Institutional Proposal

1. Context

From the time of its foundation in
1949, California State University, Long
Beach has struggled to keep up with student
demand.  Constrained both by limited
operating budgets and by a state planning
process that delayed the authorization of new
buildings until after the enrollmentthey were
designed to serve was already present, the
University has traditionally focused more on
managing the sheer volume of applicants than
on improving the quality of education it
provides.

The situation came to a head in the
early 1990s when a dramatic downturn in the
California economy resulted in three consec
utive budget years marked by drastic reduc
tions in state support, with the cuts in two of
those years exceeding 10 percent. Atthe time
of the last decennial WASC visit, in February
1992, system and campus enrollments were in
free-fall, a direct consequence of the budget
reductions. The University simply could not
pay for the faculty needed to teach the
courses students wanted to take. New
applications, especially from first-time
freshmen, plummeted. Ironically, several
new buildings that had been authorized by
the state during the late 1980s—a time of
significant enrollment growth—were finally
constructed during the years of rapid enroll
ment decline. As a result, the University
suddenly enjoyed a surplus of classrooms for
the only time in its history.

Perhaps because the traumatic
downsizing of the University’s budget,
enrollment, faculty, and staff had the effect of
forcing the campus community to think
more clearly about its long-term future, the
1991 WASC self-study was written along
thematic lines. Significantly, entire chapters
were devoted to the need to integrate institu
tional planning and assessment with financial

allocations; the development of public-private
partnerships; the provision of an integrated
undergraduate experience; the quality of
student life; and faculty retention and recruit

ment. The integrative chapter focused di

rectly on the budget reductions and their
consequences. The overarching theme was an
enhanced focus on quality as a strategy for
rebuilding the University.

The visiting team praised the self-
study, despite the fact that the different
chapters were somewhat uneven in quality,
and agreed that the exercise had helped the
campus focus its attention on the major
challenges it faced. The team agreed that the
University was developing an effective
approach to dealing with the budget cuts and
especially for obtaining buy-in from all
campus constituencies. Itsingled out student
services, development, and the library for
special praise, while noting that the campus
lacked a rationale of its own for its general
education program; that the faculty had many
disagreements about the appropriate balance
between teaching, scholarship,and serviceand
how effectiveness should be measured; and
that long-term financial planning had to
permit the identification of areas of future
growth as well as reductions.

The Fourth-Year Report of 1995
focused on the concerns expressed by the site
team’s report. It included sections on infor
mation technology, the continuing challenge
of a severely constrained budget, general
education, student diversity, faculty expecta
tions, faculty diversity, and assessment. In
each of these sections the self-study briefly
described the problem, reviewed the steps that
had already been taken to deal with it, and
identified issues that still remained to be
addressed. WASC Senior Commission Execu
tive Director Steven S. Weiner reported back
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to new President Robert C. Maxson, “I
found the University report to be the best of
its kind that I have reviewed in my eight
years of service with the Commission.” He
especially praised its “refreshing degree of
candor” and asked for permission to distrib
ute it “to other interested institutions as an
exemplar well worth emulating.”

Thus California State University,
Long Beach and its Self-Study Steering
Committee—which retains substantially the
same membership as in 1991 and 1995—has
awealth of prior experience in using themati
cally focused self-studies to focus campus
discussion on the major challenges facing the
University.

Ironically, the committee will face a
dramatically different challenge in 2001, for
the entire context in which it will work has
fundamentally changed. First, and most
obviously, the California economy has not
only pulled out of the deep recession of the
early 1990s but has soared to a level of
prosperity unimaginable in 1995. Mean-
while, President Maxson has brought to
LongBeach the genius for recruiting students
that marked his tenure as President of the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas. He has
raised private funds to establish an endow
ment for the President’s Scholars Program.
This program provides a package of merit-
based financial incentives to National Merit
Finalists and California high school valedic
torians comparable to those previously
available only to star athletes. As a resul,
CSULB has already enrolled more than 300
President’s Scholars. Their presence in turn
has validated Long Beach as the campus of
choice for a growing number of high school
seniors. Accordingly, the number of first-
time freshmen enrolling each fall has in-

creased from a low of 1,793 in 1992 to 3,482
in 1999 and is projected to increase to 3,778
in 2000. Moreover, the state now possesses
the wherewithal to fund the resulting surge in
overall enrollment. So, instead of having a
surplus of facilities and too little enrollment,
the campus once again faces the imminent
prospectof enrollment exceeding the capacity
of its physical plant.

