematics Fisheries Biology
R Engineerin Resources Wildlife Management Geolo Natural Resource
Sciences g ) 9 9 oy Sciences
Physics and
Astronomy
Computing Science
Education
Nursing Kinesiology
Psycholo
qulege of " Economics y. 9 and Recreation Applied Technology
Professional Studies ) Social Work -
Business Administration
Child Development
Psychological
) Services
Athletl.c s Registrar’s Office Health Center
Education ) . .
Opoortunity Proaram Housing Humboldt Orientation
bR y Frog Undeclared Learning Center Program (HOP)
Other (EOP) o .
) Financial Aid Multicultural Center Career Center
Indian Teacher and L ) .
University Police Dept University Center
Personnel Program : -
Library Student Disability
(ITEPP)
Resource Center
(SDRC)
Total programs 16 25 34 45 54
participating

Two workshops were provided in September 2008 (one for the original 14 programs that participated in the pilot
study and another for the five new units scheduled to begin participating that semester). MEI team members
explained the need for a degree of consistency required when working with institutional level data. They shared
a straightforward tool that they had developed, which could be used by a program to readily identify achievable
goals and incorporate its earlier pilot study work. The workshops further provided an opportunity for pilot study
participants to review/renew their progress and more importantly to discuss strategies and share experiences with
others. During the workshops the team reviewed with the groups the various data sets available on the Analytic
Studies website. The also reviewed the resource material available on the MEI Moodle site, and stressed their
availability to support the groups as they develop plans to institute processes and track outcomes. Participants
were clear that our campus goal of ensuring inclusive academic excellence for traditionally underrepresented
students in the areas of student access, retention, achievement and graduation will be more readily achieved when

we discuss and track our data.

In Spring 2009 the team met with programs individually to undertake the same process; the new Associate Director

for Diversity and Inclusion joined the MEI team, an enormous benefit to both the work of the team and the ongoing
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perspective of the Office of Diversity and Inclusion. In October of 2009 the team provided workshops again for the
units participating in 2009-2010, and they were joined by faculty members from Kinesiology, Art, Economics, and

Nursing, who shared the broad range of approaches their programs had used as they participated in the project.
Initial Data

Thetablesbelowrepresentbaseline data, because the newstrategies putin place byeventhefirst programsto participate
in the project had not had time to yield results by Fall 2008. Table 2 provides context for the pilot program data, showing

the large variation in two-year retention rates among different demographic groups across the university.

Table 2: University-wide Two-Year Retention Summary by Ethnicity

. . . Native :
Fall 2006 Cohort Black Asian Hispanic American Unknown White Total
Initial number of students 68 42 130 22 227 491 980
Number of students still 97 2 89 6 137 206 575
enrolled two years later
Two- year retention rate 40% 69% 62% 27% 60% 60% 59%

Tables 3 and 4 present the initial data for the pilot project cohort, disaggregated by major and demographic group.
The data provide a snapshot of the point from which each of the participating programs is starting its efforts to

improve the success of students from underrepresented groups.

Table 3: Initial 2-Year Retention Rates for Fall 2006 Pilot Participant Programs - 2006 Incoming
Freshmen Retained in 2008

Number of 2006 “Unknown”/White

Number of 2006 Underrepresented First-time Freshmen Continuing in 2008 First-time Freshmen Continuing in 2008

Department Black Asian Hispanic Native Am | “Unknown” White
Art 2 1 3 - 16 19
Communication 3 1 1 - 2 7
Geography - - - - - 1
Religious Studies - - - - 1 2
Sociology 1 1 1 - 2 6
Biology 6 7 12 - 25 48
Chemistry 1 2 5 - - 7
EnwronEmng::]t:(Iegﬁgources ] ; ) | 5 ;
Physics/Astronomy - 2 - - 3 2
Nursing (Pre-Major) 2 4 1 2 10 23
Computing Science 1 - 1 1 - 5
Business Admin 10 1 6 2 12 25
Economics - - 1 - - -

The initial data in Table 3 are difficult to interpret, but comparing them to the data in Table 4 can be instructive. For
example, of the 38 Hispanic students in the Art program in 2008, only 3 had been first-time freshmen in 2006 who
were still in the program in 2008.
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Table 4: Initial Enrollments for Fall 2006 Pilot Participant Programs - Total Numbers of
Underrepresented Students in Fall 2006 and Fall 2008

Department Black Asian Hispanic Native American Totals

2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008

Art 9 8 15 19 37 38 7 3 68 68
Communication 9 9 2 2 8 8 2 2 21 21
Geography 0 0 0 4 7 7 0 0 7 11
Religious Studies 0 1 1 1 3 3 1 0 5 5
Sociology 8 7 6 4 26 20 4 3 44 34
Biology 17 19 28 25 52 74 7 6 104 124
Chemistry 5 3 3 4 15 10 1 2 24 19
Environmental Resources 1 4 5 7 1 9 ) 6 20 39
Engineering
Physics/Astronomy 0 0 1 0 1 7 0 0 2 7
Nursing (Pre-Major) 5 8 12 14 26 28 5 8 48 58
Compuéinglgcience 6 3 10 9 8 10 2 2 26 24
Business Admin 30 39 17 24 40 54 13 10 100 127
Economics 0 0 0 1 5 9 0 0 5 10

While the initial data presented in these tables are very preliminary and must be interpreted with caution, there
is some basis for optimism. For example, Table 4 indicates that in this two-year period the number of Hispanic
students increased from 52 to 74 in Biology, from 12 to 22 in Environmental Resources Engineering, and from 40 to
54 in Business Administration. The latter department also saw a significant increase in Black students, from 30 to
39. Tracking this disaggregated information will provide departments with vital feedback on the effectiveness of

the strategies they choose to implement.
Phase lll: Institutionalizing Inclusive Excellence

The process of working with individual departments and programs, both in the pilot study and again in 2008-2009,
has led to a greater degree of focus on the issues and greater familiarity with the data. The sharing of input/output
data in particular has been of significant critical interest — specifically, tracking the movement of students out of
the majors and exploring the factors that may explain this. As individual faculty/staff and departments/programs
engage in these conversations, new understandings and new questions have emerged. While there may be a slight
delay before we see the impact of this work in the retention data, campus awareness has begun to shift and the

necessity of tracking program metrics is becoming embedded in institutional practice.

While some academic departments already had made conversations about underrepresented student excellence
and success an integral and regular feature of department meetings, it appears that these concerns are on the
way to becoming a routine element of more discussions in more departments. There has been broad interest in
community building and outreach to underrepresented students as a first “best practice,” and this has entailed
significant discussions about combining receptions and other social events with gathering meaningful student

survey data in sensitive ways. In many departments the initial engagement of the faculty is somewhat uneven.
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But it is invariably the case that as faculty begin to review the data and contemplate possible “best practices” to
implement, the fact that the large task of transformation begins with a small, concrete step becomes clear, and the

process is gradually embedded in department practice.

For example, the Politics department members generally believe themselves to do quite well with under-represented
students, but they cannot explain why this is the case; they realized that they have the opportunity to undertake

real political research on their own performance in this area.

Inanotherexample ofaction emergingfromanalysis of the data onstudentsuccess, the Nursing programinstituted a
one- unit course, “Successin Nursing,” forallnew Nursing majors; the course, inturn, isdeepening the department’s
understanding of the challenges faced by students, most especially by minority students. Faculty members in the
Nursing department spend a great deal of their time addressing elements of external accreditation but have been
eager to incorporate curricular issues around multiculturalism by means of a focus on student engagement and
success. They find themselves increasingly engaging in conversation with each other, and sometimes with students
from traditionally underrepresented groups, where they are broaching topics that they did not feel free to discuss

before. Much of this is tentative, covering new ground and leading to new understandings.

In yet another example, Economics faculty wondered if revising their department website to include profiles of
successful economics graduates who were also students of color would help attract a more diverse population of
majors. They obtained the help of an alumnus, a Latino student in a Ph.D. program, whom they featured on a page
with his description of his educational experience at HSU. They have also designed questions in their senior survey
which ask seniors for their perceptions of the diversity/inclusion of the department; they will investigate how those
perceptions affect retention and success rates for all students, with an emphasis on reviewing the date regarding

traditionally underrepresented students.

In another approach to improving student success, Art faculty members are making a department-wide effort to
have representation at many more of the social events on campus and to engage in community-building activities
within the department. They are tracking the numbers of students who attend, and they will investigate whether
increased outreach and student attendance at these events canlead to greater retention and success for all students,
including those who are traditionally underrepresented. The department has also established a distinct committee

to begin reviewing their curriculum and examining its potential impact on student retention and success.
Examples of Potential “Best Practices” Being Instituted on Campus
Community Building and Outreach

e Holding more social and informative events for students and faculty to get together and develop

connections and then evaluating their impact on retention

e Reflecting on some of the additional hurdles that first-generation college students have (reluctance to

approach faculty for example) and making efforts to address those concerns

e Staging some of these events in the first week of the fall semester to welcome students to the

department and the campus

e Highlighting the success stories of graduates from the program who are members of under-

represented groups
Inclusive Academic Excellence

e ‘Studentroll-call’ asaregularitemin department meetings - giving faculty the opportunity to discuss

the success of their students
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e Anew one-unit “Success in Nursing” class
Disaggregating GPA scores by ethnicity and investigating possible causes of disparities

*  Surveying graduating seniors to determine student views on what worked well for them and what

could be improved in the curriculum, the major, the campus climate

e Student surveys - to check-in early with students about factors that will assist their success and to

detail their experience in a more comprehensive way

e Highlightingcurricularopportunitiestoreflecton thesocial conditions behind thelowrepresentation

of some groups in the discipline
*  Seeking to hire more faculty of color in the major
e Instituting a student mentor program in the major to promote student success
Persistence and Retention

e  ExitInterviews when students leave one major for another to determine the reasons and then making

changes if called for
e  Exitinterviews when students leave the campus to determine what factors are behind the decision

¢ Looking at the impact of “gateway” courses on students from underrepresented groups, both those
courses that determine entry into the major (often taken as a general education requirement) and

those that prevent progress in the major
Establishing an Office of Diversity and Inclusion

In May 2006 the Diversity Plan Action Council (DPAC) published an annual report which noted that the
identification of diversity with compliance as a human resources function meant that diversity issues were not
being given sufficient priority. In Summer 2006 the President’s Office made the decision to dismantle the Diversity
and Compliance Office, relocating the compliance function within Human Resources and beginning the process
of establishing a unit assigned specifically to foster campus diversity. To staff an initial and interim Diversity
Office, the President appointed a half time faculty member and a .75 professional staff member. Their charge was
to continue the diversity policy and cultural programming functions; conduct research about “diversity office
models” nationally before establishing a senior diversity position at HSU, and develop and present staff and faculty
training events. There were significant budget constraints; with no office budget for special training, the unit had

to compete for grant funding available through a diversity programming fund.

InSpring2009, anewly-configured Office of Diversity and Inclusion wasrelocated to Academic Affairs, inrecognition
of the centrality of diversity to every part of the educational process. The staffing levels remain at one .75 staffand .5
faculty, both of whom have a part-time presence in the office, but a search is underway to add .5 staff support. The
Office of Diversity and Inclusion is currently charged with developing campus policies to institutionalize diversity
as a core part of HSU’s mission, and to overcome the historical and social inequities that continue to challenge

students, faculty and staff from underrepresented groups.

The Office of Diversity and Inclusion continues to work with the Diversity Plan Action Council, the Making
Excellence Inclusive Action Team, the Multicultural Center, Student Affairs, the Center for Excellence in Learning
and Teaching, Academic Personnel Services, and other campus entities. The result has been better coordination of

support for cultural programs, educational experiences and professional development opportunities that work to
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deepenunderstandingacrossvarious groups, to advocate for social justice, and to improve the climate in classrooms
and other institutional spaces. The office also provides guidance to campus units seeking to make fundamental

changes to how they approach their work, in order to overcome barriers to achieving the campus diversity goals.
Building Capacity around Diversity Issues for Faculty and Staff

The Capacity and Preparatory Review report previously noted the fact that our campus capacity in the diversity area
has been limited to ‘pockets’ of faculty, staff and students who provide what leadership and support they can, but that
we have lacked such capacity in our senior leadership. It further identified the lack of a campus-wide buy-in based on
a solid understanding of our own data and performance with regard to underrepresented student success, or other
diversity issues that impact campus climate. The report also acknowledged that “integrating diversity and quality into

the core of institutional functioning is a key element in re-visioning the university’s diversity efforts” (CPR: 12).

In addition to the WASC self-study process, other recent activity has contributed significantly to the beginnings
of a campus-wide grasp of the context and the need for action and understanding; as a result, we have made

significant progress.
Enhancing Professional Development on Diversity

In 2006-07 the Diversity Plan Action Council re-oriented its work away from regular large-scale meetings and
moved the focus to its task forces charged with pursuing the specific actions items in the Diversity Plan. The
Access, Retention and Recruitment Task Force already constituted a majority of the WASC Theme II / Making
Excellence Inclusive team. The Training and Accountability Task Force worked with the Provost to institute an
annual Professional Development Day, which focuses on diversity and inclusion and is generally held on a non-
instructional work day at the beginning of each spring semester. There was a clear understanding within this group
that to be most effective in institutional efforts to serve underrepresented students there must be a transformation

of campus climate and a strong focus on classrooms.

The first Professional Development Day on Diversity and Inclusion was held in January 2008. Attendance was
promising, both at the keynote by diversity strategy expert Yuri Brown on preparing for globalization and a diverse
workforce, and at the workshops, repeated morning and afternoon. A total of 129 staff, faculty and administrators

were in attendance.

In October -November 2008, partlyinresponse to some of the questions thathad beenraised at that first Professional
Development Day, nationally known consultant and social justice activist Frances Kendall was invited to engage
staff, facultyand administrators in reflections about white privilege in institutional design and in discussions about
organizational change. The various workshops presented by Dr. Kendall were attended by 158 faculty, students,
and staff members. According to feedback collected through assessments of the activities, Kendall’s sessions
caused some participants to experience eye-opening revelations about privilege and about becoming change
agents. Others, who reported feeling frustration and discomfort, sought out follow-up discussions which provided
opportunities for further reflection and learning. For example, frustration on the part of many science faculty
led to the development of two workshops facilitated in the College of Natural Resources and Sciences (CNRS) by
the Associate Dean and the Director of Indian Natural Resources, Sciences and Engineering Program (INRSEP).
The workshops helped faculty question how they viewed student success and led the group to seek practices that
could support inclusive learning, specifically in the Science disciplines. Ongoing efforts in CNRS include bringing
speakers to campus to further discuss diversity issues in the STEM disciplines and sending CNRS faculty members

off-campus for training.

The second Professional Development Day, held in January 2009, was centered on relationships among advising,

mentoring, outreach, and retention. The keynote address by Dr Daryl Smith was entitled “The Imperative of Diversity:
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How Do We Know We Are Making Progress?” A total of 142 staff, faculty and administrators were in attendance. There
was already some familiarity with Dr Smith’s work in the California-wide Campus Diversity Initiative (CDI), with
its clear focus on institutional learning and the capacity-building required for diversity efforts to have a sustained
impact. Diversity Office staff had previously made presentations about the metrics tracked in the Campus Diversity
Initiative, suggesting that HSU could readily adapt the process to build on the momentum generated by the Making
Excellence Inclusive efforts, and copies of the CDI report had been provided to all deans and chairs. Dr. Smith’s
visit to campus, however, provided an invaluable opportunity for the campus to begin understanding the need to
choose appropriate metrics and disaggregate the resulting data in order to make diversity efforts successful; in the
time she was here, she was able to work with the Executive Committee, DPAC members, MEI Action Team members,
the Cabinet for Institutional Change (the Cabinet is described in Chapter 4) and the Provost and Vice Provost. The
new Associate Director of Diversity and the Provost were able to spend almost two days with her. In a very short
time the commitment to tracking the institution’s disaggregated data was embraced by the senior leadership and

its importance was made clear to the rest of the campus community.

The Office of Diversity and Inclusion subsequently developed a set of institutional metrics, as described below,
closely modeled on the “best practices” that emerged in the CDI study and incorporating NSSE data and local focus
group results. Monitoring our progress will transform our institutional practice and build capacity at all levels, as

we broadly embed a shared awareness of the core issues behind the metrics.

We should note that although we have a long way to go there is a sense that the profile of diversity issues has been
raised and there is a new commitment from the campus leadership, from the president to the program leader
and individual faculty level, to find proven ways to support success for underrepresented students. The issue has

become a greater part of the campus fabric and concern.
Initiating University-wide “Diversity Metrics”

In Spring 2009, the Office of Diversity and Inclusion was asked by the President and the Provost to develop areporting
process designed to track, monitor and report annually to the campus community on a comprehensive range of
key diversity-related indicators. This initiative was seen as a critical means of monitoring progress towards the
achievement of the educational outcomes that have been articulated through the WASC process. It also stemmed
from the need, felt across the university, for evidence-driven decision-making. This “Diversity Metrics” process
has two goals: 1) to integrate the reporting of diversity-related data across various campus constituencies, and 2) to
institutionalize a mechanism for ongoing monitoring of patterns and trends in campus diversity as a means to help
inform the work of faculty, staff and administrators across campus. It tracks a range of data included within four
broad dimensions of diversity: institutional viability and vitality, education and scholarship, access and success,

and climate and intergroup relations. !

First presented in proposal form in Spring 2009, this initiative received wide support as all relevant campus
constituencies were invited to endorse them as a set of appropriate and meaningful indicators. In cooperation with
the many units on campus involved in data collection and processing (such as Analytic Studies, Academic Personnel

Services, and Human Resources, among others), the Office of Diversity and Inclusion undertook the process of data

IClayton-Pedersen, Alma R., Sharon Parker, Daryl G. Smith, José F. Moreno, and Daniel Hiroyuki Teraguchi, Making a Real Difference
with Diversity: a Guide to Institutional Change (Washington, DC: Association of American Colleges and Universities, 2007). HSU's Diversity Metrics
process is structured according to the framework of “best practices” outlined in the Campus Diversity Initiative’s Making a Real Difference with
Diversity: a Guide to Institutional Change, which studied 28 college campuses in California over the course of six years to determine the most
effective ways of institutionalizing diversity imperatives in a university setting. Based on these six years of research, the study identified four critical

dimensions of diversity, and suggested mechanisms for monitoring and assessing progress across these dimensions.
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collection and analysis for this reporting process, and its first report, “Dissecting Diversity at HSU,” was distributed
widely across the campus at the start of the Fall 2009 semester (see Appendix G for the full report). It is intended that
this first report will comprise the basis for structuring and informing campus initiatives addressing critical issues

such as student retention, inclusive excellence, campus climate, and others.
The report’s findings focus on four primary areas of concern:

»  First, by constructing a weighted analytical tool that allowed us to compare our campus demographics
to the demographics in our students’ regions of origin, the report demonstrates that—in terms of ethnic
diversity — our student population is significantly less diverse than we would expect. For example,
based on this weighted analysis for Fall 2008, White students should constitute about 54 percent of

HSU'’s population; however, the actual proportion of White students that semester was over 70 percent

e Second, the reportillustrates that retention and graduation rates for our undergraduate students are
wildly disproportional across ethnic groups. For example, average graduation rates for Asian/Pacific

Islander and Native American students are nearly half that of White students.

e Third, the report shows that our campus is lagging far behind the CSU system as a whole in terms of
the ethnic diversity of both our faculty and staff populations, and that our campus also falls behind
the CSU average in terms of the gender diversity of our faculty. The report also highlights clear
disparities in our campus’s retention rates for Female faculty members and for faculty members of
Color. This is not merely a matter of administrative concern; the student focus groups name this issue
as the single most important thing the university could do to improve the experience and success of
Students of Color at HSU.

e Fourth, thereportraisesanumber of concernsrelative to the campus climate for students from diverse
backgrounds. Focus groups conducted with Students of Color and students with disabilities highlight
feelings of isolation and discomfort on campus, rampant occurrences of stereotyping and prejudice,
the need for more consistent accommodation of disabilities by both faculty and fellow students, and
various other factors related to inclusion and exclusion on campus, to the dynamics of diversity in the

classroom and the curriculum, and to the lack of a clear institutional commitment to diversity.

In addition to these four main categories of analysis, the report’s findings also point to various other key issues
surrounding the role of diversity at HSU. These include disproportionately higher fail rates for Students of Color in
most “Gateway Courses” at HSU during the 08-09 academic year; GPA gaps between Students of Color and White
students in many departments; and differential success across academic departments in recruiting, retaining and

graduating different groups of students.

Since “Dissecting Diversity” was issued in September 2009, the Associate Director of the Office of Diversity and
Inclusion has met with a variety of campus groups (e.g., the Academic Senate, the Council of Chairs) to discuss
its findings and answer questions about next steps. These groups have commended the Office of Diversity and
Inclusion for preparing such a thought-provoking resource, which provides both focus and accountability for wide-

ranging campus efforts in support of underrepresented student success.
Revising Faculty Search Procedures to Diversify Faculty

Even before “Dissecting Diversity” reported that student focus groups cited diversifying the faculty as the most
important action that HSU could take in order to improve the campus climate and student success, work had begun

on identifying how to enhance recruitment, hiring, and retention of faculty from underrepresented groups.
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Throughout the spring semester of 2009, the Office of Diversity and Inclusion worked with the Associate Vice
President for Faculty Affairs and the Provost to develop specific means of diversifying the faculty. They revised
faculty recruiting processes, with the goal of attracting more diverse applicant pools. They also reviewed search
committee processes, adding some key elements to focus more explicitly on removing barriers to diverse hires.
Examples include participation in mandatory diversity workshops for all search committees and the nomination of
an “affirmative action advocate” for each committee. The plans for these changes were shared broadly with faculty
leadership, Human Resources, hiring authorities, and administration; feedback from groups and individuals was

used to clarify both the goals and the procedures.
Designing for Universal Learning

Humboldt State University currently is participating in the Accessible Technology Initiative (ATI), a CSU-
wide mandate to achieve technological accessibility for all students and particularly those with disabilities
and alternative needs. While the university has taken a lead role in accommodating the needs of students with
disabilities, reporting the highest number of students with disabilities in the CSU system, the new ATIrepresents a
shift to a more proactive approach to accessibility. Preparing web sites and course materials that are designed to be
accessible represents a shift away from a system of special accommodation upon request and proof of eligibility, and

toward access that neither requires special status nor involves delays for transformation into a different format.

A core instructional principle underlying full accessibility is Universal Design for Learning (UDL), the practice
of consistently providing multiple ways for students to attain and demonstrate learning outcomes. UDL fosters
the goals of both ATI and Making Excellence Inclusive by building access and multiple approaches into learning
materials and activities. Through three years of participation in the EnAct (Ensuring Access through Collaboration
and Technology) grant program coordinated by Sonoma State, Humboldt State University has been able to expand

campus understanding of how UDL can enhance learning for all students.

To date HSU has adopted several policies and training approaches in order to implement the recommendations of
the Executive Steering Committee to bring the campus into compliance with Executive Order 926, the governing
document of the ATI.

The university adopted a new policy regarding guidelines for course syllabi, effective Fall 08, which included
the requirement that syllabi be accessible, along with a statement about improving accessibility of other course
materials as well. In order to help the university community learn to produce materials that are accessible to
students who use assistive technology, Faculty Accessibility Institutes were provided in May and August of 2008.
Partly supported by the EnAct grant, the workshops comprising these Institutes trained almost 100 participants
in the principles of Universal Design for Learning as well as in the techniques of producing accessible materials
such as Word documents and PowerPoint presentations. Such workshops continue to be refined and offered; most
recently, an online component has been developed to guide participants through some preparatory work before

attending a face-to-face workshop on preparing accessible Word documents.

The university also adopted a policy requiring textbooks to be ordered by the established deadline, to allow time
for conversion to alternate formats as required, and clarifying the responsibility of department chairs to obtain all
ordersinatimely manner. In order to improve the response rate for timely textbook submissions, the HSU Bookstore
began offering some incentives. For example, departments that have submitted at least 90 percent of textbook
orders on time are entered into a drawing to win a portion of $1000 for textbook scholarships, which they can award
to the students of their choice. The response for the Spring 2009 semester was positive, with 5 departments reaching
100 percent compliance with the deadline. Overall, 179 of a total of 352 instructors submitted textbook orders on

time - a 51 percent rate of timely orders. For the Fall 2009 semester, 7 departments were awarded the scholarship
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money, with 201 of a total of 367 instructors having submitted orders on time -- a 55 percent rate of timely orders.

The scholarship incentive seems to be having an impact and will be continued.

An opportunity to improve web accessibility to engage the university communityin accessibility training has arisen
with theimpendingreplacement of the outdated HSU web server. Information Technology Servicesis requiring that
every campus web developer complete the relevant components of five online accessibility workshops available,
based upon the individual’s set of responsibilities, before moving the sites for which they are responsible to the new
server. This new policy prohibits the activation of new web accounts, as well as the migration of existing accounts

from the old server, without the account owners’ having completed the appropriate accessibility training.

Inanumber of ways, HSU has made considerable progress inimproving accessibility. The challenge, as with other
initiatives aimed at supporting students with diverse needs, is to institutionalize the practices that are called
for by policy, especially in the absence of central coordination or additional resources. Several subcommittees
continue the work of guiding the campus in developing accessible materials, tools, and media, but much work

remains to be done.
Making Learning Inclusive

Theshiftinhighereducationfromafocuson providinginstruction toafocuson producingstudentlearning provides
alarger context for rethinking students’ learning experiences at the university. In this context, the core functions of
teaching and learning, scholarship and creative activity, and support for student learning and success are aligned
to enhance one another: scholarship on student success shapes the institution’s teaching and learning activities,
research and creative activity engage faculty in learning together with students, and metrics that monitor student

learning and success become the yardstick by which HSU monitors the achievement of its institutional purpose.

The recruitment and retention of a diverse student body is a key component of the charge to a new Comprehensive
Enrollment Management Task Force, appointed in September 2009. This task force comprises two working
groups, one for recruitment and one for retention. Their goal is to develop a three-year institution-wide plan that
encompasses both areas. The charge specifies that “the recruiting and retention plans must include strategies for
attracting and retaining a diverse student population. The plan must focus the university’s efforts on a manageable
set of actions in the form of specific action plans with benchmarks and assessment measures [and] should also
include a recommendation for a group whose on-going responsibility will be overseeing enrollment management

efforts for the campus.”

By focusing recruitment efforts for faculty and staff as well as students, incorporating such approaches as Universal
Design for Learning and “best practices” for student engagement into multiple areas across the campus, and
tracking the success of specific types of students, we are moving away from seeing diversity and accessibility as

peripheral concerns and moving toward making them fundamental.
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WASC Standard Three

Most institutions can no longer afford to be what they've become.

