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Dear Chancellor Reed: 

At its meeting on May 5-6, 2005, at CSU headquarters in Long Beach, the 
Academic Senate of the California State University discussed and acted upon a 
number of matters.  Enclosed is a copy of the items upon which the Senate took 
action.  These documents are sent to you for consideration and action as 
appropriate. 

The enclosed information is being sent at this time to all CSU constituencies. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
David O. McNeil, Chair 
Academic Senate CSU 
 
DOM:mp 
Enclosures 
c: Members, Academic Senate CSU 
 Chancellor’s Office Representatives 
 Board of Trustees 
 Presidents 
 Vice Presidents, Academic Affairs 
 Chairs, Campus Academic Senates 
 CSU Alumni Council  
 California State Student Association 



STATUS OF SENATE RESOLUTIONS 
 
The status of the resolutions that were circulated for Senate consideration at the May 5-6, 2005, 
meeting in Long Beach are listed below. 
 
( 1) AS-2686-05/FA Creating and Overseeing Faculty APPROVED 
   Expert Banks UNANIMOUSLY 
 
( 2) AS-2687-05/AA The Role of Prebaccalaureate Programs(AKA APPROVED 
   Remediation) in the California State University  
 
( 3) AS-2688-05/AA Support for the Framework for APPROVED 
   Comprehensive Intercollegiate Athletics  UNANIMOUSLY 
   Reform by the Coalition on Intercollegiate 
   Athletics (COIA) (2003) 
 
( 4) AS-2689-05/EX Academic Senate CSU Calendar of 2005- APPROVED 
   2006 Meetings UNANIMOUSLY 
 
( 5) AS-2691-05/AA Support for the Use of the “New SAT” APPROVED 
   in the CSU Eligibility Index WITHOUT DISSENT 
 
( 6) AS-2692-05/TEKR Support of Federal TRIO Programs APPROVED 
     UNANIMOUSLY 
 
( 7) AS-2694-05/FGA CSU Budget Priorities for Academic  APPROVED 
   Year 2006-07 UNANIMOUSLY 
 
( 8)AS-2695-05/FGA Creation of a Task Force to Develop APPROVED 
   Housing Programs UNANIMOUSLY 
 
( 9) AS-2696-05/FGA Opposition to the California  APPROVED 
   Live Within Our Means Act UNANIMOUSLY 
 
( 10) AS-2697-05/EX/AA Reaffirming the Role of Faculty in Initiatives APPROVED 
   for “Achieving the Baccalaureate Degree” WITHOUT DISSENT 
 
( 11) AS-2698-05/AA Support, Principles, and Processes for APPROVED 
   a New CSU Articulation Number System UNANIMOUSLY 
 
( 12) AS-2699-05/FA Searches for Campus Administrators APPROVED 
   in the California State University 
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( 13) AS-2700-05/FA Student Access to Academic Information APPROVED 
   Technology UNANIMOUSLY 
 
( 14) AS-2701-05/FA Faculty Early Retirement Program APPROVED 
     UNANIMOUSLY 
 
( 15) AS-2702-05/FA/FGA Faculty Compensation and the Crisis in APPROVED 
   Recruiting and Retaining Faculty of UNANIMOUSLY 
   High Quality 
 
 
The following item was withdrawn at the May 5-6, 2005, meeting; copy not included. 
 
( 16) AS-2693-05/FA The Effect of the Proposed Retirement  
   Plan Modification on the CSU 
 
 
Resolutions of Commendation (copies not included) were unanimously approved in honor of the 
following persons: 
 
( 17) Robert Cherny 
 
( 18) Gayle Hutchinson 
 
( 19) Len Mathy 
 
( 20) Susan McKillop 
 
( 21) David McNeil 
 
( 22) John Shields 
 
( 23) David Spence 
 
(24) Louise Timmer 
 
(25) Thomas Warschauer 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 1 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2686-05/FA 
 March 10-11, 2005 
 
 

Creating and Overseeing Faculty Expert Banks 
 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) recommend 

to the Chancellor and to campus Academic Senates that they ensure that faculty 
play a key role in the creation, revision, and periodic review of Faculty Expert 
banks--listing various faculty and their areas of expertise--established at the 
Chancellor’s Office and on each campus. 

 
RATIONALE:  The University Advancement Office of the Chancellor’s Office of 
the California State University is in the process of establishing a faculty 
webpage on the CSU website which will have features on individual faculty 
members from each of the 23 CSU campuses.  This listing of faculty expertise 
will be available both for campuses and the Chancellor’s Office.  As the faculty 
webpage will be the “public face” of the CSU faculty, it is important that 
faculty members be significantly involved in creating and promoting the content 
of this page.  The page should be broadly representative of the CSU faculty and 
assuring this representation as well as a quality product should be the primary 
responsibility of the faculty in close cooperation with University Advancement 
and Public Relations offices.  A key segment of this webpage is a “Faculty 
Expert Bank.”  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 5-6, 2005 



  ACADEMIC SENATE Item 2 

of 
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

 
 AS-2687-05/AA 
 March 10-11, 2005 
 

The Role of Prebaccalaureate Programs (AKA Remediation)  
in the California State University 

 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) express 

concern that, with the approach of the 2007 and the Board of Trustees target of 
no more than 10% of CSU entering freshmen requiring remediation, the Board 
could turn to more stringent limitations on prebaccalaureate students or turning 
away prebaccalaureate students altogether rather than on reducing the need for 
remediation; and be it further 

 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Board, the Chancellor, and the 

Executive Vice Chancellor to maintain their focus on policies and programs, 
such as the Early Assessment Program, that reduce the need for remediation of 
students eligible for admission to the California State University; and be it 
further 

 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Board, the Chancellor, and the 

Executive Vice Chancellor not to pursue policies intended to further reduce 
access by restricting admission or retention for otherwise admissible CSU 
students who require prebaccalaureate coursework; and be it further 

 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Board of Trustees, the Chancellor, and 

the Executive Vice Chancellor to recognize the important role that pre-
baccalaureate coursework plays in providing access to higher education for 
students eligible to attend the CSU; and be it further  

 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Board, the Chancellor, and the 

Executive Vice Chancellor to value and encourage programs which enhance the 
learning, retention, and graduation of students who initially require 
prebaccalaureate coursework; and be it further 

 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Board, in response to the March 15, 

2005, report to the Board, that 63% of entering students are proficient in 
mathematics, that 53% of entering students are proficient in English, and that 
the proficiency levels have plateaued for the last 3 years, to make public its 
planned actions in the likely case that the 10% goal is not achieved by 2007. 

 
RATIONALE: The CSU's historic mission has been to enact in practice the 
American ideal of upward mobility through education. To accomplish this goal, 
we have served as a platform by providing access to students admissible under 
the California Master Plan for Higher Education. That access includes, and 
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must include, eligible students who are required to take prebaccalaureate 
courses. It would be ironic, having spent so much breath recently decrying the 
demise of the Master Plan, were we to decouple access from prebaccalaureate 
programs.  A former CSU student tells us, “I believe that I am sitting here today 
because of a lot of hard work and the opportunity offered to me by the 
California State University.  My hope is that every student might have that 
opportunity.”  Even in these tough budget times, when the Master Plan 
commitment of California higher education appears to be undermined and, as 
Kevin Starr, the California State Librarian emeritus states, “that repudiated 
promise represents yet another nail in the coffin of the California dream, [but] I 
still have that hope because I do not believe that the American dream of 
achievement is dying.” 
The proportion of adults over 25 nationally who have college degrees is 25.9%. 
California's proportion is 28.5%. However, there are counties in California 
where the proportion is much less. In Stanislaus County, for example, only 13% 
of those 25 and older have achieved a college degree, fourth from the bottom on 
a list of 231 counties in America with populations over 250,000. The Modesto 
Bee noted on May 24 that the central valley "serves as a launching pad for the 
upwardly mobile," but that the lower rate of college graduates deters business 
and prompts "talent flight."  
 
The Associated Press reported on January 4, 2005: 

California's students across all races rank among the lowest in the nation 
for academic achievement despite the state's many reform efforts, 
according to a new study by the Rand Corp.  
The Rand Corp. study released Monday also finds that California's per-
pupil spending is among the lowest, and its student-to-teacher ratio is 
among the highest. The state also lags in building schools, though it is 
catching up thanks to billions of dollars of bonds that voters have 
approved in recent years.  
While he said he wasn't surprised by any single finding from the 18-month 
study, lead researcher Steve Carroll said he was struck by "the overall 
cascade of unhappy observations." 

 
The falling performance of California public schools coupled with the 
plummeting CSU budgets to highlight the competition for available seats at the 
same time that we might expect greater numbers of students who require 
prebaccalaureate coursework. Some might equate a need for further 
development in writing or mathematics as a reason to deny students access. 
However, when thinking about the labeling of students and courses as remedial 
and when assigning responsibility for that remedial status, it is useful to 
consider the history of first-year composition courses at the college level. 
Various sources document that freshman composition courses began at Harvard 
in the 1880s, a recognition that students who had completed high school were 
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not prepared to write at the university level (Berlin, Boylan). Berlin's rendering 
has a familiar ring:  

In 1874, Eliot [the president of Harvard] introduced a test of the student's 
ability to write in English as a part of the Harvard entrance requirement. . 
. Since the language of learning at the new university was to be English, it 
seemed appropriate that entering students be tested in this language. 
Furthermore the test in English ensured that the new open university 
would not become too open. . . . The fact that no freshman class had ever 
been able to write in the manner thought appropriate for college work and 
that additional writing instruction had always been deemed necessary for 
college students seems not to have been noticed either by Eliot or the staff 
of his English department. A look at the sample essays from the entrance 
exam of 1894, published by the Harvard Board of Overseers in 
indignation at the errors it found, reveals that the best students in the 
country attending the best university of its time had difficulties in writing. 
Rather than conclude that perhaps it was expecting too much of these 
students and their preparatory schools, however, the Board of Overseers 
excoriated the teachers who had prepared these students and demanded 
that something be done. This vilification of high school English teacher 
has since become a common practice as college English teachers have 
tried to shift the entire responsibility for writing instruction--a 
responsibility that throughout Anglo-American history has been shared by 
the college--to the lower schools. (24) 
 

Some CSU initiatives such as the PAD (pre-collegiate academic development), 
CAPI (collaborative academic preparation initiative), and EAP (early 
assessment program) focus or have focused on the goal of reducing the need for 
remediation.  However, other initiatives-such as the limitation of 
prebaccalaureate work in some cases to one semester, and proposals to count 
prebaccalaureate units in a total of “sanctionable units,” units beyond which 
students or campuses will be penalized, have nothing to do with reducing the 
need for remediation.  
 
The Board of Trustees has created policy in relation to remediation in the CSU, 
and, pursuant to that policy, Executive Order 665 encourages limitations on 
remedial activities and redirection of non-remediated students to other 
institutions.  This resolution states the Senate’s intent that Trustee policy and 
EO 665 not be extended or interpreted to deny admission or further limit 
remedial activities for students admissible under the California Master Plan for 
Higher Education. 
 
