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notable difference in student success and equity issues (CFRs 2.5, 2.11, 2.12). This investment of energy
and resources is also closely related to the important innovations made on issues of transfer student
access, and how new students, both first time and transfer, are welcomed, advised, and mentored on
campus (CFR 2.13). Program assessment is becoming more commonly understood by faculty and staff as
a basic element of program improvement and an important way to evaluate progress on student success
issues. Recent progress in the culture and practice of assessment is also welcome, pointing to the need for
further development in this arca (CFRs 1.4, 2.6). As a result of recent innovations in program review and
program-level planning and data analysis, every degree program submits action plan updates regularly,
essential program data reviews follow, and academic assessment reports round out the cycle. These
materials are then reviewed by Academic Programs and Continuous Improvement and the deans. This
system also allows more progress toward the institutional mission (CFRs 2.7, 2.10, 4.1).

Evidence presented under Standard 3 demonstrates that university’s organizational structure and
processes are characterized by progress. The institution sustains its operations and supports the
achievement of its educational objectives through investments in human, physical, fiscal, technological,
and information resources and through an appropriate and effective set of organizational and
decision-making structures. These key resources and organizational structures promote the achievement
of institutional purposes and educational objectives and create a high-quality environment for learning. In
terms of how the institution sustains its operations through faculty and staff (Standard 3), CSUCI now
documents the demographics of faculty and staff with regular updates. These data are widely accessible,
disaggregated by categories like rank, gender, ethnic origin, and age. The data, for example, make it clear
that the diversity of CSUCI faculty and staff (See Priority 3) and tenure density are issues that continue to
require sustained and serious attention (CFRs 1.4, 3.1). Personnel policies and employee resources and
process guides are widely available and accessible, and the Division of Business and Financial Affairs
operates with great care for compliance and diligence to risk aversion (CFRs 3.2, 3.3, 3.4). Information
Technology Services and the Broome Library play important roles in providing technological services,

information resources, and professional training (CFR 3.5). Faculty, staff and student governance



procedures, roles, rights, and responsibilities are widely observed and shared (CFR 3.10), and
organizational structures at the university and system levels are clearly outlined (CFRs 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9).

Under Standard 4, the University presents evidence of a maturing assessment infrastructure
operating at the university, divisional, and department levels, as well as progress in evidence-based
planning in Academic Affairs aligned with similar efforts in Student Affairs, Business and Finance, and
University Advancement. As an educational institution, we accomplish our goals through institutional
learning and continuous improvement. Recently, the Office of the President has launched an Operational
Effectiveness program across campus to identify redundancies and minimize inefficiencies, which
demonstrates our commitment to continuous improvement for business practices and processes (CFR
4.1). Similarly, our recent Culture of Assessment efforts have reinforced a data-informed, transparent
culture of evidence-based decisions (CFRs 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.8). Our capacity in our Institutional
Research Office has recently been significantly expanded and the campus is a leader in using, developing,
and deploying dashboards to inform critical decisions. We are fortunate to have an executive leader,
President Richard Yao, who routinely communicates critical data with key constituencies, including the
Board of Trustees, the Chancellor’s Office, all students, faculty, and staff, the Foundation Board, and
community partners (CFRs 4.6, 4.7). Expanding external accreditations, for example in Business and
Engineering, support the conclusion that the campus is using data transparently for planning and
self-assessment. The university also has significant avenues for transparency related to budget and has
expanded the information it shares with key constituencies over the past several years (for example, by
including reserve balances and other fund balances beyond the general fund). The urgency of many of our
current challenges, primarily related to enrollment and an emerging new campus identity and evolving
mission, has reinforced a culture of reflective inquiry that valorizes data-informed decisions and
transparent communication to key stakeholders. As noted above in vis-a-vis Standard 1, we recognize a
need to continue to expand our growing culture of evidence and inquiry, thereby empowering all members
of the campus to use processes such as assessment and program review to serve our changing mission

during these challenging times (CFRs 1.4, 1.6).