Robert C. Dickeson,

Prioritizing Academic Programs and Services

Realignment of resources and institutional structures at Humboldt State University is beginning to follow a model
of adaptive management, in which well-defined objectives are optimized adaptively, not through trail-and-error
but rather through a systematic process of purposeful data collection and analysis that informs decision-making.
Adaptive management requires data upon which decisions will be based and well-defined mechanisms for

analyzing and using that data.

Based on input from WASC following the CPR visit, and from other external reviews (see Chapter Four), it was
apparent that HSU needed to improve both data quantity/quality and decision-making mechanisms. Although
the ultimate goal of institutional resource and structure realignment is to create an adaptive management process
that will serve us in the future, the immediate need is for data that aid the university in undertaking a far-reaching
assessment of the current state of its programs, departments and services. This assessment took the form of several
prioritization processes, in which programs, departments and services were not only assessed but were compared
toeach otherin order toidentifyrelative strengths and weaknesses and therebyinform decisions regarding resource
realignment and reorganization of institutional structures. These prioritization processes required substantial
expenditure of time on the part of faculty, staff and administration and were designed to jump-start the adaptive

management process.

Concurrently, HSU embarked on the restructuring of three major institutional structures required to ensure
effective data-driven decision-making into the future: curriculum oversight, program review, and institutional
research capacity. This chapter describes both the prioritization study and the institutional structure
reorganization, which together form the foundation of HSU’s new approach to adaptive management of its

programs, resources, and structures.
Realigning Resources through Prioritization

Four different types of institutional activities were assessed via prioritization studies: 1) academic programs
(e.g., majors, minors); 2) non-instructional academic support services provided by Academic Affairs (e.g., library,
research facilities); 3) non-instructional programs and services provided by Student Affairs (e.g., financial aid,
career center); and 4) services provided by Administrative Affairs (e.g., facilities, business services). A separate
prioritization process was applied to each of these areas. In addition, the Division of Advancement conducted its
annual planning process, including elements of prioritization and reorganization. The processes, methodology,

and results of these prioritization efforts are presented in this section.
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Prioritizing Academic Programs

From January 2008 through February 2009 Humboldt State University conducted a prioritization of all academic
programs. The process was initiated by then-Interim Provost Robert Snyder and represents the first systematic,
university-wide prioritization ofacademic programs thathas taken place at Humboldt State University. The purpose
of prioritization was to collaboratively identify and support the core strengths of the university in alignment with
HSU's institutional vision and to guide resource allocations based upon an evaluation of programs according to

agreed-upon criteria.

The overall need for prioritization arose from two key factors. First, in recent history, Humboldt’s internal processes
havenotledtoathorough, comprehensive and comparative evaluation ofacademic programsacrossall colleges. The
periodic program review process, although generally supported by faculty, had not critically evaluated programs
against one another, nor had this process resulted in strategic decisions in relation to the overall configuration
of academic programs. Second, declining state support and static overall student enrollment constrained the
Academic Affairs budget; if key programs were to be strengthened or new programs added, resources had to be

made available by restructuring, reducing, or eliminating other programs.
Methods

The process included a review of all 72 academic programs at HSU that lead to an undergraduate major or minor,
certificate, credential, or graduate degree. Each academic department also submitted areport thatwasused to frame
the evaluation of its programs. Evaluation was based on a consistent set of criteria which had been collaboratively
developed in consultation with numerous campus groups. The criteria were intended to characterize the nature
and quality of programs across several domains (see Appendix H). The overall prioritization process—including
determining the criteria for evaluation, developing program report templates and scoring rubrics, and scoring and

ranking programs—was guided by principles of openness, communication, and fairness.

Each program report was scored by two independent review teams, by the Prioritization Task Force (PTF), and by
the deans of the colleges in which programs were housed. Some university-wide programs were scored by all three
college deans. Individual review teams scored an average of about 18 program reports, whereas the PTF scored all
72 program reports. Deans scored variable numbers of programs depending on the number of distinct programs

within their colleges. The PTF then assigned each program to one of five prioritization categories.
Review Team Scoring

Each review team included one faculty member from each of three different academic disciplines (one discipline
from each college) and one individual from a non-instructional unit (e.g., library, administration). The team’s
members were appointed by the President, and a team did not review the programs of faculty serving on that
particular team. One individual from each team was appointed by the PTF as group convener. One reader and one
lead discussantwererandomly assigned to each program thatwasreviewed, although all members of the committee
were expected to have read, and to participate in discussion of, each program report. Each prioritization group
was charged with reviewing its assigned programs and developing consensus evaluation scores (as opposed to
numerical averages of individual group member’s evaluations) in each of the following weighted areas (percentage

weights are in parentheses):
e Vision (15%)

e Demand (20%)
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e Quality (30%),
e Costand Efficiency (20%)
e Potential (15%)

The highest possible score a program could receive was 100 plus 5 additional “bonus points.” For a specific program,
an overall program score was calculated from the two independent review team scores and the PTF program score
as (Team A + Team B + 2*PTF)/4. This formula gave the PTF score twice the weight of the individual scores of the
two independent review teams, on the basis of two factors. First, individual review teams scored only about 25
percent of all program reports, whereas PTF members reviewed and scored all 72 program reports. Second, the PTF
was composed of seven members, as compared to review teams, which consisted of four members each. The above
process for calculating overall program scores did not incorporate scores or comments provided by deans, as the

deans had access to information that went beyond the reports provided by the individual programs.
Prioritization Categories
Each program was then placed by the PTF into one of the following five categories.

1.  Enhance - Programs assigned to this category generally received high overall program scores.
Investment in these programs should be a priority to strengthen the academic performance of
the university.

2. Maintain- Programs assigned to this category generally received medium to high overall program
scores. Continued support of these programs, at or near their current resource allocation, is
central to maintaining the academic performance of the university.

3. Review- Programs assigned to this category generally received medium to low program scores.
Programs in this category contribute to the academic quality of the university, but curricular
reorganization and/or resource reduction is required for long-term viability on contribution of
these programs.

4. Restructure- Programs assigned to this category generally received low program scores.
Restructuring or eliminating these programs will permit the redistribution of resources to other
targeted programs and/or will enhance the academic performance of the university.

5. Revisit- Programs assigned to this category have been recently restructured and therefore
could not be adequately assessed at this time but have potential to contribute to the academic
performance of the university. A careful review of these programs should be conducted within the
next three years.

In addition to generating numerical scores for program reports, review teams and the PTF provided written
comments concerning various aspects of program reports. Such comments would point out, for example, when
demand for a particular major was very strong but demand for a specific option in that same major was extremely
low or if the cost of a specific option seemed unusually expensive when compared to other options offered in the
same major. These comments proved helpful when the PTF assigned programs to the prioritization categories but

were not the primary factor on which the PTF based its categorization.

The final categorical rankings in the Prioritization Task Force report, and separate reports from the college deans

were then submitted to Provost Snyder for review.
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Note about Graduate Programs

Standards for review of graduate programs differed from those of undergraduate programs in two important
respects. First, the standards by which demand for programs was assessed differed for graduate and undergraduate
programs. Specifically, lower threshold values were used for graduate programs than for undergraduate programs
to distinguish between levels of demand (note: demand for a given graduate program was measured by numbers of
students enrolled in the graduate degree program, and demand for an undergraduate program was measured by
number of majors). Second, the degree to which program course offerings were important for other programs was

not weighted as heavily for graduate programs as it was for undergraduate programs.
Limitations

The academic prioritization process was intended to be as objective and fair as possible and represents a
substantial, positive first attempt at program prioritization at HSU. However, several limitations to the process
became apparent. First, the quality of the reports provided to the prioritization committees varied widely. Second,
the review process (e.g., items, rubric, weighting of items, and program ratings by various committees) was limited
by a lack of consensus in principal and application, which resulted in variability in some of the evaluations. For
example, the Recreation Administration program received scores of 90.6 and 79.7 from the two review teams and a
score of 67.8 from the PTF, for an overall score of 76.5. Third, with the exception of the two differences mentioned
above, thereview process did not use separate review criteria and rubrics forundergraduate and graduate programs,

which are not comparable in mission, number of students, resources, and other factors.
Results

Of the 72 programs reviewed, 24 had separate options, certificate programs, minors, or other sub-areas that
were sufficiently different from the rest of the program to warrant a separate categorization and review. Thus, 98
distinct programmatic entities were ultimately categorized. Given HSU’s strong history and focus on the sciences,
it was not surprising that six of the top ten programs were from the College of Natural Resources and Sciences
(CNRS). However, several programs, including Geography, Political Science, and Sociology from the College of Arts,
Humanities, and Social Sciences (CAHSS), and one program, Economics, from the College or Professional Studies
(CPS) were also in the top ten. The program with the highest rating, Wildlife, received an overall score of 88.9, and
the program with lowest rating, Physical Sciences, received an overall score of 51.6. Interestingly, individual focus
areas within several of the top ten programs were targeted for restructuring, i.e., were assigned to Category 4. This
result in part reflected programs that had numerous sub-areas areas with small enrollments. The distribution of

the 98 programmatic entities among the five categories was:
Category 1 (Enhance): 12% (n=12)
Category 2 (Maintain): 35% (n = 34)
Category 3 (Review): 25% (n = 24)
Category 4 (Restructure): 19% (n = 19)
Category 5 (Revisit): 9% (n=9).
For a complete review of individual program scores and categories please refer to Appendix H.

In addition to the review scores and categorization, the prioritization review drew attention to several broad areas
of curricular concern, including (a) interdisciplinary studies, (b) graduate programs, (c) fragmented or overlapping
curricula, (d) faculty overloads, and (e) programs that appear to serve as “escape valves” to allow students to

graduate but that otherwise lack obvious justification.
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Another key outcome from the academic prioritization process was identification of issues and subsequent
recommendations for future program evaluation efforts. The issues that were addressed included the need for
consistent program data on costs, revenue, student-faculty ratio, teaching effectiveness/learning outcomes,

diversity, and student progress toward completion.

Overall, the prioritization process was an important and comprehensive initial effort at prioritizing current
academic programs. The process was limited by several factors; nonetheless, the results of prioritization provided
several important outcomes, including the identification of key issues currently affecting academic programs and
recommendations for future prioritization efforts. The prioritization process has provided HSU with empirical

information to make decisions about, and allocate potential future resources to, academic programs across campus.

The prioritization process has allowed HSU to be better prepared to make informed decisions about potential
program elimination, consolidation, and future growth. It has laid the groundwork for decision-making processes
that have been necessitated by the budget crisis currently affecting the California State University system. For
example, both the process and the outcomes of academic prioritization will inform the ongoing benchmarking
process coordinated by the academic deans at HSU. Further, the criteria that HSU developed and used, and the
limitations of those criteria identified through the process, have provided a foundation upon which the university
can develop more effective approaches to evaluating both existing and proposed academic programs. As such, the

academic prioritization process has provided a blueprint from which HSU can build a focused academic identity.
Implementing Academic Program Prioritization Recommendations

Havingreceived the final report of the Prioritization Task Force, the Provost reviewed all of the materials. On March
23, 2009, he forwarded his recommendations to the ad hoc Academic Planning Committee, focusing primarily on
programs in Category 1 and Category 4 as specified in the Procedure for Post-Program Prioritization Process that
had been approved by the Academic Senate. Some of the recommendations, however, involved multiple programs

in other priority categories within a single department.

The Academic Planning Committee directed four programs recommended for discontinuance to form committees
charged with considering the Provost’s recommendation. The other programs were directed to collect information,
develop plans, or investigate specific alternatives before submitting responses to the Academic Master Planning
subcommittee of the newly-formed Integrated Curriculum Committee, the successor to the ad hoc Academic
Planning Committee. As of this writing, the Academic Master Planning subcommittee is progressing through its

consideration of all program responses.
Prioritizing Non-Instructional Academic Support Services

Concurrent with the Prioritization of Academic Programs, Humboldt State University conducted a review and
prioritization of non-instructional academic support services units. Among the 25 units included in the review
process were each of the three academic colleges, the Provost’s Office, Research and Graduate Studies, the Natural
History Museum, the Coral Sea marine research vessel, Indian Teacher and Educational Personnel Program,
Writing Center, Library, and IT units (see Appendix I for a complete listing of programs and their individual
review summaries). The dissimilarity of the units included in the prioritization review resulted in a challenging
review process and limited conclusions that could be applied across units. Nonetheless, the review process did
highlight strengths and weaknesses and areas of potential restructuring and change across the units, as well as

recommendations specific to future evaluation or prioritization efforts.
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Methods

The primary goal of the prioritization process was to assess the status of each of the 25 units in the following six

overarching areas:

1. Support for the mission and vision of HSU,

2. Variety of strengths in the program,

3. Clear and appropriate assessment measures,

4. Measureable indicators for comparison to other programs,

5. Potential to maintain or improve quality and capacity, and

6. Adaptability to changes in budgetary constraints or program demand.
The above areas were then distilled into the following four rubric criteria for the prioritization review:

1. Centrality to Mission,

2. Quality/Outcomes,

3. Organizational Context and Efficiency, and

4. Potential Adaptability

A team of nine HSU administrators, faculty, and staff personnel representing the academic Colleges, Provost’s

Office, Library and other academic support units used the scoring rubric to review the 25 units.

Thereviewers individually read each unit’s report and then met asa group to develop one overall rating per unit. The
rating was intended to reflect the strength of evidence demonstrating the unit’s attainment of the six overarching
goals within each of the four main rubric criteria outlined above. The review team assessed the level of evidence of

strong and meaningful support for the four main rubric criteria using the following ratings:
1.  Outstanding,
2. Strong and meaningful,
3. Some meaningful mission and vision, and
4. Little or no evidence.

The review team then developed by consensus a final overall recommendation using the above ratings and specific

comments for each unit.
Results and Conclusions

The team members agreed that each non-instructional academic support unit is necessary to the function and
purpose of the university and that each unit’s human and financial resources are extremely lean in their current
state. As such, the review team could not recommend reductions for any of the units. However, the reviewers noted
that the individual unit reports were very uneven in quality and approach; some were quite clear and thorough,
whereas others did not contain the desired information. The reviewers attributed some of this imbalance to the
learning curve associated with this first attempt at prioritization and the challenge of developing an instrument

applicable to such diverse units. The reporting format led to information that was irrelevant to the rubric, which
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suggests that one or both should be re-examined. Future prioritization efforts should incorporate (a) a follow-up
assessment of this first time process; (b) recommendations for revising the current reports, rubric, and scoring
formats; (c) a sample of reports that were written well; and (d) a list of FAQs and answers for common mistakes and

tips for effective report writing.

Overall, because the essential nature of many of the units was so different, it was difficult to prioritize across them.
In subsequent prioritization efforts, it would be more productive to align offices that have similar functions into
groups and tailor the process to provide data specific to those units in order to facilitate meaningful comparisons
within the institution and with external benchmarks. For example, college offices could be compared to each other
within the institution as well as with those at external benchmark institutions, as could the various instructional
technology units. Other benchmarking could focus primarily on comparisons with similar functions at other

comparably sized institutions (e.g., for the library).

Dealingwith comparisonsacrossabroadrange of dissimilarfunctions, and theresultingneed for external comparison

data, are also issues that will arise if a university-wide process of prioritization is undertaken across divisions.
Prioritizing Programs and Student Support Services within the Division of Student Affairs

The prioritization process for non-instructional programs and student support services within Student Affairs
included a critical review, an appraisal of efficiency, and an assessment of achievement in relation to Humboldt
State University’s goals, which are adopted from the university’s strategic plan. Additionally, the Student Affairs
student programs and services were evaluated with respect to the two institutional themes chosen for the WASC
self-study. The prioritization process allowed managers to measure a program’s combined effect on the stated goals

and to align and allocate resources in a structured manner.
Prioritization Model

The Student Affairs management team desired critical analysis and prioritization of all non-instructional
programs regardless of organizational structure; the goal was to develop a process parallel to the one being utilized
by Academic Affairs. Student Affairs managers created the prioritization process based on Maslow’s Hierarchy
of Human Development, a theory proposed by Abraham Maslow in his 1943 paper titled A Theory of Human
Motivation. Utilizing the idea of Maslow’s pyramid of humans needs, the management team created a hierarchy for

prioritization that included three levels.

1. The first level constituted “mandatory and required services in order to provide a safe educational
environment, or required in order for education to take place.” The second included “necessary and

essential services for promotion of student success and/or student academic achievement.”

2. The third level included “value-added, though not required, programs and services that educate the

whole person, enhance student success and/or support other university goals.”
Methods

Department directors and coordinators divided department services into subsets for ranking purposes. Further,
the assessment was divided into two separate pyramids: one for programs and services supported by General Fund
and a second for all others not supported by the General Fund. Departments evaluated programs and services

based on

1.  Efficiency, numbers of students/faculty served, academic indicators (e.g. GPA), retention rates,

customer satisfaction, and/or benchmarks against other CSU institutions,
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2. Howservices and unit accomplishments aligned with HSU’s 2008-09 goals, and

3.  Howservices and unit accomplishments met progress towards the two themes of the WASC self-study:
e What should a Humboldt State University graduate know and be able to do?
e [Increasing the success of underrepresented students.

Departments ranked their services by the three levels of the tiered prioritization pyramid and then gathered at
an expanded Student Affairs Council and Student Affairs managers meeting to debate the appropriateness of the

rankings and negotiate changes to service priorities.
Results and Implementation

Once there was agreement on the rankings of various services, a final document and chart were prepared (see
Appendix]J), outlining where on the priority pyramid each service or program stood. This document and chart will
serve as a guide for making decisions about the augmentation and/or reduction of services and programs in light of
the present budget concerns. Specifically, several positions have already been eliminated, based on the chart, and
some restructuring is under consideration. Additionally, the HSU Student Affairs prioritization process has been
published by the Educational Advisory Board in its 2009 report, “Managing Through the Downturn: Strategies for

Cost-Cutting and Revenue Generation in Student Affairs Organization.”
Prioritizing Services in Administrative Affairs

On January 15, 2009, President Richmond emailed the campus to advise everyone on developments in the budget
situation. Shortly thereafter, Administrative Affairs Vice President Burt Nordstrom called upon the directors in
his division to prioritize their core services, and he planned a series of meetings to discuss a method and process
for doing so. With the help of the campus Quality Improvement Analyst, each business unit in the division was

provided a matrix and in late January 2009 conducted meetings to begin classifying their main services.
Prioritization Model

The model of evaluation and prioritization was patterned after the approach used by Student Affairs, classifying
main services within administrative departments into three levels. Level One was defined as mandatory or
required services, projects, and initiatives. Operational or project activities under Level One were required by law
or university policy, or were identified as critical by accreditation or external consultants. Level Two was defined
as services and projects “essential to campus operations and mission.” Services in Level Two were ones that could
not be completed by any other department and were essential to ensure that the campus could operate effectively.
Level Three was defined as administrative services that were “value-added, but not critical or essential” to the
university. Level Three services were identified as those that made a positive impact or benefit but ultimately were

not mandated or essential.
Methods

Each major business unit conducted a prioritization meeting with key managers in order to fully capture all services
to be scrutinized within the methodology described above. Initial prioritization reports were submitted by Plant
Operations, Facilities Management, Business Information Systems, Human Resources, Finance, Risk Management,
and Facilities Design. The individual submissions were gathered and consolidated onto a division-wide template.
The leadership then conducted a series of meetings to discuss and prioritize the services in a consensus-type

format, making sure there was agreement in how the services were prioritized within the matrix.
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Results and Implementation

The result was documented in a division-wide services prioritization matrix that was developed, reviewed, and
agreed upon by all directors in the division (Appendix K). The matrix was then submitted to the Administrative
Affairs Vice President for further review and decision-making. One result was the elimination of the Facilities
Management Interior Design positions, which had been serving as in-house consultants to various campus
construction projects. Elimination of the positions allowed the division to meet the proposed reduction in operating
expense in the short term, and the effective use of the process positioned the prioritization activity to further aid

decision-making about potential cuts during this time of financial uncertainty.
Prioritizing in University Advancement

Prioritizing within the division of University Advancement occurs on an ongoing basis, with an annual planning
process in May - July each year followed by continuous attention to review and improvement throughout the year
(see Appendix L). Priorities identified elsewhere in the university, as described above, also inform the work of the
Advancement division by clarifying which campus programs and initiatives should receive priority attention
in marketing and fundraising. The ongoing cycle of planning, setting of priority objectives, continuous review
and improvement, and annual reporting has resulted in the implementation of major priority-driven actions.
For example, cost savings from division reorganization efforts and from increasing the university radio station’s
reliance on underwriting and fundraising have been reinvested in fundraising programs, supporting the creation

of a professional annual giving program and a planned giving program.

The result has been an increase in fundraising activity, a function that the CPR Visitation Team highlighted as
becoming increasingly vital as state support weakens. The donor data base now has more than 87,800 constituent
records, over 20,000 of which have been added in the last four years, including almost 5500 since July 2009. The
number of alumni donors to HSU has more than doubled since 2004; at a current total of 3880, this represents a
participation rate of 8.8 percent. Funds donated by parents have increased by 76 percent since last year. In the past
three years (fiscal years 2007, 2008 and 2009), fundraising activity (excluding bequests) has raised $10,889,078, a
36.5 percent increase over the previous three-year period, in spite of an extremely challenging economic climate.
During this time, fundraising activity raised $776,546 in unrestricted funds. During the first quarter of FY2010, we

have already raised more than $2.4 million.

Theimpactoffundraisingisfeltacross the campusinfundingthatsupportsacademic programsincludingseminars,
guest speakers, and faculty research in areas as varied as redwood ecology, social work, and earthquakes. Student
scholarships, campus technology projects, the First Street Gallery, and athletics programs are among the other

areas that benefit from fundraising resources.

In regard to marketing, a campus-wide process in partnership with the consulting firm Noel Levitz produced a
series of recommendations related to enrollment, a portion of which focused on marketing. A report was given to
the campus in the fall of 2008 regarding the implementation of the marketing related recommendations and the

outcomes of those actions (see Appendix M).

Additionalrefinementofcampus-wide prioritiesacrossdivisionswould providevitalguidancetotheadvancement
division in its planning and implementation of focused fundraising efforts. This is especially the case in the
context of the university’s upcoming centennial in 2013, with its potential to accelerate philanthropic support

for the university.
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Realigning Institutional Structures to Facilitate Ongoing Improvement

Although the prioritization assessments described above were necessary to begin the process of resource
realignment, several key institutional structures themselves required reorganization in order to sustain the
alignment of resources with institutional purposes into the future. In particular, HSU has committed itself to an
ongoing process of aligningitsresources with itsinstitutional purpose through fundamental changesin curriculum

oversight, program review, and institutional research structure.
Realigning Curriculum Oversight

The WASC CPR Visitation Team underlined the need for a more transparent and cohesive structure for overseeing
curriculum processes such as planning and assessment. The Keeling & Associates report also strongly advised a
restructuring of the HSU curriculum and academic planning processes. In response to these recommendations,
the Provost appointed an ad hoc Curriculum Review Process (CRP) Working Group to address issues identified in
these reports. The CRP group included four faculty members, one student, and three administrators. The charge
to the group was to develop a new approach to curriculum review that accomplishes a number of goals: a) affirm
faculty responsibility for curriculum content, program development, and recommendations regarding curricular
resource priorities; b) define administrative and staff roles in curriculum review processes; c) coordinate, at the
university level, the multiple components of curriculum review; and d) streamline and expedite review, feedback,

documentation, and approval processes.
The CRP Working Group also affirmed a number of related concerns:

e Existing curriculum processes and structures had inhibited cross-college and university-oriented
conversation on curricular changes as they are proposed. Instead, a system had developed in which
each College planned in isolation from the other Colleges, a university-wide conversation occurred
only at the University Curriculum Committee (UCC) level, and then only in some cases and after
considerable work had gone into proposal design and review at the college level. Many curriculum
proposals (e.g., new courses that were not General Education, program changes) were not routed
through the UCCatall but went directly from the College level to the Vice Provost. Also, problems with

curricular changes sometimes were not identified until they reached the Office of the Registrar.

e There were no standing faculty-based structures for university-wide academic planning in the form
of an Academic Master Plan; further, no criteria existed for evaluating new program proposals in light

of potential other uses of limited university resources.

e The learning outcomes (Departmental, Diversity and Common Ground, General Education
and HSU Learning Outcomes) and related assessment processes had not yet been integrated
into ongoing conversations around academic and curriculum planning. As noted in Chapter
One, oversight for General Education curriculum and assessment was fractured, making such

integration almost impossible.

e The UCC existed as an administrative committee, charged with making recommendations to the
Academic Senate and with advising the Provost on various curricular matters. The Academic Senate

was not directly involved with academic and curricular processes beyond policy documents.

The CRP Working Group met one to two days per week during most of the 2008-2009 academic year. The group
reviewed a variety of academic planning models from other universities and discussed the range of processes and
decisions involved. In particular, the group noted that different curricular processes operated in isolation from one

another so thatresource decisions were artificially segregated from curriculum structure decisions. The group then
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developed a model to meet local needs and goals. Drafts of the proposed new structure, referred to as the Integrated
Curriculum Committee (ICC), along with the supporting documents, were shared with the campus community
beginning in the early part of the Spring 2009 semester. College curriculum committees and the UCC had already
been invited to comment on an earlier draft. The Senate ultimately approved the new ICC model in late spring and

implementation began during the summer of 2009.

The ICC is integrated in several ways: first, it is integrated across colleges, with representation from all three. In
effect, all three college curriculum committees have been combined. Second, the ICC is integrated across all levels
of curricular responsibility — staff, faculty, and administration. Third, it is integrated across curricular functions,
including academic master planning, program revision, course development, learning assessment, program
review, and catalog revision. Core ICC membership comprises twelve faculty members, including a department
chair and three members-at-large from each of the three colleges; five academic administrators (the Vice Provost,
the three deans or their designees, the Director of Learning Assessment), the Registrar and a staff member from the
Office of the Registrar, the Academic Programs office staff member who coordinates and tracks the processes, and
two student representatives. This approach provides for collaborative decision making that incorporates faculty,
student, staff, and administrative perspectives, content considerations, and resource information. It also provides
a structure that supports developing a cohesive university focus — reducing redundancy, building a clear and

cohesive GE program, and balancing GE with the needs of major programs.

The ICC is internally subdivided into three subcommittees: the Subcommittee on Course and Degree Changes
(CDC), the Subcommittee on Program Planning and Assessment (PPA), and the Subcommittee on Academic
Master Planning (AMP). Also, the Academic Policy Committee of the Academic Senate overlaps the structure of the
ICC. The ICC sits as a “committee of the whole” every two weeks, with subcommittees meeting in the intervening
weeks. All curricular proposals now enter the process through the Academic Programs office, allowing the ICC
to track and coordinate curricular decisions. Proposals or other tasks are passed from the ICC to the appropriate
subcommittees, which report their findings and recommendations to the ICC for any final deliberation. The ICC
reports its recommendations to the Academic Senate for discussion and approval using a combination of business
and consent calendars. Locating curricular oversight in the Academic Senate affirms the role of faculty and of
shared governance in this central function of the university. Additional details on the structure and function of the
ICC can be found in the ICC Constitution (Appendix N).