The overwhelming success of the
President’s Scholars Program has not only
accelerated the flow of applications to the
campus; members of the faculty frequently
remark that it has raised thelevel of classroom
discourse and imparted a cachet of quality to
the campus. These are effects everyone on
campus wants to protect. Unfortunately,
protecting quality means slowing and then
stopping enrollment growth so that, unlike
the 1980s, the number of students the campus
serves does not exceed the capacity of its
classrooms, laboratories, and studios. The
consequences that will inevitably follow
constitute the essential context of the next
self-study.

1. The University will have to limit admis
sions, especially of first-time freshmen.

2. Since the increase in campus resources has
been tied directly to the growth in enrollment
in recent years, the University will have to
adjust to a steady-state budget.

3. Freed from the constant pressure to serve
ever more students, the University will be
able focus its energies on achieving the maxi-
mum level of student success, by completing
the reform of its general education program,
better integrating services to students, recruit

ing and retaining the strongest possible
faculty, and other similar steps.
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2. Goals and Expected Outcomes for the Review

The campus community has been
deeply involved in a revitalization of General
Education for the past four years. At the same
time we have been working on outcomes
assessment; we created an assessment com
mittee five years ago and have moved slowly
and deliberately forward on the issue. Finally,
the topics of undergraduate education and the
services we provide our students have been
addressed in every self-study for the past
twenty years; as a very large commuter
campus, we are dedicated to providing a
holistic undergraduate experience that en
hances the learning environment for our
students, and we must ensure that the services
we provide our students both increase and
improve as the campus enrollment increases.
The complicating consideration, however, is
the need to improve performance in all of the
areas just mentioned while operating under a

fixed budget.

Our goals are straightforward. We
expect to broaden the scope of the already-
existing reflective dialogue about these issues
to embrace not only the issues themselves but
how they will-and should-affect the life of

the entire institution. This will allow us to
involve even more members of the institu
tional community and, at the same time, to
develop an institutional consensus. The
goal-institutional consensus in the form of
policies and procedures—is less important in
the long run than the institutional dialogue
that precedes such a consensus.

Having grappled with these issues for
half a decade, we would appreciate having
external reviewers—conversant with theissues
and knowledgeable about other institu
tions—visit our campus and critique our
efforts. Although we regularly send delega
tions to major conferences (the AAHE is a
good example), learning from others at
conventions is not the same as having col
leagues visit the campus, observe our efforts,
and deliver a critique. Indeed, the preparation
of an institutional self-study, and the subse
quent visit by an off-campus team, will give
the campus a further stimulus to focus our
efforts as well as an external validation of
those efforts.
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3. Engagement of the Campus Community

The form of this proposal has shifted
steadily as the Senior Commission itself has
developed its ideas and policies. The sub-
stance of the proposal, however, hasremained
fairly constant.

Our decennial review in 1991 and our
subsequent Fourth Year Reportin 1995 both
stressed General Education, the undergradu
ate experience, and assessment. Frankly, the
topics we discuss have not substantially

changed.

The campus has employed a broadly-
based Self-Study Steering Committee for the
past twenty years. The Steering Committee
membership is described in the accompanying

table.

Every constituency in the university
is represented in this committee, and the
committee itself represents the campus
leadership.

The Self-Study Steering Committee
accepted the general guidelines presented by
the Senior Commission (assessment, the
undergraduate experience),added one of their
own (General Education), and then discussed
what sub-areas should be included within
each of the three major sections. It was after
considerable deliberation and debate that this
proposal was developed and submitted.

Once this proposal is critiqued by
Senior commission staff and subsequently

revised, the broader campus will become
involved.

Our past pattern is to establish
separate task forces for each topic. Whenever
possible, the core membership of these task
forces is drawn from already-existing com
mittees, thus allowing the newly-created
task forces to benefit from the momentum of
currently established deliberative bodies. At
the same time, these core members are
supplemented by additional people chosen
by the Self-Study Steering Committee for
their expertise in particular fields. Thus, the
campus benefits from already-existing
committees whose membership is experi
enced and familiar with the issues while, at
the same time, ensuring broader constituency
representation.

Each of these task forces is assigned
a major topic. They usually hold public
hearings to which the campus community is
invited; they deliberate in open sessions at
which anyone is allowed to speak; they
submittheirreportto the Self-Study Steering
Committee after extensive campus involve
ment and debate. Using these methods, we
have, in the past, involved at least 10 percent
of the faculty in the preparation of the Self-
Study. Our real goal is to stimulate discus
sion and develop consensus, not to produce
a self-study. We find that stimulating
discussion is quite easy. In general, the more
vigorous the discussion and the more rigor
ous the debate, the better the consensus.

