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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY

Trustees of The California State University
Office of the Chancellor
Glenn S. Dumke Conference Center
401 Golden Shore
Long Beach, California

May 21, 2025
Members Present

Diego Arambula, Chair

Darlene Yee-Melichar, Vice Chair
Raji Kaur Brar

Wenda Fong

Mark Ghilarducci

Jonathan Molina Mancio
Yammilette Rodriguez
Christopher Steinhauser

Mildred Garcia, Chancellor
Jack B. Clarke, Jr., Chair of the Board

Trustee Arambula called the meeting to order.
Consent Agenda

The minutes of the March 25, 2025, meeting of the Committee on Educational Policy were
approved as submitted.

Discussion Agenda
Item 2 — The CSU Strategic Enroliment Plan

Dr. Nathan S. Evans, Deputy Vice Chancellor for Academic and Student Affairs and Chief
Academic Officer, opened the presentation by explaining that the California State University (CSU)
system is developing a systemwide strategic enrollment plan. This initiative is a response to
several ongoing challenges, including shifting public perceptions of higher education, a declining
high school population and the continuing impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on student learning.
Dr. Evans emphasized that addressing these challenges also presents an opportunity to develop
innovative solutions that could significantly shape future enrollment trends. In partnership with
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the Education Strategy Group (ESG) and guided by the Strategic Enrollment Management (SEM)
Advisory Council, the strategic enrollment plan will align with both the recommendations from the
Chancellor’'s Strategic Workgroup on Enrollment and the broader goals of the CSU’s strategic
planning efforts. The Advisory Council is chaired by Trustee Christopher Steinhauser and CSU
San Marcos President Ellen Neufeldt.

Dr. Evans provided an overview of how the CSU’s strategic enrollment plan aims to improve
student access and success across the educational lifecycle by aligning programs, infrastructure
and resources with workforce needs. He outlined goals to elevate institutional standing, support
data-informed enrollment decisions, share the framework for upcoming deliverables, and
highlight collaboration with educational partners and employers, while encouraging trustee
engagement throughout the process.

Dr. Kenyatta Lovett, a principal in postsecondary attainment at ESG, described the cross-
functional organizational partners who have been involved in the work to craft the vision for a new
approach to strategic enrollment planning and management for the CSU. Dr. Lovett explained that
the collaborative’s iterative work has used extensive data and stakeholder input to develop bold,
principle-based draft recommendations aimed at transforming the CSU’s enroliment outcomes,
with critical guidance from the SEM Advisory Council helping to shape systemwide improvements
and inspire early regional action. Dr. Lovett shared that, based on extensive research and
conversations with a wide range of stakeholders, five key principles have been identified. Three
focus on transforming the student experience by expanding engagement and support for a
broader range of students, aligning academic programs with community and workforce needs,
and creating meaningful opportunities for learning across the lifespan. The other two principles
emphasize the systems-level changes needed to sustain this transformation, including
maintaining the right partnerships, infrastructure and resources. So far, most of the work has
focused on the student side of the equation, which is helping to shape what kinds of support will
be needed moving forward.

Dr. Lovett previewed a range of strategies the advisory council is exploring, such as piloting
accelerated three-year bachelor's degrees, creating regional multi-institution pathway maps,
partnering with alumni to identify upskilling needs and offering centralized credit-for-prior-
learning assessments. In addition, Dr. Lovett highlighted the Riverside Direct Admissions pilot,
statewide articulation to simplify transfer, dual-admission programs and alternate pathways for
adult learners as models that could be scaled across the system.

Dr. Evans emphasized that ensuring successful implementation and long-term sustainability of
the CSU strategic enrollment plan requires investment in professional learning, the creation of a
systemwide leadership community and centralized resources, all underpinned by technology and
data infrastructure recommendations. He noted that the plan is being developed in close
collaboration with educational and workforce partners whose contributions have already driven
bold and impactful progress. To illustrate the outcomes of these key partnerships, two SEM
Advisory Council members—Dr. Keith Curry, president of Compton College and CEO of the
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Compton Community College District, and Dr. Ashish Vaidya, president and CEO of Growing
Inland Achievement—were invited to share their reflections.