Rethinking Program Review

The California State University system requires regular review of academic programs, but each campus determines
the specific format of its reviews. Humboldt State University’s program review process has been revised several
times in the past ten years (see Appendix O) for the 1997 and 2005 guidelines). Some of the changes to the process
have included an adjustment of the cycle length from every five years to every seven years (1999), as well as the
2005 additions of a student learning assessment requirement, a two-year timeline for the review, and more specific

guidelines and structure for the report.

Widespread dissatisfaction with program review processes remained, however, despite these changes. The
purposes for program review were unclear, and delays of several years were common. Often the only direct result of
a completed review was eligibility for one-time funding, the amount of which varied each year depending on how
many reviews were completed that year. Given the length of the process, there was sometimes a lag time of three
years or more between the time that a need for one-time funds was identified in the self-study and the time that the
funding committee addressed the request. Some curricular and/or staffing changes were connected to the results

of a Program Review, but such connection was neither required nor widely practiced.
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Whenacademicprogram prioritizationwasinitiatedin Spring2007, the campussuspendedregularprogramreviews,
after consulting with our WASC staff liaison. The campus anticipated that whatever criteria would be adopted for
the prioritization process would constitute suitable criteria for the next program review. To some degree that was
correct, but the prioritization criteria took somewhat longer to develop than anticipated, and a sense emerged that
additional information should be appended to departmental prioritization reports in order to serve as program
reviews for those programs due to submit them uponresumption of the programreview cycle. Aset of supplementary
criteria was developed, and a temporary program review process, utilizing the program prioritization reports along
with the specified addenda, was approved by the Academic Senate and President Richmond in early Fall 2008
(Appendix P). Program reviews submitted in 2008-2009 followed this temporary process.

In the meantime, the Program Planning and Assessment subcommittee (PPA) of the Integrated Curriculum
Committee is in the process of developing a new approach to program review. The PPA subcommittee set out to
develop a process, timeline, and set of guidelines that will be more effectively incorporated into departmental
routines and institutional decision making. The subcommittee began by considering such resources as the San
José State University 2006 Revised Program Planning Guidelines, the draft “WASC Resource Guide for Outcomes-
Based Program Review,” and the WASC “Rubric for Assessing the Integration of Student Learning Assessment into
Program Reviews.” It is also able to draw upon a number of ongoing program review processes that are currently
underway across the campus: the preparation of program proposals resulting from Academic Prioritization
recommendations; the data analysis, planning, and subsequent curricular or pedagogical revisions made in
connection with the Making Excellence Inclusive initiative, as described in Chapter 2; annual analyses of learning
assessment results followed by corresponding program adjustments, as described in Chapter 1; and reviews based
on the benchmarking and program viability measures developed by the college deans, which was initiated in the
wake of budget challenges during Summer 2009. The goal is to have a new process integrating the most useful
of these components, emphasizing program planning as the purpose for the reviews, in place for the 2010-2011
academic year. The PPA also consulted with the Academic Master Planning subcommittee, which is charged with
developing criteria for approving new program proposals, so that the criteria for approving new programs and the

criteria for reviewing existing programs will be in alignment.
Realigning Institutional Research and Analysis Capacity

As the CPR Visitation Team noted, the university must expand its efforts in the area of institutional research in
order to better support data-driven decision making. While we have a substantial history of providing student
enrollment data, we have been deficient in performing deeper analysis and interpretation. There is a need to
develop more focused data to contribute to policy and planning recommendations, and to better integrate data
across the university. Further, the institutional research function should be identifiable throughout the university

as the primary source of standard measures used for planning and benchmarking.

To meet these objectives, an Institutional Research Office is being formed during the 2009/10 academic year
under the direction of the Provost. The initial personnel resources consist of the analyst staff (1.75 FTE), Research
Technician (1.0 FTE), and Special Projects Coordinator (.5 FTE), currently within Academic Affairs. Additionally,
there are plans to create a new full-time management-level director and clerical support position starting in the
Spring 2010 term. The director will participate broadly in university planning activities and will articulate the key
management questions for development of data and studies to support decision making. Within the student data
realm, there is a long-standing working group of analysts and subject matter experts in Enrollment Management
and Academic Affairs. This group will be expanded to include data experts for the areas of finance and human

resources to address the areas where more access and integration of data is needed.

The Institutional Research Office will also take a more active role in supporting and coordinating various research

efforts. This will include consultation and support for conducting surveys, as well as the development of a more
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comprehensive data directory to assist the entire campus community in understanding how our data measures
connect with business practices. The new research technician position will assist with survey research in addition
to expanding the scope of data collection and presentation. The acquisition of survey tools will be investigated so

that ad hoc and routine surveys are better supported.

Expanding existing mechanisms for student data reporting, the campus data web site will also provide a channel
(request form) through which all data requests will be made. This gives the campus a clear method for making
inquiries, ensures appropriate review and collaborative consultation, and helps avoid redundant work. This
approach is currently operational for student data requests and publishing (www.humboldt.edu/~anstud). The
entire group of analysts and subject matter experts will regularly participate in collaboration meetings for planning
and coordination purposes. They will also maintain routine electronic communications, sharing common data

publishing methodology and documentation tools.

In order to supplement existing capacity while getting the new Institutional Research Office underway, the Provost
retained the Hanover Research Council in Fall 2008 to assist in selected institutional research studies, particularly
focusing on inter-institutional comparisons. Among several studies, the Hanover group has provided a peer
selection methodology and an initial selection of peer institutions. To facilitate comparisons among our peers, we
have compiled a data directory of on-line resources for each peer institution. (http://www.humboldt.edu/~anstud/
peers.shtml). Institutional research capacity has also been augmented by the Educational Advisory Board, which
prepared at our request a custom research brief on models for encouraging student participation in academic
advising activities. Thisresource and other briefs obtained from the organization have informed recommendations

regarding academic advising practices at HSU.
Prioritization as Adaptive Realignment

Through prioritization, Humboldt State University has jump-started a new adaptive management approach
to achieving its core institutional purpose. Prioritization not only provided much-needed initial data but also
generated recommendations regarding both content and process for future data collection and analysis. Further,
by changing the key structures for curriculum oversight, program review, and institutional research, HSU

is establishing the mechanisms for collecting, analyzing and using data to sustain educational effectiveness.
Finally, although neither the prioritization nor the restructuring efforts described in this chapter were undertaken
specifically to address the current acute budget crisis, both efforts have enhanced HSU’s ability to respond to the
current budget situation quickly, efficiently and in a proactive rather than reactive manner. Indeed, this is the heart
of adaptive management—planning to undertake change effectively and proactively rather than undertaking

change reactively only when it is forced upon us.
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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.
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WASC Standard Four
As we change the way we do the work of education,

we must at every Step move towards expecting more, never less,

of our students and of ourselves.

John Tagg,
The Learning Paradigm College

The identification of institutional priorities and the realignment of institutional structures and resources to
support them facilitate ongoing evaluation and improvement. This chapter describes Humboldt State University’s
progress in developing the means for engaging in systematic evaluation of institutional effectiveness. The chapter
also describes some of the results of such evaluation, as well as ways in which the results have been applied to the

revision of purposes, structures, and approaches to institutional work.
Seeking External Guidance and Assistance

The WASC CPR Visitation Team expressed concerns related to institutional culture, organizational structure, and
managementprocessesat HSU. Theteam described the governance and decision-makingprocessesas “fragmented”
and “complicated, cumbersome, and difficult to understand.” They suggested that the budget process was too
decentralized for a school of HSU’s size and believed this played a role in a “silo attitude towards problem solving

and organizational change.”

The Visitation Team specificallyrecommended that HSU engage a third-party consultant to conducta “comprehensive
functional analysis (process re-engineering) of its budget development and management processes.” In response,
HSU hired Maddox Management Consulting, a firm specializing in strategic planning and financial management for
higher education and nonprofit organizations, to assist with these issues. HSU also retained Keeling & Associates, LLC
toconductanassessmentofinstitutional culturein order to further elucidate findings of the WASC CPR Visitation Team

report and help us address issues related to governance, decision making, policies, and organizational structure.

Mr. David Maddox visited campus in October 2008 and again in January 2009. He reviewed key documents, met
with participants and stakeholders in the budget processes, and developed a set of recommendations. In his final
report (Appendix Q), Maddox made recommendations in four specific areas: effective strategic planning at multiple
levels; availability of the right kind of information, in the right format; more effective communication; and group

processes (which are tied to institutional culture issues).

In February 2009 HSU invited representatives of the major leadership groups involved with the budget process to
attendanall-dayretreatdesigned to prioritize and develop implementation plans for the Maddoxrecommendations.
The implementation proposals were developed by small groups of the retreat participants. The groups were chosen
to provide a variety of perspectives as well as input from key individuals. Each group worked on a different set
of recommendations and then presented their implementation proposals to the full group. The topics were then

prioritized and timeframes were assigned to each objective.
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Several of the most important Maddox recommendations related to data and reporting have already been or are
in the process of being implemented. For example, HSU created its first comprehensive “Budget Book” in January
2009. The Budget Book (see Appendix R), updated annually, reports on all sources of revenue and expenditures and
includes ancillary organizations like the University Center, Associated Students, the Humboldt State University
Advancement Foundation, and the Humboldt State University Sponsored Programs Foundation. Further, most of
these auxiliary organizations have shifted to the common management system used for state funds. This has been

an enormous task but will allow for all-funds accounting options.

In Spring 2009, a survey was administered among staff and faculty to gather input about communications related
to the budget. The survey results directly contributed to the new communication plan developed for the campus
and currently being implemented in Fall 2009 (see Appendix S for statistics indicating budget website use).
The University Budget Office has also developed standardized monthly reports for each department, as well as
quarterly management reports (with the latter available since October 2008). These reports will assist the university

in tracking long-term trends and in making data-driven decisions about resource allocations.

As a result of the unprecedented financial challenge currently facing the CSU and HSU (discussed in more detail
in a subsequent section of this report), a number of the other recommendations from the Maddox report have
been temporarily delayed. However, once the budget reduction scenarios are set for this year, we expect that a new

schedule will be developed to address the remainder of the recommendations.

The Keeling and Associates team conducted a variety of on-site meetings, discussions, tours and interviews
in Fall 2008, as well as phone consultations and data and documentation reviews. They identified a number of
institutional challenges that include the lack of a shared institutional vision, the need for more effective decision-
making, a lack of trust, and resistance to change. Their report also described conflicts between administration
and faculty over shared governance. Most importantly, however, the Keeling and Associates report offered a set
of key recommendations for how to move the campus forward. Several of these recommendations described
a plan to enact a more collaborative approach to planning and decision-making on campus. In particular, they
called for the formation of a Cabinet for Institutional Change to address the university governance system and
restore trust, recommended that the cabinet comprise representatives of the faculty, staff, administration, and
students, and offered a plan for the implementation of this cabinet. The university has followed the majority of
these recommendations, as discussed below. The President and the Vice Presidents are in ongoing conversations

with the academic senate about how shared governance on this campus can be improved.

The Keeling and Associates report also pointed to the internal communication challenges at HSU. In order to help
improve communication skills for wrestling with difficult problems, the campus hosted a series of professional
development workshops called “Fierce Conversations™” in Spring 2009. This series brought campus stakeholders
together to practice a series of interactive communication methods designed to help foster truthful and open
dialogue. The series offered a basic approach to Fierce Conversations, Team Communication, Coaching and
Confrontation, and Accountability and Delegation. In all, 325 staff, students, faculty, and administrators attended
all or some sessions within the series. The organizing staff collected comments from all attendees and provided a

written summary of the comments to the Cabinet for Institutional Change.
Convening the Cabinet for Institutional Change

The Cabinet for Institutional Change (CIC) was formed in early in the Spring 2009 semester, in response to issues
raised during the current reaccreditation process and at the recommendation of Keeling & Associates. The Cabinet
is charged with initiating comprehensive reforms at Humboldt State University, with the goal of making the

institution more effective and responsive.
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The Cabinet is working to develop specific approaches to five major areas of change, based on a variety of recent
studies, reports and other feedback. These areas are university vision, collegiality, culture of evidence, student
success, and campus governance. Focus groups within the Cabinet have been established to address each area.
Moreover, the Cabinet is seeking broad engagement of faculty, students, staff, administrators and alumni. Here we

discuss some of the Cabinet’s progress.
Open Door for Campus Voices

One of the initial acts of the Cabinet was to provide a venue for campus to participate in the discussion of change,
share ideas, and provide feedback. While town hall-style meetings have been held on occasion, it was clear that the
Cabinet could not meet with everyone in person. In order to provide a way for all campus stakeholders to contribute,
the Marketing and Communications department created a Cabinet website, supplemented with an online
community forum for open and accessible dialogue. This has allowed the Cabinet to post progress updates and has
provided campus community members with a place to share their views and ideas. All suggestions, discussions,

and comments are reviewed by the Cabinet, and many have been used to inform subsequent actions.
Vision

This team conducted a university-wide open forum in May 2009 to collect feedback from staff, students, and
faculty. The goal of the forum was to check the ‘pulse’ of campus and determine how stakeholders believe the
campus vision can be more successfully implemented. Many informative ideas and observations emerged and are
summarized on the Cabinet website (May 29, 2009 blog entry).Three main areas were identified as particularly
needing to be aligned with our vision as we move forward: 1) our budgetary decisions; 2) university-level planning;
and 3) university-level communications. A final set of specific recommendations will be shared with the campus
in Fall 2009.

Collegiality

The focus group for campus collegiality conducted an open session for campus in April 2009 to generate discussions
and recommendations on four main topics: 1) communication on campus; 2) development of a more supportive
campus culture; 3) improvement of interactions among all the various stakeholders; and 4) identification of the
attributes of collegiality we expect and want to see on campus. As with the discussions of campus vision, the
results of this session and the deliberations of the focus group are expected to be summarized in a set of specific

recommendations to be presented in Fall 2009.
Culture of Evidence

The major effort of this cabinet focus group has been to help guide the creation of an Office of Institutional Research,
as described in Chapter Three. In response to recommendations from the WASC CPR Visitation Team and advice
from outside consultants, a search has been initiated for the newly-created position of Director of Institutional
Research. The searchis expected to be completed in the Fall 2009 semester, with the Office of Institutional Research

to become fully operational in Spring 2010.
Student Success

The focus of this team is on evaluating and improving the success of all our students, including historically under-
represented students. It draws upon the two initiatives HSU has been pursuing as a part of its WASC accreditation
review process: HSU Student Learning Outcomes and Making Excellence Inclusive. The focus group is working
to identify (or develop where necessary) curricular and co-curricular activities for achieving inclusive academic

excellence and student learning outcomes. This effort includes the development of university-wide metrics for the
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assessment of these activities, as well as student retention efforts (as discussed in Chapter 2, the recently-released
“DissectingDiversityatHSU” reportprovidessomekeybaselinedata). During Spring 2009, StudentSuccessfocusarea
leaders met with stakeholders across the campus and cataloged current campus efforts regarding the seven student
learning outcomes and inclusive academic excellence. Upon review of campus community recommendations, the
cabinet has identified the need for a campus-wide Enrollment Management Task Force. As also noted in Chapter 2,
the Task Force has been appointed after the recommendation for membership of the Task Force and for developing
recruitment and retention plans was vetted with the university’s department chairs, college deans, Academic
Senate, Staff Council, Associated Students and Vice Presidents. The Enrollment Management Task Force will draft

the enrollment and retention plans for campus-wide review and implementation in Spring 2010.
Campus Governance

Campus governance continues to be the one of the most controversial and difficult challenges at HSU. As the
Keeling and Associates report notes (see Appendix T), distrust and loss of confidence has been pervasive, not only
between faculty and administration, “... but also within and among the faculty and its governance structures.”
One example of how these multiple fractures have manifested themselves occurred in late Spring 2009, after the
President proposed appointing the Interim Provost to the permanent position as recommended by Keeling and
Associates. He had discussed the idea with a number of faculty, including all faculty members of the CIC, and with
other leaders on campus, finding that most of them expressed support for making such an appointment without
a national search, given the financial and organizational challenges facing the university. However, the Academic
Senate and the Academic Senate Executive Committee both strongly favored conducting the national search.
When the President followed through with his proposal, an emergency meeting of faculty was called and a vote
of “no confidence” was passed. Of the 394 faculty eligible to vote, 128 voted in favor of a vote of “no confidence,” 4
voted against, and 2 abstained. CSU Chancellor Charles Reed was informed of the vote but continues to support the
President, based on results of a recent external six-year review of the President. Chancellor Reed came to campus
at the beginning of the Fall 2009 semester to confer with administrative and faculty leadership. Since then, the

President and the Academic Senate have agreed to cooperate on strengthening shared governance.

Seeking effective ways to address the complex issues underlying HSU'’s difficulties with governance, the Cabinet’s
governance focus group met with governance bodies and leaders on campus from March through June of 2009.
The focus group documented a substantial body of conversations and ideas that were collected campus-wide. In
September 2009, the Cabinet convened with the President and the Academic Senate Executive Committee to urge
all members to work together to move the campus toward a system of governance that allows open discussion of
decisions and focuses on the best interests of the campus overall. During the current (2009-2010) academic year,
Cabinet representatives have examined governance models generally considered effective at peer institutions, and
they have invited representatives from San Diego State University and California State University at Long Beach to
visit our campus and share information about their approaches to governance. Based on all this information, the
Cabinet will develop a set of proposed changes to HSU’s governance model and vet them with the campus, which

will then implement the changes.
Navigating the Budget Crisis

As a result of the budget crisis in California, HSU must drastically reduce its budget, as well as seek increased
levels non-state support. For the current (2009-2010) academic year, HSU faces a $10.1M baseline reduction in state

funding and an additional $2.1M one-time funding reduction.

The President and Vice Presidents have developed a set of budget reduction principles that are tied to the university

vision. One principle is that major budget reductions and reallocations be tied to the CSU system priorities and to
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campus priorities. Another principle states that, although HSU is reducing its budget, the institution must continue
to work toward realizing its institutional vision. The priorities set forth in the guideline are student success,

enrollment, WASC reaffirmation of accreditation, and revenue generation.

Although these financial challenges are unprecedented, HSU is fortunate to have recently engaged in a series of
campus-wide reviews. The accreditation review process, the program prioritization results in each division, and
the recommendations arising from the Maddox and the Keeling and Associates reviews have provided insights for
the strategic planning and decision making that we must undertake in order to address our budgetary constraints.
As mentioned previously, we have made progress on many recommendations from the consultants, and we are also
realizing momentum in support of the institutional commitments we made as part of the WASC self-study. This
work has positioned HSU to strategically modify, reorganize, reduce, or cut programs in ways that will make the
institution stronger when it emerges from this crisis, as well as to identify priorities on which our fundraising team
can focus its efforts. The institution is better-informed and better-prepared to make effective decisions than even

ayear ago.

Because most faculty, staff, and administrative units across the CSU agreed to furloughs, providing a one-time
budget reduction measure for AY 2009-10, HSU has time to plan how it will implement significant base budget
reductions for AY 2010-11. A number of approaches are being taken, with divisions examining their plans for AY
2009-10 and their program prioritization results in order to make decisions for budget cuts. For example, student
enrollment targets for HSU, as at other CSU campuses, are being set lower, which requires strategic decisions about
which programs should be limited or reduced in size. At HSU, with academic prioritization underway, the resources
that were expected to result from restructuring or eliminating programs evaluated as having a low priority are being
absorbed by budget shortfalls rather than becoming available for augmenting other programs, as initially intended.
Additional metrics are also being used to determine program viability and guide decisions regarding resource
allocation or reduction through benchmarking comparisons with other institutions on such on such measures as

numbers of majors, student-faculty ratios (SFRs), number of units required, and program graduation rates.
Extending Quality Improvement in Administrative Affairs

When the WASC CPR visit was concluded, the feedback directed HSU to provide data for Quality Improvement (QI)
work conducted in Administrative Affairs. At the time of the Capacity and Preparatory Review, the Division had
completed an analysis of strengths, weaknesses opportunities, and threats (SWOT) and had formed several project
teams to focus on improving various services on campus. Each team focused on one or more of the following

themes: customer service, communication, integrity, efficiency, and campus image.
Building Data Capacity and Using Evidence to Focus Improvement Efforts

One of the cultural challenges with this enterprise was getting teams and departments to begin tracking
their services. Project teams measured data on campus building security, enrollment applications for specific
departments, training registration trends, and service satisfaction rates. Each team learned some basis for
measurement of quality improvement projects. Of the teams that committed to improvements initially, many
became inactive. Although some teams lost momentum and became inactive, the ones that prevailed were able to

demonstrate the value of the improvement process and methods. Some key successes are described below.
Improving Business Information Services

The acquisition and retrieval of important information is critical to effective assessment. In order to support such

data management, the Administrative Information Systems (AIS) department team developed and built a service
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requestdatabaseanddeliverysystem, nicknamed “En Fuego.” The systemwasdesigned primarilytoimproveservice,
but also allowed the acquisition of service metrics and assessment of customer satisfaction levels. Administrative
Affairs users in need of technical support are able to submit a request for help at any time, but can also identify
the level of severity or importance of their problem. This approach facilitates work prioritization for the Business
Information Services (BIS) department, now Administrative Information Services (AIS), as support personnel can
see all requests and their priority and can accept the work based on their expertise, ensuring that critical service
issues are not dependent on a single resource. The department continues to serve users via telephone, email, and
in-person requests, but the use of the “En Fuego” tool has increased significantly and become a mainstream part

of AIS operations.

After six months, the department conducted a survey with existing users of the tool to determine the satisfaction
level with department services overall. The results reflect an overwhelming appreciation of and satisfaction
with service levels and staff courtesy, expertise, and professionalism. The survey also confirmed that the service
delivery tool was working to accomplish what the team intended: timely and efficient response, resolution, and

communication to allow users to continue working.
Using Data to Monitor Website Effectiveness

In Spring 2008, trainers started to teach departments how to use a free internet service called Google Analytics.
This technology allows departments to assess how their website is being utilized by visitors by tracking a variety
of metrics and data points. Plant Operations, Human Resources, Finance and Budget, Administrative Information
Services, the Oceanography department, and Training & Professional Development sites are able to use the reports

to help understand the needs of online visitors and plan site improvements.
Lowering Costs and Improving Quality with Team Projects and Assessment

In 2008, a survey of campus managers in Administrative Affairs revealed that the Student Assistant Payroll process
was in need of attention. Based on the survey results and consultation with Finance and Payroll managers, a team
was assembled to determine the root cause of the gaps in this student payroll process. The team interviewed
several campus departments that hire, train, and utilize student assistant workers. The team discovered that the
Student Assistant Time Voucher form was causing too many errors, simply because of the form’s design. The team
committed to changing the student payroll form to see if this would diminish the number of errors. The Payroll
department notes that the estimated fraction of vouchers with errors has been reduced from about 1/3 to 1/6 with

the new form, a substantial improvement and increase in efficiency.

In May and November of 2008, the CSU System-wide Quality Improvement program provided training for
the Malcolm Baldridge-based approach called “Excellence in Higher Education” to all Quality Improvement
professionals. The program showed promise as a more relevant approach to quality improvement than the
previous business-oriented approach because it was tailored specifically to higher education needs. The HSU
Quality Improvement analyst attended the May training and then presented the materials to campus stakeholders
at Humboldt upon returning. Based on interest from various campus departments, eight campus employees
attended the November session. Three departments have subsequently begun or completed an EHE assessment
and planning project: the Advising Center, Human Resources, and the newly-formed Center for Excellence in

Learning and Teaching.
Revising Institutional Approaches to Teaching and Learning

The support of student learning is the focus of both themes chosen by HSU: the identification and development of

student learning outcomes and the effective support of students from underrepresented groups.
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In order to strengthen the resources available to help campus educators in these efforts, a new Center for Excellence
in Learning and Teaching (CELT) was established in July 2008. Formed by bringing together the former Courseware
Development Center staff and the Faculty Development/Communication Across the Curriculum Coordinator,
CELT supports and guides the university community in fostering engaged, in clusive, and continuous learning. In
June 2009, the half-time Faculty Associate for Assessment joined the team. A search for a new Director of Learning
Assessment, to coordinate assessment efforts campus-wide and provide leadership for the Center, was unsuccessful
in spring 2009. As aresult, management of the Center remains with the Vice Provost for the time being; however, the

search has been initiated again this year.

Emphasizingthe developmentof ongoingrelationships with campus educators for the purpose ofimproving student
learning, the CELT team uses a variety of evidence and input to plan its services and events. CELT collaborates
with the Faculty Development Advisory Committee, a standing subcommittee of the Academic Senate, to explore
options in programming. CELT also utilizes annual Faculty Interest Survey results, aggregates and analyzes event
evaluation data, and monitors participation in events, in consultations, and in the resources provided on the

Center’s dynamic, interactive website.

One example of sustained support is the series of two Writing Plan Implementation Workshops offered in
February and April 2009 to assist with the implementation of the policy for improving student writing. The
Faculty Development/Communication Across the Curriculum Coordinator invited Carol Holder, who facilitated
both of the workshops, to provide departments with assistance in identifying how they could best implement the
new approach in ways that address their programmatic goals. Continuing this support, assessment workshops in
the fall and spring will further assist departments as they prepare to assess and improve the writing of students

in their programs.

As another example, in May 2009, funding from the Provost, the College of Natural Resources and Sciences, and
the Office of Academic Programs and Undergraduate Studies enabled CELT to organize a Learning and Teaching
Institute, with keynote and workshop by Craig Nelson in addition to workshops facilitated by campus experts.
Drawingupon the scholarship ofteachingandlearning, evolutionarybiologist Craig Nelson described howstandard
classroom practices can routinely get in the way of student learning, especially among students from traditionally
underrepresented groups, and he stressed the responsibility that we have for changing such practices. In addition
to surveying participants before and after the event, a unique “My Notes” form printed on NCR paper allowed CELT
staff to collect copies of participant notes in order to identify specific changes that participants intended to make as

aresult of the Institute. They will follow up with reminders, resources, and offers of assistance.

As part of the HSU Training Collaborative (see below), CELT also works with other campus trainers to collaborate
on initiatives that are important to the university. For example, various types of training required to make materials
accessible,asnecessitated bytheAccessible TechnologyInitiative,arebeingdeveloped collaborativelybystaffin CELT,
Human Resources, and the Student Disability Resource Center. Similarly, planning for the upcoming Professional

Development Day for Diversity involves CELT staff and Human Resources staff, as well as DPAC members.