Chairs of Faculty Councils
One Statewide Academic Senator

President, Staff Council
Vice Presidents

President, Associated Students
WASC Self-Study Coordinator
Director of Institutional Research

Elected members of the Academic Senate Executive Committee

President, campus chapter of the California Faculty Association

Associate Vice Presidents of Academic Affairs
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4. Special Topics

I. Educational Effectiveness in an Era of Slow Growth

Strategic Planning Focus: Enroll
ment at California State University, Long
Beach is growing at a rate that cannot be
sustained. During the past year alone the
campus has added more than 1300 full-time
equivalent students. At that pace enrollment
will exceed physical plant capacity within
three years. Therefore, the University must
implement measures to reduce very signifi
cantly the recent rate of enrollment growth.
Because it has very little remaining undevel
oped land, overall enrollment will have to be
gradually stabilized to yield a condition
closely approximating steady state. And,
since the CSU system bases funding primarily
on enrollment, the campus will also have to
adjust to a steady-state budget.

Researchable Questions: (1) The
California Master Plan for Higher Education
mandates that upper-division transfer stu
dents from California community colleges
have the highest priority in CSU admissions.
Fortunately, that mandate should leave the
Long Beach campus substantial freedom to
deal with the first-time freshmen applicants
who have contributed most to the enrollment
surge. First-time freshmen from the geo
graphical area closest to the campus will be
given priority in admissions and a higher
index of eligibility applied to all other fresh-
man applicants to reduce the number who are
admitted. But what is the optimal balance
between freshmen and transfer students? (2)
To the extent feasible, the campus would
prefer to admit those students it is most likely
to serve successfully, but how should they be
identified? (3) How should the supplemental
criteriafor admission be tailored to make sure
that they do not unfairly discriminate against
low-income students, first-generation college
students, or students from high schools that
already have lower-than-average rates of

college attendance? (4) To what extent can
computer technology, distance education, and
year-round operation of the campus be
utilized to accommodate more students
without compromising educational quality?
(5) With the University recovering from the
destructive budget reductions of the early
1990s and able now to add substantial num
bers of new faculty, what is the proper
balance between full-time and part-time
faculty? (6) How should the campus support
the efforts of its faculty in teaching, research,
and service so as to maximize their effective
ness, maintain their morale, and assure their
retention? (7) Can the campus ensure the
availability of staff with the necessary skills to
provide optimal support for the learning
process? (8) Once the current rate of growth
tapers off, what must the campus do to make
sure that it is still able to respond to shifts in
the job market by offering new programs
when students need them?

Supportive Data: (1) through (3) A
wealth of data is available from the Offices of
Enrollment Services and Institutional Re-
search about applicants to CSULB and also
the success rates of matriculated students,
making it possible to model the effects of
supplementary admission criteria before they
are implemented. It will also be possible to
monitor with great precision the effects of the
supplemental criteria after they are put in
place for the Fall 2001 applicant pool. (4)
Some information is available about the use
faculty have made of both computer technol
ogy in instruction and distance education,
since Academic Computing Services is
usually involved in some manner with the
formerand University College and Extension
Services with the latter. The University has
not made a systematic effort to compile data
on these matters, and it has no prior experi-
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ence with a state-funded summer term. (5)
Detailed information is available, by college
and department, on past and current utiliza
tion of tenured and probationary faculty, full-
time and part-time lecturers, and graduate
teaching associates. (6) Detailed information
can be obtained on sources of support for
faculty endeavors, but until now that has not
been done. (7) Some information is available
through the budgeting process on identified
and anticipated needs for additional or
differently trained staff. (8) It is not clear
what kinds of data will be required to address
this question, but it would be possible to
project several years into the future the
probable rates of both enrollment growth and
the additional resources that growth will
generate; from this information a model of
campus funding during the period of deceler
ation could be constructed.

Existing Analyses or Interpreta
tions: (1) through (3) A committee on enroll
ment management appointed by President
Robert C. Maxson has been analyzing these
types of data and will continue to do so.
Working from the analyses completed thus
far, the campus expects to propose to the
Office of the Chancellor that the freshman
class be declared impacted for the Fall 2001,
that applicants from an as-yet undefined
geographical area in close proximity to the
campus continue to be admitted on the basis
of standard CSU criteria, and that California
applicants from outside that geographical area
be admitted on the basis of a higher eligibility
index than the CSU standard. (4) Some
preliminary work isbeing done to prepare the
campus for conducting alimited state-funded
summer program in a single discipline, in an
effort to identify any administrative systems