Berlin, James. Rhetoric and Reality: Writing Instruction in American Colleges, 

1900-1985. Carbondale: SIUP, 1987. 
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APPROVED – May 5-6, 2005 
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 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 3 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2688-05/AA 
 March 10-11, 2005 
 
 

Support for the Framework for Comprehensive Intercollegiate Athletics 
Reform by the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA) (2003) 

 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) endorse in 

principle the Framework for Comprehensive Intercollegiate Athletics Reform 
developed by the faculty-based Coalition on University Academic Senates; and 
be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU urge CSU campus senates to support the 
principles contained within the framework and its guidelines on academic 
integrity, athletic welfare, governance, finances, and over-commercialization; 
and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU encourage all senates to ensure faculty 
participation in the governance of intercollegiate athletics on their respective 
campuses. 

 
RATIONALE:  The Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA), formed in 
2002, is an alliance of faculty senates of Division 1A schools 
(http://www.math.umd.edu/~jmc/COIA/). Its goals are “to become a faculty 
voice in the national debate over the future of college sports”.  Its founding 
goals are stated in “A Framework for Comprehensive Athletics Reform,” which 
is appended to this resolution.  Also appended are summaries of two statements 
that supercede part of the Framework:  “Campus Athletic Governance, the 
Faculty Role: Principles, Proposed Rules, and Guidelines,” and “Academic 
Integrity in Intercollegiate Athletics: Principles, Rules and Best Practices, 
Executive Summary.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 5-6, 2005 
 
 

http://www.math.umd.edu/~jmc/COIA/


ATTACHMENT TO AS-2688-05/AA 

A Framework for Comprehensive Athletics Reform 
Coalition On Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA), Fall 2003 

  
Executive Summary 

http://www.math.umd.edu/%7Ejmc/COIA/Framework.html  
 

Reform of intercollegiate athletics is an urgent priority. Successful reform will require a 
broad consensus and a comprehensive approach. Some issues may be resolved quickly, 
others may require much more time, but national agreement on a comprehensive plan in 
the near future is essential to accomplish meaningful reform; the piecemeal approach has 
not succeeded. The COIA Framework, aimed at Division I-A, outlines essential features 
such a plan should include, and calls for the NCAA and national academic constituencies 
to develop detailed, appropriately flexible strategies for implementation. The goal of 
reform is not negative; it is to bring out the positive aspects of intercollegiate athletics, 
which contribute to the personal development of athletes and enhance college life on 
campus and off.  
  
I. Academic Integrity. Colleges should admit only students with realistic prospects of 
graduation. Admissions practices should confirm that high schools must prepare athletes 
to meet such standards. Continuing eligibility standards should ensure that only 
academically engaged students compete in athletics. Faculty must take responsibility to 
ensure academic integrity in all programs. Athletics advisors must be closely integrated 
with academic advising to ensure prioritization of academic goals and integrity. [Detailed 
proposals regarding issues noted in Sections I and II are being drafted for 
membership review in Fall 2004.] 
  
II. Athlete Welfare. The design and enforcement of limits on athlete participation in 
non-academic activities must be improved; assessment of coaches must reflect 
commitment to athletes’ academic opportunities. Optimal season schedules for each sport 
should be designed and adopted, limiting competition in each sport to a single term. The 
terms and bases of scholarships should be reexamined so as to support student academics, 
and athletes should be fully integrated into campus life.  
  
III. Governance. Shared oversight of athletics between governing boards, 
administrations, and faculty should involve clear communication and complementary 
responsibilities. Best-practice designs for the interaction of faculty athletics 
representatives, campus athletics committees, and faculty governance should be designed 
nationally, and adapted locally. Uniform reporting standards for athletics budgets should 
be established, to provide more financial transparency. Stable athletics conferences 
should support the linkage of athletics and academics, and become the basis for 
intercollegiate relationships beyond athletics competitions and finances. [Portions of 
Section III have been superseded by "Campus Athletics Governance, the Faculty 
Role," approved by the COIA membership in April 2004] 
 
IV. Finances. The link between winning and financial solvency undermines the values of 
college sports and contributes to the athletics arms race. Broadened revenue sharing, and 
limits on budgets and capital expenditures should be implemented. Amateur goals 

http://www.math.umd.edu/%7Ejmc/COIA/Framework.html
http://www.coia.umd.edu/~jmc/COIA/G.html
http://www.coia.umd.edu/~jmc/COIA/G.html
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appropriate to each sport should determine standards of expectations. Cost cutting in the 
areas of scholarships, squad size, season length, and recruitment should be explored. 
 
V. Over-commercialization. Excesses in marketing college sports impair institutional 
control and contribute to public misperception of the nature and purpose of higher 
education. Schools must step back from over-commercialization by cutting costs and 
setting clear standards of institutional control and public presentation of college sports. 
 



ATTACHMENT TO AS-2688-05/AA 
 

 
 

Campus Athletics Governance, the Faculty Role: Principles, Proposed 
Rules, and Guidelines 

 
SUMMARY STATEMENT 

 
This document was adopted by the COIA membership on April 12, 2004, as a Coalition 
contribution to campus athletics governance at Division IA schools. It was developed by 
a team of faculty drawn jointly from the leaderships of the Coalition and of the Faculty 
Athletics Representatives Association, working from an extensive compilation of 
successful governance practices developed by Scott Kretchmar, the FAR at Penn State. 
The proposal is designed to provide models of successful campus athletics governance 
structures involving faculty that could be useful to campuses in assessing their own local 
policies and procedures. It rests on a vision of governance that sees effective and 
complementary contributions to athletics governance by university presidents, governing 
boards, and faculties as an essential feature of intercollegiate athletics programs that 
realize their potential to contribute to the missions of schools and the welfare of students. 
 
Our proposal discusses three campus governance institutions where faculty play key roles 
related to athletics: the Faculty Athletics Representative, the Campus Athletics Board, 
and the Faculty Governance Body. It sets forth general principles that can help faculty 
fulfill their responsibilities effectively and constructively, and it enumerates a 
considerable number of specific best-practice features. A small number of these features 
are recommended for adoption as NCAA bylaws for Division I schools, because we 
believe athletics governance is severely handicapped without them. Most features are 
recommended as options for local adaptation that in many cases may have the potential to 
improve the effectiveness of athletics governance. These detailed items are not meant to 
be prescriptive for all campuses; we have included them because this document is 
intended as a resource that campuses can consult when assessing whether their athletics 
governance structures are satisfactory or could be improved. In these respects, the 
premise of the proposal is that local faculty are best able to design governance structures 
for their campuses, but that all of us are helped when successful ideas are shared. 
 
Our understanding of governance issues and best practices is not static, and this 
document should not be seen as an exhaustive and unchanging blueprint. It will be 
subject to revision in future iterations as new circumstances and new knowledge arise. 



Academic Integrity in Intercollegiate Athletics: Principles, Rules, and 
Best Practices 

 
Executive Summary 

 
There are three primary rationales for intercollegiate athletics: it can contribute to 
personal development reinforcing academic excellence; it can contribute to community 
and institutional loyalty; it can broaden positive interest in and public support for higher 
education. The Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics strongly supports these goals. 
However, these values cannot be realized if we abandon the principle that personal 
development through athletics participation and academic achievement are inextricably 
linked. The Coalition, as a faculty-governance based alliance devoted to athletics reform, 
has developed proposals and guidelines to help faculty and others on campus fulfill their 
responsibilities with regard to the impact of athletics on academic standards and integrity. 
Some of the basic principles and major proposals are summarized in this brief overview. 
(All proposed NCAA bylaw changes are noted as such below.) 
 
1. Admissions. 
 

• At many schools, there is a different admissions process for athletes, and faculty 
may not have adequate information to confirm its academic integrity. The 
Coalition recommends that campuses examine the processes by which scholarship 
athletes who do not meet minimal academic criteria are granted admissions. 

• Faculty governance bodies should work with their administrations to develop 
policies concerning these processes, and procedures through which faculty 
governance bodies can be informed of their implementation. 

• Campuses should collect and analyze data on the academic performance of all 
athletes, to better assess the range of admissions qualifications appropriate to 
athletes, including athletes who enter as transfer students. 

 
2. Scholarships. 
 

• Under the current one-year renewable structure of athletics scholarships, athletes 
may be legitimately concerned that their continued access to education depends 
on sports success. This can create a conflict of incentives that may lead to an 
emphasis on athletics at cost to academics. The Coalition recommends that 
NCAA standards require that there be a presumption of scholarship renewal for a 
period of five years, or until graduation, and that scholarships be revocable only 
by the chief academic officer. [NCAA bylaw proposal, Section 2.1] 

• Because the rationale for merit scholarships based on athletic, rather than 
academic qualifications is not strong, the Coalition recommends that a 
reassessment be made of the feasibility of converting athletics scholarships to a 
need basis. 

• The Coalition believes that “pay for play” proposals to compensate athletes 
beyond scholarship support are inconsistent with the principles of amateur sports 



on which intercollegiate athletics is based; it is concerned that the conduct of 
college sports in other respects may be creating a context in which maintaining 
amateur values will not be possible 

 
3. Curricular Integrity. 
 

• The campus faculty bears primary responsibility for ensuring that academic 
programs conform to high standards of integrity in curriculum and student 
evaluation. Reports of differential academic treatment of athletes by faculty have 
persisted for years and occasionally been confirmed, but without detailed data on 
athlete enrollment patterns and grades, faculty governance bodies have no way of 
routinely assessing the integrity of campus programs in this regard or remediating 
problems that may exist. The Coalition therefore proposes that campuses collect 
data on the academic performance of athletes by course section, and convey that 
information to their campus faculty governance bodies, protecting the anonymity 
of individual student records. [NCAA bylaw proposal, Section 3.1] 

• Academically prejudicial treatment of athletes is of equal concern, and we 
recommend that policies against this be consistently applied. 

• The Coalition recommends heightened scrutiny of courses taught by athletics 
department staff and controls to manage conflicts of interest when athletes are 
enrolled in them. The Coalition also recommends that the amount of academic 
credit awarded for varsity sports participation be determined by the faculty and 
strictly limited. 

 
4. Time Commitment, Missed Class Time, and Scheduling of Competitions. 
 

• In no way does a school more clearly signal an inappropriate prioritization of 
athletics over academics than when it sends the message that training or 
competitions take priority over class attendance and coursework. 

• Because coaches have great leverage to guide their athletes to place academics 
first, the Coalition recommends performance assessments of coaches and close 
monitoring that creates incentives for coaches to use that leverage constructively. 

• The competition scheduling decisions that campuses make directly affect the 
challenges athletes face in the classroom. The Coalition recommends that Faculty 
Athletics Representatives and campus athletics boards be meaningfully involved 
in the design of season schedules to ensure that academic priorities guide 
planning. 

• It is not clear that the current length of competition seasons is designed so as to 
ensure that the basic goals of amateur college sports are fulfilled with the least 
possible interference with academic goals. The Coalition recommends that an 
FAR-led task force be commissioned by the NCAA to assess this issue for each 
sport. 

• Because the growth of non-traditional seasons in many sports have significantly 
extended overall competition seasons, the Coalition supports an NCAA bylaw 
change that would eliminate divided competitive seasons. [NCAA bylaw 
proposal, Section 4.3.2.] 



• The Coalition recommends that the NCAA and the conferences reverse the trend 
towards expanding seasons at the beginning and at the end, in particular post-
season tournaments, as well as reversing the increased reliance on athletic events 
scheduled on weekdays 

• Efforts should be made by schools and conferences to ensure that athletes do not 
have competitions scheduled during final exams. 