The CELT staff is also responding to the unfolding budget crisis in a number of ways. Because class sizes are being
increased, for example, CELT has developed quick-reference materials to assist faculty with implementing active
learning strategies in large classes. Planning is also underway for other course transformation efforts, including
the development of hybrid classroom/online courses to enhance campus capacity and scheduling flexibility while

guiding the design of effective learning experiences.
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Coordinating HSU Training and Professional Development

In Fall 2008 the Humboldt State Training and Professional Development Collaborative (TPDC) was developed,
representing an effort to cross division lines and enhance institutional capacity to conduct training and to track
and measure training effectiveness. This self-organized group began with the intent of various campus training
professionals to determine if resources, knowledge, and tools could be employed more effectively. The first group
projectwas to identify and adopt a shared, central training registration tool. Requirements were developed, models
were researched, and tools were identified that could capture meaningful metrics and patterns of training and
professional development at HSU. The group consulted with managers in their respective divisions; as a result,
a Memorandum of Understanding among Information Technology Services (ITS), Human Resources, and AIS

allowed the group to proceed further with the project and implement the tools that best met the criteria.

The university now has the capacity to develop a historical perspective on seminars, training, and professional
development, allowing for an assessment of what training has accomplished, what the critical needs are, and
what can be done to improve resources, content, and collective professional learning on campus. The value of the
registration and communication tools was demonstrated recently when furlough-specific information, policy,
payroll changes, and management classes were quickly made available to the campus community. Data about

which groups are being served, and to what degree their needs are being met, will shape future offerings.
Learning, Changing, and Moving Forward in Difficult Times

In collecting and discussing evidence that indicates how well HSU is accomplishing its institutional purposes,
the campus learns where changes should be made. Developing the processes for actually making such changes,
however, is more difficult. Paradoxically, while the budget situation in some ways exacerbates this difficulty, it also
makes action unavoidable. At a time when maintaining the status quo is not an option, the questions that remain

are these: which actions will the campus decide to take, and on what basis will those decisions will be made?

Inthiscontext, HSU isstrivingto baseits decisionsonwhatitislearningthrough the systematic collection ofevidence.
In such disparate areas as achieving fiscal transparency, managing large-scale institutional change, improving the
quality of administrative functions, increasing the amount of external funding, and supporting the enhancement of

student learning, the university is making concrete progress toward consistent, evidence-based improvement.
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A Reflection on the Accreditation Review Process

We entered the reaccreditation process over four years ago, identifying the two themes on which our institutional
self-study has subsequently centered. Together, both themes have consistently directed the university community’s
attentiontoourcoreinstitutional purposeofproducingstudentlearning,and theyhavehighlighted the complexways

in which institutional resources, practices, and structures must align in order to foster educational effectiveness.

One theme focused on the HSU educational experience, about which we sought to answer three questions: (1)
What are the core academic expectations for HSU students? (2) Are these core academic expectations being met by
HSU students? (3) Are HSU students achieving proficiency in written communication skills? We have successfully
addressed (1) through the development of the seven institutional learning outcomes. When we discovered through
a coordinated assessment effort that the answer to (3) was that too many students were not achieving proficiency,
we were able to use the assessment results to develop — and support implementation of — a policy integrating
writing into the outcomes and assessment cycles of major programs. We have only partially answered (2), though
initial assessment results have already provided guidance for subsequent curricular and instructional revisions.
The institutionalization of ongoing learning assessment has been a long-standing challenge for the university,
but, as part of the accreditation review process, we have built capacity for collecting meaningful assessment
evidence in ways that answer significant questions about student learning. We are working to arrive at an explicit
understanding of the connections among program, general education, co-curricular, and institutional outcomes
and their assessment. We have tried a variety of assessment methods; some have worked well, while others have not.
These efforts, and the lessons learned from them, will be better coordinated now that responsibility for oversight
of learning outcomes assessment processes has been located in a more centralized curricular body. Most critical
to our improvement in this vital area will be the forthcoming hire of a Director of Learning Assessment to provide

guidance for HSU’s assessment and learning improvement efforts.

The second theme focused on three additional questions: (1) Which program areas at HSU are most successful at
retaining and graduating underrepresented students? (2) What are the “best practices” that characterize program
areas that are successful in supporting access and success of underrepresented students? (3) How can these and
other “best practices” be used to facilitate underrepresented students’ access, persistence, academic achievement,
and graduation in other program areas at HSU? We have been able to answer (1) through the disaggregation of
student data and (2) through consultation with key departments and programs. Question (3) is currently being
addressed through a cascading program involving academic departments and other units which are selecting
“best practices” to implement. The campus, as well as these departments and units, have begun to develop
and implement strategies aimed at long-term, sustained improvement. We will continue to track disaggregated

measures of student success to determine what is working and where.

Throughout the review process, the university has wrestled with long-term organizational and cultural challenges.
Thesehaveincluded thelack ofasharedinstitutional vision and direction, aneed for more effective decision making,
mistrust in various forms and at various levels, and pervasive organizational silos. Each of these challenges has
presented its own set of barriers; however, they are also interconnected. Fundamentally, HSU was faced with the

need to plan as a community and to act more collectively, with the well-being of the university as a primary goal.

Over the course of the accreditation review process, we have made progress in organizational renewal. One of the
most visible achievements in this regard is the convening of a cross-divisional Cabinet for Institutional Change
(CIC) charged specifically with developing new approaches to address some of our most persistent and difficult
challenges. This body intentionally and successfully transcends the silos identified in the CPR Visitation Team'’s
report. It has not only worked toward the goal of addressing specific challenges, but along the way it also has

sought to model some general processes that other campus groups could use for finding collaborative solutions to
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dilemmas that tend to divide us. Another substantial achievement in organizational renewal is the restructuring
of curricular oversight through the development of a new Integrated Curriculum Committee (ICC), now reporting
directly to the Academic Senate. It, too, transcends organizational silos, integrating perspectives across colleges
and divisions, and fostering collaboration among faculty, staff, and administrators. Both the CIC and the ICC are

working toward removing some of the barriers to effective planning and collective action.

Program prioritization processes, which were conducted in Academic Affairs, Student Affairs, Administrative
Affairs, and Advancement, constitute major steps toward clarifying and communicating institutional focus. While
this was planned in advance of the current California state budget crisis, the timing was fortuitous: by the time the
dimensions of our budget reductions were known, we had already developed sets of relative priorities to provide

direction as additional cuts become necessary.

In the same vein, substantial improvements in the transparency of budget and business processes, along with an
institutional commitment to providing broad access to common sets of data, are beginning to inform decision
making and improve trust on campus. Quality Improvement and Excellence in Higher Education efforts, which
have now expanded beyond Administrative Affairs, have resulted in the demonstrated enhancement of workflow

and priority setting in several units.

Humboldt State University has engaged in the sequential accreditation review process with the intention of
assessing our current effectiveness and sustaining long-term success as an educational institution. In developing
the Institutional Proposal, we placed studentlearningat the heart of the review process. In the course of the Capacity
and Preparatory Review, we were able to clarify the key components of an HSU education and identify ways to
remove barriers that were preventing too many students from achieving success. However, we also found ourselves
lacking components of institutional infrastructure that we needed in order to fulfill our core commitment to
educational effectiveness. It became clear that we needed to clarify institutional priorities and reallocate resources
in order to support those priorities. Progress in this area has been swift, resulting in new institutional investments

in Institutional Research, the Office of Diversity and Inclusion, and assessment efforts.

In proceeding through the Educational Effectiveness Review, then, we not only collected and analyzed evidence of
our current effectiveness, we also developed new structures, resources, and processes to sustain and improve our

educational effectiveness in the years to come.
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Graduate Writing | Faculty panels specially | Writing outcome requirement
Institutional level Assessment Web Proficiency Exam convened to assess for all undergraduate
page exams programs instituted
General Education
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Portfolio English faculty, now Purpose and vision of
Assessment Web Program Planning and | portfolio evolving with more
A . page Assessment emphasis on self-reflective
rea A-written . S .
L subcommittee of writing, instruction in web 2006
communication A . X
Integrated Curriculum research, including cultural
Committee studies and technology as
content for writing to learn
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Faculty teaching Training of instructors for
Assessment Web assignments courses, University consistency in use of speech
page Curriculum Committee, rubrics
Area A-oral now Program Planning
o 2006
communication and Assessment
subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Faculty teaching
Assessment Web assignments courses, University
page Curriculum Committee,
. now Program Planning
Area A-critical and Assessment 2006

thinking

subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

CATEGORY

Have formal
learning
outcomes
been
developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published?

Other than GPA,
what evidence is
used to determine

that graduates
have achieved

stated outcomes
for the degree?

Who interprets the
evidence? What is the
process?

How are findings used?

Date of last
program
review for
this degree
program?

Area B

Yes

Syllabi, Catalog and
Assessment Web

page

Embedded
assignments

Faculty teaching
courses, College of
Natural Resources and
Sciences Curriculum
Committee, now
Program Planning and
Assessment
subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee

Improvement of assessment
processes, establish course-
by course outcomes for GE
Math outcomes and align
with Area B outcomes

2006

Area C

Yes

Syllabi, Catalog and
Assessment Web

page

Embedded
assignments

Faculty teaching
courses, College of Arts
Humanities and Social
Sciences Curriculum
Committee now
Program Planning and
Assessment
subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee

Improvement of assessment
processes

2006

Area D

Yes

Syllabi, Catalog and
Assessment Web

page

Embedded
assignments

Faculty teaching
courses, College of Arts
Humanities and Social
Sciences Curriculum
Committee now
Program Planning and

Assessment

Improvement of assessment
processes
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

CATEGORY

Have formal
learning
outcomes
been
developed?

Where are these
learning outcomes
published?

Other than GPA,
what evidence is
used to determine
that graduates
have achieved
stated outcomes
for the degree?

Who interprets the
evidence? What is the
process?

How are findings used?

Date of last
program
review for
this degree
program?

subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee

Area E

Yes

Syllabi, Catalog and
Assessment Web

page

Embedded
assignments

Faculty teaching
courses, University
Curriculum Committee,
now Program Planning
and Assessment
subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee

Improvement of assessment
processes

Diversity and Common
Ground

Yes

Syllabi, Catalog and
Assessment Web

page

Embedded
assignments

Faculty teaching
courses, University
Curriculum Committee,
now Program Planning
and Assessment
subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee

Improvement of assessment
processes

2003

Communication and
Ways of Thinking

Yes

Syllabi, Catalog and
Assessment Web

page

Embedded
assignments

Faculty teaching
courses, University
Curriculum Committee,
now Program Planning
and Assessment
subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee

Improvement of assessment
processes

Institutions-History

Yes

Syllabi, Catalog and

Embedded

Faculty teaching

Improvement of assessment

2002
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
Assessment Web assignments courses, University processes
page Curriculum Committee,
now Program Planning
and Assessment
subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Faculty teaching Improvement of assessment
Assessment Web assignments courses, University processes
page Curriculum Committee,
Institutions- now Program Planning
2002
Government and Assessment
subcommittee of
Integrated Curriculum
Committee
Undergraduate Degree Programs
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results | Emphasize impact of social
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department | class on cultures so students 2008
Anthropology page meeting or retreat less likely to treat class as
different cultures
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Assessment committee | Improve rubric. Have faculty
Art Assessment Web assignments write a more detailed 2009
page description of assignments.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded test Program faculty, results Incorporate more active
Assessment Web questions approved | discussed at department | learning in BIO 104Increase
Biology page by curriculum meeting or retreat lab a_ctivities and discussion 2004
section content devoted to

committee

developing and testing

hypotheses. Expect continued
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
improvement in knowledge
of evolutionary theory given
requirement for all majors to
take course in Evolution
instituted a few years ago.
Examine retention,
particularly of students from
under- represented groups
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded test Program faculty, results Increase lab activities and
Assessment Web questions approved | discussed at department discussion section content
page by curriculum meeting or retreat devoted to developing and
committee testing hypotheses. Expect
continued improvement in
Botany knowlegige of evglutionary 2004
theory given requirement for
all majors to take course in
Evolution instituted a few
years ago. Examine retention,
particularly of students from
under- represented groups
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | ETS Major Field | Program faculty, results | Major curriculum revision is
Business Assessment Web Study test; MAPP | discussed at department being undertaken. 2003
Administration page testand CSU BAT meeting or retreat
Test
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded test Program faculty, results Satisfied with results No
Assessment Web questions discussed at department planned changes
Chemistry page meeting or retreat 2005
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results Expand assessment of
Child Development Assessment Web assignments discussed at department writing 2000
page meeting or retreat
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results All instructors for major's
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department | courses will spend more time
Communication page meeting or retreat in skill development for 2003
creating an argument
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Quiz for graduating Program results Need to improve turnout.
Assessment Web seniors (for discussed at department | Results influencing current
Computer Information page incentive) meeting or retreat project to create single 2002
Systems faculty, academic program as result
of prioritization
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and ETS Major Field | Program faculty, results Need to improve turnout.
Assessment Web Study test discussed at department | Results influencing current
Computer Science page Quiz fo.r graduating meeting or retreat proje(_:t to create single 2008
seniors (for academic program as result
incentive) of prioritization
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results Develop ways to identify,
Dance Studies Assessment Web assignments, discusse_d at department monitor qnd impro_ve all 2004
page student survey meeting or retreat collaborative experiences.
Reevaluate testing prompts
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Senior exit Program faculty, results Examine how SLO are
. Assessment Web surveys, senior discussed at department | divided between three core
Economics . . 2003
page theory exam, meeting or retreat theory courses. Review stats

Capstone portfolio

offerings around campus,
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
possibly create own upper
division course. Possibly add
0 unit lab to 210.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Portfolio Program faculty, results Findings identical to first
Assessment Web discussed at department years. Plans to analyze
page meeting or retreat components of portfolio
English scoring to see relative 2008
strength/weakness of
component outcomes
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Student surveys, Program faculty, results | Re-educate ERE faculty of
Assessment Web Fundamentals of | discussed at department pre and post knowledge,
page Engineering exam meeting or retreat skills and attitudes for ERE
courses. Need to update
because of program
curricular change.
Remapping of these on
Environmental curriculum and assess
L 2004
Resource Engineering coverage.
Encourage students to enroll
in Spring review course and
take the test in April rather
than October. Share results
with lower division majors to
emphasize appropriate course
enrollment sequencing.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results | Increase attention to chemical
Environmental Science Assessment Web assignments discussed at department processes in ENVS 110. 2004
page meeting or retreat Better clarification of
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,
Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
expected element in capstone
reports.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and
Ethnic Studies Assessment Web 2008
page
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results Change in course
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department | organization to more clearly
page meeting or retreat differentiate lab and lecture
skills and knowledge.
Keep Fisheries Science
Communication as
Fisheries Biology requirement for all majors. 2002
Use two or more reviewers
(rather than just course
instructor) for assessment
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results | Greater attention to critical
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department thinking in the capstone
page meeting or retreat course. Further analysis of
Forestry curriculum and planned 2001
improvements in assessment
processes
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and
French Assessment Web 2008
page
10
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results Plans about assessment
Geography Assessment Web assignments discussed at department processes themselves 2003
page meeting or retreat
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Alumni survey, Program faculty, results | Used senior projects for BS
Assessment Web Senior theses discussed at department | in Geology--but only 3. So
page meeting or retreat long term strategy to
Geology continue examining these. 2006
Planned improvements in
assessment processes
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results | Increase attention to writing
. Assessment Web assignments discussed at department | skills and reference citations
History . - 2006
page meeting or retreat in HIST 210
No and
. currently being
Industrial Technology evaluated for 2003
discontinuance
Interdisciplinary No, and
) currently 2005
Studies
unfunded
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and
Assessment Web
page
International Studies 2008
Journalism Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results | More assignments involving 2004

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department deadline writing. Greater
page meeting or retreat emphasis in "convergence
writing within courses in
each emphasis. Informal
team-teaching approach.
Evaluate transfer students'
writing skills more
effectively
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results | Improve analysis tools and
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department | reanalyze assessment data to
page meeting or retreat identify redundancy of
outcomes and deficiency of
outcomes in courses. ldentify
strategies to improve
L deficiencies.
Kinesiology Revisions of exit exam, and 2003
implement entry exam to
enable pre-post analysis.
Review of all syllabi and
course descriptions to ensure
consistency
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results Improvement of student
Liberal Assessment Web assignments discussed at department writing, including
Studies/Elementary page meeting or retreat distributing scoring rubrics to 2005
Education them.
Liberal Studies/non- No and 2003

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
Teaching Option currently being
evaluated for
discontinuance
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Quiz for graduating | Program faculty, results Increase assignments that
Assessment Web seniors (for discussed at department require formal writing
page incentive) meeting or retreat
Embedded Refer results to department
assignments curriculum committee.
Mathematics Anticipate review/rewrite of 2008
learning outcomes for MATH
240, 370, 351, and 313.
Department wide discussion
on pedagogy
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results Increase variety of music
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department forms performed by
page meeting or retreat ensembles. Add more
preparatory work on the
sonata form in a music theory
Music course. 2003
Hold students to high
standards in Ear Training
courses, and have struggling
students repeat foundational
rather than advanced courses.
. . Yes Syllabi, Catalog and
Natl\_/e American Assessment Web 2009
Studies
page
Natural Resources Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results | Require all students to take 2001

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
Planning and Assessment Web assignments discussed at department Environmental
Interpretation page meeting or retreat Communication
Have instructors use the SLO
rubrics as guidance for
designing specific
assignments
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | ATI and NCLEX | Program faculty, results Faculty have spent the last
Assessment Web exams discussed at department | couple of years engaging in
page meeting or retreat major curricular revisions.
Revise the RV-BSN Bridge
Option. Implement faculty
Nursing deve_lopment acti\_/ities 2009
regarding use of evidence-
based teaching-learning
strategies. Improve
standardized data collection,
review, analysis, and
reporting mechanisms.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results Insure students shout on
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department | research vessel in order to be
page meeting or retreat heard
Developed new exercise to
target writing the discussion
Oceanography section of a scientific paper. 2004

Increase amount of practice
at finding and reading
primary literature.
Increase use of short in-class
quizzes in OCN 109 to help

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
deepen student learning.
Increase application practice
activities in OCN 320.
Develop exam question bank
to be used in both lower and
upper division courses
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Exit exam, Program faculty, results Increase number of
Assessment Web embedded discussed at department | assignments asking students
page assignments meeting or retreat to read and interpret
philosophical writing.
Reevaluate timing and
Philosophy content of exit exam. 2004
Increase emphasis on
philosophical concepts,
including correct
identification in student
essays. Increase attention to
formalizing arguments
Yes, and Syllabi, Catalog and | Portfolio of student | Program faculty, results | Had been trying portfolios,
currently being Assessment Web work, primarily discussed at department but found but too much
evaluated for page course exams meeting or retreat variation in contents to make
Physical Science discontinuance com_parison/aggregation 2007
possible. Plan to develop
examination to be given to all
students in senior seminar.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Portfolio of student | Program faculty, results | Had been trying portfolios,
Physics Assessment Web work, primarily discussed at department but found but too much 2008
page course exams meeting or retreat variation in contents to make

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Administration

Assessment Web

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
comparison/aggregation
possible. Plan to develop
examination to be given to all
students in senior seminar.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results Greater emphasis on
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department | explicitly teaching students
page meeting or retreat how and when to use
reference sources and how
and why peer-reviewed and
popular studies differ in
lower division courses.
Develop more specific and
focused essay prompts to
Political Science foster more thoughtful 2008
student reflection based on
experiential immersions.
Implement new strategies to
reduce number of
incompletes in required
experiential courses..
Possibly restrict courses to
juniors and seniors.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Multiple choice Program faculty, results Satisfied with results No
Psychology Assessment Web exam in senior discussed at department planned changes 2008
page capstone course meeting or retreat
Recreation Yes Syllabi, Catalog and 2003

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
page
No and
Rangeland Resource currently being
X 2003
Science evaluated for
discontinuance
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Senior capstone Program faculty, results Experiment with
Assessment Web course discussed at department implementing greater
Religious Studies page meeting or retreat penalties for students' failure 2009
to meet their own deadlines.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Senior Exit survey, | Program faculty, results | Re-invigorated Community
Social Work Assessment Web Alumni survey, discusse_d at department A_dvisory _Committee to 2007
page Field Supervisor meeting or retreat review curriculum. Faculty
evaluation will review course elements.
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Senior projects Program faculty, results | Greater connection between
Assessment Web discussed at department content in required theory
Sociology page meeting or retreat and methods course. 2008
Changed procedures for
approving senior projects
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and
Spanish Assessment Web 2008
page
. Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results | Improvement in assessment
Theatre, Film and - .
Dance Assessment Web assignments dlscusse_d at department processes and prompts 2004
page meeting or retreat
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results | Greater inclusion of materials
Wildli Assessment Web assignments discussed at department | on wildlife laws and federal
ildlife . . . 2003
page meeting or retreat lands, in multiple courses.

Curricular change

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded Program faculty, results Hold faculty development
Assessment Web assignments discussed at department workshop to identify
page meeting or retreat methods to teach
intersectionality more
effectively.
Women’s Studies Consider requiring a second 2006
transnational course as part
of the major. Fine tune
assignment
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Embedded test Program faculty Increase lab activities and
Assessment Web questions approved discussion section content
page by curriculum devoted to developing and
committee testing hypotheses. Expect
continued improvement in
knowledge of evolutionary
Zoology theory given requirement for 2004
all majors to take course in
Evolution instituted a few
years ago. Examine retention,
particularly of students from
under- represented groups
Graduate Degree Programs
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Thesis Student’s graduate
Biology Assessment Web committee 2004
page

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review
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Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
BUSIness Yes Syllabi, Catalog and CuImi_nating Student’s graduate
L . Assessment Web project committee 2003
Administration page
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Thesis or project Student’s graduate
Education Assessment Web committee 2008
page
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Culminating Student’s graduate
English Assessment Web project committee 2008
page
Environmental Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Thesis or project Student’s graduate
Assessment Web committee 2005
Systems
page
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Thesis or project Student’s graduate
Kinesiology Assessment Web committee 2003
page
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Thesis Student’s graduate
Natural Resources Assessment Web committee 2001
page
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Thesis Student’s graduate
Psychology Assessment Web committee 2008
page
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Thesis or project Student’s graduate
. . Assessment Web committee
Social Science
page
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and Comprehensive
Social Work Assessment Web exam 2007
page
Sociology Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Thesis or project Student’s graduate 2008

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review

19



Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

Other than GPA,

Have formal what evidence is Date of last
learning Where are these used to determine Who interprets the program
CATEGORY outcomes learning outcomes that graduates evidence? What is the How are findings used? review for
been published? have achieved process? this degree
developed? stated outcomes program?
for the degree?
Assessment Web committee
page
Yes Syllabi, Catalog and | Thesis or project Student’s graduate
Theatre Arts Assessment Web committee 2004
page

Credential Programs
Elementary Education Yes
Secondary Education Yes
Administrative No
Services
Pupil Personnel No
Services
Adapted Physical No
Education
Special Education Yes

Required Exhibits — Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review
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Inventory of Concurrent Accreditation and Key Performance Indicators

ey
Name of accredited or
certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for
this program

©)

Date of most
recent
accreditation
action by agency

(4)

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

Q)

One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

by program

(6)
For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
link to cell for graph if desired.

Bachelor of Arts in Social
Work

Master of Social Work

Council on Social Work
Education

October, 2006 -
reaffirmation

October, 2004 -
initial
accreditation

None noted

None noted

Achievement of
Student Learning
Outcomes — all
graduating Seniors

Comprehensive
Examination —all
graduating MSW
students

2008-09 Assessment Report

Analysis of Comprehensive Examination

Kinesiology and
Recreation
Administration
Department

Commission on
Accreditation of
Athletic Training
Education

May 8, 2009

Received written notification of
voluntary withdrawal from
CAATE Accreditation, effective
June 2010.

Results of
Certification
Examination

Employment rate

Academic Exam Passed
Year Graduates  Attempted Exam
06-07 4 4 3
07-08 7 5 3
08-09 5 0 0

Bachelor of Science in
Environmental Resources
Engineering (ERE)

Accreditation Board for
Engineering and
Technology —
Engineering
Accreditation
Commission (ABET-
EAC)

August 8, 2007

-Accredited to
September 30,
2011

e Criterion 6 — Facilities and
Criterion 7 — Institutional
Support and Financial
Resources were cited as a
concern. Overall institution
financial support for the
program appeared to be
severely limited.

Criterion 3 — Program
Outcomes Assessment was cited
as a concern. Achievement of
outcome “k”” the ability to use
the techniques, skills and
modern engineering tools
necessary for engineering
practice,” has been increasingly
difficult due to the long-term
lack of adequate programmatic
funding for updating equipment
and facilities

o Pass rates of the
Fundamentals of
Engineering Exam
(See Figure 1 at end
of Appendix D).

* Rate at which
graduates are
employed or in
graduate school in a
field related to their
major.

o Passing rate of the Fundamentals of Engineering
(FE) exam for environmental engineering
majors at Humboldt State University, in
California (State) and national for 1997-2004
(see Figure 1).

o ERE program performance criteria state 80% of
graduates will be employed or continuing
education in a field related to environmental
engineering within 3 months after graduation.
This criterion is met in years 1999, 2000, 2001
and 2002. No data is available beyond 2002.

! Within the WASC region only
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Inventory of Concurrent Accreditation and Key Performance Indicators

ey
Name of accredited or
certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for
this program

©)

Date of most
recent
accreditation
action by agency

(4)

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

Q)

One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

by program

(6)

For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use

link to cell for graph if desired.

Master’s Program in Commission on Applied | Reaccreditation Continued improvement of Currently in our Graduates
Practicing Sociology - and Clinical Sociology process ongoing program assessment reaccreditation period
Sociology Department Fall. 8-9-09 with CACS. ) .
’ Reaccreditation report Teaching  Practicing
and accompanying Track Track Both  Total
documents filed 10/08 2004 1 0 1 2
and resubmitted
Spring ’09. Site visit 2005 6 4 ! 1
will be held Fall 2009. 2006 2 1 2 5
Need t(_) maintain 2007 4 3 1 )
supervisor/grad
coordinator practice 2008 4 1 3 8
placement release time | 2009 4 1 2 7
for reaccreditation.
School of Education: California Commission | 2002 No ongoing accreditation issues Use of Performance PACT data collected in 2009 for the first time.
Multiple Subjects on Teacher Assessment for Biennial report submitted to CCTC in Dec 2009
Credential Credentialing California Teachers
(PACT)
School of Education: California Commission | 2002 No ongoing accreditation issues Use of Performance PACT data collected in 2009 for the first time.
Single Subjects on Teacher Assessment for Biennial report submitted to CCTC in Dec 2009
Credential Credentialing California Teachers
(PACT)
School of Education: California Commission | 2002 No ongoing accreditation issues Candidate teaching Biennial report submitted to CCTC on program
Special Education on Teacher assessment and candidate data
Credential Credentialing
School of Education: California Commission | 2002 No ongoing accreditation issues Candidate portfolio Biennial report submitted to CCTC on program
Administrative Services on Teacher and candidate data
Credentialing
School of Education and | California Commission | 2002 No ongoing accreditation issues Inactive program. NA
Department of on Teacher
Kinesiology/Recreation Credentialing
Administration: Adapted
Physical Education
School of Education: California Commission | 2002 No ongoing accreditation issues Inactive program. NA

on Teacher
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Inventory of Concurrent Accreditation and Key Performance Indicators

ey
Name of accredited or
certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for
this program

©)

Date of most
recent
accreditation
action by agency

(4)

Summary (“bullet points”) of key
issues for continuing institutional
attention identified in agency

action letter or report

®)

One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

by program

(6)
For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
link to cell for graph if desired.