that might have to be modified to accommo
date state-supported and self-supporting
summer terms simultaneously. Little system
atic study has been undertaken of the applica
tion of technology or of distance education as
a means of increasing campus enrollment
capacity. Computer technology has been
employed only for the purpose of enhancing
the quality of instruction for students already
enrolled. (5) None to date. (6) The campusis
currently becoming engaged in a discussion
about this issue. Three years ago the Reten
tion, Tenure, and Promotion policy was
revised to make it more flexible and to
require a more substantial evidentiary basis
for personnel decisions. Exploring ways to
support the faculty in their assignments is the
next logical step to take. (7) Colleges have
conducted some studies of existing or antici
pated staff vacancies, including projections of
future needs. The Office of Staff Personnel
also has information on applicant pools and
availability of applicants with specific skills.
(8) None to date.

Key Academic and Administrative
Offices: (1) through (3) Office of Enrollment
Services, Committee on Enrollment Manage
ment, Provost, President in consultation with
Academic Senate. (4) Academic Computing
Services, University College and Extension
Services, task force appointed by President
Maxson to study year-round operation,
others to be determined. (5) Provost, aca
demic deans, leadership of Academic Senate.
(6) President, Provost, ad hoc committee to
be appointed by Academic Senate. (7) Office
of Staff Personnel, college offices. (8) Aca
demic Affairs Budget Review Committee,
Resource Planning Task Force.
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I1. Building Academic Skills through General Education

Strategic Planning Focus: After a
5-year campus-wide discussion of ways to
improve the CSULB General Education
program, including extensive debate over
the fundamental goals of General Educa
tion, a major revision was adopted in 1998,
with implementation beginning in fall 1999.
The major shift was from a purely menu-
driven program to a sequenced program
with defined expectations for development
of academic skills at each level. To intro
duce additional coherence while taking
advantage of the rich variety of courses that
have been developed for general education,
the new program encourages the creation of
Pathways — subsets of courses, organized
thematically, that will also meet a student’s
general education requirements. The multi-
year implementation requires a coordinated
effort involving the faculty who must
design and offer the new curriculum,
advisors responsible for guiding students
through requirements, academic administra
tors responsible for allocating resources,
and staff and administrators in the enroll
ment area who must apply the rules and
ensure that the transition occurs smoothly
for our students. A particular challenge will
be developing an ongoing assessment plan
(as mandated in the policy) to determine
whether program goals are being met as
well as to foster continuous improvement in
the program.

Researchable Questions: (1) To
what extent are the goals of the General
Education program being met? Are students
and faculty aware of these goals? Do
students think the program is meeting these
goals? How do graduates evaluate their
experience? (2) What effect will the new
requirements have on student success in
terms of measurable advancement of skills,
retention, and progress to degree? (3) Will
general education reform produce meaning
ful changes in general education courses in

terms of instructional approaches, class-
room assessments, and opportunities for
students to develop important skills? (4)
The new program calls for the completion
of courses in the “Foundation” (four core
areas of English composition, oral commu
nication, critical thinking, and mathematics)
within the first 36 units. Can the University
deliver this new mix of courses over the
short and long term in sufficient supply to
accommodate expected growth in the
entering classes? (5) Are new courses and
curricula being proposed in response to the
initiatives in the program calling for courses
focused on “Advanced Skills”, “Service
Learning”, and “Global Issues”? (6) Have
Pathways been created? Is there significant
interdisciplinary cooperation in the design
of Pathways and learning communities? (7)
How can we best stimulate faculty and staff
“buy-in” and support ongoing faculty
innovation? (8) In what ways do the
changes to general education and the policy
requiring early remediation support each
other? What challenges are posed by the
ongoing need to provide remedial instruc
tion in English and mathematics? (9) Does
the new general education program take
advantage of appropriate technology
throughout the curriculum in ways that
enhance student learning? (10) Does the
curriculum include consideration of the role
of technology in society, as well as ways in
which technological change has led to
change in particular disciplines?