 
5. Policies Concerning the Office of Academic Advising for Athletes (O&AA). 
 

• The success of athlete advising is critical for the academic integrity of campus 
sports programs. Faculty have a responsibility to understand the role of the 
OAAA, and to be assured that the office is structured to operate with integrity. 

• The single most difficult issue that confronts the OAAA is to maintain a focus on 
maximizing the academic accomplishments of athletes, given their athletics 
commitments, rather than on maintaining their athletic eligibility. The OAAA 
should be structured in such a way as to maximize its ability to manage this 
tension successfully. The Coalition recommends that the OAAA report to the 
chief academic officer of the campus; this does not rule out a secondary reporting 
line to the athletics department, whose engagement with the OAAA can 
contribute substantially to its strength, but the chief academic officer must bear 
primary responsibility for ensuring the integrity of the OAAA. 

• Qualifications for the director and the advising staff should be set at the high 
levels towards which the profession of academic advising has evolved. 

• Structures should ensure that advisors are not placed in disadvantageous positions 
with regard to coaches; for example, the Coalition recommends having multiple 
advisors share team advising duties, rather than have individuals serve as sole 
advisor assigned to work with a specific team. Advising staff, rather than coaches, 
should have primary responsibility in the athlete’s selection of major and specific 
courses, and advisors alone should have authority to contact instructors with 
regard to individual students. 

• Coalition guidelines include a checklist of elements that characterize many 
successful academic advising programs, as well as a list of athlete support 
functions that can enhance the overall effectiveness of the OAAA. 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 4 
 of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 
 AS-2689-05/EX 
 March 10-11, 2005 

Academic Senate CSU Calendar of 2005-2006 Meetings 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of the California State University adopt the 
following schedule for the 2005-2006 academic year:   

  2005 Location 

 September 15-16 Committees/Plenary Headquarters 
 October 7 Interim Headquarters 
 November 2-4 Committees/Plenary Headquarters 
 December 2 Interim Headquarters 

  2006 

 January 25-27 Committees/Plenary Headquarters 
 February 10 Interim Headquarters 
 March 8-10 Committees/Plenary Headquarters 
 April 7 Interim Headquarters 
 May 3-5 Committees/Plenary Headquarters 

 ; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate CSU be authorized 
to change the schedule of meetings approved, with adequate notice to the 
Academic Senate CSU, if the Trustees alter their schedule, or if budgetary 
constraints require a change. 

RATIONALE:  The California State University Board of Trustees is in the 
process of determining its meeting dates for 2005-2006, as follows: 

  2005 Location 

 July 19-20 Headquarters 
 September 20-21 Headquarters 
 October 27 
 November 8-9 Headquarters 

  2006 Location 

 January 31–Feb. 1 Headquarters 
 March 14-15 Headquarters 
 May 16-17 Headquarters 
 July 18-19 Headquarters 
 September 19-20 Headquarters 
 November 14-15 Headquarters 

 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 5-6, 2005 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 5 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2691-05/AA 
 March 10-11, 2005 
 
 
 

Support for the Use of the “New SAT” in the CSU Eligibility Index 
 
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) recommend 

the inclusion of all three components (math, critical reading, and writing) of the 
“New SAT” into the CSU eligibility index; and be it further  

 
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate CSU, for equivalency, recommend the inclusion of 

the optional writing component of the ACT into the CSU eligibility index. 
 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU recommend that the Admission Advisory 

Council solicit input to consider in the determination of the reconfiguration of 
the Eligibility Index. 

RATIONALE: Writing competence is integral to success in college.  Eligibility 
indexes (defined in Section 40601, subdivision (f), and Sections 40753 and 
40754 of Title 5 of the California Administrative Code) are used for freshman 
applicants with a GPA of less than 3.0. The eligibility indexes are currently 
defined as: 

1.  The formula for computing the eligibility index using the total of the verbal 
and mathematics scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Tests is (800 x GPA) + 
SAT.  

2.  The formula for computing the eligibility index using the composite score 
of the American College Test is (200 x GPA) + (10 x ACT).  

The pre-March 2005 SAT included two sections, verbal and math. The “New 
SAT” now includes a writing section. Each of the three components measured 
by the “New SAT” is fundamental for university level education.  

The entire SAT I score was previously used in its entirety in the eligibility index. 

The total score of the “New SAT” has been broadly adopted nationally as an 
element contributing to an admissions decision. 
 
Various groups, such as the English Council and the advisory groups to the 
English Placement Test (EPT) and Early Assessment Program (EAP), will be 
solicited for their views on the reconfiguration of the Eligibility Index. 

 
 

APPROVED WITHOUT DISSENT – May 5-6, 2005 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 6 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2692-05/TEKR 
 March 10-11, 2005 
 

Support of Federal TRIO Programs 
 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) affirm its 

support for federally funded TRIO programs (Upward Bound, Talent Search, 
Student Support Services, and other programs) located at most of the campuses 
of the CSU; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU recognize the contributions made by federal 
TRIO programs that continue to provide access to the CSU for first generation 
college-bound students, and students from disadvantaged backgrounds; and be it 
further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU value the contributions made by staff and 
faculty working within federal TRIO programs who have contributed 
significantly to student retention and success on campuses where TRIO 
programs are present; and be it further  

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Chancellor and the Board of Trustees 
to advocate strongly for continued federal funding of all the CSU federal TRIO 
programs in recognition of their contribution to the mission of the CSU and the 
economic and social vitality of the State of California; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That this resolution be forwarded to the CSU Governmental Affairs Office in 
Washington, D.C., for distribution to the chairs of the appropriate House of 
Representatives and Senate Committees; and be it further 

 
RATIONALE:  Federal TRIO programs, located on most CSU campuses, have 
provided generations of historically underserved and first generation college-
bound secondary school students with academic support and counseling 
services that contributed to their academic success as college students. TRIO 
programs began with Upward Bound and The Economic Opportunity Act of 
1964 in response to the War on Poverty.  Talent Search and Student Support 
Services, originally known as Special Services for Disadvantaged Students, 
became the second and third legs in a series of educational opportunity 
programs for students in need of academic assistance.  Nine programs are 
currently in the TRIO family of federally funded grants.  These programs 
provide approximately $3,000,000 to more than 3,000 students on nine CSU 
campuses in Southern California alone.  Funding for TRIO programs is 
currently under review for redirection by the U. S. Department of Education.  
The ability of the CSU to recruit and retain disadvantaged and 
underrepresented first generation college-attending students would be 
substantially impaired, if these programs lose their financial support and cease 
operations. 

 
APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 5-6, 2005 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 7 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2694-05/FGA  
 May 5-6, 2005 
 

 
CSU Budget Priorities for Academic Year 2006-07 

 

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) again endorse the 
following budget priorities delineated in AS-2654-04/FGA, CSU Budget Priorities for 
Academic Year 2005-06, and call upon the Chancellor and the Board of Trustees to 
secure the resources needed to ensure quality and authentic access for students seeking 
to graduate from the CSU:  

• To limit enrollment to the number of students for whom the state has provided 
funding at the true cost, as opposed to the marginal cost level; 

• To reduce student/faculty ratios to their pre-1990 levels, and to provide and 
maintain adequate technology and library acquisitions to accomplish our 
educational mission; 

• To bring faculty salaries up to the level of California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (CPEC) comparison universities and to implement the 
recommendation of the Assembly Concurrent Resolution (ACR) 73 Task Force;  

 and be it further  

RESOLVED:  That the Chancellor and Board of Trustees consult with the executive committee of the 
Academic Senate CSU and the System Budget Advisory Committee (SBAC) during the 
summer of 2005 when developing the proposed CSU budget for 2006-07; and be it 
further 

RESOLVED:  That this resolution be forwarded to the Governor, the leadership of the Legislature, the 
Chancellor, and the Board of Trustees. 

 
RATIONALE:  The Academic Senate CSU recognizes that the CSU is at a crisis 
situation as evidenced by the fact that 55% of the faculty are over the age of 50, less 
than half of the faculty are tenure/tenure track, and the system has had continued 
difficulty in hiring due to many reasons including:  salaries in the CSU lag 
substantially below comparable institutions, teaching loads in the CSU are among the 
highest in the nation, and housing costs in California are significantly higher than most 
other regions in the nation.  It is also a matter of critical concern to the Academic 
Senate CSU that the budget priorities delineated in AS-2654-04/FGA, CSU Budget 
Priorities for Academic Year 2005-06 have unfortunately not yet been addressed and 
hence merit immediate attention by the Chancellor and Board of Trustees. 
 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 5-6, 2005 



  ATTACHMENT TO AS-2694-05/FGA 
 
 ACADEMIC SENATE  

of 
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

 
 
 AS-2654-04/FGA 
 May 6-7, 2004 
 
 

CSU Budget Priorities for Academic Year 2005-06 
 
 

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) 
request that the Governor and California Legislature leave responsibility 
for allocating reductions within the CSU budget to the Board of Trustees 
and the Chancellor after consultation with the Academic Senate CSU 
and other constituencies through the System Budget Advisory 
Committee (SBAC), rather than mandate specific or targeted cuts; and be 
it further 

RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU urge the CSU Board of Trustees to secure 
funding that will ensure authentic access to a high quality education for 
those students admitted to the CSU and to limit enrollment to the 
number of students for whom the state has provided funding at the true 
cost, as opposed to the marginal cost level; and be it further 

RESOLVED:  That to assure high quality education, the Academic Senate CSU urge 
the CSU Board of Trustees secure funding to reduce student/faculty 
ratios to their pre-1990 levels, and to provide and maintain adequate 
technology and library acquisitions to accomplish our educational 
mission; and be it further 

RESOLVED:  That to assure high quality education, the Academic Senate CSU urge 
the CSU Board of Trustees secure funding to bring faculty salaries up to 
the level of California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) 
comparison universities and to secure funding to implement the 
recommendation of the Assembly Concurrent Resolution (ACR) 73 Task 
Force; and be it further  

RESOLVED: That the Chancellor and Board of Trustees consult with the executive 
committee of the Academic Senate CSU and the SBAC during the 
summer of 2004 when developing the proposed CSU budget for 2005-06; 
and be it further 
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RESOLVED: That this resolution be forwarded to the Governor, the leadership of the 

Legislature, the Chancellor, and the Board of Trustees. 

 

RATIONALE:  Specified and/or targeted budget reductions often have 
unintended and adverse consequences.  Campuses are better able to implement 
budget reductions in the least painful way by adapting them to the unique 
nature of each campus.   

Since the Donahoe Act of 1960, the state of California has sought to provide 
access to a quality education for all qualified students.  The California code 
states, “The State of California reaffirms its historic commitment to ensure 
adequate resources to support enrollment growth.”  (66202.5).  The code 
enshrined these goals in terms of the learning experience we as faculty provide:  
“It is the intent of the Legislature that the segments of higher education 
recognize that quality teaching is the core ingredient of the undergraduate 
educational experience.”  (66060).  Current cuts in the CSU budget have 
undermined the master plan, while making it difficult to recruit and retain 
quality faculty.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 6-7, 2004 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 8 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2695-05/FGA  
 May 5-6, 2005 
 
 

 
Creation of a Task Force to Develop Housing Programs 

 
 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) urge the 

Chancellor’s Office to form a task force that includes members of the Academic Senate 
CSU to develop creative programs that address the high cost of employees purchasing 
homes in California; and be it further   

RESOLVED:   That this task force consider a variety of programs such as offering employees a 
forgivable second trust deed loan to assist in purchasing a first home, as well creating 
campus subsidized housing communities. 