The presentation concluded with Dr. Evans expressing gratitude to the advisory group members
and guest speakers, Dr. Curry and Dr. Vaidya. He underscored the direct admission initiative as a
transformative, immediate solution that removes barriers and simplifies the college admission
process for California high school students. He noted that planning is underway to expand the
initiative across targeted regions in the next admissions cycle, while integrating it into a
comprehensive, long-term enrollment strategy. Continued campus and stakeholder consultations
will take place over the summer, leading to a draft plan for board review in September and a
phased implementation beginning in October.

Following the presentation, trustees engaged in a dynamic discussion focused on scaling student
success strategies, strengthening basic needs support, removing access barriers and greater
legislative engagement. There was broad support for direct admission initiatives and for
redesigning the admissions process. Trustee Steinhauser recommended the development of a
communications strategy to inform legislators of the regional economic benefits of direct
admission programs. Trustee Gilbert-Lurie proposed dedicating time during future meetings to
examine gaps in basic needs services and inquired about the integration of artificial intelligence
initiatives with the committee’s work. CSU San Marcos President Ellen Neufeldt emphasized the
need to align the CSU’s admissions practices with the demographics of current students. She
advocated for expanding dual-enrolilment opportunities and strengthening systemwide
collaboration to support a more seamless experience for community college transfer students.
Trustee Rodriguez voiced support for prioritizing basic needs in strategic planning and advocated
for including the practice of introducing college experiences to students who may not otherwise
have such opportunities. Cal State San Bernardino President Tomas Morales shared the positive
outcomes of the university’s direct admission strategy and highlighted the persistent barrier
posed by the a—g curriculum for historically underserved students. Trustee Brar expressed
support for the implementation of a policy providing one free meal per day to students and
encouraged the board to consider adopting it across the CSU.

Trustee Arambula adjourned the meeting of the Committee on Educational Policy.
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Executive Summary | Year of Engagement: Reimagining Student Success

As part of the CSU'’s Year of Engagement, the Academic Senate of the California State University
(ASCSU) and the Office of the Chancellor collaborated to conduct a systemwide faculty survey to
capture frontline insights into how teaching practices, institutional supports and classroom
dynamics shape the student experience. Distributed to 29,948 CSU faculty members across all
23 campuses, the survey generated more than 1,653 completed responses and provides critical
input into the development of the Student Success Framework. The primary objective of the
survey was to ensure that the voices of faculty—those most directly engaged in the student
learning experience—meaningfully informed the Framework'’s design, particularly its emphasis on
academic quality, student support, and engagement both inside and outside the classroom.

Faculty played the lead role in designing the survey instrument to ensure alignment with
instructional priorities and the realities of teaching across diverse roles and disciplines. Deloitte
supported the effort by conducting a quantitative and thematic analysis of the data, which was
complemented by a faculty-led analysis of the survey responses to enable a self-assessment of
their colleagues’ responses.

Following these parallel analyses, Deloitte, ASCSU faculty representatives and the Chancellor’s
Office convened to identify areas of alignment and divergence in their findings. Together, they co-
developed systemwide implications and guidance for teaching and learning strategies within the
Framework. This joint effort ensured that both data-informed themes and faculty expertise were
reflected in shaping systemwide strategies related to teaching and learning.
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This survey and the collaborative analysis of the responses offer a faculty-centered view of the
conditions that affect student success and provide a foundation for shaping a CSU institutional
strategy to support student success through teaching and learning. These insights are now
informing the development of systemwide actions and an implementation roadmap, with faculty
voices positioned at the center of the CSU’'s efforts to advance academic excellence and
improved student outcomes in teaching and learning.