Supportive Data: (1 and 2) The
University tracks retention and graduation
data. In the area of skill development, the
University has an exit writing exam from
which data can be obtained. Additional
assessments need to be developed in other
areas, notably communication and critical
thinking, quantitative skills, and informa
tion competency. A major effort is needed
to produce a fully developed assessment
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plan for General Education. Some informa
tion on these points, especially information
about our graduates, is now available in
program review reports from individual
departments. (3) The course review process
is underway; the “product” from this
process can be analyzed for changes.
Follow-up assessments are planned for all
courses. A challenge remaining is ensuring
consistency across all sections of courses
when many of the faculty teaching a course
may not have been involved in developing
course changes. (4) We have a single year’s
experience at this point (in which between 5
and 10% of first semester freshmen could
not be placed in schedules that complied
with the new requirements). Over the next
several years, it should be possible to track
the extent to which students are able to
enroll in these requirements. (5) and (6)
Because the new program has just been
implemented, answers to these questions are
generally some time off; however, the data
can be collected as courses and curricula
appear. (7) Some data is available from
assessments of annual workshops over the
past several years. Other data include rates
of participation in faculty incentive pro-
grams such as Educational Innovations
Awards and Assessment Grants. (8) Data is
available on the number of students who
complete remedial work within the allotted
time. We should collect data on the sched
ules elected by students while they com
plete remedial work, as well as the extent to
which these students complete the Founda
tion on time. (9 and 10) The General
Education course approval process asks
course developers about the extent and
nature of use of technology in their courses.
The Standard Course Outline provided for
each course describes the extent to which
content addresses question 10. Additional
information, possibly from a survey of
faculty and students regarding the effective
ness of the integration of technology into
the General Education curriculum would be

helpful.

Additional sources of data: for the
last several years, the Academic Advising
Center has collected data for first semester
freshmen who come in for a mandatory
advising visit midway through the fall
semester. The survey asks students about
courses in progress as well as such issues as
how much time the student spends study
ing. The GE Coordinator has analyzed
freshman performance in several key classes
in the fall of 1998; a similar analysis is
underway for fall 1999, focusing on success
rates in Foundation courses.

Existing Analysis and Interpreta
tion: A wealth of analysis leading up to the
adoption of the General Education Policy
exists, much of it addressing the develop
ment of program goals. In 1996, when the
outlines of the plan that was eventually
adopted were being developed, a subcom
mittee looking at assessment issues devel
oped a detailed assessment plan that can
form a starting point for current efforts.
However, with only one cohort now in the
first year of the program, not much oppor
tunity for evaluation of program efficacy
has yet occurred. The General Education
Governing Committee (GEGC), which
reviews all courses in the program, has
developed course approval guidelines and
sponsored the development of “position
papers” on desired outcomes as well as the
teaching of skills in the four Foundation
areas. A number of groups have been
engaged in analysis of the above issues or
development of implementation strategies.

Key Academic and Administrative
Offices: Provost and Senior Vice President
for Academic Affairs and other senior
administrators in Academic Affairs; Deans;
PEP Council; GEGC; Center for Faculty
Development director; GE Implementation
Coordinator; Academic Advising Center;
SOAR/STARS director; Assistant Vice
President for Enrollment Services and staff.
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I11. Services to Students

Theme: Providing a student-cen
tered, co-curricular learning environment
that promotes student satisfaction, retention
and graduation during a period of marginal
enrollment growth.

Strategic Planning Focus: Enhanc
ing the University’s ability to successfully
serve additional students, with minimal
increases in fiscal and human resources,
while improving student satisfaction with
the college experience and contributing to
improvements in retention/ graduation rates
and time to degree.

Researchable Questions: (1) The
recent increase in the number of traditional,
full-time freshmen and residential students
places an increased demand for a variety of
student services. These include personal and
social development opportunities, health
and psychological services, and sports,
athletics and recreational opportunities.
How well are we meeting that demand?
How satisfied are students with the services
and opportunities available? (2) The Uni
versity has been making an effort to im
prove advising and to see that all incoming
students receive advising before enrolling in
classes. Two recent changes have made this
especially critical for freshmen: the new
General Education policy and the require
ment that remediation be completed in the
first year. There are also a number of
institutional initiatives designed to strength-
en the first year experience for entering
students. Is timely advising available to
students? Are students being placed in the
correct classes? Are retention rates improv
ing? Have graduation rates improved? (3)
For many years, dissatisfaction with Enroll
ment Services appeared high on the lists of
student complaints. The University has
made substantial effort to improve all
administrative services to students. The
implementation of the new Common
Management System will require both a

large amount of money and a large amount
of staff time, but should provide further
improvements in services. Are students now
receiving information and assistance on a
timely basis? How well satisfied are stu
dents with the services now? (4) Heavy
usage of our aging physical plant presents a
challenge in maintaining classrooms and
providing a safe, orderly and attractive
campus grounds and facilities. We are
finding ourselves with insufficient residen
tial space to meet the current demand. How
well satisfied are students with our facili
ties? How well are we planning for future
maintenance and improvements? How will
we meet the increasing demand for on-
campus housing?