RATIONALE:  Housing costs in California are among the highest in the nation.  
Salaries for new faculty and other new employees in most areas of the state in which 
CSU campuses are located are lower than the compensation necessary to purchase 
homes under HUD guidelines.  To address this situation, one approach could be to 
offer a forgivable loan program that would provide 15% of the cost of a home (up to 
$90,000) interest free and forgiven over a 15-year period.  This could enable many 
employees to purchase a home and would cost the system less than $10,000 per year 
per employee (assuming current interest rates).  In turn, this could improve our 
recruitment and retention of employees.  Another approach might be to expand housing 
programs already developed by several campuses for their employees.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 5-6, 2005 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 9 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2696-05/FGA 
 May 5-6, 2005 
 
 
 

Opposition to the California Live Within Our Means Act 
 
 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) oppose 

passage of the “California Live Within Our Means Act,” an initiative 
constitutional amendment, which may appear on the ballot of a special election 
in November; and be it further  

 
RESOLVED:   That, should this appear on the November 2005 ballot, the Academic Senate 

CSU request the Chancellor and the Board of Trustees to issue a statement of 
opposition to this proposed initiative; and be it further 

 
RESOLVED:   That, should this appear on the November 2005 ballot, the Academic Senate 

CSU work with other groups to oppose passage of this amendment; and be it 
further 

 
RESOLVED:   That copies of this resolution be sent to the Chancellor, all members of the 

Board of Trustees, the governor, the leaders of the Legislature, the California 
Faculty Association, and the California State Student Association. 

 
RATIONALE:  The California Live Within Our Means Act has been called by 
the Los Angeles Times “a really bad idea.”  It would make changes to the 
California Constitution related to a new state spending limit, Proposition 98 
funding, and the budget process.  These could endanger the ability of the 
California State University to achieve the budget priorities endorsed by the 
Academic Senate of the California State University and effectively serve our 
students. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 5-6, 2005 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 10 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2697-05/EX/AA 
 May 5-6, 2005 
 

 
Reaffirming the Role of Faculty in Initiatives for  

“Achieving the Baccalaureate Degree” 
 

 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) 
advise campus senates on their role in responding to the Board of 
Trustees’ (BOT) action item for May 10-11, 2005, on “Recommended 
Items for Campus Plans for Facilitating Graduation,” with special 
attention to the recommendations regarding General Education 
requirements; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That in advising the campus senates, the Academic Senate CSU strongly 
reaffirm that the faculty have “primary responsibility”1 for the 
curriculum and that these BOT recommendations as regards the 
curriculum are advisory only; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU also advise the campus senates to take 
note of the academic principles that guide program design and other 
considerations, particularly student choice of courses, that affect student 
progress to graduation. 

 

RATIONALE:  This resolution directs the Executive Committee of the 
Academic Senate CSU to respond to the BOT action item, “Achieving 
the Baccalaureate Degree.”  We are particularly concerned that the 
BOT is directing the Presidents and faculty to implement the 
recommendations prior to consultation with the campus Academic 
Senates and without regard for the role of the faculty in determining the 
curriculum. 

 

 

 

APPROVED WITHOUT DISSENT – May 5-6, 2005 

                                                           
1 “Collegial governance assigns primary responsibility to the faculty for the educational functions of the 
institution in accordance with basic policy as determined by the Board of Trustees. This includes admission 
and degree requirements, the curriculum and methods of teaching, academic and professional standards, 
and the conduct of creative and scholarly activities.”  Quoted from Report of the Board of Trustees‘ Ad Hoc 
Committee on Governance, Collegiality, and Responsibility in the California State University (adopted by 
the Board of Trustees of the California State University, September 1985).   
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COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 

 
Achieving the Baccalaureate Degree 
 
Presentation By 
 
David S. Spence 
Executive Vice Chancellor and 
Chief Academic Officer 
 
Summary 
 
Improving degree completion has been a priority of the California State University since 
2002.  This item presents a plan for renewed efforts to improve graduation rates. 
 
Improving Student Progress to the Baccalaureate Degree 
 
In Fall 2002 the Board of Trustees adopted a three-part initiative to improve the effectiveness 
and efficiency with which students earn the baccalaureate degree.  The two overarching goals 
of the initiative are to graduate a higher proportion of students and to earn the degree while 
accruing fewer unneeded or unwanted courses.  As Attachment A indicates, the graduation 
initiative has three parts:  improving preparation to begin college, strengthening the transfer 
process, and helping enrolled students progress toward the degree.  The CSU has made 
substantial progress on improving preparation for college through the Early Assessment 
Program (EAP).  Similarly, a streamlining of the transfer process is well underway through 
the Lower-Division Transfer Project (LDTP).  The final piece in this triad is campus actions 
to improve degree completion. 
 
December 2002 saw the release of the report of the CSU Task Force on Facilitating 
Graduation, co-chaired by Jacquelyn Kegley, then academic senate chair, and Louanne 
Kennedy, then provost of CSU Northridge.  When an early draft of the report had been 
developed, the Task Force met with four members of the CSU Board of Trustees, all of whom 
had indicated a strong interest in the topic and announced it to be a major initiative for the 
upcoming year.  The Task Force report asked each CSU campus to develop a plan, based on 
institutional research, to improve graduation rates.  Each plan would contain elements 
common to all CSU institutions and some elements unique to the specific culture and 
environment of the campus.  Campuses were expected to address the development of 
roadmaps, the development of class schedules designed to accommodate these roadmaps, 
mandatory progress-to-degree audits, improved university catalogs, and the effective use of 
summer terms.  They were encouraged to also consider developing first-year experience 
courses, effective advising practices, and faculty development experiences for improved 
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instructional effectiveness.  Copies of the campus plans were forwarded to the Office of the 
Chancellor in November 2003. 
 
Since that time, the Board has received regular progress reports on the general topic of 
campus efforts to facilitate graduation.  For example, in November 2004, the Board heard a 
report on a December 2003 two-day conference on best campus practices in facilitating 
graduation; on a June 2004 meeting at the Chancellor’s Office on the topic of first-year 
experience courses; and generally on campus progress in developing roadmaps for degree 
programs and using degree audits. 
 
More recently, at its January 2005 meeting, the Board of Trustees heard a report that drew 
upon information and perspective gathered in collegial visits to seven campuses undertaken in 
the week of January 11–18, 2005.  Five themes emerged in that report, including (1) a 
recommended focus on reducing units to the baccalaureate, rather than reducing time to the 
undergraduate degree; (2) providing support for lower-division students in clarifying life and 
career goals, on the way to declaring a major; (3) using degree audits and similar strong 
advisement practices; (4) assuring class schedules that meet students’ needs; and (5) 
reviewing and, where appropriate, tightening of campus policies governing course repetition.  
At its March 2005 meeting, the Board heard a further report that was founded upon formal 
recommendations from the Academic Senate, CSU in describing a broad, multi-constituency 
consensus as to best practices. 
 
Included in Attachment B, based on the themes derived from campus visits, is a plan for 
renewed efforts to improve graduation rates in the CSU.  Campuses will be asked to address 
these items and report on their progress at future meetings of the Board. 
 
Almost all undergraduates enter the CSU intending to get bachelor’s degrees, yet 40 percent 
never earn a CSU degree and a third never earn a bachelor’s degree from any college.  This is 
an unfulfilled commitment of substantial time and money made by tens of thousands of 
students and by California’s citizen taxpayers.  Improved graduation rates will significantly 
benefit students and California’s society and economy. 
 
The following resolution is recommended for adoption: 
 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Trustees direct the chancellor to charge the 
campus presidents and faculty to implement the recommendations in this report 
and to file periodic reports on campus progress in meeting the goals.  



Achieving the Baccalaureate Degree
CSU Campus Initiatives

• Efficiency in academic program design
• Encouraging students to choose efficient pathways to the baccalaureate
• Tools to keep students on efficient pathways to the baccalaureate
• Strong advising strategies and practices
• Campus monitoring and feedback

Improving Transfer
• 60 units for upper-division transfer
• CSU systemwide core transfer program

• Completion of GE (39 units)
• Intent to declare a specific major
• Completion of lower-division major

prerequisite courses
• Early commitment to campus

K-12 Academic Preparation
• Early assessment
• Targeted senior year preparation

• Professional development of high school
teachers

• Identification of supplemental courses
and other forms of instruction/tutoring
in schools
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Recommended Items For Campus Plans for Facilitating Graduation 
 
 

I.  Efficiency in Academic Program Design 
 

 
 
 

1 

 
 
Reduction of 
Required Units in 
Programs Leading to 
the Baccalaureate 
Degree 

 

Trustees reduced the minimum requirements for the baccalaureate from 124 to 120 semester units (or quarter unit 
equivalent) in 2000.  In doing so, they brought the California State University into alignment with peer institutions 
across the United States, including the University of California.  At the same time, Trustees asked campuses to 
review and to reduce to this new minimum those baccalaureate programs that, consistent with high academic 
quality, could be so reduced.  It is recognized that some technical majors may continue to require more than 120 
semester units to the degree.  Examples include some programs in the sciences, engineering, fine arts, and certain 
others where degree programs respond to well-defined and well-justified learning needs (that in some cases are 
expressed in accreditation standards).   
 

Campuses have made excellent progress in reviewing and reducing unit requirements.  However, campuses report 
that not all programs that might be reduced consistent with high academic quality have been so reduced.  A 
process tied to program review cycles continues for all programs that presently exceed the minimum of 120 
semester hours for the baccalaureate. 
 

             ÉThis topic directs campuses again to focus on this issue; to renew a local examination of high-unit 
baccalaureate programs; and to mark as a success reductions in unit requirements in programs that now 
require more than 120 semester units (or quarter unit equivalent) to complete. 
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Selective Reduction 
of Campus 
Graduation 
Requirements 

 

Currently, the CSU requires more units in general education than our regional accrediting agency (WASC) 
mandates.  Some campuses add still more graduation requirements.   
 

             ÉThis topic directs campuses to begin or to renew a local examination of graduation requirements, including 
the units required in general education; to address whether, consistent with the achievement of established 
student learning outcomes, all students or some students may be relieved of some requirements; to 
consider the extent to which credit by assessment is well-utilized for these requirements; particularly for 
high-unit majors to consider also more frequent double-counting of units between and among general 
education, the major, and other graduation requirements; and generally to seek fresh efficiency in this area.  
The Chancellor will approve reasonable campus-recommended variations on Title 5 graduation 
requirements that facilitate student progress to the baccalaureate degree while maintaining high academic 
standards and meeting CSU educational goals. 

 

 

II.  Supporting Students in Choosing an Efficient Pathway to the Baccalaureate 
 

 
 

3 

 
Emphasis on Gradua-
tion in Orientation 
Sessions for New 
Students (First-time 
Freshmen; Transfers)  

Orientation for new students was among many topics discussed during collegial visits to seven CSU campuses in 
January 2005 to discuss campus efforts to facilitate students’ progress to the baccalaureate.  More than one campus 
interlocutor suggested that graduation was not emphasized enough in such programs.  Surely campus orientation 
programs vary in their emphases, and some may sufficiently take an emphasis on graduation. 
 