Student Success Framework Report | Year of Engagement: Reimagining Student Success
I. Faculty Survey Background & Objectives

As a central part of the CSU’s Year of Engagement, the CSU explored what strategic efforts might
follow Graduation Initiative 2025 (Gl 2025). To that end, a survey was designed and implemented
in the fall of 2024 that went to over 1 million stakeholders in the CSU, including students, alumni,
staff and faculty. This survey was intended to assess what worked well with GI 2025, what could
have been done better and what effective practices could be scaled across the system in the
CSU’s next student success efforts. In the fall of 2024, the ASCSU (which passed resolution AS-
3724/24/AA, Student Success Survey for the Year of Engagement) and the Chancellor's Office
agreed to collaborate on the development of a systemwide survey to specifically capture the
perspectives of faculty on the conditions that impact student learning and academic success in
the classroom. This faculty survey was designed to elevate faculty voices and ensure that those
most directly engaged with students in the classroom informed the development of the Student
Success Framework.

The survey was developed by the ASCSU and campus faculty leaders, with input from the
Chancellor’s Office and Deloitte. The ASCSU led the crafting of the survey instrument to ensure
that it reflected pedagogical priorities, instructional realities and areas of opportunity from the
faculty point of view. This marked the first time a survey of this kind was delivered to such a large
number of CSU faculty systemwide, reaching 29,948 CSU faculty members across all 23
campuses. This effort was an unprecedented and productive collaboration among the ASCSU,
the Chancellor’s Office and Deloitte, and could serve as a model for ongoing work to help support
the educational mission of the CSU.

A total of 1,937 responses were received, a 6.5% response rate. The responses represent input
from faculty across all 23 campuses and include a diverse range of faculty types, providing
valuable insight into systemwide perspectives. The survey focused on gathering information
about teaching practices, views and approaches to student success, and perceived barriers to
directly inform strategies that support equitable and responsive teaching and learning practices
systemwide.


https://www.calstate.edu/csu-system/faculty-staff/academic-senate/resolutions/2024-2025/3724.pdf
https://www.calstate.edu/csu-system/faculty-staff/academic-senate/resolutions/2024-2025/3724.pdf
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Deloitte supported the survey analysis by conducting quantitative and thematic analyses of
responses. These analyses were enriched by an in-depth, faculty-led review of open-ended
responses, which provided additional context and surfaced deeper qualitative insights. Following
their respective analyses, Deloitte, faculty representatives and the Chancellor's Office met to
discuss areas of alignment and divergence and collaboratively developed the Framework
implications that will guide efforts related to developing teaching and learning strategies for the
Student Success Framework.

The survey results summarized herein offer a rich and practical understanding of the conditions
influencing student success through a faculty-centered lens.

Il. Faculty Survey Data and Methods of Analysis

The survey was distributed to 29,948 CSU faculty members across all 23 campuses, and 1,937
responses were received. Of those, 1,653 were considered complete and included in the analysis.
The analysis was intended to focus on broad faculty sentiment related to the questions asked.
Concurrent analyses were conducted by Deloitte and by members of the Academic Affairs
committee of the ASCSU. Each party reviewed all responses from the faculty and utilized
Generative Al (GenAl) tools to support coding of faculty responses to themes. In Deloitte’s case,
their proprietary GenAl tool was utilized to identify the themes, then coded each individual faculty
response to one of those themes, and thereafter a team member visually inspected the alignment
of all faculty responses to the coded themes to improve accuracy of coding with a human
perspective. In the case of the Academic Affairs committee, members of the committee analyzed
one set of responses to the open-ended questions by first reading faculty responses and
summarizing their findings. Then the committee utilized GenAl to code the faculty responses to
the themes identified by the committee member. Finally, the Chancellor’s Office, Deloitte and the
Academic Affairs committee met to reconcile differences in the themes identified and in the
quantitative alignment of faculty responses to those themes. When substantial misalignment
was identified, Deloitte reviewed and revised its analysis to better align with the Academic Affairs
committee’s findings. It is important to understand that while quantification of coding faculty
responses to the themes identified was used, there is no precise way to determine that alignment
between faculty response and theme without a reasonable amount of both human and/or GenAl
error. Therefore, in this report, we chose not to include exact percentages of faculty sentiment
aligned to each theme; rather, we present directional quantification using a colored gradient with
the darker tags in the embedded graphics mapping to more frequently cited faculty responses
and the lighter tags mapping to less frequently cited faculty responses. When a question was not
open-ended (e.g., multiple choice), the specific quantification of each response is presented.
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lll. Faculty Survey Analysis Results