Reading Certificate

Credentialing

Society of American Society of American | 2003-2013 None since last review 1998-2002 Career See Table 1, October 2009 (FWR FTES+HC

Foresters (SAF) Foresters (SAF) Center Survey BY SEMESTER--YEAR--AREA)

-FORESTRY Forestry=84% See Table 2, October 2009 (FWR SFR BY

CURRICULUM Range=83% SEMESTER & ACADEMIC YEAR)
See Table 3, October 2009 (FWR
ENROLLMENT BY OPTION & GENDER)
See Table 4, October 2009 (FWR
ENROLLMENT BY OPTION BY
SEMESTER)

State Board of Forestry | State Board of Periodic RPF Not applicable 2001-2009 RPF See Table 5, October 2009 92001-1009 (RPF

(BOF) Forestry (BOF) examinations Exam Summary EXAM SUMMARY)

-REGISTERED provided by the 51% from HSU

PROFESSIONAL Cgllfornla 11% from Cal Poly

FORESTERS (RPF) Licensed %t

LICENSE Foresters 5% from UCB

Association 33% from outside

California
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ey
Name of accredited or
certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for
this program

©)

Date of most
recent
accreditation
action by agency

(4)

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

Q)

One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

by program

(6)
For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
link to cell for graph if desired.

Federal Office

Federal Office

Application for

Coursework must meet OPM

Entry level of 90 for

See USAJobs:

Personnel Personnel Federal Series: | standards. Rangeland http://jobsearch.usajobs.opm.gov/series_sear
Management (OPM) Management (OPM) | 430-Botanist Specialist met with | ch.asp
-FORESTRY and 454-Rangeland HSL_J RIRS
WILDLAND Specialist curriculum.
RESOURCES 457-Soil
CURRICULA v
Conservationist
460-Forester
470-Soil
Scientist
1315-
Hydrologist
Society for Range Society of Range Standards have | Have not applied at this time 1998-2002 Career See Table 1, October 2009 (FWR FTES+HC
Management (SRM) Management (SRM) | been revised Center Survey BY SEMESTER--YEAR--AREA).
-RANGELAND which will Forestry=84% See Table 2, October 2009 (FWR SFR BY
RESOURCES a“O;N HSU to Range=83% SEMESTER & ACADEMIC YEAR)
CURRICULUM apply See Table 3, October 2009 (FWR
ENROLLMENT BY OPTION & GENDER
See Table 4, October 2009 (FWR
ENROLLMENT BY OPTION BY
SEMESTER)
See: http://www.rangelands.org/srm.shtml
Chemistry American Chemical Currently in No issues have as yet been No performance Does not, as yet, apply.
Society (ACS); progress; review indicated; we are awaiting the indicators have as yet
Committee on by the ACS to committee’s comments. Original | been reported to us.

Professional Training;
Washington, D.C.

begin 9/15/2009.
The last
certification was

report sent 6/8/2009; addendum
submitted 9/8/2009.
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ey
Name of accredited or
certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for
this program

©)

Date of most
recent
accreditation
action by agency

(4)

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

Q)

One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

by program

(6)
For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
link to cell for graph if desired.

in 2001/2002.

Psychology Department California Commission | 2002 No ongoing accreditation issues Candidate portfolio

g” Lea(;_heif Candidate scores on
re_ entiating o No ongoing accreditation issues National licensing
National Association of exam (ETS Praxis Il

School Psychologists Test 401 School
(SPA for NCATE 2006 Psychologist)

Music National Sept. 20-21, *Review Ensembles (DONE) | «pronosal at the *The new proposal will take effect in fall
Association 2000 Clarify credit ICC. This 2010 if approved by the ICC. Syllabi
of Schools of hours/units in proposal counts 8 | and preliminary advising have begun to
Music University & ensembles towards | inform students of the specific of this
(NASM) Department the degree. (Itis | new ensemble requirement (contingent

publications (DONE)

Apply NASM 3:2 ratio
for applied music
instruction (HSU uses
2:1)

Continue oversight of
Music Academy
through IMDEMS
(DONE)

Enforce Recital Attendance
Policy (IN PROGRESS)

Review Advising Process
(DONE)

Increase advertising &
promotion of music

not a hidden
requirement.)
Specific ensemble
requirements are
stated.

Currently:

Music majors
must participate in
a performance
ensemble each
semester. (2009-
2010 HSU
catalog, p. 152;
HSU music
department
student handbook,
p. 2; Degree
planning guide;
Major contract,

upon approval of the ICC).
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ey
Name of accredited or
certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for

3)
Date of most
recent
accreditation

(4)
Summary (“bullet points”) of key
issues for continuing institutional
attention identified in agency

Q)
One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

(6)
For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
link to cell for graph if desired.

this program action by agency action letter or report by program
department events “Music
(PUBLICIST HIRED) Department
) . Curricular
Clarify Degree titles in Changes in

printed materials
(DONE)

Require an audition tape for
initial admission (AGAINST

CSU POLICY)

Response to
Assessment of
Outcome 2C”)

Art

National Association
of Schools of Art and
Design (NASAD)

October, 2005

Next Review
2014/15

Provide evidence that Art Dept
missions, goals and objectives
are included in appropriate
published materials including
the institutions web site

Program substance
and enrichment
opportunities for
majors, the
university
community and the
general populace

The institution is asked to
provide documentation that it
either has completed or is in
the process of completing all
projected actions associated
with safety and maintenance,
repair and replacement of
equipment and technology

Dept size and
number of majors

The Dept has experienced a great degree of
growth relative to the number of art majors
in recent year. And, with 450 majors the
dept. Is now considered to be one of the 2
largest academic units in the institution.

See NASAD Self Study

Further clarification is needed
regarding the status and
purpose of the Certificate of
Study in Art Museum and
Gallery Practices. Additionally
, the progress report should

Faculty
qualifications,
number of faculty
and distribution of
expertise

New tenure track faculty hires sent previous
review cycle in 1996/97.

All permanent faculty have terminal degrees
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(€ @) @) (4) Q) (6)
Name of accredited or Professional, special, Date of most Summary (“bullet points”) of key One performance For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
certificated program state’, or programmatic recent issues for continuing institutional indicator accepted by link to cell for graph if desired.
accreditation agency for accreditation attention identified in agency the agency; selected
this program action by agency action letter or report by program
document that published See NASAD Self Study

material regarding this
program is consistent with
actual practice.

The institution is asked to Governance and Improvement in department strategic
provide a status report Administration planning, and that the planning is aligned
regarding continuing efforts to with the institution

plan and evaluate for the
purpose of making the best
possible preparations for the
next decade. The process See NASAD Self Study
should indicate how the art
dept. is continuing to develop
strategies with specific
timetables for program
development and quality
enhancement, and for
allocating resources that
address long-term concerns
identified in the NASAD re-
accreditation process.

As these planning procedures
continue, the Commission
suggests that the department
concentrate on future
development based on
thorough analysis of current
strengths, potentials for new
human, material, and fiscal
resources, and the need of the
institution as related to the
institutional mission, size, and
scope.
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ey
Name of accredited or
certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for
this program

©)

Date of most
recent
accreditation
action by agency

(4)

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

Q)

One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

by program

(6)

For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
link to cell for graph if desired.

Teaching Loads and

Ratio exceeds NASAD Operational norms

class sizes

Facilities, See NASAD self-study
Equipment and

Safety

Library See NASAD self-study

Recruitment,
Admission, and
Retention

See NASAD Self Study

Published Materials

See NASAD self-study

Community
Involvement and
Articulation with
Other Schools

See NASAD self-study

Curriculum

See NASAD self-study

Visiting Team’s
Evaluation of
Student Work

See NASAD self-study

Nursing

California Board of
Registered Nursing

March 2003

In full compliance

At least a 70%
annual pass rate of
first time takers of
NCLEX for last 2
years

Persistent,
substantive pattern
of student
satisfaction with
program based on
periodic anonymous

Program outcome benchmark is a first time

NCLEX pass rate of 85%.

See attached spreadsheet for NCLEX pass

rate data
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)

Name of accredited or

certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for
this program

©)

Date of most
recent
accreditation
action by agency

(4)

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

Q)

One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

by program

(6)

For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
link to cell for graph if desired.

student surveys

Persistent,
substantive pattern
of employer’s
satisfaction with
graduates of
program passed on
periodic surveys of
employers
Evidence of action
taken on problems
identified in
program’s total
evaluation plan;
provide explanation
for attrition rate
>25%

More full time
faculty than part
time faculty (by
head count)

Nursing

Commission on
Collegiate Nursing
Education / American
Association of
Colleges of Nursing

Dec. 25, 1999

Interim report:
December
2005, Interim
report response:
March 2006

Demonstrate that resources
including support services and
technological support, are
sufficient to enable the
program to fulfill its mission,
philosophy, and goals/
objectives (Key Element 11-B)

Degree completion
rates for the
program are >80%
per year

NCLEX pass rate
for all test takers
over 3 year period is
>80%

Job placement rates
for program within
12 months following

See above
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ey
Name of accredited or
certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for
this program

©)

Date of most
recent
accreditation
action by agency

(4)

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

Q)

One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

by program

(6)
For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
link to cell for graph if desired.

degree completion
re >80%

Faculty members
are qualified &
sufficient in number
to accomplish the
mission, philosophy,
goals/ objectives,
and expected results
of the program.

Nursing

American Holistic
Nursing Certification
Corporation

April 28, 2006

In full compliance

Holistic standards
incorporated into all
courses with
outcomes evaluated

Curriculum based
on holistic nursing
model.

At least one faculty

member with
AHNA certification
Child Development Agency: National Accreditation e 82% rating in Curriculum: | There are 10 NAEYC does not track specific performance
Laboratory, Child Association for the under new improvement in specific program standards criteria on an annual basis and requires that
Development Education of Young | standards subjects (number of data provided for accreditation be no more
Children July 2007 o 80% rating in performance criteria | than one year old. Annual reports are
(NAEYC) Assessment: improvement in for each in provided to the accrediting body updating
We received child assessment parentheses): program activities, but not tracking specific

commendations
for

Relationships
(91%);
Teaching

e 100% rating in Health:
improvement in Nutrition (we
don’t serve meals)

e 80% rating in Community
Relationships: we do not co-
sponsor or co-fund community

e Relationships
(32)

e  Curriculum (70)
e Teaching (56)
e  Assessment of

performance criteria. Every five years a
complete re-accreditation is required.
Consequently performance criteria trend data
are not available.
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ey
Name of accredited or
certificated program

@)
Professional, special,
state', or programmatic
accreditation agency for
this program

©)

Date of most
recent
accreditation
action by agency

(4)

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

Q)

One performance
indicator accepted by
the agency; selected

by program

(6)

For one indicator, provide 3 years’ trend data. Use
link to cell for graph if desired.

(100%),
Teachers
(100%),
Families
(relationships
with families
and family
involvement)
(100%).

activities for financial reasons

e 90% rating in Physical
Environment: improvement in
building and physical plant

e 94% rating in Leadership
and Management:
improvement in program
evaluation

Child Progress
(25)

e Health (27)
e Teachers (14)
o  Families (27)

e Community
Relationships
(18)

e Physical
Environment
(44)

e Leadership and
Management
(51)

Criteria involve

multiple

performance
indicators including
documentation, self-
study reports and
family and teacher
surveys.
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Figure 1: Passing rate of the Fundamentals of Enmineenng (FE)} exam for environmmental
engineering majors at HSU (ERE), in Califormia (State) and national for 1997-2009.

32
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Table 1. October 2009 (FWR FTES+HC BY SEMESTER--YEAR--AREA).

FTES BY SEMESTER-YEAR-AREA

AREA F1996 F1997 F1998 F1999 F2000 F2001 F2002 F2003 F2004 F2005 F2006 F2007 F2008 F2009
FOREST-UG+GR 120.3 129.2 119.1 129.2 95.1 95.5 91.5 115.8 113.2 98.5 95.8 128.4 113
RANGE+SOILS 27.9 27.7 30.4 33.8 27.3 26.3 23.0 28.6 30.6 25.8 24.4 28.2 38.5
WATER-GR 10.4 13.5 13.7 16.5 14.4 12.3 21.4 17.9 14.5 13.9 6.8 13.1 10.7

TOTAL 158.6 170.4 163.2 179.5 136.8 134.1 135.9 162.3 158.3 138.2 127.0 169.7 162.2 0
AREA 5$1997 S51998  S1999 52000 52001 52002 52003 52004 52005 52006 52007 52008 52009 52010
FOREST-UG+GR 119 1126 102.6 97.7 93.9 87.5 94.9 94.2 79.1 78.7 102.4 107.4 110.3
RANGE+SOILS 29.9 33.6 37.8 325 23.2 26.3 26.2 39.0 30.4 31.0 26.7 31.8 35.5
WATER-GR 17.5 18.7 15.7 15.8 16.6 18.1 16.6 23.7 13.9 10.7 11.6 8.9 13.8

TOTAL 166.4 164.9 156.1 146.0 133.7 131.9 137.7 156.9 123.4 120.4 140.7 148.1 159.6 0
TOTAL AY FTES 325.0 3353 3193 325.5 270.5 266.0 273.6 319.2 281.7 258.6 267.7 317.8 321.8 0.0

HEADCOUNT BY SEMESTER-YEAR-AREA

AREA F1996 F1997 F1998  F1999  F2000 F2001  F2002  F2003  F2004  F2005  F2006  F2007  F2008  F2009
FOREST-UG+GR 244 249 251 225 191 182 157 156 155 145 145 159 171 195
RANGE+SOILS 21 15 18 21 22 26 28 36 43 35 24 26 37 43
WATER-GR 2 8 5 3 2 4 5 9 8 7 3 5 8 8
TOTAL 267 272 274 249 215 212 190 201 206 187 172 190 216 246
AREA $1997 S1998 S1999  S2000  S2001  S2002  S2003  S2004  S2005  S2006 ~ S2007  S2008  S2009  S2010
FOREST-UG+GR 239 246 217 207 190 164 157 158 139 132 141 166 164
RANGE+SOILS 21 17 20 21 22 21 30 41 44 30 27 29 40
WATER-GR 5 8 5 4 2 4 5 9 9 6 4 3 7
TOTAL 265 271 242 232 214 189 192 208 192 168 172 198 211 0
AVG AY HC 266 272 258 241 215 201 191 205 199 178 172 194 214
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Table 2. October 2009 (FWR SFR BY SEMESTER & ACADEMIC YEAR)

DEPT. AY 2003-2004 AY 2004-2005 AY 2005-2006 AY 2006-2007 AY 2007-2008 AY 2008-2008 AY 2009-2010

Fall  Spring Fall  Spring Fall  Spring Fall  Spring Fall  Spring Fall  Spring Fall  Spring

FWM 16.93 15.66 18.74 12.66 16.08 14.41 13.33 15.00

RRWS 14.27 16.78 12.05 10.13 12.27 14.85 15.84 11.58
FWR 17.52 16.66 1493 2251

Combined departments of Forestry & Watershed Management and Rangeland Resources & Wildland Soils in AY 2004-2005
Renamed the combined departments to Forestry & Wildland Resources in AY 2007-2008
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Table 3. October 2009 (FWR ENROLLMENT BY OPTION & GENDER)

FWR Department Enrollment by Option and Gender

AY 04-05
Spring 2005 Fall 2004
% %
0, 0,

Forestry M| %male | F | ¢ male M | %male ) F 1 tomale
Prod Mgt 5 63% 3 38% 9 82% 2 18%
Forestry 61 76% 19 24% 78 80% 20 20%
Conservation 15 71% 6 29% 10 53% 9 47%
Wildland Fire 7 70% 3 30% 7 70% 3 30%
Hydrology 5 83% 1 17% 4 100% O
Soil
Resource Mgt 7 70% 3 30% 9 75% 3 25%

Students by sex &
option TOTAL % 32 108 35
Students by sex & 0 0 0 0
option % AVG 74% 26% 76% 31%

RRWS
Range Res 11 50% 11 50% 12 50% 12 50%
Wildland Soil 10 45% 12 55% 10 50% 10 50%

Students by sex &
option TOTAL 21 23 22 22
Students by sex & 48% 539% 50% 50%

option % AVG
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AY 05-06
Spring 2006 Fall 2005

Forestry M| %male | F | %female M| %male | F | %female
Prod Mgt 7 88% 1 12% 9 82% 2 18%
Forestry 57 78% 16 22% 59 78% 17 22%
Conservation 13 68% 6 32% 12 60% 8 40%
Wildland Fire 13 81% 3 19% 15 79% 4 21%
Hydrology 5 71% 2 29% 4 67% 2 33%
Soil
Resource 5 8% 1  17%
Mgt 5 71% 2 29%

Students by sex

& option TOTAL 93 28

Students by sex 0 o

& option % AVG 76% 24%

RRWS
Range Res 6 43% 8 57% 8 42% 11 58%
Wildland Soil 6 40% 9 60% 8 47% 9 53%

Students by sex

12 17 1 2
& option TOTAL 6 0
Students by sex 42% 59% 45% 56%

& option % AVG
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AY 06-07
Spring 2007 Fall 2006
M | %male | F | %female M % male | F | % female

Forestry

Prod Mgt 17 89% 2 11% 9 82% 2 18%

Forestry 32 80% 8 20% 55 81% 13 19%

Conservation 19 83% 4 17% 13 72% 5 28%

Wildland Fire 24 80% 6 20% 22 92% 2 8%

Hydrology 9 64% 5 36% 11 69% 5 31%

Soil 2 100% 1 100% 0

RMegst‘)”rce 3 75% 1 25% 5 8% 1 17%
Students by sex
& option TOTAL 106 26 111 27
Students by sex 0 o 0 o
& option % AVG 82% 22% 83% 21%
RRWS

Range Res 4 36% 7 64% 5 45% 6 55%

Wildland Soil 9 56% 7 44% 5 33% 10 64%
Students by sex
& option TOTAL 13 14 10 16
Students by sex 46% 54% 39% 60%

& option % AVG
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AY 07-08
Spring 2008 Fall 2007
M | %male | F | % female M| %male | F | %female

Forestry
Prod Mgt 13 72% 5 28% 16 94% 1 6%
Forestry 28 82% 6 18% 42 81% 10 19%
Conservation 27 77% 8 23% 26 79% 7 21%
Wildland Fire 28 80% 7 20% 25 74% 9 26%
Hydrology 10 71% 4 29% 9 75% 3 25%
Soil 7 88% 1 12% 4 100% 0
E/legst" uree 1 100% 1 100%

Students by sex

& option TOTAL 113 32

Students by sex o o o o

& option % AVG 78% 33% 84% 33%

RRWS
Range Res 4 36% 7 64% 5 63% 3 37%
Wildland Soil 14 61% 9 39% 11 58% 8 42%

Students by sex

& option TOTAL 18 16 16 11

Students by sex 49% 599% 61% 40%

& option % AVG
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AY 08-09
Spring 2009 Fall 2008
M | %male | F | % female M | %male | F | % female
Forestry
Prod Mgt 14 78% 4 22% 15 79% 4 21%
Forestry 33 89% 4 11% 38 83% 8 17%
Conservation 22 79% 6 21% 23 79% 6 21%
Wildland Fire 33 77% 10 23% 27 79% 7 21%
Hydrology 20 95% 1 5% 20 91% 2 9%
Soil 7 78% 2 22% 8 80% 2 20%
Resource
Mgt
Students by sex
& option TOTAL 129 27 131 29
Students by sex o o o .
& option % AVG 83% 17% 82% 18%
RRWS
Range Res 7 54% 6 46% 6 46% 7 54%
Wildland Soil 12 57% 9 43% 12 55% 10 45%
Students by sex
& option TOTAL 19 15 18 17
Students by sex 56% 45% 51% 50%

& option % AVG
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Table 4. October 2009 (FWR ENROLLMENT BY OPTION BY SEMESTER)

STUDENTS LISTED AS FORESTRY MAJORS by OPTION

Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
2005 2006 2006 2007 2007 2008 2008 2009 2009 2010
Conservation 20 19 18 23 33 35 29 25 27
Forest Hydrology 6 7 16 14 12 15 22 21 22
Forest Soil* N/A N/A 1 2 4 7 10 9 9
General Forestry 76 73 68 40 52 42 46 30 54
Production Mgmt 11 8 11 19 17 16 19 20 18
Resource Mgmt** 7 6 6 4 3 1 0 0 0
Wildland Fire 19 16 24 30 34 36 34 44 49
Grad-NR Forestry 7 8 6 9 11 13 8 7 15
Grad-NR Watershed Mgmt 7 8 8 9 10 4 2 8
Secondary Maj--Conserv/Fire 2 1
TOTAL 153 145 158 150 175 177 172 158 203
* Forest Soil Option available Fall 2006
**Resource Management no longer offered after Spring 2005
STUDENTS LISTED AS RANGELAND RESOURCE or WILDLAND SOILS MAJORS by OPTION
Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
2005 2006 2006 2007 2007 2008 2008 2009 2009 2010
Rangeland Resources 19 14 11 11 8 11 13 12 11
Wildland Soils 17 15 15 16 19 21 22 23 25
Grad-NR Range & Soils 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 3 3
Secondary Maj--RRS 2 2
Secondary Maj--RRWS 1 2 2 2
TOTAL 38 31 27 29 29 35 39 42 43
FWR Department Totals 191 176 185 179 204 212 211 200 246
Data from HSU Analytical Studies, Banner Reports, and CNRS Graduate Office
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Table 5. October 2009 92001-1009 (RPF EXAM SUMMARY)

Demographics — 2001-2009 RPF Examinations

Exam Attempts Fail | Pass Total % Pass
First Time 84 | 127 211 60%
Retake 152 | 60 212 28%
Grand Total 236 | 187 423 44%
Education Fail | Pass Total % Pass
Cal Poly 12 21 33 64%
UC Berkeley 6 10 16 63%
HSU* 111 | 96 207 46%
Ed. not used to qualify 34 15 49 31%
B.S. Degree - Related 10 7 17 41%
A.S. Degree - Forestry 13 1 14 7%
A.S. Degree - Related 1 1 2 50%
Non-CA, B.S. Forestry 45 32 77 42%
Non-US BS Forestry 4 4 8 50%
Grand Total 236 | 187 423 44%
Recent Employer Fail | Pass Total % Pass
Industry 104 | 99 203 49%
Consulting 82 44 126 35%
State 35 37 72 51%
Federal 7 4 11 36%
County 7 2 9 22%
Other 1 1 2 50%
Grand Total 236 | 187 423 44%
* 51% of those passing the RPF Exam during 2001-2009 are from HSU Forestry
* HSU Forestry produces 4.6 times the RPF foresters than does Cal Poly Forestry
* HSU Forestry produces 9.6 times the RPF foresters than does UC Berkeley Forestry
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C.1 Enrollment History

University Enrollment and Student Credit Unit History

Summer Fall Spring

Summer Fall Spring Credit Credit Credit Summer Fall Spring

Year enroll enroll enroll Units Units Units FTES FTES FTES
96/97 7687 7403 108861 105907 7338.4 7137.5
97/98 7492 7347 106072 104846 7156.8 7073.4
98/99 7475 7342 106771 105956 7206.2 7147.9
99/00 7545 7334 105902 104687 7142.9 7057.4
00/01 1294 7433 7192 7664 103528 101618 513.7 6986.0 6855.8
01/02 1540 7382 7172 9800 102627 100634 656.8 6923.5 6795.1
02/03 1478 7611 7494 8910 105098 104665 597.9 7097.9 7071.0
03/04 1461 7725 7445 8963 106386 104521 601.7 7185.4 7052.3
04/05 7550 7183 105455 100310 7129.5 6774.7
05/06 1215 7462 7176 7193 103578 99240 489.7 6994.9 6707.5
06/07 1166 7435 7146 6892 101903 99616 465.2 6875.7 6718.9
07/08 1059 7773 7478 5992 106602 102384 406.1 7189.4 6909.0
08/09 531 7800 7521 2873 107025 104195 195.8 7223.4 7034.1
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C.2 All Student Demographics - Fall Terms

All Students enrolled Fall terms at census

SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 4,094 4,201 4,271 4,195 4,108 4,118 4,200 4,236
Male 3,288 3,410 3,454 3,355 3,354 3,317 3,573 3,564

Total 7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800

All Students FTE Fall terms at census

SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 3,899 3,967 4,022 3,999 3,888 3,838 3,919 3,971
Male 3,024 3,131 3,164 3,131 3,107 3,037 3,270 3,252

Total 6,923 7,098 7,185 7,130 6,995 6,876 7,189 7,223

All Students by Part/Full-Time status Fall terms

Status 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Full-Time 6,334 6,483 6,615 6,574 6,475 6,331 6,669 6,728
Part-Time 1,048 1,128 1,110 976 987 1,104 1,104 1,072

Total 7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800

Average Age of Students enrolled Fall terms

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Mean Age 25.5 25.4 25.5 25.6 25.7 254 25.3 25.0

Total 25.5 25.4 25.5 25.6 25.7 25.4 25.3 25.0
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Age Categories of Students enrolled Fall terms

Ages 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
<20 1,116 1,302 1,356 1,219 1,260 1,483 1,614 1,738
20-24 3,685 3,682 3,650 3,595 3,479 3,430 3,621 3,709
25-29 1,368 1,417 1,490 1,506 1,459 1,343 1,351 1,235
30-34 456 462 454 451 502 477 446 434
35-39 199 200 226 216 215 188 197 175
40-44 165 155 135 137 117 95 111 104
45-49 136 130 127 135 106 95 83 74
50-54 94 85 89 96 96 84 74 57
55-59 30 39 49 39 43 42 35 33
>= 60 133 139 149 156 185 198 241 241
7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800
All Students enrolled Fall terms by Ethnicity
ETHNICITY 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Asian 220 222 247 242 267 267 294 314
Black 185 191 212 209 231 264 278 269
Hispanic 553 603 614 588 703 743 797 823
Native American 194 199 199 176 163 180 176 176
Other 237 251 263 395 461 632 881 1,044
Pacific Islander 25 28 34 44 38 43 49 42
Unknown 1,181 1,321 1,370 1,321 1,245 1,188 1,184 1,100
White 4,787 4,796 4,786 4,575 4,354 4,118 4,114 4,032
Total 7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800