            ÉThis item directs campuses to review the extent to which students are encouraged in such programs to 
highly value efficient progress toward the degree. 

 
 

4 

 
Strengthened Support 
for both General 
Education and Life / 
Career Goal Clarifi-
cation for Lower-
Division Students 

Uncertainty about choice of careers, and how best to associate career choices with broader life goals, was a theme 
in collegial visits to seven CSU campuses in January 2005.  It was noted that first-time freshmen, in particular, 
delay choosing a major and take at least some courses that ultimately do not contribute to degree completion as 
they seek information about careers and fit with life goals.  Campus interlocutors commented that support for these 
first-time freshmen (and others who seek the support) could help students choose efficient paths to the degree.   
 

            ÉThis item directs campuses to review and where suitable to improve the support offered to students who 
seek help in clarifying life and career goals. 
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5 

 

Prominent Associa-
tion of Career Out-
comes with Degree 
Majors in Catalogs, 
and Other Student 
Informational Materi-
als & Resources 

Most program faculties now offer information about careers for which their degrees may prepare students, and 
such information is typically available on disciplinary association web sites and other places.   
 

             ÉThis item directs campuses to review the prominence and the ease of access to such information; the extent 
to which programs have disciplinary “days” to help students to understand careers; the suitability of 
including career information in introductory classes; the extent to which faculty make themselves 
available for informal career advice; the extent to which campuses make strong utilization of career 
centers and other campus-wide resources; and take other appropriate actions. 

 
 
 

6 

 
 
Choice of Degree 
Major Required at a 
Reasonable, Early 
Juncture 

             

 It is recognized that students will change majors with some frequency, as younger students mature, and as 
undecided students at any age gather more information about majors and careers.  Yet a substantial consensus sees 
value in early choices of major, with benefits including entrance to a peer community surrounding the major, 
offering both social and learning support; the drawing of attention to degree requirements, reinforcing the goal of 
graduation; and the ability to develop a personal study plan through to graduation in the context of a roadmap to 
the degree. 
 

                                               ÉThis item requests campuses to require undergraduates to make an early choice of major, supported by 
strengthened career and life goal advisement, and by prominent association of career outcomes with 
degree majors.   

 
 

III.  Tools to Keep Students on Efficient Pathways to the Baccalaureate 
 

 
 

  7 

 

Wide Promulgation 
of Roadmaps to 
Degree in an Official, 
Centrally-Archived, 
Graphically 
Authoritative Format 

 

    

8 

 
 

Alignment of Class 
Schedules to 
Roadmaps 

 

Roadmaps to the degree are course-by-course articulation of student study needs with pre-planned offerings of 
required and elective courses by term.  Roadmaps were a prominent recommendation in the system-wide 
graduation report published in 2002, and in January 2005 collegial visits to campuses most interlocutors reported 
that most programs have developed such roadmaps.  Campus colleagues suggested, however, that some were not 
prominently displayed, others were graphically uninviting and by appearance thus seemed to lack authority; few 
were posted in an easily-accessible campus web site.   
 
            ÉThese items remind campuses to ensure that all programs have strong and clear roadmaps; that the promises 

in them are taken seriously; and that roadmaps are prominently and authoritatively displayed.  Among the 
promises in roadmaps both implicit and explicit is that class schedule development will take roadmaps 
well into account, avoiding wherever possible “bottleneck” courses within a major or academic program.   
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  9 

 

Provision in Policy of 
Mandatory Individual 
Student Study Plans 
to the Degree 

 
 

10 

 
Use of Cumulated 
Individual Student 
Study Plans in 
Planning Class 
Schedules 

Upon the declaration of a major, and congruent with a published degree program roadmap, students have an 
obvious opportunity to define what courses should be taken in what semester or term on the way to the 
baccalaureate.  This may be done at any pace (number of courses per term) the student chooses; and evidently can 
be refreshed in the event that a student varies from his or her individual plan in a particular term.   
 

When done electronically in the context of a CMS campus information system, student study plans should be 
available as data that, when cumulated, provide program leaders with excellent information as to course demand 
when developing the schedule of classes for a given term.  
 

             ÉThese items request campuses to make strong use of roadmaps and CMS information systems to provide 
students with progress reports available even 24/7.  Campuses should use the cumulated information to 
build class schedules that meet student study needs. 

 
 

11 

Adoption of 
Strategies for Student 
Success and Learning 
Support:  Tutoring; 
Technology-mediated 
Supplementary 
Learning; and Similar 
Tactics 

 

Campuses now support student success in courses and major programs via learning centers, writing centers, 
tutoring available to all students and/or to special cohorts, and in other ways.    
 
             ÉThis item directs campuses to review the frequency and extent of use of such programs and, where suitable, 

to put in place further support for student learning.  Some programs may be technology-mediated, as 
where learning objects available on web sites are conveniently made part of learning management systems 
(such as Blackboard, WebCT or Moodle).  Other support programs may rely upon faculty, staff, or student 
peer tutors.   

 
 

12 

Renewed Enforce-
ment of Policies that 
Limit or Discourage 
Drops, Withdrawals, 
Grades of Incomplete 

 
 

13 

 

Adoption or Renewed 
Enforcement of 
Policy that Limits the 
Number of Course 
Repetitions 

Campuses appear to have suitable policies that limit or discourage student exit from classes prior to completion.  
Some on campuses commented, however, that enforcement of these policies is uneven, and in some cases may be 
too forgiving.   
 

Repetition of course policies on the campuses appear to vary widely; in some instances campus interlocutors have 
noted inconsistent policy statements in campus documents; a number of campuses appear to permit course 
repetitions with “grade forgiveness” for an extraordinarily wide range of circumstances, and with nearly-unlimited 
frequency, even for students who already have passed the class with a grade of C or better. 
 

            ÉThese items direct campuses to revisit these issues, to make new policy where appropriate, and to 
encourage enforcement of existing policy where appropriate.  The Academic Senate, CSU has been 
requested to consider developing a model policy that addresses these issues. 
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IV.  Strong Advising Strategies and Practices 

 

 
 

14 

 

Campus Provision of 
a Rich CMS 
Information and 
Communications 
Environment for 
Major Advising 

Campus interlocutors demonstrated and discussed sophisticated systems for accumulating student records, and 
providing them on demand to students and their advisors.  Those familiar with them remarked that advising was 
made more powerful in such an environment, and that students could be encouraged to review their own progress 
such as prior to discussing their programs with major advisers. 
 

                                                  ÉThis item requests campuses to continue as a high priority the development and provision of such advising 
resources, exploiting tools in the Common Management System.   

 
 
 

15 

 

 

Strong, Timely Major 
Advisement, 
Including Mandatory 
Advisement upon 
Declaring or upon 
Changing a Major 

Campuses vary in ways and means of providing advisement, and programs within campuses similarly vary, with 
some relying upon staff to do much of the advising, others asking faculty equally to share the advising load, and 
still others visiting the work of advising on selected faculty who in turn receive workload credit.   
 

                                                ÉThis item directs campuses to renew commitments to advising that in nearly all cases are already strong; to 
review policies that require students to seek advising; where suitable, to take steps via policy and/or 
practice to increase the frequency of advisement in the major; and to recognize appropriately workload 
burdens associated with advisement. 

 
 

16 

 
Frequent Use of 
Degree Audits 

 

A wide, multi-constituency consensus commends frequent degree audits as a strong practice to spur students 
toward graduation. 
 

                                                  ÉThis item asks campuses to draw upon CMS information and communications systems, and campus 
commitments to strong and timely advisement in the major, in encouraging widespread and appropriate 
use of degree audits. 
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Mandatory Degree 
Audits not later than 
at 70 Semester Units 
(or Quarter-unit 
Equivalent) 

 

A wide, multi-constituency consensus commends a degree audit at the junior level, which would capture both 
native undergraduates and transfers. 
 

                                                  ÉThis item directs campuses to consider strongly a policy that imposes this requirement, in instances where 
such a policy is not present now. 
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Mandatory and If 
Needed Intrusive 
Advisement as 
Student Approaches / 
Exceeds Minimum 
Units Required for 
the Degree 

 

A wide, multi-constituency consensus exists that students very near or beyond the minimum units required for the 
degree should be strongly encouraged to graduate.   
 

                                                  ÉThis item asks campuses to develop policies to impose this requirement in instances where such a policy is 
not present now.  Suggested elements include full degree audit at least for selected students as they 
approach the degree; and the use of registration holds or other strong requirements for students whose 
accumulated unit totals exceed the minimum requirements for the degree, operationalizing in that way a 
strong advising requirement. 

 

 

 
V.  Campus Monitoring and Feedback 
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Development and 
Use of “Dashboard 
Indicators” for 
Campus-wide Moni-
toring of Graduation  

“Dashboard” indicators provide the same selected key information very frequently – like a speedometer, a 
tachometer, an oil pressure sensor.  CSU Northridge tentatively has been providing frequent summary statistics on 
midterm grade reports; attendance at advisement sessions; stop-outs during and following first term; students who 
have accumulated more than 120 units and continue in good standing; and term-by-term stopouts.  Campus 
choices may vary, but the core idea is to let campus leadership at many levels monitor changes in the data, 
allowing feedback to affect behaviors and choices. 
 

             ÉThis item requests campuses to develop, disseminate, and use “dashboard indicators” pertaining to        
graduation. 

 
 

20 

 

Review by CSU 
Academic Peers of 
How Efforts at 
Encouraging Gradua-
tion are Succeeding, 
by Degree Program 

Accountability and other strong practices in public administration generally call for display of practices and 
results.  Such a display is contemplated here, modeled on program review procedures.  Teams of 3 – 5 academic 
peers from sister CSU campuses after being trained would pay a one-day visit to the campus being reviewed. 
Efforts to facilitate graduation at department / program level would be discussed with faculty and students; at 
day’s end, the visitors would have an exit interview with the president and other campus administrative and faculty 
leaders. 
 

             ÉThis item requests campuses to embrace and facilitate visits by academic peers to assess progress toward 
facilitating graduation. 
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VI.  Assuring the Priority of Facilitating Graduation 
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Provide the Board of 
Trustees with 
periodic reports 

 

The keen interest of the Board of Trustees in this issue makes continuing reports appropriate. 
 

             ÉThis item directs the division of Academic Affairs in the Chancellor’s Office to prepare a schedule for 
periodic reports by presidents to the Chancellor and the Board of Trustees concerning campus actions 
taken to facilitate graduation; and to begin such reports immediately.  
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Provide appropriate 
funding, support 

 

All constituencies recognize that, to varying extents, items 1-19 will take energy and dollars. 
 

             ÉThis item reminds campus presidents to assure that budgets and priorities appropriately support efforts to 
facilitate graduation.   

 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 11 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

` AS-2698-05/AA  
 May 5-6, 2005 
 
 

 
Support, Principles, and Processes for a New CSU  

Course Articulation Number System 
 
 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) endorse the 

development of a CSU Course Articulation Numbering System; and be it further 
 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Chancellor, Board of Trustees (BOT), 

and legislature to recognize that the development and approval of course 
descriptors and approval of courses for articulation to the CSU remain the 
responsibility of the CSU faculty; and be it further  

 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU recommend to the Chancellor the following 

principles and processes for implementation of a new system: 
A. Use of existing California Articulation Numbering System (CAN) 
descriptors:  

1. Existing courses in the CAN system should be initially adopted into the 
CSU system when included in the Lower Division Transfer Pattern 
Program (LDTP) agreements (either statewide or campus-specific) if 
those groups have not recommended any changes in the CAN descriptor. 