This section summarizes key findings across the eight thematic areas around which the survey
was organized:

Faculty Demographics and Teaching Context
Teaching Strategies and Modalities
Definitions of Student Success

Perceived Academic and Institutional Barriers
Student Success Practices

Methods of Encouraging Student Success
Resources Needed to Improve Outcomes
Integration of Research into Instruction

NG~ =

1. Faculty Demographics and Teaching Context

Faculty were asked a series of demographic questions using multiple-choice and dropdown
formats to gather information on race and ethnicity, gender identity, faculty rank, and teaching
environment.

Survey respondents represented a broad cross-section of the CSU faculty community. In terms
of race and ethnicity, 48% of respondents identified as White, followed by 10% as Asian, 10% as
Hispanic or Latino, 3% as Black or African American, and 2% as American Indian or Alaska Native.
An additional 15% declined to state their race or ethnicity, and 12% left the question unanswered.
The survey sample generally aligns with the CSU’s systemwide faculty demographics, where the
majority identify as White, followed by Asian and Hispanic or Latino faculty’. However, the survey
includes slightly lower proportions of these groups and a notably higher rate of non-response on
race and ethnicity. Despite these gaps, the respondent pool offers a reasonably representative
snapshot of the CSU faculty community.

A slight majority of respondents (52%) identified as female, 31% as male, 1% as non-binary and
11% declined to state a gender identity. This distribution closely mirrors the systemwide faculty
gender breakdown, where women represent a slight majority of the CSU faculty population.

Regarding faculty rank, 30% of respondents identified as part-time lecturers, followed by 25% as
full professors, 14% as associate professors, 10% as full-time lecturers and 9% as assistant
professors. While these proportions reflect a diverse mix of appointment types, the survey sample
includes a lower share of lecturers overall compared to systemwide CSU faculty composition,
where lecturers constitute the majority of faculty.

! California State University faculty profile page (https://www.calstate.edu/csu-system/faculty-staff/employee-profile/csu-faculty/)
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Faculty were also asked to describe their teaching environment through dropdown questions. In
response to the prompt, “Thinking of the course you have taught most frequently over the last four
semesters, approximately how many students are typically enrolled in the class?”, the most
commonly selected class size was 31-40 students, reported by over 21% of respondents. When
asked about student levels taught, 57% indicated they primarily teach undergraduate students,
22% teach both undergraduate and graduate students, and 13% focus primarily on graduate-level
instruction.

2. Teaching Strategies and Modalities

Participants were asked two questions: “Which of the following do you use in your classes?”
(multiple choice — multiple answers) and “Thinking of the last four semesters, approximately what
proportion of your teaching is...” (percentage allocation by instructional modality).

In response to the first question, faculty reported broad use of student-centered teaching
strategies in their courses. The most frequently used strategy was collaborative assignments
(70%), followed by intensive writing (40%), diversity and global learning (38%), capstone projects
(37%), and undergraduate research (36%). Less common were service learning (19%), internships
(13%) and first-year experience courses (11%). These practices reflect a strong emphasis on
applied, experiential and inclusive approaches to teaching and learning across the CSU.

The second question revealed that, among faculty responding to the survey, in-person instruction
remains dominant (72%), with increasing use of flexible modalities: online asynchronous (12%),
hybrid (8%), online synchronous (7%) and HyFlex (1%).

CSU faculty employ a broad range of student-centered and experiential teaching practices, with
collaborative assignments, writing-intensive work and global learning strategies among the most
common. While in-person instruction continues to be the primary modality, faculty are
increasingly adopting online, hybrid and flexible delivery models to enhance engagement and
meet diverse student needs.