Updated Institutional Portfolio and Data Exhibits - Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review




Students enrolled Fall terms by Origin (based on prior institution)

ORIGIN 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Local 1,851 1,944 1,974 1,795 1,798 1,717 1,681 1,566
Northern CA 899 928 968 933 894 924 900 891
Bay Area 1,209 1,223 1,176 1,208 1,200 1,165 1,238 1,152
Central CA 866 871 891 892 855 850 915 912
Los Angeles 959 995 1,060 1,077 1,131 1,188 1,341 1,427
San Diego 371 352 373 388 391 409 403 440
Out of state 1,175 1,244 1,228 1,200 1,139 1,120 1,227 1,310
Foreign 51 54 54 56 52 62 66 98
Unknown 1 0 1 1 2 0 2 4

7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800

Students by Class Fall terms

CLASS 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Freshmen 1,287 1,420 1,485 1,289 1,280 1,542 1,670 1,757
Sophomore 975 946 892 973 893 860 1,011 966
Junior 1,601 1,733 1,646 1,654 1,647 1,637 1,719 1,855
Senior 2,555 2,467 2,659 2,613 2,575 2,427 2,360 2,291
Post-baccalaureate 964 1,045 1,043 1,021 1,067 969 1,013 931

7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800
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Average Unit Load by Class Fall terms

CLASS 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Freshmen 14.32 14.00 13.97 14.34 14.48 14.15 14.31 14.28
Sophomore 14.63 14.74 14.95 14.76 14.61 14.54 14.58 14.65
Junior 14.37 14.34 14.25 14.45 14.50 14.38 14.25 14.11
Senior 14.19 14.07 14.04 14.22 14.10 13.91 13.83 13.85
Post-baccalaureate 11.06 11.19 11.05 11.32 11.05 10.62 10.68 10.61
Overall 13.90 13.81 13.77 13.97 13.88 13.71 13.71 13.72
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C.3 All Students by Sex and Ethnicity - Fall 2008 and Ten Year Total

Census Enrollments by sex and ethnicity - Fall 2008 Census

Female|Female|[Female|Female|Female| Female | Male |Male |Male | Male | Male | Male % % %
College AmIind| Asian | Black |Latino | White \Unknown|AmIind|Asian Black|LatinoWhite Unknown Total|Female|Male|Ethnic
All University 10 18 10 34 172 166 10 13 15 20, 156 156/ 780 53 47 17
Arts, Humanities & 25 60/ 40 121| 598 349| 20| 44| 46 109 498 2772,187| 55| 45 21
Social Sciences
Natural Resources 371 8 50| 190 908 4771 271 64l 22| 160| 922 3913.334] 52| 48] 19
and Sciences
Professional Studies 28 46 32 112 472 195 19 25/ 54 77, 307 132/1,499 59, 41 26
Total 100 210 132 457 | 2,150 | 1,187 76 146 | 137 | 366 1,883 956 |7,800| 54 46 21
Census Enrollments by sex and ethnicity - 10 Year Totals
Female|Female|Female Female|Female| Female | Male |Male |Male | Male | Male | Male % % %
College AmlInd| Asian | Black |Latino | White |Unknown | AmInd|Asian Black|Latino/\White |Unknown| Total |Female|Male|Ethnic
All University 90 124 73 260/ 2,075 1,195 60, 97 65| 177| 1,601 930| 6,747 57 43 14
Arts, Flumanities 206| 257| 186| 650 4260 1836 141| 197| 226/ 511| 3410 1485113383| 55| 45/ 18
& Social Sciences
Natura_l Resources 234 443 221 931| 5,850 2,166 190| 344| 156/ 706/ 5,457 2,054|18,752 53 47 17
and Sciences
g[ﬁgﬁzz'ona' 207| 236| 157| 598 4203 1156 106| 164 232| 362| 2,475 747110,733| 62| 38/ 19
Total 737 11,060 | 637 | 2,448 |16,487 | 6,353 497 | 802 | 679 | 1,756 |12,943| 5,216 |49,615| 56 44 17
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C.4 Undergraduate Student Demographics - Fall Terms

Count of Undergraduates enrolled Fall terms at census

SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 3,529 3,598 3,649 3,563 3,468 3,521 3,589 3,686
Male 2,889 2,968 3,033 2,966 2,927 2,945 3,171 3,183

Total 6,418 6,566 6,682 6,529 6,395 6,466 6,760 6,869

Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Undergraduates Fall terms at census

SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 3,414 3,446 3,496 3,448 3,353 3,350 3,406 3,503
Male 2,717 2,781 2,828 2,812 2,766 2,757 2,980 2,974

Total 6,131 6,227 6,324 6,260 6,119 6,107 6,386 6,477

Undergraduates by Part/Full-Time status Fall terms
Status 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Full-Time 5,722 5,809 5,947 5,899 5,753 5,726 6,057 6,181
Part-Time 696 757 735 630 642 740 703 688
Total 6,418 6,566 6,682 6,529 6,395 6,466 6,760 6,869
Average Age of Undergraduates enrolled Fall terms
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Mean Age 23.9 23.7 23.8 23.9 23.8 23.5 23.3 23.1
Total 23.9 23.7 23.8 23.9 23.8 23.5 23.3 23.1
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Age Categories of Undergrads enrolled Fall terms

Ages 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
<20 1,116 1,302 1,356 1,219 1,260 1,483 1,614 1,738
20-24 3,551 3,536 3,519 3,480 3,371 3,330 3,486 3,597
25-29 1,061 1,057 1,112 1,162 1,108 1,033 1,059 945
30-34 299 284 299 282 305 302 274 288
35-39 129 120 134 126 123 113 118 102
40-44 106 94 81 78 61 53 61 59
45-49 74 75 71 75 58 50 44 41
50-54 42 48 48 49 47 42 33 28
55-59 12 20 22 15 16 15 16 14
>= 60 28 30 40 43 46 45 55 57
6,418 6,566 6,682 6,529 6,395 6,466 6,760 6,869
Undergraduates enrolled Fall terms by Ethnicity
ETHNICITY 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Asian 191 200 222 211 238 241 264 293
Black 177 180 200 202 219 247 256 254
Hispanic 501 548 566 548 642 690 747 766
Native American 176 176 180 158 144 163 157 149
Other 198 209 224 354 409 582 826 1,001
Pacific Islander 24 27 33 42 36 38 46 41
Unknown 997 1,123 1,166 1,112 1,019 966 940 852
White 4,154 4,103 4,091 3,902 3,688 3,539 3,524 3,513
Total 6,418 6,566 6,682 6,529 6,395 6,466 6,760 6,869
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Undergraduates enrolled Fall terms by Origin (based on prior institution)

ORIGIN 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Local 1,382 1,435 1,462 1,327 1,287 1,259 1,177 1,121
Northern CA 870 896 939 906 870 905 880 869
Bay Area 1,111 1,120 1,089 1,111 1,096 1,074 1,136 1,070
Central CA 820 813 837 826 790 785 844 857
Los Angeles 908 947 1,004 1,030 1,078 1,136 1,286 1,369
San Diego 357 336 351 366 369 390 379 413
Out of state 933 979 958 919 860 874 1,005 1,075
Foreign 36 40 41 43 43 43 52 91
Unknown 1 0 1 1 2 0 1 4

6,418 6,566 6,682 6,529 6,395 6,466 6,760 6,869

Undergraduates by Class Fall terms

CLASS 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Freshmen 1,287 1,420 1,485 1,289 1,280 1,542 1,670 1,757
Sophomore 975 946 892 973 893 860 1,011 966
Junior 1,601 1,733 1,646 1,654 1,647 1,637 1,719 1,855
Senior 2,555 2,467 2,659 2,613 2,575 2,427 2,360 2,291

6,418 6,566 6,682 6,529 6,395 6,466 6,760 6,869
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Original Division of Undergraduate Students

Original Division 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
First-time 2,883 2,982 3,051 3,032 3,065 3,194 3,422 3,644
LD Transfer 887 909 876 825 802 810 938 862
UD Transfer 2,439 2,427 2,522 2,510 2,378 2,249 2,220 2,178
Non-matriculated 209 248 233 162 150 213 180 185
6,418 6,566 6,682 6,529 6,395 6,466 6,760 6,869
Average Unit Load by Class Fall terms
CLASS 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Freshmen 14.32 14.00 13.97 14.34 14.48 14.15 14.31 14.28
Sophomore 14.63 14.74 14.95 14.76 14.61 14.54 14.58 14.65
Junior 14.37 14.34 14.25 14.45 14.50 14.38 14.25 14.11
Senior 14.19 14.07 14.04 14.22 14.10 13.91 13.83 13.85
Overall 14.33 14.23 14.20 14.38 14.35 14.17 14.17 14.14

Updated Institutional Portfolio and Data Exhibits - Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review

12




C.5 Post Baccalaureate Student Demographics - Fall Terms

New Post-baccalaureate enrolled Fall terms at census

TYPE 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
2nd Bachelors 46 75 59 63 63 72 59 45
Credential 130 124 137 127 201 131 166 116
Masters 171 179 187 167 169 133 193 182
Transitory 108 105 107 118 133 137 163 168
Unclassified Post Baccalaureate 44 25 21 22 11 16 19 7
Total 499 508 511 497 577 489 600 518
Continuing Post-baccalaureates enrolled Fall terms at census
TYPE 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
2nd Bachelors 81 76 84 107 117 114 102 83
Credential 89 108 78 38 24 44 22 27
Masters 286 342 353 362 332 314 282 297
Unclassified Post Baccalaureate 9 11 17 17 17 8 7 6
Total 465 537 532 524 490 480 413 413
Post-baccalaureates enrolled Fall terms at census
SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 565 603 622 632 640 597 611 550
Male 399 442 421 389 427 372 402 381
Total 964 1,045 1,043 1,021 1,067 969 1,013 931
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Post-baccalaureate FTE Fall terms at census

SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 485 521 526 550 535 488 513 468
Male 308 350 336 319 341 280 291 279

Total 793 871 861 869 876 768 804 747
Post-baccalaureates by Part/Full-Time status Fall terms

Status 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Full-Time 612 674 668 675 722 605 612 547
Part-Time 352 371 375 346 345 364 401 384

Total 964 1,045 1,043 1,021 1,067 969 1,013 931

Age Categories of Post-baccalaureates enrolled Fall terms

Ages 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
20-24 134 146 131 115 108 100 135 112
25-29 307 360 378 344 351 310 292 290
30-34 157 178 155 169 197 175 172 146
35-39 70 80 92 90 92 75 79 73
40-44 59 61 54 59 56 42 50 45
45-49 62 55 56 60 48 45 39 33
50-54 52 37 41 a7 49 42 41 29
55-59 18 19 27 24 27 27 19 19
>= 60 105 109 109 113 139 153 186 184

964 1,045 1,043 1,021 1,067 969 1,013 931
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Post-baccalaureates enrolled Fall terms by Ethnicity

ETHNICITY 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Asian 29 22 25 31 29 26 30 21
Black 8 11 12 7 12 17 22 15
Hispanic 52 55 48 40 61 53 50 57
Native American 18 23 19 18 19 17 19 27
Other 39 42 39 41 52 50 55 43
Pacific Islander 1 1 1 2 2 5 3 1
Unknown 184 198 204 209 226 222 244 248
White 633 693 695 673 666 579 590 519

Total 964 1,045 1,043 1,021 1,067 969 1,013 931

Post-baccalaureates enrolled Fall terms by Origin (based on prior institution)

ORIGIN 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Local 469 509 512 468 511 458 504 445
Northern CA 29 32 29 27 24 19 20 22
Bay Area 98 103 87 97 104 91 102 82
Central CA 46 58 54 66 65 65 71 55
Los Angeles 51 48 56 47 53 52 55 58
San Diego 14 16 22 22 22 19 24 27
Out of state 242 265 270 281 279 246 222 235
Foreign 15 14 13 13 9 19 14 7
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

964 1,045 1,043 1,021 1,067 969 1,013 931
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C.6 Masters Student Demographics - Fall Terms

Masters Students enrolled Fall terms at census

SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 259 292 306 319 308 276 295 305
Male 198 230 234 211 193 172 181 176
Total 457 522 540 530 501 448 476 481
Masters Students FTE Fall terms at census
SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 238 255 265 293 278 261 272 294
Male 170 202 200 203 170 150 142 148
Total 408 457 465 496 449 411 413 442
Masters Students by Part/Full-Time status Fall terms
Status 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Full-Time 307 361 351 373 357 322 307 333
Part-Time 150 161 189 157 144 126 169 148
Total 457 522 540 530 501 448 476 481
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Age Categories of Masters Students enrolled Fall terms

Ages 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
20-24 77 77 68 51 52 51 70 74
25-29 188 221 224 220 199 174 168 192
30-34 82 93 88 98 117 110 109 96
35-39 36 54 58 53 45 35 49 44
40-44 19 24 34 37 25 28 33 33
45-49 26 26 33 36 25 17 14 13
50-54 18 15 18 26 26 17 15 13
55-59 4 6 10 6 8 13 11 8
>= 60 7 6 7 3 4 3 7 8
457 522 540 530 501 448 476 481
Masters Students enrolled Fall terms by Ethnicity
ETHNICITY 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Asian 18 15 18 19 19 16 18 15
Black 5 7 7 4 6 10 13 11
Hispanic 26 32 30 25 31 27 32 33
Native American 7 12 8 8 8 11 10 19
Other 21 22 20 20 32 32 31 24
Pacific Islander 1 0 0 2 2 2 3 1
Unknown 95 90 88 83 86 86 86 91
White 284 344 369 369 317 264 283 287
Total 457 522 540 530 501 448 476 481
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Masters Students enrolled Fall terms by Origin

ORIGIN 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Local 232 253 269 251 235 213 254 259
Northern CA 13 16 16 11 8 5 8 11
Bay Area 39 46 40 41 38 30 27 27
Central CA 21 35 33 42 36 37 38 28
Los Angeles 14 17 21 16 20 16 22 23
San Diego 5 10 10 10 8 7 11 13
Out of state 124 134 144 154 153 132 109 115
Foreign 9 11 7 5 3 8 7 5

457 522 540 530 501 448 476 481

Masters Students Average Unit Load Fall terms

Average Units 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Average Units 10.72 10.50 10.34 11.23 10.75 11.01 10.42 11.02

Total 10.72 10.50 10.34 11.23 10.75 11.01 10.42 11.02
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C.7 Credential Student Demographics - Fall Terms

Credential students enrolled during Fall terms at census

SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 91 89 98 99 129 91 114 75
Male 39 35 39 28 72 40 52 41

Total 130 124 137 127 201 131 166 116

Age Categories of Credential Students enrolled Fall terms

Ages 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
20-24 36 33 44 40 36 32 46 26
25-29 37 43 53 41 68 62 55 36
30-34 18 19 15 16 29 14 24 20
35-39 10 5 8 15 24 8 11 11
40-44 18 10 3 5 12 1 9 4
45-49 7 10 7 6 13 9 10 10
50-54 4 1 5 3 12 3 7 7
55-59 0 3 2 1 5 1 3 1
>= 60 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1

130 124 137 127 201 131 166 116
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Credential Students enrolled Fall terms by Ethnicity

ETHNICITY 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Asian 1 1 1 5 0 0 4 2
Black 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0
Hispanic 12 6 8 6 19 9 7 11
Native American 2 6 3 3 3 4 5 3
Other 3 6 7 7 9 4 6 5
Pacific Islander 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
Unknown 10 10 23 17 25 20 21 22
White 102 93 93 89 144 93 121 73

Total 130 124 137 127 201 131 166 116

Credential Students enrolled Fall terms by Origin

ORIGIN 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Local 96 96 104 100 141 96 121 72
Northern CA 2 6 1 5 6 5 4 5
Bay Area 8 9 3 4 15 6 14 3
Central CA 8 4 6 5 9 6 9 9
Los Angeles 5 0 5 3 4 5 3 8
San Diego 2 2 4 1 2 3 1 4
Out of state 8 7 14 9 24 9 14 15
Foreign 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

130 124 137 127 201 131 166 116

Credential Students Average Unit Load Fall terms

Average Units 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Average Units 17.07 17.90 18.11 18.73 16.91 18.73 18.89 19.65

Total 17.07 17.90 18.11 18.73 16.91 18.73 18.89 19.65
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C.8 Miscellaneous Enrollment Statistics - Fall Terms

Fall headcounts at Census

FALL 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Undergraduate full-time 5,722 5,809 5,947 5,899 5,753 5,726 6,057 6,181
Undergraduate part-time 696 757 735 630 642 740 703 688
Post-baccalaureate full-time 612 674 668 675 722 605 612 547
Post-baccalaureate part-time 352 371 375 346 345 364 401 384
Total 7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800
International 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
CA resident 6,955 7,175 7,325 7,169 7,134 7,008 7,152 6,972
Out of state 388 387 350 338 278 374 563 744
International 39 49 50 43 49 53 58 84
Total 7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800
Fall FTEs at Census
FALL 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Undergraduate full-time 5,779.2 5,856.5 5,963.8 5,943.6 5,792.3 5,747.0 6,044.8 6,129.2
Undergraduate part-time 351.6 370.5 360.3 316.5 326.5 360.3 340.7 347.3
Post-baccalaureate full-time 596.6 666.8 649.0 669.6 682.5 574.7 605.1 550.0
Post-baccalaureate part-time 114.4 112.8 119.2 100.7 103.8 111.5 116.2 108.4
Total 6,841.8 7,006.5 7,092.4 7,030.3 6,905.2 6,793.5 7,106.8 7,135.0
International 0 0 0 0 1.1 0 0 0
CA resident 6,449.0 6,606.8 6,731.9 6,686.2 6,604.3 6,391.8 6,502.0 6,326.5
Out of state 358.5 357.3 3195 307.4 256.6 354.1 552.6 727.1
International 34.3 42.4 41.0 36.7 43.1 47.6 52.2 81.4
Total 6,841.8 7,006.5 7,092.4 7,030.3 6,905.2 6,793.5 7,106.8 7,135.
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C.9 Annual Summary of Degrees Granted

Degrees Awarded by College, Degree and Year (includes primary and second majors)

AY AY AY AY AY AY AY AY
College DEGREE 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09
All University BA 88 83 65 46 56 63 74 51
BS 19 13 6 7 5 6 4 5
Arts, Hum, Social Sciences BA 519 462 568 506 558 584 504 478
BS 3 4 1 3 7 3 7 5
MA 28 37 34 66 52 24 32 31
MFA 7 6 2 3 3 1 0 0
Natural Resources & Sciences BA 106 115 107 136 125 131 113 99
BS 478 467 381 461 451 407 400 358
MA 23 31 43 40 26 27 30 25
MS 37 46 46 40 48 41 47 38
Professional Studies BA 206 165 199 174 145 157 138 129
BS 110 114 142 134 134 102 130 109
MA 3 3 6 7 7 8 12 10
MBA 11 14 13 14 16 17 19 20
MS 11 5 6 6 5 3 7 4
MSW 0 0 0 0 29 28 36 32
University Total 1649 1565 1619 1643 1667 1602 1553 1394
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Degrees Awarded Summary by Degree and Year

AY AY AY AY AY AY AY AY

University Totals DEGREE 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09
BA 919 825 939 862 884 935 829 757
BS 610 598 530 605 597 518 541 477
MA 54 71 83 113 85 59 74 66
MBA 11 14 13 14 16 17 19 20
MFA 7 6 2 3 3 1 0 0
MS 48 51 52 46 53 44 54 42
MSW 0 0 0 0 29 28 36 32

UNIV Total 1649 1565 1619 1643 1667 1602 1553 1394

Updated Institutional Portfolio and Data Exhibits - Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review

23




C.10 Teaching Credentials Awarded by Academic Year

Credentials Awarded* by sex and Year

AY AY AY AY AY AY AY AY
Sex 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09
Female 199 192 181 164 161 164 132 114
Male 78 83 76 62 79 68 47 54
Total 277 275 257 226 240 232 179 168
Credentials Awarded* by Ethnicity and Academic Year
AY AY AY AY AY AY AY AY
ETHNICITY 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09
White 220 200 181 156 168 171 134 109
Asian 1 1 1 8 2 2 2 3
Pacific Islander 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0
Other 7 8 18 12 18 12 7 5
Black 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 1
Unknown 28 31 35 35 33 26 22 34
Native American 5 12 6 4 3 5 4 6
Hispanic 16 21 12 9 16 15 10 10
Total 277 275 257 226 240 232 179 168
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Credentials Awarded* by Major and Academic Year

AY AY AY AY AY AY AY AY
PROGRAM 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09

Administrative Services 14 26 14 12 19 18 19 20
Art 5 8 7 6 4 7 2

Business Administration 0 1 2 1 1 0

English 20 12 23 8 19 6 14 12
French 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0
Health Science 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Industrial Technology 3 0 0 0 0 1 3 1
Life Science 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0
Mathematics 8 6 8 8 9 11 4 6
Mild/Moderate Disabilities 21 24 25 22 26 41 13 34
Moderate/Severe Disabilities 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 9
Multiple Subjects 134 143 109 109 96 104 75 55
Music 6 1 2 6 11 4 6 2
PE (Adapted PE Specialist) 2 0 2 1 1 0 3 0
PPS - Counseling 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPS - School Psychology 7 12 10 9 9 5 6 9
Physical Education 15 6 11 7 10 5 6 1
Science - Biology 13 8 16 14 13 7 8 2
Science - Chemistry 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1
Science - Geoscience 1 2 3 2 1 0 2 0
Science - Physics 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0
Single Subject 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Social Science 14 17 21 14 15 11 16 12
Spanish 2 4 4 1 4 2 0 0

Total 277 275 257 226 240 232 179 168
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*NOTES:

Technically, the University only recommends students for the issuance of a credential by the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing.
However, since these recommendations directly result in the award of a credential, these statistics are described as such.

These statistics are published within the framework of the University College Year starting with the summer term and ending with the spring term.
Credentials are reported externally on a year that starts on July 1 and ends on June 30.
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C.11 Instructor Appointments

Summary of Instructor Appointments -- AY Average Count of Appointments

AY AY AY AY AY AY
Appt Category 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09

Coach 17 18 17 11 12 12
Counselor 0 0 0 1 0 0
EXED 0 1 0 0 0 0
Graduate Assistants 1 1 1 1 0 0
Lecturer 221 234 264 266 259 271
Assistant Professor 65 57 62 69 59 64
Associate Professor 55 62 65 80 73 66
Professor 160 146 136 124 123 124
Staff 1 1 1 1 1 1
Teach Associate 52 44 48 37 41 42
Volunteer 83 90 68 54 48 46

Total 652 652 660 641 614 624
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AY average FTEF (time base totals)

AY AY AY AY AY AY

Appt Category 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09
Coach 14.97 13.05 8.26 1.05 .84 48
Counselor .00 .00 .00 .50 .00 .00
EXED .00 1.00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Grad Assistant .38 .38 19 .04 .00 .00
Lecturer 93.83 101.37 117.49 111.32 104.64 112.30
Assistant Professor 63.63 56.50 61.50 68.34 58.10 63.50
Associate Professor 53.71 61.84 63.38 77.89 71.27 64.43
Professor 148.01 134.86 126.83 115.57 115.52 113.77
Staff 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Teach Associate 12.30 11.54 11.93 8.85 9.93 9.69
Volunteer 13.31 14.51 10.18 2.07 1.79 1.66

Total 401.12 396.04 400.74 386.61 363.08 366.82
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AY Average FTEF Release/Assigned Time

AY AY AY AY AY AY
Assignment Description 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09
Excess Enrollment (=>75) 2.75 3.34 3.06 3.84 4.39 5.76
New Preparations 49 73 1.69 4.22 1.05 1.60
Course or Supervision Overload 10 .00 .00 51 .30 40
Non-Traditional Instruction 46 91 1.12 .00 .07 53
In-service Training for K-12 pers .69 .62 40 .07 .06 .03
Credit by Exam/Evaluation .00 .00 10 .06 .00 .00
Instructional Support of Graduate Students .20 46 10 A7 .00 .00
Special Instructional Programs 1.73 1.79 2.09 1.90 1.20 1.78
Instructional Experimentation Innovation/Research 4.18 511 .59 52 .78 .39
Instructional-Related Services 1.99 2.07 2.58 1.81 .96 1.35
Advising Responsibilities 2.62 2.19 2.87 2.33 2.49 3.37
Instructional-Related Committee Assignments 8.63 9.06 6.98 3.94 3.16 1.86
Curricular Planning or Studies 1.38 .62 1.24 .63 .32 43
Accreditation Responsibilities A7 .80 87 .93 .00 A7
California Faculty Association Activities .60 .20 .30 .30 .50 .50
Department Chair AY, Leaders/Directors 7.89 8.01 10.72 13.47 12.74 13.51
Department Chair - 12mo 8.84 941 9.40 9.35 9.07 6.85
Teacher Prep Coordinator .00 .00 .00 .30 1.12 1.16
Project/Program Leaders, Directors, Coordinators .32 .63 .55 1.98 2.03 3.19
Other State Funds .80 1.00 9.02 7.33 4.25 4.39
Grant: Redwood Projects .00 .00 73 33 40 53
Grant: GWPE .00 .00 20 20 20 .20
NOT USED - Grant .00 .00 .00 20 .00 .00
Grant: Academic .00 .00 19 3.08 4.27 2.77
External non-State Funds .00 .00 .00 .82 1.66 1.39
Total 44.09 46.93 54.77 58.53 50.97 52.44
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D.1.1 Admissions Activities by Level - Fall Terms

Total Fall Applications Received

Student level 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

First Time Freshmen 6,319 7,205 7,202 8,215 9,625

Transfer 2,450 2,454 2,494 2,665 2,548

Masters 489 530 384 469 515

2nd Bachelors 156 150 189 158 113

Credential 195 257 187 254 168

Unclassified Graduate 44 38 56 44 15

Returning Undergraduate 183 167 172 178 174

Transitory 211 199 274 211 237

Total 10,047 11,000 10,958 12,194 13,395

Total Fall Applications Admitted
Student level 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

First Time Freshmen 3,671 4,986 5,789 6,769 7,263
Transfer 1,393 1,398 1,589 1,742 1,502
Masters 242 272 189 280 294
2nd Bachelors 129 122 143 126 99
Credential 149 212 142 182 124
Unclassified Graduate 37 34 47 40 13
Returning Undergraduate 160 137 141 158 149
Transitory 209 197 273 205 237
Total 5,990 7,358 8,313 9,502 9,681

Updated Institutional Portfolio and Data Exhibits - Humboldt State University Educational Effectiveness Review

30



Total Fall Applicants who enrolled

Student level 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

First Time Freshmen 772 826 980 1,052 1,190
Transfer 836 791 807 934 763
Masters 164 169 132 194 178
2nd Bachelors 62 62 71 61 45
Credential 127 200 127 166 117
Unclassified Graduate 23 16 23 17 8
Returning Undergraduate 126 95 109 110 102
Transitory 171 161 228 175 183