Supportive data: (1) The Student
Services Division has implemented a pro
cess to conduct regular assessment of its
services through its ongoing program
review process, and the Division has data
from the accreditation reviews of the
Counseling and Psychological Services and
Student Health Services programs. The
University also has data gathered during the
1999 SNAPS survey and during the NCAA
certification review of its Sports, Athletics
and Recreation programs. (2) Both the
Student Orientation, Advising and Registra
tion (SOAR) program and the Academic
Advising Center have been conducting
systematic surveys of participating students.
The University has a wealth of data on
student retention, completion of
remediation, and time to degree. (3) The
SNAPS survey and the Blue Ribbon process
provided guidelines to student satisfaction.
(4) Academic Affairs has data on classroom
improvements, Physical Planning and
Facilities Management can provide data on
improvements to the University’s physical
plant and the Office of the Vice President
for Student Services can provide informa
tion regarding the demand for additional
on-campus housing.



12 California State University, Long Beach

Existing Analysis and Interpreta
tion:

1) Reports from the Student Services
Division’s program review process are
available for the Summer Bridge program,
the SOAR program and the Disabled
Students Services program. The final reports
for the NCAA Certification Review, the
Blue Ribbon Task Force on Services to
Students and the accreditation reviews for
Counseling and Psychological Services and
the Student Health Service contain extensive
analysis. These documents may be obtained
from the Office of the Vice President for
Student Services.

2) Data collected from the follow-
up on students participating in the CSULB
Freshman Survey are available on the
Student Services Division web site and in
document format from the Office of the
Vice President for Student Services. Data
and analyses regarding student retention,
completion of remediation and time to
degree are available from the Office of
Institutional Research.

People expressing concern about
time to degree are really discussing three
different issues: elapsed time, total units,
and units since transferring from a commu
nity college. Evaluating our success in
assisting students to complete the degree
requires separating these issues.

Elapsed time from entering the
University until completion of the degree is
quite a different matter from the issue of
excessive units. One of the University’s
missions is serving part-time students who
must limit their programs because of family
or job responsibilities. These students take
more than four years to complete the degree
because that is exactly what they plan to do.

Some students need extra units to
complete a degree program because they
change majors or decide on a major rela
tively late in their college careers. A few

years ago, after a study of factors affecting
graduation rate, the University instituted a
policy requiring students to declare a major
by the junior year. This probably shortened
time to graduation for a small number of
students, but the effect is difficult to mea
sure. Of more concern are students who
continue to enroll but do not make any
progress toward a degree. At this stage we
have no systematic way to identify such
students, and have hesitated to make a
policy that would affect only those who
happen to come to the attention of some
office.

We believe that effective advising
helps shorten time to degree, both for our
native students and for students transferring
from a community college, by helping
students select the correct courses in the
correct sequence to insure that all require
ments can be completed in a timely fashion,
depending on the student’s needs. Assessing
the effect of advising on time to degree is
difficult because it is not possible to disen
tangle the other issues.

3) The University has participated in
a system-wide benchmarking process,
seeking to identify best practices in admin
istrative services. There is data on the
change in time to process applications for
admission, financial aid, and graduation.
The institution can show a number of
procedural changes that have improved
service to students.

Analyses of the 1999 and 1994
SNAPS surveys are available from the
Office of Institutional Research, as is the
report of the Blue Ribbon Task Force on
Services to Students, and results of customer
satisfaction surveys.

4) Copies of surveys and reports on
improvements to classrooms and academic
facilities may be obtained from the Office
of Physical Planning and Facilities Manage
ment and/or the Office of the Pro-
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vost/Senior Vice President for Academic
Affairs. Statistics concerning occupancy
rates and the demand for student housing
may be obtained through the Office of
Housing and Residential Life.

Key Academic and Administrative
Offices: 1) Office of the Vice President for
Student Services; Office of Student Life and
Development; Office of the Director of
Sports, Athletics and Recreation. 2) Office
of the Vice President for Student Services,
Office of the Associate Vice President for
Academic Affairs, Instructional Programs;
Office of the Associate Vice President for
Academic Affairs, University Academic

Programs, Office of Institutional Research.
3) Office of the Vice President for Adminis
tration and Finance; Associate Vice Presi
dent for Student Services, Outreach and
Educational Support; Associate Vice
President for Enrollment Services; Associ
ate Vice President for Academic Affairs,
Instructional Programs; Associate Vice
President for Academic Affairs, University
Academic Programs. 4) Office of the
Associate Vice President for Physical
Planning and Facilities Management; Office
of the Provost/Senior Vice President for
Academic Affairs and Office of Housing
and Residential Life.
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5. Strategy for Presentation

The new format for self-studies,
divided between Institutional Capacity and
Educational Effectiveness, will serve this
region well. Indeed, while a data portfolio
may be appreciated by outside evaluators, it
will be appreciated even more by the
campus community.