3. Faculty Definitions of Student Success

In an effort to better understand how faculty in the CSU view student success, the survey included
the open-ended question: “What do you consider to be student success?” Responses were
analyzed and categorized to identify common themes reflecting faculty perspectives on student
outcomes.

Faculty expressed a multifaceted understanding rooted in both academic achievement and long-
term student development. Faculty articulated a holistic view of student success—one that
includes academic achievement, career readiness, critical thinking, personal growth and a sense
of belonging. This broad and inclusive perspective reflects the diverse educational goals that CSU
faculty prioritize in preparing students for long-term success and aligns well with broader
stakeholder definitions that were surfaced throughout the Year of Engagement.
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Figure 1, below, shows the specific themes and distribution of frequency in faculty responses
related to these themes.

—— WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE "STUDENT SUCCESS"?

Academic Achievement, Course Mastery, and Timely Degree Completion:
Students achieving good grades, mastering course content, demonstrating a deep understanding of their field of study, and graduating on time by
efficiently completing their degree programs.

Career Readiness and Employment:
The need for students to be prepared for their careers, securing meaningful employment, and being ready for the job market post-graduation.

Critical Thinking and Problem-Solving Skills:
Developing critical thinking, problem-solving abilities, and intellectual curiosity.

Students’ Personal Growth and Development:
Significance of students growing personally, developing self-awareness, confidence, and emotional resilience.

Engagement and Participation:
Engagement in learning, active participation in class, and involvement in extracurricular activities.

Application of Knowledge and Skills:
Ability to apply learned knowledge and skills in real-world settings, including professional and community contexts.

Sense of Belonging and Community:
Building a sense of belonging, forming meaningful relationships, and feeling supported by the university community.

n=1,835; 1% of respondents noted an answer outside of the above categories

Figure 1: Themes from “What Do You Consider to Be ‘Student Success’?”

4. Student Success Practices

In order to develop a clearer view of how faculty work to support student success in the
classroom, faculty were asked the open-ended question: “What practices, techniques or tools do
you use in your classes that you think are most important to student success?”

Faculty identified a variety of instructional strategies they believe are most impactful for
promoting student success. The most frequently cited approach was active learning and student
engagement. This approach specifically included group projects, hands-on activities and real-
world application of concepts. Personalized and inclusive teaching was emphasized next most
frequently, in comments that stressed the importance of addressing diverse student needs
through personalized feedback, flexible office hours and inclusive instructional strategies.

Respondents reported that structured learning and timely feedback—including clear assignment
directions, scaffolding and revision opportunities—played a key role in supporting student
success. Real-world application and practical learning were also regularly cited, with faculty
emphasizing field trips, project-based learning, and the bridging of theory and practice.
Collaboration and critical thinking were also highlighted, often through peer interaction and team-
based learning.

Finally, technology integration was cited by the fewest number of respondents, with a variety of
technology tools being used to support flexible, accessible and engaging instruction. While many
faculty viewed these tools as effective for expanding learning beyond the classroom, some also
expressed concern about overreliance on technology—particularly Al—citing potential risks to
academic integrity and skill development.
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Faculty emphasized practices that promote engagement, inclusivity, structure and real-world
application. Active learning strategies, personalized support, timely feedback and thoughtful
technology integration were among the most frequently cited tools for fostering student success.
Figure 2, below, shows the specific themes and distribution of frequency in faculty responses
related to these themes.

WHAT PRACTICES, TECHNIQUES OR TOOLS DO YOU USE IN YOUR CLASSES
THAT YOU THINK ARE MOST IMPORTANT TO STUDENT SUCCESS?

Active Learning and Student Engagement:
Interactive methods such as group projects, hands-on activities, real-world applications.

Structured Learning and Feedback:
Detailed assignment directions, scaffolding, clear course organization, revision opportunities.

Personalized and Inclusive Teaching:
Personalized feedback, flexible office hours, inclusive practices, building relationships.

Real World Application and Practical Learning:
Practical assignments, field trips, project-based learning, hands-on activities.

Collaboration and Critical Thinking:
Group work, peer collaboration, team projects.