Total 2,281 2,320 2,477 2,709 2,589

Percentage of Total Fall Applicants who enrolled
Student level 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

First Time Freshmen 12% 11% 14% 13% 12%
Transfer 34% 32% 32% 35% 30%
Masters 34% 32% 34% 41% 35%
2nd Bachelors 40% 41% 38% 39% 40%
Credential 65% 78% 68% 65% 70%
Unclassified Graduate 52% 42% 41% 39% 53%
Returning Undergraduate 69% 57% 63% 62% 59%
Transitory 81% 81% 83% 83% 78%

All levels 23% 21% 23% 22% 19%
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D.1.2 Preparations/Selectivity Levels of Entering Students - Fall Terms

High School GPA of First Time Freshmen Applicants for Fall Terms

GPA 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

<=2.00 80 89 132 155 171
> 2.00 177 181 187 282 278
>2.25 441 525 517 651 763
> 2.50 712 854 904 946 1,112
>2.75 1,180 1,354 1,259 1,500 1,704
> 3.00 1,014 1,217 1,201 1,382 1,557
> 3.25 1,040 1,178 1,222 1,320 1,545
> 3.50 727 806 812 910 1,117
> 3.75 566 595 614 696 897
> 4.00 265 272 291 338 427
Unknown 117 134 63 35 54

TOTAL 6,319 7,205 7,202 8,215 9,625
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Percentage of First Time Freshmen Applicants for Fall Terms

GPA 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
<=2.00 1.3% 1.2% 1.8% 1.9% 1.8%
>2.00 2.8% 2.5% 2.6% 3.4% 2.9%
>2.25 7.0% 7.3% 7.2% 7.9% 7.9%
>2.50 11.3% 11.9% 12.6% 11.5% 11.6%
>2.75 18.7% 18.8% 17.5% 18.3% 17.7%
>3.00 16.0% 16.9% 16.7% 16.8% 16.2%
>3.25 16.5% 16.3% 17.0% 16.1% 16.1%
>3.50 11.5% 11.2% 11.3% 11.1% 11.6%
>3.75 9.0% 8.3% 8.5% 8.5% 9.3%
>4.00 4.2% 3.8% 4.0% 4.1% 4.4%
Unknown 1.9% 1.9% .9% 4% .6%
High School GPA of First Time Freshmen Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
GPA 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

<=2.00 0 2 1 3 1
>2.00 7 8 19 20 19
>2.25 39 52 76 91 58
>2.50 107 98 138 154 145
>2.75 164 165 188 221 250
>3.00 137 163 173 203 223
>3.25 122 154 171 153 201
>3.50 85 90 115 120 151
>3.75 77 61 66 55 92
>4.00 32 30 33 32 47
Unknown 2 3 0 0 3

TOTAL 772 826 979 1,052 871
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Percentage of First Time Freshmen Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms

GPA 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
<=2.00 0% 2% 1% 3% 1%
>2.00 9% 1.0% 1.9% 1.9% 1.6%
>2.25 5.1% 6.3% 7.8% 8.7% 4.9%
>2.50 13.9% 11.9% 14.1% 14.6% 12.2%
>2.75 21.2% 20.0% 19.2% 21.0% 21.0%
>3.00 17.7% 19.7% 17.7% 19.3% 18.7%
>3.25 15.8% 18.6% 17.4% 14.5% 16.9%
> 3.50 11.0% 10.9% 11.7% 11.4% 12.7%
>3.75 10.0% 7.4% 6.7% 5.2% 7.7%
>4.00 4.1% 3.6% 3.4% 3.0% 3.9%
Unknown 3% 4% .0% .0% 3%
Average High School GPA by First Time Freshmen for Fall Terms
All 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Applicants 3.15 3.14 3.13 3.12 3.14
Enrolled 3.18 3.16 3.12 3.09 3.17
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Yield by High School GPA of First Time Freshmen Applicants for Fall Terms

GPA 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

<=2.00 0% 2.2% .8% 1.9% 6%
>2.00 4.0% 4.4% 10.2% 7.1% 6.8%
>2.25 8.8% 9.9% 14.7% 14.0% 7.6%
>2.50 15.0% 11.5% 15.3% 16.3% 13.0%
>2.75 13.9% 12.2% 14.9% 14.7% 14.7%
>3.00 13.5% 13.4% 14.4% 14.7% 14.3%
>3.25 11.7% 13.1% 14.0% 11.6% 13.0%
>3.50 11.7% 11.2% 14.2% 13.2% 13.5%
>3.75 13.6% 10.3% 10.7% 7.9% 10.3%
>4.00 12.1% 11.0% 11.3% 9.5% 11.0%
Unknown 1.7% 2.2% .0% .0% 5.6%

All 12.2% 11.5% 13.6% 12.8% 12.4%
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D.1.3 Admissions by Gender

Freshmen — Fall Terms
Gender of First Time Freshmen Applicants for Fall Terms

SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 3,724 4,332 4,231 4,726 5,689
Male 2,595 2,873 2,971 3,489 3,936
TOTAL 6,319 7,205 7,202 8,215 9,625
Percentage of First Time Freshmen Applicants for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 58.9% 60.1% 58.7% 57.5% 59.1%
Male 41.1% 39.9% 41.3% 42.5% 40.9%
Gender of First Time Freshmen Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 435 466 554 557 673
Male 337 360 426 495 517
TOTAL 772 826 980 1,052 1,190
Percentage of First Time Freshmen Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 56.3% 56.4% 56.6% 52.9% 56.6%
Male 43.7% 43.6% 43.5% 47.1% 43.4%
Yield by Gender of First Time Freshmen Applicants for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 11.7% 10.8% 13.1% 11.8% 11.8%
Male 13.0% 12.5% 14.3% 14.2% 13.1%
All 12.2% 11.5% 13.6% 12.8% 12.4%
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Admissions by Gender — Transfers — Fall Terms

Gender of Transfer Applicants for Fall Terms

SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 1,279 1,367 1,324 1,438 1,378
Male 1,171 1,087 1,170 1,227 1,170
TOTAL 2,450 2,454 2,494 2,665 2,548
Percentage of Transfer Applicants for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 52.2% 55.7% 53.1% 54.0% 54.1%
Male 47.8% 44.3% 46.9% 46.0% 45.9%
Gender of Transfer Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 439 429 399 475 400
Male 397 362 408 459 363
TOTAL 836 791 807 934 763
Percentage of Transfer Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 52.5% 54.2% 49.4% 50.9% 52.4%
Male 47.5% 45.8% 50.6% 49.1% 47.6%
Yield by Gender of Transfer Applicants for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 34.3% 31.4% 30.1% 33.0% 29.0%
Male 33.9% 33.3% 34.9% 37.4% 31.0%
All 34.1% 32.2% 32.4% 35.0% 29.9%
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Admissions by Gender — Masters Students — Fall Terms

Gender of Masters Applicants for Fall Terms

SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 296 334 238 307 305
Male 193 196 146 162 210
TOTAL 489 530 384 469 515
Percentage of Masters Applicants for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 60.5% 63.0% 62.0% 65.5% 59.2%
Male 39.5% 37.0% 38.0% 34.5% 40.8%
Gender of Masters Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 101 111 84 129 117
Male 63 58 48 65 61
TOTAL 164 169 132 194 178
Percentage of Masters Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 61.6% 65.7% 63.6% 66.5% 65.7%
Male 38.4% 34.3% 36.4% 33.5% 34.3%
Yield by Sex of Masters Applicants for Fall Terms
SEX 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 34.1% 33.2% 35.3% 42.0% 38.4%
Male 32.5% 29.6% 32.9% 40.1% 29.0%
All 33.5% 31.9% 34.4% 41.4% 35.6%
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D.1.4 Admissions by Race/Ethnicity — Freshmen - Fall Terms

Ethnicity of First Time Freshmen Applicants for Fall Terms

ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 81 84 99 108 135
Asian American 527 592 568 669 688
Black 576 838 733 836 870
Latino 1,433 1,904 1,693 1,970 2,625
Unknown 1,071 1,011 1,189 1,490 1,535
White 2,631 2,776 2,920 3,142 3,772
TOTAL 6,319 7,205 7,202 8,215 9,625

Percentage of First Time Freshmen Applicants for Fall Terms

ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 1.3% 1.2% 1.4% 1.3% 1.4%
Asian American 8.3% 8.2% 7.9% 8.1% 7.1%
Black 9.1% 11.6% 10.2% 10.2% 9.0%
Latino 22.7% 26.4% 23.5% 24.0% 27.3%
Unknown 16.6% 14.0% 16.5% 18.1% 15.9%
White 41.6% 38.5% 40.5% 38.2% 39.2%
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Ethnicity of First Time Freshmen Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms

ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

American Indian 12 13 22 26 22

Asian American 46 31 42 47 46

Black 44 51 68 57 53

Latino 74 140 126 138 157

Unknown 173 154 239 314 349

White 423 437 483 470 563

TOTAL 772 826 980 1,052 1,190

Percentage of First Time Freshmen Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 1.6% 1.6% 2.2% 2.5% 1.8%
Asian American 6.0% 3.8% 4.3% 4.5% 3.9%
Black 5.7% 6.2% 6.9% 5.4% 4.5%
Latino 9.6% 16.9% 12.9% 13.1% 13.2%
Unknown 22.4% 18.6% 24.4% 29.8% 29.3%
White 54.8% 52.9% 49.3% 44.7% 47.3%
Yield by Ethnicity of First Time Freshmen Applicants for Fall Terms
ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

American Indian 14.8% 15.5% 22.0% 24.1% 16.3%
Asian American 8.7% 5.2% 7.4% 7.0% 6.7%
Black 7.6% 6.1% 9.3% 6.8% 6.1%
Latino 5.2% 7.4% 7.4% 7.0% 6.0%
Unknown 16.2% 15.2% 20.1% 21.1% 22.7%
White 16.1% 15.7% 16.5% 15.0% 14.9%
All 12.2% 11.5% 13.6% 12.8% 12.4%
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Admissions by Race/Ethnicity — Transfers - Fall Terms

Ethnicity of Transfer Applicants for Fall Terms

ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 58 56 53 57 64
Asian American 148 169 182 185 241
Black 123 159 130 155 116
Latino 266 309 292 327 339
Unknown 605 552 597 626 600
White 1,250 1,209 1,240 1,315 1,188
TOTAL 2,450 2,454 2,494 2,665 2,548
Percentage of Transfer Applicants for Fall Terms
ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

American Indian 2.4% 2.3% 2.1% 2.1% 2.5%

Asian American 6.0% 6.9% 7.3% 6.9% 9.5%

Black 5.0% 6.5% 5.2% 5.8% 4.6%

Latino 10.9% 12.6% 11.7% 12.3% 13.3%

Unknown 24.7% 22.5% 23.9% 23.5% 23.5%
White 51.0% 49.3% 49.7% 49.3% 46.6%
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Ethnicity of Transfer Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms

ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 19 20 31 20 30
Asian American 36 39 41 54 51
Black 20 17 20 19 16
Latino 64 77 57 87 71
Unknown 235 198 215 256 215
White 462 440 443 498 380
TOTAL 836 791 807 934 763
Percentage of Transfer Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 2.3% 2.5% 3.8% 2.1% 3.9%
Asian American 4.3% 4.9% 5.1% 5.8% 6.7%
Black 2.4% 2.1% 2.5% 2.0% 2.1%
Latino 7.7% 9.7% 7.1% 9.3% 9.3%
Unknown 28.1% 25.0% 26.6% 27.4% 28.2%
White 55.3% 55.6% 54.9% 53.3% 49.8%
Yield by Ethnicity of Transfer Applicants for Fall Terms
ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 32.8% 35.7% 58.5% 35.1% 46.9%
Asian American 24.3% 23.1% 22.5% 29.2% 21.2%
Black 16.3% 10.7% 15.4% 12.3% 13.8%
Latino 24.1% 24.9% 19.5% 26.6% 20.9%
Unknown 38.8% 35.9% 36.0% 40.9% 35.8%
White 37.0% 36.4% 35.7% 37.9% 32.0%
All 34.1% 32.2% 32.4% 35.0% 29.9%
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Admissions by Race/Ethnicity — Masters Students - Fall Terms

Ethnicity of Masters Applicants for Fall Terms
ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

American Indian 7 13 8 11 16
Asian American 31 29 20 24 30
Black 9 10 11 11 16
Latino 28 34 31 36 29
Unknown 89 142 98 106 130
White 325 302 216 281 294
TOTAL 489 530 384 469 515

Percentage of Masters Applicants for Fall Terms

ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

American Indian 1.4% 2.5% 2.1% 2.3% 3.1%
Asian American 6.3% 5.5% 5.2% 5.1% 5.8%
Black 1.8% 1.9% 2.9% 2.3% 3.1%
Latino 5.7% 6.4% 8.1% 7.7% 5.6%
Unknown 18.2% 26.8% 25.5% 22.6% 25.2%
White 66.5% 57.0% 56.2% 59.9% 57.1%
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Ethnicity of Masters Applicants Who Enrolled For Fall Terms

ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 4 4 5 5 11
Asian American 8 7 8 7 6
Black 2 2 4 5 3
Latino 9 12 6 15 12
Unknown 25 58 33 43 45
White 116 86 76 119 101
TOTAL 164 169 132 194 178
Percentage of Masters Applicants Who Enrolled for Fall Terms
ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 2.4% 2.4% 3.8% 2.6% 6.2%
Asian American 4.9% 4.1% 6.1% 3.6% 3.4%
Black 1.2% 1.2% 3.0% 2.6% 1.7%
Latino 5.5% 7.1% 4.5% 7.7% 6.7%
Unknown 15.2% 34.3% 25.0% 22.2% 25.3%
White 70.7% 50.9% 57.6% 61.3% 56.7%
Yield by Ethnicity of Masters Applicants for Fall Terms
ETHNICITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
American Indian 57.1% 30.8% 62.5% 45.5% 68.7%
Asian American 25.8% 24.1% 40.0% 29.2% 20.0%
Black 22.2% 20.0% 36.4% 45.5% 18.7%
Latino 32.1% 35.3% 19.4% 41.7% 41.4%
Unknown 28.1% 40.8% 33.7% 40.6% 34.6%
White 35.7% 28.5% 35.2% 42.3% 34.4%
All 33.5% 31.9% 34.4% 41.4% 34.6%
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D.2.1 Headcount Enrollments by Degree Objective

Fall headcounts at census

Degree objective 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Bachelors 6,450 6,368 6,245 6,254 6,581 6,685
Masters 540 529 501 447 475 479
Credential 215 165 225 175 188 143
2nd Bach 143 170 180 186 161 128
No degree 377 318 311 373 368 365
Total 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800

Fall FTEs at census

Degree objective 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Bachelors 6,202 6,160 6,034 6,000 6,296 6,376
Masters 372 397 359 329 330 353
Credential 236 192 248 192 228 177
2nd Bach 107 129 130 124 110 90
No degree 176 152 134 150 143 139
Total 7,092 7,030 6,905 6,794 7,107 7,135

Fall average unit loads at census

Degree objective 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Bachelors 14.42 14.51 14.49 14.39 14.35 14.31
Masters 10.34 11.25 10.75 11.03 10.43 11.05
Credential 16.43 17.48 16.52 16.43 18.16 18.61
2nd Bach 11.19 11.39 10.81 9.97 10.20 10.55
No degree 6.99 7.17 6.48 6.03 5.83 5.69
Total 13.77 13.97 13.88 13.71 13.71 13.72
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D.2.2 Headcount Enrollments by Gender

All Students enrolled Fall terms at census

SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 4,094 4,201 4,271 4,195 4,108 4,118 4,200 4,236
Male 3,288 3,410 3,454 3,355 3,354 3,317 3,573 3,564

Total 7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800

All Students FTE Fall terms at census

SEX 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Female 3,899 3,967 4,022 3,999 3,888 3,838 3,919 3,971
Male 3,024 3,131 3,164 3,131 3,107 3,037 3,270 3,252

Total 6,923 7,098 7,185 7,130 6,995 6,876 7,189 7,223
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D.2.3 Headcount Enrollments by Race/Ethnicity

All Students enrolled Fall terms by Ethnicity

ETHNICITY 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Asian 220 222 247 242 267 267 294 314
Black 185 191 212 209 231 264 278 269
Hispanic 553 603 614 588 703 743 797 823
Native American 194 199 199 176 163 180 176 176
Other 237 251 263 395 461 632 881 1,044
Pacific Islander 25 28 34 44 38 43 49 42
Unknown 1,181 1,321 1,370 1,321 1,245 1,188 1,184 1,100
White 4,787 4,796 4,786 4,575 4,354 4,118 4,114 4,032

Total 7,382 7,611 7,725 7,550 7,462 7,435 7,773 7,800
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D.2.4 Students Receiving Financial Aid

Financial Aid Data
Academic Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Distinct enrolled undergraduates 7,535 7,120 7,169 7,280 7,593
- - undergraduates who applied for aid 65% 67% 67% 67% 67%
- - undergraduates who received aid 61% 63% 65% 62% 63%
- - undergraduates who received PELL grants 40% 41% 41% 38% 38%
Distinct enrolled post-baccalaureates 1,280 1,195 1,265 1,138 1,232
- - post-baccalaureates who applied for aid 53% 57% 56% 56% 53%
- - post-baccalaureates who received aid 49% 53% 53% 52% 50%
average expected family contribution 5,299 5,718 6,051 7,164 7,248
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D.3.1 Degrees Granted by Degree-Level Program

Degrees Awarded by College, Degree and Year (includes primary and second majors)

AY AY AY AY AY AY AY AY

College DEGREE 01/02 | 02/03 | 03/04 | 04/05 | 05/06 | 06/07 | 07/08 | 08/09
All University BA 88 83 65 46 56 63 74 51
BS 19 13 6 7 5 6 4 5
Arts, Humanities, & Social Sciences BA 519 462 568 506 559 584 504 466
BS 3 4 1 3 7 3 6 5
MA 28 37 34 66 52 24 32 28
MFA 7 6 2 3 3 1 0 0
Natural Resources and Sciences BA 106 115 107 136 125 131 113 98
BS 478 467 381 461 451 407 399 355
MA 23 31 43 40 26 27 30 24
MS 37 46 46 40 48 41 47 37
Professional Studies BA 206 165 199 174 145 157 138 123
BS 110 114 142 134 134 102 130 107
MA 3 3 6 7 7 8 12 10
MBA 11 14 13 14 16 17 19 20
MS 11 5 6 6 5 3 7 3
MSW 0 0 0 0 29 28 36 30
University Total 1649 1565 1619 1643 1668 1602 1551 1362
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D.3.2 Cohort Graduation and Retention

Freshmen Entering Fall 2001

76.4% returned Fall 2002

61.7% returned Fall 2003

57.2% returned Fall 2004

44.3% returned Fall 2005

11.0% graduated by Fall 2005

18.6% returned Fall 2006

33.0% graduated by Fall 2006

9.4% returned Fall 2007

41.7% graduated by Fall 2007

4.4% returned Fall 2008

46.8% graduated by Fall 2008

Freshmen Entering Fall 2002

72.1% returned Fall 2003

58.3% returned Fall 2004

52.5% returned Fall 2005

38.4% returned Fall 2006

11.6% graduated by Fall 2006

15.6% returned Fall 2007

31.9% graduated by Fall 2007

4.4% returned Fall 2008

42 .8% graduated by Fall 2008

Freshmen Entering Fall 2003

76.0% returned Fall 2004

62.6% returned Fall 2005

55.8% returned Fall 2006

43.2% returned Fall 2007

11.2% graduated by Fall 2007
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19.4% returned Fall 2008 30.8% graduated by Fall 2008

70.8% returned Fall 2005

55.7% returned Fall 2006

51.3% returned Fall 2007 .4% graduated by Fall 2007

40.0% returned Fall 2008 8.7% graduated by Fall 2008

76.1% returned Fall 2006

62.7% returned Fall 2007

55.7% returned Fall 2008 .5% graduated by Fall 2008

74.5% returned Fall 2007

58.9% returned Fall 2008

73.0% returned Fall 2008
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D.4.1 Faculty Composition

2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/2009
Full-TimeFaculty [ 287 | 276 | 288 | 216 | 269 |
. Male 186 | 64.8% | 146 | 52.9% | 179 | 622% | 174 | 63.0% | 169 | 62.8% |
Female 101 35.2% 130 47.1% 109 37.8% 102 37.0% 100 37.2%
White, Non-Hispanic 249 | 86.8% | 240 | 87.0% | 249 | 86.5% | 236 | 85.5% | 230 | 85.5%
Black, Non-Hispanic 5 1.7% 5 1.8% 4 1.4% 4 1.4% 5 1.9%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 5 1.7% 4 1.4% 4 1.4% 4 1.4% 4 1.5%
Asian/Pacific Islander 19 6.6% 16 5.8% 20 6.9% 19 6.9% 14 5.2%
Hispanic 8 2.8% 8 2.9% 7 2.4% 7 2.5% 7 2.6%
Other 1 0.3% 3 1.1% 4 1.4% 6 2.2% 9 3.3%

e Male .. 81 | 39.9% | 105 | 40.9% | 110 | 41.8% | 101 | 41.7% | 98 |
Female 122 | 60.1% 152 | 59.1% 153 | 58.2% | 141 | 58.3% | 154 | 61.1%
White, Non-Hispanic 169 | 83.3% | 206 | 80.2% | 208 | 79.1% | 199 | 82.2% [ 205 | 81.3%

Black, Non-Hispanic

American Indian/Alaskan Native 8 3.9% 14 5.4% 11 4.2% 10 4.1% 9 3.6%
Asian/Pacific Islander 10 4.9% 14 5.4% 12 4.6% 13 5.4% 12 4.8%
Hispanic 10 4.9% 10 3.9% 10 3.8% 10 4.1% 11 4.4%
Other 5 2.5% 11 4.3% 21 8.0% 8 3.3% 13 5.2%
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D.4.2 Faculty Headcount by Department/Program

AY 04/05 AY 05//06 AY 06/07 AY 07/08 AY08/09
Full- Part- Full- Part- Full- Part-
Department Time Time Time Time Time Time Full-Time | Part-Time | Full-Time | Part-Time
All University 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 4 0 4
Anthropology 6 3 5 5 5 6 5 7 6 4
Applied Technology 1 4 1 4 2 5 2 5 0 5
Art 15 9 16 8 14 8 13 11 13 12
Biological Sciences 21 9 20 8 24 9 20 6 20 7
Business, School of 7 8 6 11 7 8 7 8 4 11
Chemistry 7 5 8 4 9 5 7 7 10 5
Child Development 4 4 3 5 4 4 3 3 1 5
Communication 7 6 6 6 7 6 7 6 7 6
Computing Science 8 0 8 4 8 0 7 1 6 2
Economics 2 5) 1 5) & 3 3 4 3 4
Education, School of 8 35 10 41 9 45 8 49 9 42
Engineering 8 7 9 6 9 5 9 8 10 4
English 13 14 15 12 15 13 13 12 14 9
Environmental & Natural Resource Sciences 6 4 7 5) 7 5) 6 7 5) 9
Fisheries Biology 6 1 6 2 5 2 5 2 5 2
Forestry and Wildland Resources 11 8 11 2 12 6 10 6 9 5
Geography 4 3 5 4 5 3 5 4 6 2
Geology 9 0 7 1 7 2 6 1 7 0
Government and Politics 6 4 7 4 7 5 8 4 8 4
History 7 4 6 4 6 4 6 3 6 4
Journalism and Mass Communication 3 6 4 8 5 4 5 3 4 5
Kinesiology & Recreation Administration 10 18 10 19 9 22 9 18 9 20
Liberal Studies/ Elementary Education 0 9 0 7 0 7 0 7 0 7
Mathematics 13 8 14 7 16 9 15 8 15 11
Music 8 14 8 15 7 14 8 13 9 13
Native American Studies 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 2
Nursing 9 8 6 8 6 9 7 13 6 20
Oceanography 3 1 3 3 4 1 4 1 4 1
Philosophy 4 4 5 4 6 5 6 4 6 4
Physics and Astronomy 8 1 6 2 7 2 5 1 5 3
Professional Studies College Offerings 0 2 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 1
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AY 04/05 AY 05//06 AY 06/07 AY 07/08 AY08/09
Full- Part- Full- Part- Full- Part-
Department Time Time Time Time Time Time Full-Time | Part-Time | Full-Time | Part-Time
Psychology 15 10 14 9 15 9 14 7 13 11
Religious Studies 3 4 2 2 2 4 2 3 2 3
Science College Offerings 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
Social Work 8 2 8 6 9 5 8 4 6 8
Sociology 7 4 7 6 6 6 5 5 7 5
Theatre, Film and Dance 10 9 10 10 9 10 8 10 8 8
Wildlife 7 1 7 1 8 1 7 2 8 1
Women's Studies 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
World Languages and Cultures 9 5 8 11 7 12 7 10 10 8

NOTE: All active faculty positions are counted where individuals have at least one class or else some release time for the given period. This data is based on instructor
appointments by department as entered in Banner.
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D.4.3 Staff by Gender and Race/Ethnicity

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Number ‘ % Number ‘ % Number ‘ % Number ‘ % Number ‘ % Number %

Full-Time 540 595 516 519 486 539

Male 242 | 44.8% 266 | 44.7% 228 | 44.2% 224 | 43.2% 208 | 42.8% 235 43.6%

Female 298 | 55.2% 329 | 55.3% 288 | 55.8% 295 | 56.8% 278 | 57.2% 304 56.4%
White, Non-Hispanic 460 | 85.2% 507 | 85.2% 435 | 84.3% 440 | 84.8% 427 | 87.9% 473 87.8%
Black, Non-Hispanic 8| 1.5% 9| 1.5% 10| 1.9% 9| 1.7% 8| 1.6% 9 1.7%
American Indian / Alaskan
Native 27 | 5.0% 29 | 4.9% 27 | 5.2% 27 | 12.1% 25| 5.1% 29 12.3%
Asian / Pacific Islander 16 | 3.0% 16 | 2.7% 16 | 3.1% 17 | 5.8% 7| 1.4% 7 2.3%
Hispanic 29 5.4% 32 5.4% 28 5.4% 26 | 5.9% 19 3.9% 21 4.4%
Other 0.0% 2 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.9%
Part-Time 114 167 111 97 105 109

Male 20 | 17.5% 36 | 21.6% 25 | 22.5% 22 | 22.7% 29 | 27.6% 34 31.2%

Female 94 | 82.5% 131 | 78.4% 86 | 77.5% 75 | 77.3% 76 | 72.4% 75 68.8%
White, Non-Hispanic 98 | 86.0% 142 | 85.0% 99 | 89.2% 87 | 89.7% 95 | 90.5% 97 89.0%
Black, Non-Hispanic 0.0% 1| 0.6% 1| 0.9% 1| 1.0% 0.0% 1 0.9%
American Indian / Alaskan
Native 7| 6.1% 8| 4.8% 3112.0% 2| 9.1% 6.9% 2.8%
Asian / Pacific Islander 4.4% 5| 3.0% 3| 3.5% 4.0% 5.3% 3.7%
Hispanic 4| 3.5% 71 4.2% 5 5.1% 4| 4.6% 4.2% 3.7%
Other 0.0% 4 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Notes:

This is a report of Staff by Gender and Race/Ethnicity. All figures are derived from the Affirmative Action Plans "Employee Data" files.
Prepared by: Carrie Cline and Jeff Dixon (8/28/2009)
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D.4.4 Full-Time Faculty /Staff Turnover Over the Last 5 Years

:t;:‘;o;zt:;:t:r:uzrggsgggg H::;:::nt Faculty % HeaS(::cf)funt Staff % He:fl:zlunt Total %
Total Number of Individuals Employed in this Period 437 832 1,269

Number of New Hires in this Period 78 18% 218 26% 296 23%
Number of Retirements in this Period 23 5% 118 14% 141 11%
Number of Departures in this Period 66 15% 131 16% 197 16%
Stable Base Employees in this Period 270 62% 365 44% 636 50%

This chart demonstrates the relative stability of the workforce. For example, it shows that of the 437 full-time faculty here at least one of the five
years of this report, that 62% (270) of the full-time faculty were here all five years.