Paper reports of enrollment, for
instance, have long been distributed to
department chairs and deans. The expense
of paper distribution, as well as the time
required to duplicate and mail these reports,
will no longer be necessary. Replacing paper
reports with an interactive web-based
portfolio presents interesting challenges and
exciting prospects. The ability to conduct
customized searches of already-existing data
holds great promise for researchers and
administrators alike. The data already
resides on campus; making this data more
widely accessible will make the institution’s
organization more horizontal because more
and more people will have access to the data
that is driving institutional decisions.
Further, forging a union between web
technology and existing data will make
decisions even more data-driven than they

are today.

Presenting the raw data alone will
be insufficient. We will need to present
carefully crafted introductory essays to
introduce each data segment and to explain
its use and its meaning. Raw data in and of
itself is not meaningfully accessible; instruc
tions for the use of the data must be care-
fully written if we are to make this data
truly available to those who seek it out.

Frankly, setting up such a system
will not be easy. The presentation of the
huge amount of data currently available
must be designed with an eye both toward
comprehensiveness as well as toward
comprehensibility. In addition, some data
formats are specified by external parties
such as the Office of the Chancellor and
specialized accreditation agencies; in these
cases, the University must respect the
wishes of the external organization while, at
the same time, taking care to make the data
comprehensible to members of the campus
community. Still, once such a system is
designed, updating it will be relatively easy.
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6. Provision for an Integrative Chapter

The Self-Study Steering Committee
plans to utilize existing committees and
councils wherever practical to develop the
self-study. Thus, we will not have to
transfer recommendations from specially-
created WASC Task Forces to our regular
standing committees. This will make the
implementation of the recommendations

flow naturally through the normal gover
nance process.

In order to structure the recommen
dations in terms of time and expenditure, in
the 1991 Self-Study the integrative chapter
was organized as shown in the following

table.

implementation plan.

L. Current Issues and New Challenges
A. This included developments between the time the Self-Study was completed
in May and its submission to the Senior Commission in November)
1I. Summary of the Self-Study Recommendations in global terms
1. Overarching themes that ran through the self-study
A. This section analyzed themes that extended across various sections of the

Self-Study (such as diversity) to better design a university-wide

Iv. Division of the global recommendations into specific action items
A. Short-term recommendations requiring no additional funding
B. Short-term recommendations requiring additional funding
C. Long-term recommendations requiring no additional funding
D. Long-term recommendations requiring additional funding.

By organizing the integrative
chapter in this fashion, the University
created an implementation plan that took
into account both the concomitant costs as
well as the time required for every specific
recommendation. The Task Forces were
instructed to make recommendations
without regard to the normal constraints of
time and cost. This allowed the Task Forces
to critique the university as it really was

and, at the same time, to make recommen
dations about what the university should
become, without being overly-fettered by
practical considerations.

The University has found that the
integrative chapter structure designed in
1991 has worked quite well, and we would
like to use it again in 2001.



16

California State University, Long Beach

7. Basic Descriptive Data

CHART A-1: Headcount Enrollment by Level (Fall Term)

Total Lower Upper

Headcount Division Division Graduate Post-Bacc Non-Degree Total FTE
TERM Enrollment Headcount Headcount Headcount Headcount  Headcount  Enrollment*
Fall 2000 30918 9,113 * 16,040 * 3,502 % 2,263 % 0(0%) 23725
Fall 1999 30011 8,711 (29.0%) 15,398 (51.3%) 3,658 (12.2%) 2,244 (7.5%) 0 (0%) 22836
Fall 1998 28637 7,720 (27.0%) 15,148 (52.9%) 3,694 (12.9%) 2,075 (7.2%) 0 (0%) 21456
Fall 1997 27809 7,194 (25.9%) 15,154 (545%) 3,570 (12.8%) 1,891 (6.8%) 0 (0%) 20745
Fall 1996 27431 6,775 (24.7%) 15,277 (55.7%) 3,536 (12.9%) 1,843 (6.7%) 0 (0%) 20327

CHART A-2: Headcount Enrollment by Status and Location (Fall Term) *

Total

Headcount On-Campus Off-Campus
TERM Enrollment Full-Time Part-Time Location Location
Fall 2000 30918 21,565 (69.7%) 9,353 (30.3%) 30918 0(0%)
Fall 1999 30011 20,567 (68.5%) 9,444 (31.5%) 30011 0(0%)
Fall 1998 28637 19,048 (66.5%) 9,589 (33.5%) 28637 0(0%)
Fall 1997 27809 18,494 (66.5%) 9,315 (33.5%) 27809 0(0%)
Fall 1996 27431 17,900 (653%) 9,531 (34.7%) 27431 0(0%)

* This table reports only on-campus, state-supported headcount enrollments. Off-campus/distance-learning

enrollments at CSULB are generated totally by self-support instructional programs and are reported separately in
Part I, Item 8.