Technology Integration:
Canvas, videos, interactive software, online platforms.

n=1,854; 10% N/A responses

Figure 2: Themes from “What Practices, Techniques or Tools Do You Use in Your Classes that You Think are Most Important to
Student Success?”

5. Methods of Encouraging Student Success

Further defining approaches to student success, faculty were asked the open-ended question:
“How do you encourage students to learn best and excel in your classes?”

Faculty described a range of approaches for fostering student learning and achievement.
Motivation and encouragement were the most frequently cited strategies, with faculty
emphasizing the importance of inspiring students to take ownership of their learning and remain
engaged throughout the course. Faculty also reported that they provide students with clear
expectations and structured instruction to encourage student success, highlighting the value of
consistent organization, detailed guidance and well-defined learning objectives.

The next theme from respondents stressed the importance of accessibility and cultivating
supportive classroom environments that empower students to seek help and take academic
risks. Thereafter, faculty focused on the use of active and participatory learning techniques, such
as group discussions and interactive exercises. Hands-on and practical learning opportunities
were identified less frequently, often through real-world applications and experiential
assignments. Finally, faculty reported using regular feedback and opportunities for student
reflection as tools to promote metacognitive development and continuous improvement.
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These methods of encouragement underscore the importance of fostering inclusive, well-
structured and engaging learning environments. Within the CSU context, such practices are
particularly impactful in supporting persistence, academic confidence and long-term student
success. Figure 3, below, shows the specific themes and distribution of frequency in faculty
responses related to these themes.

HOW DO YOU ENCOURAGE STUDENTS TO LEARN BEST AND EXCEL IN YOUR
CLASSES?

Motivation and Encouragement:
Build enthusiasm, promote respeonsibility, and use incentives to drive participation.

Clear Expectations and Structure:
Set clear guidelines and structured tasks to support learning.

Support and Accessibility:
Foster openness, offer help, and create a safe, supportive environment.

Active Engagement and Participation:
Use group work, discussions, and real-world activities to involve students.

Hands-0On and Practical Experience:
Utilize problem-solving tasks, gamified elements, and experiential learning to enhance engagement.

Feedback and Reflection:
Provide timely feedback and encourage self-assessment.

n=1,861; 12% N/A responses

Figure 3: Themes from “How Do You Encourage Students to Learn Best and Excel in Your Classes?”

6. Integration of Research into Instruction

Another open-ended question of the survey focused on the role of research in the classroom.
Faculty were asked: “To what extent and in what ways do you include your research in your
teaching?”

In response, a majority of faculty reported incorporating research into their curriculum. Among
those who do, many shared that they use research from the field to inform classroom instruction,
while others reported integrating their own research into lectures, assignments and course
discussions. Faculty emphasized that embedding research into instruction grounds learning in
real-world academic inquiry and provides students with meaningful insight into both the process
and purpose of scholarly work.

In addition to incorporating research-based content, many faculty also reported assigning peer-
reviewed articles or requiring students to search for and analyze empirical studies. Faculty
describe these practices as valuable for developing critical thinking, exposing students to
disciplinary methodologies, and preparing them for further academic study or evidence-based
professional environments. A smaller group of faculty reported engaging students directly in
research-based activities, while others also described using evidence-based teaching practices
drawn from educational research to inform their pedagogy, or that they incorporate research into
curriculum development and innovation.
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Patterns of research integration varied by faculty rank and appointment type. Full professors and
part-time lecturers accounted for the largest share of those reporting research use in the
classroom.

These findings reflect a strong overall commitment among CSU faculty to leveraging research as
a tool to enhance instruction, deepen student learning and support academic excellence. This
broad use of research-informed instruction underscores the value of supporting research
integration as a strategy for enriching student learning—particularly within a system that serves
a diverse and intellectually ambitious student population—and points to opportunities to further
promote inclusive and high-quality teaching practices across the CSU.

TO WHAT EXTENT AND IN WHAT WAYS DO YOU INCLUDE YOUR RESEARCH IN
YOUR TEACHING?

Integration of Research into Teaching:
Faculty frequently incorporate others’ research into instruction, especially part-time lecturers and full professors.