The chart does not demonstrate increases or decreases in the number of faculty or staff over time.

Notes:

Stable base represents the number of employees who were employed during the entire period and were full-time for at least one period.

Departures indicate instances where an employee was no longer employed at HSU by the end of the five year period.

Retirements shows the number of full-time employees who retired during the period. Retirees who return to HSU still count as retired.

New hires show the number of employees who were not employed at HSU at the beginning of the period, but were employed at HSU by the end of
the period.

Total number of individuals is the total number of unique employees working full-time for at least one period.

For new hire and departure totals where an employee had multiple events (i.e. departed, then rehired): The most recent event was tabulated, so that
each unique employee is counted only once in this table.

Source: Peoplesoft HR query
Contact: University Budget Office
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D.5.1 and 5.2 Sources of Revenue and Operating Expenditures

Statements of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Net Assets

Audited Reported Audited Audited Audtied
June 30, 2004 % June 30, 2005 % June 30, 2006 % June 30, 2007 % June 30, 2008 %
Revenues:
Operating revenues:
Student tuition and fees (net of scholarship
allowances ) 20,284,250 50.35% 22,956,680 53.99% 21,838,825 52.15% 20,931,354 48.84% 24,383,427 71.94%
Grants and contracts, noncapital:
Federal 9,811,214 24.35% 9,757,256 22.95% 9,772,248 23.33% 10,174,879 23.74% - 0.00%
State and local 2,403,588 5.97% 2,932,301 6.90% 3,280,170 7.83% 3,326,280 7.76% - 0.00%
Nongovernmental 1,141,604 2.83% 633,969 1.49% 553,081 1.32% 359,980 0.84% - 0.00%
Sales and services of educations activities 61,587 0.15% 56,700 0.13% 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00%
Sales and services of auxiliary enterprises (net of
scholarship allowances ) 5,591,897 13.88% 5,767,625 13.56% 5,956,177 14.22% 6,409,214 14.96% 7,749,797 22.86%
Other operating revenues 990,188 2.46% 416,456 0.98% 478,463 1.14% 1,654,667 3.86% 1,762,217 5.20%
Total operating revenues 40,284,328  100.00% 42,520,987 100.00% 41,878,964 100.00% 42,856,374 100.00% 33,895,441 100.00%
Expenses:
Operating expenses:
Instruction 41,411,809 36.59% 39,671,376 34.66% 41,217,548 36.56% 43,759,312 35.85% 42,517,290 34.15%
Research 3,270 0.00% - 0.00% 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00%
Public service 114,519 0.10% 311,433 0.27% 323,374 0.29% 286,831 0.23% 336,638 0.27%
Academic support 11,964,957 10.57% 11,557,490 10.10% 11,408,431 10.12% 13,138,084 10.76% 13,203,411 10.61%
Student services 11,903,251 10.52% 11,719,693 10.24% 10,725,207 9.51% 14,752,845 12.09% 15,162,171 12.18%
Institutional support 13,396,392 11.84% 12,949,604 11.32% 13,200,405 11.71% 13,658,767 11.19% 13,631,618 10.95%
Operation and maintenance of plant 7,790,694 6.88% 9,124,874 7.97% 8,207,383 7.28% 11,235,291 9.20% 11,579,997 9.30%
Student grants and scholarships 14,288,253 12.63% 15,591,901 13.62% 13,040,800 11.57% 13,396,670 10.97% 14,113,692 11.34%
Aucxiliary enterprise expenses 6,086,699 5.38% 7,419,194 6.48% 8,654,218 7.68% 5,861,831 4.80% 7,214,312 5.79%
Depreciation 6,203,603 5.48% 6,100,020 5.33% 5,968,453 5.29% 5,977,607 4.90% 6,733,017 5.41%
Total operating expenses 113,163,447 100.00% 114,445,585  100.00% 112,745,819 100.00% 122,067,238 100.00% 124,492,146 100.00%
Operating loss (72,879,119) (71,924,598) (70,866,855) (79,210,864) (90,596,705)
Nonoperating revenues (expenses):
State appropriations, noncapital 67,984,657 100.16% 66,601,646 95.80% 68,802,930 96.55% 72,954,616 97.14% 77,128,158 81.60%
Grants and contracts, noncapital:
* Federal 10,975,660 11.61%
* State and local 3,870,236 4.09%
* Nongovernmental 342,029 0.36%
Gifts, noncapital 67,514 0.10% 35,058 0.05% 319,912 0.45% 420,898 0.56% 676,248 0.72%
Investment income, net (92,025) -0.14% 539,982 0.78% 685,445 0.96% 1,729,516 2.30% 1,468,063 1.55%
Endowment income (loss) (9,828) -0.01% 82,109 0.12% 43,899 0.06% 121,113 0.16% 102,119 0.11%
Interest on capital-related debt (827,662) -1.22% (972,345)  -1.40% (976,244) -1.37% (1,064,316) -1.42% (887,711) -0.94%
Other nonoperating revenues (expenses), net 756,012 1.11% 3,235,784 4.65% 2,385,991 3.35% 942,993 1.26% 840,329 0.89%
Net nonoperating revenues (expenses) 67,878,668 100.00% 69,522,234 100.00% 71,261,933 100.00% 75,104,820 100.00% 94,515,131 100.00%
Income (loss) before other additions (5,000,451) (2,402,364) 395,078 (4,106,044) 3,918,426
State appropriations, capital 26,245,000 1,817,000 51,187,000 4,835,338 5,080,055
Grants and gifts, capital 315,894 98,101 161,248 142,738 20,868
Additions to permanent endowments 340,682 46,307 11,822 48,711 38,830
Transfers from(to) other CSU campuses, net - -
Increase (decrease) in net assets 21,901,125 (440,956) 51,755,148 920,743 9,058,179
Net assets:
Net assets at beginning of year 101,957,113 123,858,238 123,417,282 175,172,430 176,093,173
Restatement - -
Net Assets at beginning of year, restated 101,957,113 123,858,238 123,417,282 175,172,430 176,093,173
Net assets at end of year $ 123,858,238 123,417,282 175,172,430 176,093,173 185,151,352

* Effective 6/30/08 the CSU is reporting Federal, State and Nongovernmental Grants and Contracts as Nonoperating Revenue.
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Assets

Current assets:
Cash and cash equivalents
Short-term investments
Accounts receivable, net
Pledges receivable, net
Prepaid expenses and other assets

Total current assets

Noncurrent assets:
Restricted cash and cash equivalents
Accounts receivable, net
Student loans receivable, net
Pledges receivable, net
Endowment investments
Other long-term investments
Capital assets, net
Other assets

Total noncurrent assets
Total assets
Liabilities and Net Assets

Current liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued salaries and benefits payable
Accrued compensated absences
Deferred revenue
Capitalized lease obligations — current portion
Long-term debt obligations — current portion
Self-insurance claims liability — current portion
Other liabilities

Total current liabilities

Noncurrent liabilities:
Deferred revenue

Accrued compensated absences, net of current portion

Grants refundable

Capitalized lease obligations, net of current portion
Long-term debt obligations, net of current portion
Self-insurance claims liability, net of current portion
Depository accounts

Other liabilities

Total noncurrent liabilities
Total liabilities

Net assets:
Invested in capital assets, net of related debt
Restricted for:
Nonexpendable — endowments
Expendable:
Scholarships and fellowships
Loans
Capital projects
Debt service
Other
Unrestricted

Total net assets

D.5.3 Statement of Net Assets

Audited
June 30, 2004

%

Reported
June 30, 2005

%

Audited
June 30, 2006

%

Audited
June 30, 2007

%

Audited
June 30, 2008

%

2,247,436 1.37% 3,889,901 2.36% 3,226,384 1.50% 163,358 0.07% 9,700 0.00%
21,280,394 12.98% 17,987,758 10.89% 21,748,724 10.08% 23,616,158 10.59% 25,539,511 10.87%
1,750,126 1.07% 1,378,612 0.83% 2,248,731 1.04% 1,285,197 0.58% 1,807,736 0.77%
31,000 0.01% 31,000 0.01% 30,000 0.01%
916,444 0.56% 1,289,268 0.78% 781,272 0.36% 681,574 0.31% 749,625 0.32%
26,194,400 24,545,539 28,036,111 25,777,287 28,136,572
39,667 0.02% 489,370 0.30% 76,753 0.04% 72 0.00% — 0.00%
26,501,167 16.17% 21,437,399 12.98% 56,006,933 25.95% 34,287,652 15.38% 17,748,607 7.55%
3,864,003 2.36% 3,660,131 2.22% 3,653,745 1.65% 3,450,570 1.55% 3,631,726 1.55%
91,000 0.04% 60,000 0.03% 30,000 0.01%
2,290,188 1.40% 2,317,788 1.40% 2,274,570 1.05% 2,335,104 1.05% 2,374,286 1.01%
192,846 0.12% 443,743 0.27% 0.00% 3,792,912 1.70% 3,429,084 1.46%
103,767,058 63.30% 112,258,611 67.97% 125,707,944 58.25% 153,051,662 68.65% 179,479,225 76.38%
1,084,745 0.66% — 0.00% 52,000 0.02% 177,205 0.08% 165,353 0.07%
137,739,674 140,607,042 187,762,945 197,155,177 206,858,281
163,934,074  100.00% 165,152,581  100.00% 215,799,056 100.00% 222,932,464 100.00% 234,994,853 100.00%
3,012,947 7.52% 2,576,768 6.17% 2,191,786 5.39% 6,691,339 14.29% 8,271,764 16.60%
6,333,356 15.80% 6,147,335 14.73% 6,503,586 16.01% 7,181,877 15.33% 6,353,710 12.75%
874,508 2.18% 2,165,018 5.19% 2,410,336 5.93% 2,619,859 5.59% 3,101,451 6.22%
2,365,262 5.90% 968,570 2.32% 1,090,637 2.68% 1,041,229 2.22% 1,073,646 2.15%
105,088 0.26% 119,561 0.29% 125,422 0.31% 131,498 0.28% 409,946 0.82%
873,798 2.18% 994,835 2.38% 1,048,134 2.58% 1,030,636 2.20% 973,064 1.95%
115,486 540,000 1.29% 282,000 0.69% — 0.00% —_ 0.00%
352,036 0.88% 982,876 2.36% 488,287 1.20% 441,443 0.94% 466,106 0.94%
14,032,481 14,494,963 14,140,188 19,137,881 20,649,687
2,351,854 5.87% 2,198,208 5.27% 2,257,825 5.56% 2,328,080 4.97% 2,164,049 4.34%
4,532,509 11.31% 4,581,657 10.98% 4,511,804 11.11% 4,546,641 9.71% 4,583,945 9.20%
682,924 1.70% 563,363 1.35% 905,944 2.23% 2,931,446 6.26% 5,506,500 11.05%
18,381,039 45.87% 19,805,051 47.45% 18,709,443 46.05% 17,686,719 37.76% 16,721,566 33.55%
95,029 0.24% 92,057 0.22% 101,422 0.25% 208,524 0.45% 217,754 0.44%
26,043,355 27,240,336 26,486,438 27,701,410 29,193,814
40,075,836 99.71% 41,735299 100.00% 40,626,626 100.00% 46,839,291 100.00% 49,843,501 100.00%
87,138,660 70.35% 90,345,250 73.20% 105,277,002 60.10% 131,754,568 74.82% 155,883,407 84.19%
2,290,189 1.85% 2,317,788 1.88% 2,286,393 1.31% 2,335,104 1.33% 2,374,286 1.28%
1,578,536 1.27% 1,600,836 1.30% 1,994,634 1.14% 2,319,610 1.32% 2,581,132 1.39%
661,552 0.53% 684,442 0.55% 685,205 0.39% 704,128 0.40% 773,422 0.42%
24,260,661 19.59% 18,886,502 15.30% 55,645,284 31.77% 30,552,888 17.35% 13,256,513 7.16%
494,934 0.40% 513,421 0.42% 489,435 0.28% 15,563 0.01% 15,203 0.01%
196,264 0.11%
7,433,706 6.00% 9,069,043 7.35% 8,794,477 5.02% 8,411,312 4.78% 10,071,125 5.44%
123,858,238  100.00% 123,417,282  100.00% 175,172,430 100.00% 176,093,173 100.00% 185,151,352 100.00%
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Land
Beginning Book Value
Additions
Deductions
Ending Book Value

Buildings
Beginning Book Value
Additions
Deductions

Ending Book Value

Beginning Book Value
Additions
Deductions

Ending Book Value

Construction in Progress
Beginning Book Value
Additions
Deductions

Ending Book Value

3,474,725 3,474,725 3,474,725 3,474,725 3,934,725
460,000
3,474,725 3,474,725 3,474,725 3,934,725 3,934,725
157,361,121 159,359,090 160,136,994 160,527,428 170,983,923
2,013,344 777,904 401,435 10,456,495 30,144,960
(15,375) (11,001)
159,359,090 160,136,994 160,527,428 170,983,923 201,128,883
Furniture and Equipment (Includes Improvements, Equipment, Library Books and Works of Art)
30,028,110 30,389,001 30,280,919 34,881,038 35,057,954
1,048,521 631,192 5,946,119 1,415,670 1,503,452
(687,630) (739,274) (1,346,000) (1,238,754) (442,951)
30,389,001 30,280,919 34,881,038 35,057,954 36,118,455
2,784,943 12,221,331 23,843,042 30,719,497 51,776,396
11,105,831 12,407,274 19,779,314 32,920,322 32,233,774
(1,669,443) (785,563) (12,902,859) (11,863,423) (30,894,330)
12,221,331 23,843,042 30,719,497 51,776,396 53,115,840

D.5.4 Capital Investments

Audited Reported
June 30, 2004 June 30, 2005

Audited
June 30, 2006

Audited
June 30, 2007

Audited
June 30, 2008
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D.5.5 Endowment Values and Performance

As Reported in the NACUBO Endowment Survey

Market Value of Market Value of Total Current Fund Net Transfers Total Annual
True/Term Quasi- Market Value Income from In/Out of Return on
Endowments Endowment End of Year Yield * Endowment * Endowment Investments
Year 1 -$68,000 -$282,000
$16,712,460 $1,734,747 $18,447,207
FYE See note below See note below
2008
Year 2 $17,210,120 $1,586,777 $18,796,897 See note below See note below $2,724,546 $2,905,796
FYE
2007
Year 3 $14,954,026 $1,129,419 $16,083,445 See note below See note below $3,417,000 1,224,000
FYE
2006

* Investment portfolio is managed on a Total Return Basis; therefore, Yield and Current Fund Income are included in the Total Annual Return on Investments
Definition of Endowments:

1. True endowments. A “true” endowment is a permanent fund with provisions that prohibit spending the corpus, or principal, of that fund. Only investment income
generated by the fund, which is usually defined to include capital gains, may be used to support designated activities. True endowments are gifts or bequests that contain
provisions prohibiting the original principal amount from ever being spent.

2. Quasi-endowments. Quasi-endowments are also called “funds functioning as endowment.” These are funds that the institution’s governing board may choose to treat as
endowment, but the board is not subject to any legal prohibitions against spending the principal. Quasi-endowments may originate from several sources-unrestricted gifts,
surplus operating funds, or unused reserves.

3. Term endowments. Term endowments are sometimes referred to as “wasting endowments.” These are funds with provisions that state the principal may be spent at a
specified rate, after a specific date, or upon the occurrence of a specific event. These funds are not designed or required to exist in perpetuity.
HSU Advancement Foundation Spending Policy — representing dominate investment philosophy:

The amount withdrawn in each fiscal year will be targeted at 4.5 percent of the HSU Advancement Foundation’s (HSUAF) average total market value during the 12 quarters
ending with the last quarter of the previous calendar year. The HSUAF may also spend any additional funds that were available to spend but were not withdrawn in previous fiscal
years. The quarter ended June 30, 2005 will be the earliest quarter used in the calculation of average total market value. Until there are 12 full quarters of history, the average total
market value calculation will include as many quarters as possible, beginning with the June 30, 2005 quarter.
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D.6.1 Key Undergraduate Educational Operations Ratios

2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09
Admissions
Admit/Apply 0.581 0.692 0.804 0.824 0.755
Enroll Admit 0.210 0.166 0.169 0.155 0.164
Retention
Fall 2003 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007
1st Year Freshman Retention Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort
76.0% 70.8% 76.1% 74.5% 73.0%
. Fall 1998 Fall 1999 Fall 2000 Fall 2001 Fall 2002
grrzsdf:jn;tei cr:nG-year Completion to Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort
40.9% 44.9% 49.8% 41.7% 42.8%
% Completing Degrees Begun At another
Institution (Transfer Retention) 67.6% 68.4% 66.8% 66.6% 66.9%
Instruction (Undergraduate)
FTE Student/FTE Faculty Ratio 18:1 19:1 18:1 19:1 20:1
Classes with 1-9 Students 0.0938 0.1541 0.1245 0.1081 0.1185
Classes with 10-19 Students 0.3031 0.2812 0.2590 0.2812 0.2874
Classes with 20-39 Students 0.4868 0.4346 0.4601 0.4649 0.4649
Classes with 40-49 Students 0.0547 0.0724 0.0943 0.0627 0.0595
Classes with 50+ Students 0.0614 0.0575 0.0618 0.0829 0.0697
Average Credit Load per Student 14.51 14.49 14.39 14.35 14.31
Average GPA - Academic Year 2.93 2.93 2.90 2.86 2.85
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D.6.2 Key Asset and Maintenance Ratios

Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008
Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty 287 276 288 276 269
Headcount
115 96 81 72 73
Faculty 59 and Older
40 348 281 261 271
Faculty >59 / Total Faculty
Audited Reported Audited Audited Reported
June 30, 2004 June 30, 2005 June 30, 2006 June 30, 2007 June 30, 2008
Operating and Maintenance Expense 7,790,694 9,528,398 8,207,383 10,306,471 11,597,997
Total Operating Expense 113,163,447 113,987,859 112,745,819 121,003,221 124,492,146
O&M / Total Operating 6.88% 8.36% 7.28% 8.52% 9.30%
Total Equipment Expenditures 693,914 631,192 1,196,597 841,843 636,709
Total Book Value of Equipment
Cost 12,717,063 12,825,034 12,962,666 13,055,967 13,314,538
Accumulated
Depreciation (9,103,160) (9,537,620) (9,440,832) (9,798,227) (10,408,726)
Net Book Value 3,613,903 3,287,414 3,521,834 3,257,740 2,905,812
Equipment/Expenditures / Net Book
Value 19.20% 19.20% 33.98% 25.84% 21.91%
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D.6.3 Key Financial Ratios

Audited

June 30, 2004

Reported

June 30, 2005

Audited

June 30, 2006

Audited

June 30, 2007

Audited

June 30, 2008

Beginning Net Assets 101,957,113 123,858,238 123,417,282 175,172,430 176,093,173
Ending Net Assets 123,858,238 123,417,282 175,172,430 176,093,173 185,151,352
Change in Net Assets 21,901,125 (440,956) 51,755,148 920,743 9,058,179
Return on Net Assets Ratio 0.2148 0.0036 0.4194 0.0053 0.0514
Unrestricted Net Assets 7,433,706 9,069,043 8,794,477 8,411,312 10,071,125
Operating Revenue 40,284,328 42,520,987 41,878,964 42,856,374 33,895,441
Grants & Contracts 15,187,925
Grants and gift, capital 315,894 98,101 161,248 142,738 20,868
State appropriations 67,984,657 66,601,646 68,802,930 72,954,616 77,128,158
Investment income (loss) (101,853) 622,091 729,344 1,850,629 1,570,182

Total unrestricted revenue 108,483,026 109,842,825 111,572,486 117,804,357 127,802,574
Net Income Ratio 0.069 0.083 0.079 0.071 0.079
Operating Revenue 40,284,328 42,520,987 41,878,964 42,856,374 33,895,441
Endowment income 340,682 46,307 11,822 48,711 38,830
Investment income (loss) (101,853) 622,091 729,344 1,850,629 1,570,182

Total operating income 40,523,157 43,189,385 42,620,130 44,755,714 35,504,453
Operating expenses 113,163,447 114,445,585 112,745,819 122,067,238 124,492,146

Oﬁeratinc'; Income Ratio 0.358 0.377 0.378 0.367 0.285

Unrestricted net assets 7,433,706 9,069,043 8,794,477 8,411,312 10,071,125
Restricted, expendable net assets 26,995,683 21,685,201 58,814,558 33,592,189 16,822,534
Total Expendable Net Assets 34,429,389 30,754,244 67,609,035 42,003,501 26,893,659
Long-term Debt 19,063,963 20,368,414 19,615,387 20,618,165 22,228,066
Other non-current debt 6,979,392 6,871,922 6,871,051 7,083,245 6,965,748
26,043,355 27,240,336 26,486,438 27,701,410 29,193,814

Viability Ratio 1.322 1.129 2.553 1.516 0.921

Data obtained from audited financial statements, University activity only does not include Auxiliary Organizations
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Supplemental - Information and Physical Resources
Information and Computing Resources — Library

2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
Total Library Collections 1,989,423 2,008,643 2,008,109 2,005,169 2,025,529
Books 994,746 - 50.0% | 1,007,472 - 50.2% | 1,000,287 - 49.8% | 1,001,333  49.9% | 1,019,317 - 50.3%
Periodicals 1,898 : 0.1% 1,714 . 0.1% 1413 ° 0.1% 969 0.05% 864 - 0.04%
Non-Print Media 628,425 | 31.6% 631,271 | 31.4% 632,947 | 31.5% 628,007 | 31.3% 627,001 | 31.0%
Maps and pictures 32,371 : 1.6% 33,892 ¢ 1.7% 38,648 ¢ 1.9% 38,814 1.9% 39,064 | 1.9%
Other printed works not cataloged 331,983 :© 16.7% 334,294 © 16.6% 334,814 : 16.7% 336,046  16.8% 339,283 ° 16.8%
Total $ Spent on Library Acquisitions $938,594 $771,017 $817,486 $753,525 $397,833
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Supplemental — Informational and Physical Resources
Information and Computing Resources — Computing Resources

Number and Percent of
Computer-Equipped Classrooms
and Labs
Number of Computer Workstations
Available
To Students
To Faculty/Staff
Networked

Not Networked

04/05

05/06

06/07

07/08

08/09

30 48.4%

1129
1618
2747

29 41.4%

1149
1409
2558

43 61.0%

1191
1611
2802

45 64.3%

1191
1642
2833

47 67.1%

1098
1660
2758
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Supplemental — Information and Physical Resources

Physical Resources — Current Year

Inventory by Space Type
August 31, 2009

# of # of
Space Type Rooms | ASF |Stations| FTES Space Type Rooms ASF Stations | FTES

0001 Lecture 51| 36,692 2370 [5,522.1] 0046 Student Office - Clerical 8 1,292 11 0.0
0002 Lecture Service 9 702 0 0.0 0047 Student Office - Service 4 290 0 0.0
0004 Seminar 3| 1,078 47 109.5) 0049 Other Office 31 5,082 51 0.0
0010 Teaching Lab 118{106,212| 2219 984.1] 0051 Conference Room 58 25,024 1134 0.0
0011 Teaching Lab Service 169| 40,883 0 0.0j 0052 Lounge 76 30,219] 909 0.0
0016 Research Lab 771 19,337 285 0.0ff 0053 Recreation 13 8,927 288 0.0
0017 Research Lab Service 32| 5,801 0 0.0J) 0056 General Storage 180 39,335 2 0.0
0019 Self-instruction Computer Lab 24| 13,703 412 0.0} 0057 Warehouse 11 7,741 0 0.0
0020 Self-instruction Lab 13] 6,568 199 0.0} 0063 Library Special Study 2 1,329 0 0.0
0021 Music practice studio 21 2,495 28 0.0} 0066 Library Stack Study 4 74,2201 1134 0.0
0022 Physical Education - Indoor 52| 94,246 162 0.0J) 0068 Library Service 19 11,215 14 0.0
0025 Animal Quarters 6| 4,520 0 0.0Jf 0070 Museum and Galleries 32 19,882 1 0.0
0026 Green House 21 11,359 O 0.0 0075 Auditoria 4 9,783 1033 0.0
0028 Radio-TV 2 411 O 0.0f 0077 Stage 3 7,513 0 0.0
0029 Special Instructional 49 8,661 154 0.0 0079 Auditorial Service 30 14,153 0 0.0
0030 Faculty Office - Professional 417| 52,394 443 0.0 0081 Locker Rooms 8 1,626 0 0.0
0031 Faculty Office - Clerical 191 2,506] 24 0.0 0083 Equip Maintenance/Repair 51 68,051 0 0.0
0032 Faculty Office - Service 6 620 0 0.0 0084 Field Areas 9 779 0 0.0
0035 Faculty/Admin - Professional 52| 8,627 57 0.0J) 0085 Other Special Support 288 67,186/ 431 0.0
0036 Faculty/Admin - Clerical 54| 12,466 79 0.0 0091 Student Use 63 19,038 424 0.0
0037 Faculty/Admin - Service 48[ 6,098 1 0.0J) 0092 Administrative Use 25 6,885 22 0.0
0040 Administration - Professional 191) 28,830 217 0.0J) 0095 Dorm Room - Single Person 721 114,486] 1349 0.0
0041 Administration - Clerical 136/ 38,130( 288 0.0 0096 Food Service 10 11,639 0 0.0
0042 Administration - Service 85 14,914 10 0.0 0098 Living Quarters 50 15,576 0 0.0
0045 Student Office - General 19( 2,806 42 0.0 0099 Other - General Miscellaneous 145 54,205 143 0.0

Total 3,519 1,135,535| 13,983 |6,615.7,
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