CHART A-3: Degrees and Certificates Granted by Level (Academic Year)

Total

Degrees
TERM Granted ~ Associate Bachelor Post-Bacc. Master Doctorate  Other
1999-00 5257 0(0%) 4,158 (79.1%) 0(0%) 1,099 (20.9%) 0(0%) 0(0%)
1998-99 5259 0(0%) 4,078 (77.5%) 0(0%) 1,181 (22.5%) 0(0%) 0(0%)
1997-98 4812 0(0%) 3,874 (80.5%) 0(0%) 938 (19.5%) 0(0%) 0(0%)
1996-97 4941 0(0%) 3,980 (80.6%) 0(0%) 961 (19.4%) 0(0%) 0(0%)
1995-96 5166 0(0%) 4,224 (81.8%) 0(0%) 942 (18.2%) 0(0%) 0(0%)
CHART A-4: Faculty by Employment Status

Total Faculty Full-Time Part-Time Total Faculty
TERM Headcount  Faculty Faculty FTE
Fall 2000 1714 870 (50.8%) 844 (49.2%) 1151.3
Fall 1999 1613 815 (50.5%) 798 (49.5%) 1081.0
Fall 1998 1544 782 (50.6%) 762 (49.4%) 1036.0
Fall 1997 1426 793 (55.6%) 633 (44.4%) 1004.0
Fall 1996 1360 778 (57.2%) 582 (42.8%) 964.0
CHART A-5.6: Financial Ratios
Support of

Net Asset  Surplus (Loss)  Income/Expense Educational
TERM Generation Activities Ratio Debt-to-Equity  Mission
1999-00  0.049 0.391 1.214 0.898 0.692
1998-99  0.061 0.300 1.239 0.535 0.675
1997-98  0.046 0.444 1.204 0.367 0.707
1996-97 N/A N/A 1.202 0.201 0.687
1995-96  N/A N/A 1.063 N/A 0.746

N/A - Information not available or incomplete. CSULB did not have audited financial statements prior to
96/97. IPEDS reports do not contain balance sheet information.
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8.a. Off-Campus/Distance Learning Degree Programs'

Off-Campus Degree ProgramHeadcount Off-Campus Degree Program Headcount

BS in Occupational Studies MS in Interdisciplinary Studies

Northern California San Jose 14

Hayward 17 Total number of students 14

Hollister 16

Total number of students 33 Master of Public Administration (MPA)

Southern California Orange County Transportation Authority
Long Beach Police Department

Chino 20 Department of Public Works

Long Beach Fire Dept. 16

Long Beach PD 17 Total number of students 23

Santa Ana 23

Vista 34

Total number of students 110 Master of Social Work

Colorado CSU Bakersfield 16

Northern Colorado 08 CSU Chico 18

Total number of students 08 CSU Channel Islands 20
Humboldt State University 16

Total BSOS 151 Total number of students 70

8.b. Off-Campus Credit Courses

Off-Campus Credit Courses

Cross-cultural Language and Academic

Development (CLAD)

Total number of students 213

"Enrollments are Fall 2000.
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9. Institutional Stipulation Statement

California State University, Long Beach is using the review process to demonstrate our
fulfillment of the two Core Commitments (Insutuuonal Capacity and Educational
Effectiveness); we will engage in the process with seriousness, and we will present data
that are both accurate and representative of the i institution.

California State University, Long Beach has published and publically available policies
in force as stipulated in Appendix I of the Handbook of Accreditation. These policies

are currently available for review and will remain so throughout the period - of
Accreditation.

California State University, Long Beach will abide by procedures adopted by the
Commission to meet United States Department of Education (USDE) procedural
requirements as stipulated in Section VI of the Handbook of Accreditation.

California State University, Long Beach will submit all required data, and any data
specifically requested by the Commission during the period of Accreditation.

California State University, Long Beach has reviewed our off-campus programs and
degree requirements offered by distance learning to ‘ensure that they have been

-approved by the WASC substantive change process.

4
/D
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