2. Where the faculty, through the LDTP process, have recommended 
changes in the CAN descriptor, these changes will be reviewed and 
approved by the appropriate Course Descriptor Development Panel 
(CDDP) prior to being incorporated into the new CSU articulation 
numbers system. 

B. Development and approval of course descriptors:  
1. Course descriptors should be developed by a CDDP composed of 

approximately five CSU faculty from the discipline offering the course 
along with one community college faculty member. It is assumed that 
this group will rotate its membership among the various CSU campuses 
over time. Articulation officers should be involved as a non-voting 
resource as needed in the descriptor development and approval process. 

2. Course descriptors should include the knowledge base (content) of the 
course as well as any skills students would be expected to acquire. 
Learning objectives are encouraged but optional. 

3. Course descriptors, once developed, will be submitted for approval to 
the CSU campus departments offering the course. In the event that the 
course descriptor is not approved by all voting departments, the 
descriptor approved by at least three-fourths of the voting departments 
will be adopted. 
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C. Course approval and periodic review: 
1. All articulated courses will typically be reviewed on a five-year cycle. 
2. Existing course proposals or resubmissions from the community 

colleges will be reviewed by the CDDP who will either continue or 
discontinue approval of the course; and be it further 

 
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate CSU appoint an ad hoc committee to develop the 

necessary policies and procedures to implement this system; and be it further 
 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Chancellor to provide adequate 

funding and support to faculty involved in the ongoing implementation of the 
CSU Articulation Number System. 

 
RATIONALE:  The CSU Chancellor’s Office has taken action to end CSU’s 
participation in the California Articulation Number (CAN) system. This 
resolution proposes principles for the development of a similar process within 
the CSU.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY -- May 5-6, 2005 

 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 12 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

  AS-2699-05/FA 
 May 5-6, 2005 
 
 

Searches for Campus Administrators in the California State University 
 
 

RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) re-affirm its 
commitment to the principle of shared governance, in particular, the obligation 
to provide full and meaningful consultation through the normal processes of 
faculty governance as defined by the campus academic senate in the creation of 
management personnel positions (MPPs), and the selection and appointment of 
management personnel; and be it further   

 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU affirm that shared governance requires that 

faculty be consulted in the formation of MPP search committees and that such 
search committees have significant faculty representation; and be it further 

 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU affirm that shared governance requires a) 

extensive faculty involvement in MPP selection criteria and decisions at all 
levels, b) timely interaction with faculty representatives as management 
personnel positions are created, reassigned, retitled, and reclassified c) candid 
and effective communication during MPP hiring decisions, including 
explanations when decisions are contrary to faculty recommendations; and be it 
further 

 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU urge that where the MPP has significant 

involvement with curriculum, faculty affairs, and/or instructionally-related 
matters, faculty elected from or selected by tenured, tenure-track and lecturer 
faculty comprise the majority of the selection committee; and be it further

RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU urge each campus, in partnership with faculty 
governance, to review, revise, and publish, or to formulate and publish, policies 
and procedures for the creation of new administrative positions and for searches 
for local administrators. 

RATIONALE: “Shared governance is necessary for the assurance of 
educational quality and the proper functioning of an institution of higher 
education. As the Board of Trustees' report on Governance, Collegiality, and 
Responsibility clearly states "collegial governance allows the academic 
community to work together to find the best answers to issues facing the 
university." CSU faculty point to the need for improved and more explicit 
procedures that enhance and ensure effective shared governance at all levels.” 
(Shared Governance in the CSU, AS-2489-00/FGA - March 9-10, 2000) 



Academic Senate CSU AS-2699-05/FA 
Page 2 May 5-6, 2005 
 
 

Procedures governing the creation of new, permanent or reassigned 
administrative positions, public announcements about the existence of and/or 
formation of search committees for such positions, and final hiring decisions are 
not clearly established and publicized on all CSU campuses.   Particularly in an 
era when academic administration has become a profession unto itself, the 
absence of appropriate procedures for announcing the existence of 
administrative positions and/or searches for persons to fill them, could appear as 
a lack of respect for the shared governance process and, for that reason, create 
tension within and negative publicity for the California State University.  
Vigorous faculty participation in any search for an academic administrator—
with recognition that the extent of that participation will vary according to the 
role of the administrator—is one way to promote productive relationships 
between faculty and campus administrators in the CSU. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED – May 5-6, 2005 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 13 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2700-05/FA 
  May 5-6, 2005 
 
 

Students’ Access to Academic Information Technology 
 
 

RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) reaffirm its 
commitment to the principle of equal opportunity for all members of the 
academic community and in particular, the obligation to provide access to 
persons with disabilities (that are “as effective as” that provided to non-disabled 
persons) as required by state and federal laws; and be it further 

RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU recognize that the obligation to provide access 
to persons with disabilities includes not only the more commonly recognized 
removal of physical barriers but also the removal of barriers created by the use 
of technology inaccessible to persons with disabilities; and be it further  

RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU recognize that meeting this commitment of 
providing accessible technology on the campuses will require proactive and 
anticipatory steps, soliciting the active participation of all segments of the 
campus communities, comprising an all-campus responsibility and commitment 
to accessibility; and be it further  

RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU recognize that faculty teaching disabled 
students must be provided with the timely information, technology, training, 
resources (including work load adjustments and the available technology 
resources and related strategies), to enhance access for students with disabilities 
to course/learning materials; and be it further 

RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU urge each campus to assess fully the extent to 
which barriers to disabled persons are created by the use of technology, and 
where such barriers exist, develop comprehensive policies and take the 
necessary action to remove such barriers, providing disabled students with the 
access and information required to promote the success of their academic 
endeavors; and be it further 

RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate CSU urge the campuses to familiarize faculty and 
students with the services of the CSU Center for Alternate Media.  

RATIONALE:  In the past few decades, concern about providing equity for 
persons with disabilities has been codified by federal and state legislation (e.g., 
the federal Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 [ADA] and the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and SB 302 in California.)  Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act states among other things that “"no qualified individual with 
a disability in the United States shall be excluded from, denied the benefits of, 
or be subjected to discrimination under" any program or activity that either 
receives Federal financial assistance.  In short, the federal and state legislation 
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falls into the broad heading of civil rights law and has as its goal providing 
equity to the persons included in its language.  Most if not all campuses of the 
CSU are, of course, recipients of federal funding. 

Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act website “establishes requirements for 
electronic and information technology developed, maintained, procured, or 
used by the Federal government.  Section 508 requires Federal electronic and 
information technology to be accessible to people with disabilities, including 
employees and members of the public.”  SB 302 clarifies that CSU is required 
to meet the mandate to make information technology accessible. 

An accessible information technology system is one that can be operated in a 
variety of ways and does not rely on a single sense or ability of the user.  For 
example, a system that provides output only in visual format may not be 
accessible to people with visual impairments and a system that provides output 
only in audio format may not be accessible to people who are deaf or hard of 
hearing.  Some individuals with disabilities may need accessibility-related 
software or peripheral devices in order to use systems that comply with Section 
508.” http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/ada/cguide.htm#anchor65310

 
In the context of these laws, the chancellors of the California State University 
have issued a number of executive orders relevant to access issues, most 
recently Executive Order (E.O.) 926, dated December 2004, which focuses on 
how CSU might increase access to course materials for students with 
disabilities.  Although well intended, the E.O. is unclear about some of the 
specific responsibilities of faculty, instructional technology officers, campus 
administrators, and other employees of the CSU, all of whom play roles in the 
academic success of students in the CSU.  One result is that faculty may 
conclude that as individuals they bear a responsibility that they cannot meet; a 
second is concern about additions to already-heavy faculty workloads; another 
is that predictable occurrences are not accounted for--one example is last-
minute assignments of faculty to courses in the various departments and 
programs, which may place a difficult if not insuperable burden on faculty with 
limited amounts of time to prepare course descriptions, reading lists, lecture 
notes, and class materials AND to make sure that these documents are 
accessible to or enabling for students with disabilities.   

It is the intent of this resolution to ensure that all affected members of CSU 
campus communities understand that implementation of the laws and executive 
orders affecting students with disabilities will require collaborative and 
collegial interaction among those charged with implementation, and to prompt 
action on the campuses that will support their basic mission of creating healthy 
environments for teaching and learning. 

 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 5-6, 2005 



 ACADEMIC SENATE Item 14 
of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

 AS-2701-05/FA 
 May 5-6, 2005 
 
 

 
Faculty Early Retirement Program 

 
 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) recognize the value 

to individuals and to the institution of the orderly transition to retirement provided by 
the Faculty Early Retirement Program (FERP); and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU urge that campus administrators give consideration to 
faculty on those campuses where deadlines for applying for the FERP effective in fall 
2005 have already passed; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU express its deep concern that the loss of the FERP 
would result in the loss of expertise held by senior faculty; damage to morale of faculty 
in general; uncertainty about scheduling in academic programs; and deleterious effects 
on the overall quality of CSU academic programs; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU recognize the direct economic benefit to the CSU of 
savings generated by the fact that CSU no longer pays the cost of benefits to faculty 
who have entered the FERP. 

RATIONALE:  On Tuesday, March 15, the ‘sunshine proposal’ of the CSU was 
amended such that this proposal--which summarizes the opening position of the CSU in 
collective bargaining--now calls for complete elimination of the Faculty Early 
Retirement Program (FERP).   

Current federal law prevents universities from establishing a mandatory retirement 
age.  The FERP was designed to encourage faculty members to retire upon reaching a 
reasonable retirement age.  The program was designed to secure significant savings for 
the University at the same time that it provided a financial incentive to faculty members 
to participate.  In brief, when the faculty member elects to participate in FERP, he or 
she begins to receive his/her full retirement benefits and the university is no longer 
responsible for paying health or retirement benefits.  The faculty member, however, is 
entitled to teach up to half-time for a maximum of five years, at the previous salary 
rate.  The University's obligations are reduced by more than half (because of the 
savings of health and retirement contributions).  When the program was first adopted, 
the University's savings were sometimes sufficient to permit the hiring of a new faculty 
member at entry level, because entry-level salaries were then about half of top-step 
salaries.  Since the initiation of the program, however, salary compression has changed 
this situation somewhat, so that the University's savings can no longer support a new 
hire immediately.  However, if the savings from the first year were to be accumulated 
and spread over the following four years, they would be nearly sufficient to fund a new 
hire during the second year, to continue for each year thereafter.  If  this were to be 
done--and it is NOT currently being done--the FERP would actually encourage a more 
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rapid refreshment of the faculty than would the elimination of any incentive to retire.1 
The University would benefit by having 1.5 faculty members for the cost of one during 
four years of the five-year program—or, assuming four-course per semester teaching 
loads for both the FERP participant and the new hire, a total of 56 courses over five 
years rather than 40. 