Integration of Own Research:
Full professors report the highest inclusion of their own research in coursework.

Student Engagement with Research:
Faculty actively engage students in research, particularly full professors and part-time lecturers.

Evidence-Based Teaching Practices:
Faculty draw on research to inform teaching strategies, led by part-time lecturers and full professors.

Curriculum Development and Innovation:
Primarily part-time lecturers report designing or revising courses using research-based content.

n=1,136

Figure 4: Themes from “To What Extent and in What Ways Do You Include Your Research in Your Teaching?”

7. Barriers to Student Learning

On the flip side of success, the survey also sought to understand faculty perspectives on what
potentially stands in the way of students succeeding academically. To that end, faculty were
presented with an open-ended question: “What do you see as the most significant course-related,
academic barriers to student learning (not including: basic needs, work-life demands, personal
finances)?”

In response, faculty identified a broad range of challenges affecting students’ ability to succeed
in the classroom. The most commonly cited issue was a lack of foundational academic skills.
Faculty reported that many students struggle with essential competencies in reading, writing,
mathematics and critical thinking—skills they consider necessary for success in higher education.
Secondly, faculty highlighted institutional and faculty-related barriers, including limited course
offerings, disengaged instructional practices, and insufficient support or leadership within
academic units. A similar proportion of faculty raised concerns about the increasing influence of
technology and artificial intelligence in the classroom. One main barrier to student success,
according to faculty, is the misuse of generative artificial intelligence (Al). While Al is certainly
viewed as “innovative,” faculty largely see it as a disruptive force rather than a pedagogical
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improvement. They expressed concern that overreliance on generative tools undermines
students’ development of critical thinking, research and writing skills—core competencies
essential for academic success.

Next, respondents pointed to student motivation and engagement as a barrier, citing distractions,
poor attendance and a focus on grades over learning. Thereafter, faculty noted that many
students are balancing academic responsibilities with work, family and personal obligations,
creating pressure that affects their performance. Faculty also identified class size and course
structure as limitations that reduce the ability to deliver personalized instruction. Finally, the least
number of responses emphasized that the transition from K-12 to college often leaves students
underprepared for the academic expectations of university-level coursework.

These findings reveal that faculty view student learning challenges as both academic and
structural in nature, with particular concern around skill preparedness, student engagement and
the evolving role of technology, especially generative Al, in the learning environment. Figure 5,
below, shows the specific themes and distribution of frequency in faculty responses related to
these themes.

WHAT DO YOU SEE AS THE MOST SIGNIFICANT COURSE-RELATED,
ACADEMIC BARRIERS TO STUDENT LEARNING?

Foundational Skills and Preparation:
Many students enter higher education without essential skills in reading, writing, mathematics, and critical thinking, which hinders their academic success.

Institutional and Faculty Challenges:
Barriers created by institutional and faculty-related issues exist, such as disengaged faculty, insufficient course offerings, and lack of leadership and support from the
university.

Impact of Technology and Al:
There is a double-edged nature of technology and Al tools. While they can aid learning, they also contribute to distractions and a reliance on shortcuts.

Student Engagement and Motivation:
There is a lack of engagement and motivation among students, specifically issues such as distractions, poor attendance, and a focus on grades rather than learning.

Work-Life Balance and External Pressures:
Students face struggles in balancing academic responsibilities with work and personal life demands, which are exacerbated by financial pressures.

Class Size and Structure:
Large class sizes and inadequate course structures have a negative impact and limit personalized attention and the ability to engage students effectively.

Preparation and Transition from K-12 to College:
The transition from K-12 education to college is important, as many students are underprepared for the rigors of higher education.

n=1,632; 2% of respondents noted an answer outside of the above categories

Figure 5: Themes from “What Do You See as the Most Significant Course-Related, Academic Barriers to Student Learning?”
8. Resources and Supports Needed to Improve Outcomes

Shifting to potential resources that could help improve student success, faculty were asked the
open-ended question: “What resources or support do you need most to improve student success
in your classes?”