Beyond the financial aspects of the program, the University benefits in several ways.  
First, the University retains the services of experienced and mature teacher-scholars, 
even as it is able to begin the process of hiring their replacements.  Second, many 
senior faculty members are likely to retire sooner than would otherwise be the case, 
thus reducing long-term costs.  Third, knowing the timetable for faculty retirements 
permits more reliable long-term planning for hiring.   

It has been claimed that the discontinuation of FERP would permit the more rapid 
hiring of a more diverse faculty that would, in turn, facilitate graduation rates.  There 
is absolutely no evidence, whatsoever, for this assertion. 

Because of variations in campus policies and procedures, deadlines for applying for 
FERP status have passed on some campuses but not on others; thus, the effects of this 
decision will be felt differentially by faculty on different campuses.  In addition, 
because it is impossible to conduct searches for tenure-track faculty in the time 
remaining before the summer break (or, in some instances, the summer quarter), 
campuses will be forced to increase hiring of temporary faculty to mitigate the loss of 
those who opt for FERP, contrary to the goals agreed to by the tripartite task force on 
ACR 73.  Like faculty and the quality of programs as such, students would feel the 
effects of the threats to FERP in the form of altered fall schedules or instructors with 
the specific expertise they may need in advanced classes, not just in the immediate 
academic year but until campuses are able to hire individuals with the experience and 
expertise required for upper-division and graduate classes often taught by the same 
faculty likely now to seek FERP status. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY – May 5-6, 2005 
 

1 Currently the average CSU full professor earns $83,502, plus benefits amounting to ca. $23,500.  FERP faculty are older 
than average, with somewhat higher compensation.  The University saves half the salary, the medical-dental-vision benefits 
(about $9,000 for a person with one dependent), and 17% of the salary previously paid in retirement contributions, for a total 
savings of about $65,000.  Currently, the average newly-hired assistant professor earns $56,566 plus about $20,000 in 
benefits and pension contributions.  For campuses that must hire above the average, it might be necessary to accumulate the 
savings for more than one year.  
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In September 2001, the Academic Senate CSU adopted a report entitled The California State 
University at the Beginning of the 21st Century:  Meeting the Needs of the People of California.  
In a section entitled "The Crisis in Faculty Hiring," that report predicted:  
 

As the CSU confronts . . . burgeoning enrollments and [a] crisis of space, it will also face 
a crisis in faculty hiring, due to a combination of increased enrollments, the 
demographics of the current faculty, disincentives to take faculty positions in California 
in general and in the CSU in particular, and a failure to hire ahead of the demand curve.    
 

The CSU hires t/tt faculty from a national pool, and therefore faces serious 
competition for new faculty members.  The CSU faces serious constraints on its ability to 
recruit and retain a faculty of high quality during the coming decade because of 
� the serious and continuing lag of CSU salaries behind those of comparable 

institutions;. . .  
� excessive California housing costs;. . .  

 
These circumstances have not improved during the nearly four years since the report was 
originally drafted.  The current faculty continue to retire in large numbers.  Enrollments continue 
to increase despite budget reductions.  However, both of these constraints on recruiting and 
retaining a faculty of high quality have increased.   
 
 
Faculty Compensation Patterns Over Twenty Years 
 
For more than a decade, the legislatively-mandated studies conducted by the California 
Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) have shown that compensation for faculty at 
California’s world-renowned postsecondary public universities has failed to keep pace with that 
at comparison institutions.  In fact, average faculty salaries have declined in actual purchasing 
power.  This drop is attributable to the faltering economy of the state and the inability of the 
legislature to provide funding at the levels necessary to maintain and expand public 
postsecondary education in California and to serve the state's need for a superior workforce.  
Graph 1 makes clear the difference between the CPEC-recommended parity figure, designed to 
keep CSU faculty salaries at parity with those at comparison institutions, and the amount by 
which CSU faculty salaries actually increased.  The results are well known and well 
documented: declining faculty morale; increasing difficulty by faculty in meeting the cost of 
living, especially in urban areas; reduced success in hiring new faculty and retaining junior 
faculty; specific workload increases for senior faculty and an increasing workload for all faculty, 
especially permanent faculty. 

 



   

Graph 1.  CPEC Parity Figures and  Actual CSU Salary Increases, 
1986-87 through Projections for 2005-06
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In our 2001 report, we noted that the purchasing power of CSU faculty was actually less than it 
had been ten years before.  After a brief improvement in the late 1990s, that situation has 
worsened, as Graph 2 makes clear.  Graph 2 is based on CSU data, which are complete only 
through the 2002-2003 academic year.   Given the lack of any significant compensation increases 
in the intervening years, however, the current situation is unquestionably worse than it was in 
2002.   We can use CPEC data, for example, to compare the average faculty salary in 1999-2000 
with that in 2004-05.  According to CPEC data, the average CSU faculty salary in 1999-2000 
was $66,281.  To maintain the same purchasing power in 2004-05, the average faculty salary 
should have increased to $75,113.  In fact, however, CPEC data show that the average faculty 
salary in 2004-05 was $69,327.1   
 

                                                 
1 California Postsecondary Education Commission, Faculty Salaries at California's Public Universities, 2005-06, 

http://www.cpec.ca.gov/completereports/2005reports/05-04.pdf  
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Graph 2.  Average Salary of Full-time Faculty, 
in Current and Constant Dollars, 1986-2002
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Faculty Compensation and the Challenge of Hiring Faculty of High Quality 
 
Present compensation, thus, can be a major disincentive to a successful hire.   In 2003,  the 
Faculty Flow Committee (made up of individuals from the Academic Senate, the California 
Faculty Association, the campus provosts/academic vice-presidents, the CSU administration, and 
two consultants, one of whom was a member of the CSU administration, the other a faculty 
member) noted in its major findings that  

Salary was listed as a reason by only 12% of faculty who accepted CSU offers but over 
20% of the faculty who rejected CSU offers.  For 37% of respondents who accepted a 
position with the CSU, the CSU offer was higher than other offers received.   For 55% of 
respondents who rejected an offer from the CSU, the CSU offer was lower than other 
offers received. [emphasis added]   

The report recommended that the CSU should “Work to increase CSU faculty salaries to a level 
at which they are comparable with those offered faculty in peer institutions.”2   
 
It is widely recognized that many CSU faculty members are approaching retirement (see Graph 
3), and that the number of temporary faculty providing instruction in the CSU hovers around the 
50% mark.3  Although declining numbers of tenured faculty impose an enormous need to hire 
new faculty members, few incentives exist for a candidate to put the CSU high on his/her list.  
Fundamental impediments are tied to inadequate compensation. 
 

                                                 
2 http://www.calstate.edu/AcadSen/Records/Reports/FacultyFlowCmtReport.pdf

3 This situation can be seen in Graphs 4 and 5, page 10. 
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Graph 3.  The Graying of the Faculty:  
Distribution of Full-time Faculty by Age, Fall Semesters, 1980-2002
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A second major disincentive is the cost of living, especially in urban areas.  Many candidates are 
wary of taking a position in a location where even a rental absorbs a disproportionate percent of 
one’s income and where expectations for top salaries or retirement income are fragile at best.  
The gross average salary paid to an assistant professor--somewhat above the usual salary level 
for a new hire—in 2003-04 was $54,572; in 2004-05 it increased a total of $277, to $54,949.4   
The average assistant professor’s salary was critically inadequate in 2003-04; its inadequacy has 
been exacerbated by steep increases in housing prices.  Salaries of associate professors were 
better matched to the housing market, but still inadequate in many areas of the state.  
Dependence on hiring new faculty at the associate professor level in order to offer a nationally 
competitive salary compresses the salary scale for those currently employed and is unfair to CSU 
faculty members who have had to serve as many as seven or eight years to reach similar salary 
levels.   Table 1 summarizes HUD data on income in the six urban areas with the highest housing 
prices, and compares those income designations with CSU salaries.   
 

                                                 
4 Faculty Salaries at Public Universities, April 2003; April 2004.  CPEC identified the average salary of a full 

professor in as $83,434 in 2003-04 and $83,451 in 2004-05. 
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Table 1. HUD Data on Income Necessary to Purchase a Home  
Compared with CSU Salary Levels, Selected Urban Areas, 2005 

 
HUD Income Designations, 

Family of 3, 20056
CSU Salary Levels, 

2004-057
 
 
PMSA or MSA5/ 
CSU Campus  

Low Income Median 
Income 

Assistant 
Professor 

Associate 
Professor 

San Francisco/San 
Francisco 

$81,450 $101,800 

San José/San José 76,400 95,500 
Oakland/ 
East Bay, San Francisco 

 
59,600 

 
74,500 

Ventura/Channel Islands 58,050 72,500 
Santa Cruz-Watsonville/ 
Monterey Bay 

 
56,500 

 
70,700 

Orange/Fullerton 55,300 69,100 

 
 
 

$54,949 

 
 

 
$67,093 

 
Imagine how difficult it is to recruit faculty members to these campuses when federal data 
illustrate that entry-level salaries fall below the HUD standard for "low income."   
 
The data in Table 1 highlight the disparity in selected geographic areas.  The situation was only 
slightly better in other parts of the state.  In San Diego County (San Diego State University, CSU 
San Marcos), the average salary of an assistant professor was $35,280 lower than the $89,852 
income needed to purchase a median-priced home ($406,950) and $6,000 below the HUD 
median annual wage for the area.   In Los Angeles County (CSU Los Angeles, Long Beach, 
Northridge, Dominguez Hills), the average CSU assistant professor's salary was $19,880 lower 
than the $74,452 needed to purchase a median-priced home ($337,200), although the salary was 
approximately equal to the HUD median annual wage for the area.  In San Bernardino and 
Riverside counties (CSU San Bernardino, Cal Poly Pomona), the salary was $7,640 higher than 
the $46,932 needed to purchase a median-priced home ($212,560), but was $4,472 lower than 
the HUD median annual wage.  In Sacramento County (CSU Sacramento), the salary was $1,100 
more than the $53,792 needed to purchase a median-priced home of $243,630, yet was $5,228 
less than the HUD median annual wage for the area.   Table 2 summarizes changes in housing 
costs between 2003-04 and 2004-05, and compares those changes with changes in CSU salaries.  
                                                 

5 Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA) and Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) are standard geographic 
designations developed by the Census Bureau. 

6 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, FY 2005 Income Limits, 
http://www.huduser.org/Datasets/IL/IL05/ca_fy2005.pdf  The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is 
required by law to set income limits that determine the eligibility of applicants for HUD's assisted housing programs.  
Income limits are calculated for metropolitan areas and non-metropolitan counties in the United States and its territories 
using the Fair Market Rent (FMR) area definitions used in the HUD Section 8 program. They are based on HUD estimates 
of median family income, with adjustments for family size. Low-income families are defined as families whose incomes 
do not exceed 80 percent of the median family income for the area.  See 
http://www.huduser.org/datasets/il/il05/BRIEFING-MATERIALs.pdf  

7 California Postsecondary Education Commission, Faculty Salaries at California's Public Universities, 2005-06, 
http://www.cpec.ca.gov/completereports/2005reports/05-04.pdf  
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A further implication of these very high prices for housing is that property taxes begin at 1% of 
the sale price, another significant financial burden for entering faculty members. 

 
Table 2.  Changes in Cost of Median-priced House Compared with Changes in CSU 

Average Salaries, 2003-04 to 2004-05 
 

Change in CSU Average 
Salaries, 2003-04 to 2004-059

 
 
 
Region 

 
Change in Cost of a Median-

priced House, 2003-04 to 
2004-058

Assistant 
Professor 

Associate 
Professor 

San Francisco Bay Area 14% 
San Diego County 24% 
Los Angeles County 24% 
San Bernardino and Riverside 
Counties 

 
34% 

Sacramento County 31% 
Central Valley Counties 23-25% 

 
 
 

0.7% 

 
 
 

-0.4% 

 
Fair Market Rental costs were also nearly prohibitive in relation to faculty salaries at the levels 
normally utilized for new faculty hires.  While the Bay Area market rentals were reduced 13.3 
percent and 15.6 percent for 2 and 3-bedroom apartments between November 1, 2003, and 
October 12, 2004, all others (except in Stanislaus County at the two-bedroom level) continued to 
increase at various rates.  In the Bay Area (San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin counties), in 
2004, a new faculty member who devoted one third of gross salaried income to rental costs10 
would have to receive an annual take-home salary of $63,90011 to afford a 2-bedroom apartment 
($1,775 monthly) and $87,660 ($2,435 monthly) for a 3-bedroom apartment.  In 2005, the take-
home salary would have to be $55,404 for a 2-bedroom apartment ($1,539 monthly) and $73,980 
($2,055 monthly) for a 3-bedroom apartment, a one-year decrease of 13.3 percent and 15.6 
percent respectively.  The situation is similar elsewhere.12

                                                 
8 2004 fourth quarter figures are taken from CNN Money, “Top Housing Markets, February 15, 2005,” 

http://www.money.cnn.com/2005/02/15/real_estate/metromarkets, and accompanying internal links. 

9 Figures derived from the CPEC Salary data cited above, for which also see salary averages for associate and full 
professors. 

10 All subsequent calculations are based on a one-third of take-home wages devoted to apartment rental costs. 

11 Take home salary would be the amount of wages after deductions for retirement, social security, Medicare, state and 
federal taxes, mandated fees for Union representation, etc. 

12   In San Diego County, in 2004, a new faculty member would have to receive an annual take-home salary of $42,300 
for a 2-bedroom apartment ($1,175 monthly) and $58,896 for a 3-bedroom apartment ($1,636 monthly).  In 2005, the take-
home salary would have to be $42,588 for a 2-bedroom apartment ($1,183 monthly) and  $62,100 ($1725 monthly) for a 
3-bedroom apartment, a one-year increase of 0.7 percent and 5.4 percent respectively.  In Orange County, in 2004, a new 
faculty member would have to receive an annual take-home salary of $43,920 for a 2-bedroom apartment ($1,220 
monthly) and $61,128 for a 3-bedroom apartment ($1,698 monthly).  In 2005, the take-home salary would have to be 
$47,412 for a 2-bedroom apartment ($1,317 monthly) and $67,860 for a 3-bedroom apartment, a one-year increase of 8 
percent and 11 percent respectively.  In Los Angeles County, in 2004, a new faculty member would have to receive an 
annual take-home salary of $36,756 for a 2-bedroom apartment (($1,011 monthly) and $49,608 for a 3-bedroom apartment 
($1,378 monthly).  In 2005, the take-home salary would have to be $40,464 for a 2-bedroom apartment ($1,124 monthly) 
and $54,360 for a 3-bedroom apartment ($1,510 monthly), a one-year increase of 10.1 percent and 9.6 percent 
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Faculty Compensation and the Challenge of Retaining Faculty of High Quality 
 
The structure of compensation is a third major disincentive, especially for retention.  CPEC notes 
the complexity of the factors that attract individuals to an employer such as the CSU:  
“compensation is only one factor that faculty use when considering job offers.  Other factors 
such as pension plans, cost of housing, and quality of life often affect a faculty member’s 
decision when accepting a new position in California.”  Thus the trend reported on some 
campuses: recent hires who have no other compelling reason to remain in California can, and do, 
seek positions elsewhere, positions with higher salaries and lower teaching loads, so they can 
fulfill the hopes and expectations that led them to higher education in the first place. 
 
Compression of the salary scale is the compensation issue that most affects senior faculty; it also 
constrains the hiring of new faculty members and, especially, the retention of mid-career faculty 
members.  The need to hire at increasingly high salary levels, without providing corresponding 
increases in the salaries of senior faculty members, means that after years of work a median-level 
full professor now earns only 1.5 times as much as a recently hired, median-level assistant 
professor.  This may be compared to the situation in the CPEC comparison institutions for the 
CSU, where a median-level full professor earns 1.7 times as much as a median-level assistant 
professor.  In the UC system, the median-level full professor also earns 1.7 times as much as a 
median-level assistant professor.13   
 
This salary compression has several implications.  One has to do with morale among continuing 
junior faculty members.  In many departments across the CSU, newly hired assistant professors 
are earning more than assistant professors hired a few years previously.  Because of the need to 
be as competitive as possible in hiring, salaries at the assistant professor rank are only 9.7% 
behind those at CPEC comparison institutions, and salaries for associate professors lag by only 
7.1%  On the other hand, senior faculty members--full professors--are the most seriously 
disadvantaged; their compensation lags 21.4% behind salaries at CPEC comparison institutions.  
This fact carries clear implications for retirement, since retirement income is tied directly to the 
faculty member's highest salary.  Once mid-range faculty members understand the reality and 
implications of this salary compression, it increases the likelihood that they will seek jobs 
elsewhere.  For senior faculty members who do not leave the CSU, this salary compression 
means that they are likely to delay retiring in the hopes of securing a few more annual salary 
increases.   
 

                                                                                                                                                             
respectively.  In San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, in 2004, a new faculty member would have to receive an annual 
take-home salary of $26,244 for a 2-bedroom apartment ($729 monthly) and $36,396 for a 3-bedrrom apartment ($1,011 
monthly).  In 2005 the take-home salary would have to be $27,072 for a 2-bedroom apartment and $38,088 for a 3-
bedroom apartment ($1,058 monthly), a one-year increase of 3.2 percent and 4.6 percent respectively.  In Sacramento 
County, in 2004, a new faculty member would have to receive an annual take-home salary of $42,300 for a 2-bedroom 
apartment ($950 monthly) and $47,448 for a 3-bedroom apartment ($1,318 monthly).  In 2005, the take-home salary 
would have to be $34,956 for a 2-bedroom apartment ($971 monthly) and $50,508 for a 3-bedroom apartment ($1,403 
monthly), a one-year increase of 2.2 percent and 6.4 percent respectively. 

13 California Postsecondary Education Commission, Faculty Salaries at California's Public Universities, 2005-06, 
http://www.cpec.ca.gov/completereports/2005reports/05-04.pdf  
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 Uncertainty about the CSU retirement program has emerged as a potential, fourth disincentive, 
again, one that is especially likely to affect retention.  As presently structured, PERS provides 
defined retirement benefits for faculty that are superior to those found in some private 
universities and in many public systems in other states.  Such benefits may have enabled the state 
to hire and retain faculty at lower salaries than would have otherwise have been the case.  In 
particular, it has been useful in the past fifteen years when the state has not maintained the level 
of compensation recommended by CPEC.  The defined benefits of the PERS system have helped 
hold mid-career faculty members in the CSU when they compare the benefits available to them 
in other institutions.  The potential of the Faculty Early Retirement Program (FERP) has 
contributed to recruitment success and provided an offset to the tendency of senior faculty to 
delay retirement.  It has also benefited the CSU in providing for guaranteed and orderly 
departures of faculty from the system. 
 
 
Adverse Effects on the CSU of Current Patterns of Faculty Compensation 
 
The potential impact on CSU as a whole, and on the faculty, is not difficult to predict:  a smaller 
proportion -- and sometimes even smaller numbers -- of tenured and tenure-track faculty 
members; this can be clearly seen in Graphs 4 and 5, which carry the data only through 2002-03 
because that is the latest year available in the CSU Statistical Abstracts.  With fewer new 
assistant professors and more lecturers, there is likely to be less diversity among faculty and 
perhaps a less-qualified faculty.  The faculty is likely to be more mobile, with lessened long-term 
loyalty to the institution.  Currently employed junior faculty will be less likely to remain, and 
those who do are likely to make it through the ranks only to find that their salaries have in effect 
been frozen.  While these results have human consequences, they also have consequences for the 
institution, for it will be less able to provide students with a high-quality education, to nourish 
academic programs, and to meet the needs of the larger society by educating its teachers, nurses, 
engineers, counselors, business and corporate leaders.  Thus, this situation will have a profound 
effect on the citizens and institutions of the state.   
 
The disillusionment experienced by long-term faculty in the CSU is now creeping down the 
ranks; senior faculty see their salaries dwindle in relation to those of their peers; junior faculty 
cannot afford to buy homes or to rear their children as they would be able to do in other states; 
their enviable retirement system is under attack on two fronts (the pension program proposed for 
change by the Governor and special interest groups promoting ballot initiatives, and the FERP 
program proposed for elimination by the Trustees).  Few faculty or staff in the CSU would 
recommend a career in the CSU to their children.  Junior faculty members barely get by on their 
salaries as assistant or associate professors and they see professors with many years of 
commitment to the CSU go unrewarded.  In that circumstance, assistant and associate professors 
inevitably ask themselves if they can afford a future of such limited economic opportunity.  
Professionals in few other fields -- for that matter, employees in any other industry -- would not 
tolerate the conditions now taken as baselines in CSU. 
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Graph 4.  Changing Numbers of Tenured, Trenure-track, and Temporary Faculty, 
CSU, 1980-81 to 2002-03
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Graph 5.  Changing Numbers of T/tt and Temporary Faculty, 
and Enrollments, CSU, 1980-81 to 2002-03  
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The decline in quality will have a ripple effect throughout the state, one from which it may take 
decades to recover.  Despite a persistently unhappy budget climate in California, it is incumbent 
on those who wear the mantle of leadership in the CSU to speak openly, decisively, and strongly 
on behalf of a system now hovering at a crossroad between excellence and mediocrity.   
 
 
Recommendations Regarding Faculty Compensation and Related Issues 
 
• The Academic Senate CSU calls upon the Chancellor and Board of Trustees to make faculty 

compensation one of the most important issues in budgeting, and to make clear in all annual 
budget proposals the strong and unwavering support of the Trustees for providing faculty 
compensation increases at the full parity figure recommended by CPEC. 

 
• The Academic Senate CSU calls upon the Chancellor and Board of Trustees, and the 

California Faculty Association, to address the issue of salary compression, and the 
Chancellor to seek additional budget support as necessary to accomplish that objective as has 
been done in other states. 

 
• The Academic Senate CSU calls upon the Chancellor and the Board of Trustees to announce 

their strong support for the current faculty pension system and for the Faculty Early 
Retirement Program. 

 
• The Academic Senate CSU calls upon the Chancellor and other CSU representatives to 

refrain from criticizing the CPEC methodology for determining the parity figure.  The 
appropriate time and place for discussions of that methodology is in the meetings of CPEC's 
Faculty Salary Adjustment Committee, on which the CSU has full representation.  Criticism 
of CPEC methodology in other venues serves only to persuade faculty members that the 
Chancellor and Trustees are not supportive of faculty compensation and to persuade state 
officials that they need not respect CPEC recommendations. 
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