Faculty identified several key areas where additional support would improve their ability to
advance student success. Time, flexibility and administrative support were the most common
requests. These responses emphasized the need for more time for student interaction and course
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preparation, departmental support for tasks such as grading, and stronger institutional
commitment and adequate resources to support high-quality faculty-student interactions. Next,
the faculty called for expanded access to academic student services, including tutoring,
academic remediation and writing centers, as well as holistic support services such as mental
health counseling.

Smaller class sizes and reduced teaching loads to allow for more time to prepare, meet with
students and develop course materials were mentioned next. Fewer faculty mentioned
technology-enabled supports such as access to modern tools and technologies to support faculty
in their teaching and student learning. Finally, respondents then identified the need for additional
professional development opportunities and instructional tools for faculty.

Time emerged as a central theme across many of these responses. Faculty emphasized that
having more time—to prepare for courses, engage meaningfully with students and deliver timely
feedback—would directly improve student outcomes and faculty morale. Faculty noted that this
additional time could be achieved by reducing class sizes, increasing instructional support, and
lowering administrative and service demands.

These responses also reflected a shared understanding among faculty that advancing student
success requires institutional commitment—not only through classroom strategies, but also
through investments in staffing, support services and professional resources that directly impact
the quality of teaching and learning. Figure 6, below, shows the specific themes and distribution
of frequency in faculty responses related to these themes.

WHAT RESOURCES OR SUPPORT DO YOU NEED MOST TO IMPROVE
STUDENT SUCCESS IN YOUR CLASSES?

Time, Flexibility and Administrative Support:
More time for student interaction and course preparation, departmental support for tasks such as grading, support from administration such as
institutional commitment and adequate resources.

Support Services for Students:
Tutoring and academic support services (e.g., writing centers), remedial support for students, support services such as financial aid, health, and
counseling.

Smaller Class Sizes and Reduced Teaching Loads:
Reduced class sizes to allow for more personalized attention and support to students, reduced teaching loads to allow faculty more time for
student support.

Technology Enabled Support:

Access to modern tools and technologies for students and faculty to support the teaching and learning experience.

Professional Development for Faculty:
Training and professional development opportunities and resources.

n=1,862; 17% N/A or Blank responses

Figure 6: Themes from “What Resources or Support Do You Need Most to Improve Student Success in Your Classes?”
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IV. Framework Implications & Alignments

While the data herein is rich and likely broadly applicable to several concurrent initiatives taking
place across the CSU, the main purpose of this exercise was to surface faculty perspectives that
would inform the Systemwide Student Success Framework. The Chancellor's Office, the ASCSU
and Deloitte are actively collaborating to use these findings in developing relevant strategies that
intersect with faculty to support students inside and outside of the classroom. Considering the
collective findings above, five broad implications surfaced to guide further discussion, identified
here:

e Strengthened opportunities for meaningful connections between faculty and students

e Enhanced professional development and pedagogical training opportunities for faculty

e Renewed focus on a “culture of learning,” promoting career preparation, transferable skills
and personal growth for students

e Expanded faculty access to teaching and learning technology

¢ Improved academic and student services, including well-being support resources

V. Next Steps

The insights gathered through the faculty survey have provided valuable guidance for shaping
strategies related to teaching and learning within the CSU’s Student Success Framework. In the
coming months, the Chancellor’'s Office will continue to collaborate with faculty leaders, campus
academic affairs teams and working groups to ensure that faculty perspectives remain central to
the rollout of Framework strategies.

As part of this effort, Deloitte will continue to support the Chancellor's Office and the ASCSU in
developing systemwide actions that enhance teaching and learning. Drawing on the collective
insights gained from the survey, this collaboration will guide strategic priorities, inform the design
of implementation efforts and ensure alignment with instructional realities. Survey results will
also help shape the development of systemwide metrics and an implementation roadmap—
outlining actions, timelines and responsibilities for campus-level execution. To support ongoing
refinement, faculty engagement opportunities will be embedded throughout the process to
validate milestones and elevate continuous feedback.
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