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|. Institutional Context

Located 14 miles from the state capitol, the Ursitgrof California, Davis (UC
Davis) is home to four undergraduate colleges @dtiral and Environmental Sciences,
Biological Sciences, Engineering, and Letters atidri&e) along with many graduate
programs and professional schools including Busingéducation, Law, Medicine,
Veterinary Medicine, and soon, a new School of hgys A leader in interdisciplinary
study, UC Davis offers 104 undergraduate majomnspalrt because of our campus’
proximity to the state capitol, and in part becaofseur agricultural heritage, we believe
that UC Dauvis is a ready resource for policy malers state agencies and the logical
home for several state and federal research fasilitAs a result, UC Davis has achieved
a rare degree of synergy among teaching, reseattbaavice—a synergy that permeates
undergraduate instruction.

UC Dauvis is one of 62 North American universitiesrgtted into the prestigious
Association of American Universities and is rankéeventh among public universities
nationwide US News and World Report)yC Davis has a long and continuing
reputation as a “student friendly” campus with madwycational and experiential
opportunities for students who choose to be inwahlvieor example, each year over 5,000
students participate in internships, many of wiyahlify as public service, and our
Student Programs and Activities Center sponsors 4@ organized student groups each
year, developing a sense of community and providimgpunted hours of public service.

Leadership Changes

The campus has been fortunate to have the contieaddrship of Chancellor
Larry N. Vanderhoef, a strong supporter of undetgate education, who takes great
pride in our students’ achievements in the clagaraon the community, and abroad. Our
Interim Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor, BaigbHorwitz, is also known for her
support of undergraduate research, as an admioistead as a scientist. Enthusiasm for
undergraduate education extends to the deans ahttergraduate colleges, each of
whom has an associate dean for student mattersxdram the ranks of the Davis
Division of the Academic Senate.

While UC Davis has experienced the predictablellef/&irnover in senior
administrative positions, we will focus only on siecoffices particularly relevant to the
undergraduate experience. The close collaboraebrneen the offices of the Vice
Provost—Undergraduate Studies and Vice Chancellaudeht Affairs noted in our
WASC 2002-2003 team report was recently strengthenth the appointment of Fred E.
Wood, former Associate Dean—Undergraduate Educatidime College of Letters and
Science and former Interim Vice Provost—Undergrael&udies, to the position of Vice



Chancellor—Student Affairs. Additionally, the cangprecruited for the new position of
Associate Vice Provost—Undergraduate Studies,sisia¥ice Provost Turner, oversee
Summer Sessions, and to lead new initiatives ecsedl areas. Gary Ford, former
Associate Dean of Undergraduate Study in the Celt#d=ngineering, has assumed this
new important position. Formerly overseen by # staployee who reported to the Vice
Chancellor—Outreach, Summer Sessions is now dadntea ladder faculty member
who reports to the Office of the Vice Provost—Urgtaduate Studies.

Enrollment

Over the five-year interval from Fall 2001 to F21l06, the number of enrolled
undergraduates rose from 21,294 to 23,458. Undéugite students comprise 77 percent
of the total 30,475 student headcount as of fall&2

In 2005-2006, the campus conferred 5,901 bachelgrees as compared to 4,610
in 2000-2001. Since the last WASC review, the aasripas implemented all of the
recommendations made in a campus study of new itpeds for attracting high-
achieving students to campus.

Financial Resources

As a part of the University of California systetme tDavis campus shares the
budgetary concerns of the University as whole. rkany years, there were essentially no
merit or cost of living increases for staff empleggand the influx of students was not
accompanied by a commensurate income of state .fufds lag has helped drive in-
state registration fees from $4,072 in 2000-200%8®25 today, and out-of-state
registration fees from $14,686 to $28,545. Althotige campus is spending
approximately 50% more on student services anchiahaid today ($154 million) than
five years ago ($107 million), student supportaschpressed to keep pace, and the cost
of the University of California raises concerns atb@ccessibility and diversification of
the student body. There has been some relietenteyears as the University has
established a compact with the Governor, as m@eareh and private dollars flowed in,
and as the national economic outlook has improy@de of the manifestations of
increased state support is that the state now fBndsmer Sessions, which was formerly
an entrepreneurial activity. This means that ugidetuate instructional needs and
continuity with year-round instruction plays a gegaole in summer offerings, and
enrollments have risen dramatically since summe®ed 20

Despite a generally unfavorable budgetary climatelergraduate education is a
central expenditure and has increased substanitiatty 2000-2001 to 2005-2006. Over
that five-year interval the total campus budgeervem $1,116 million to $1,423
million. Instructional expenditures (undergraduae graduate) increased
commensurately, from $346 million to $474 milliar,about 22 percent. At present, UC
Davis is initiating a comprehensive campaign amtgasing private support for
undergraduate studies is a component of this.theravords, although modest, the trend
is in the direction of increased financial supgortundergraduate programs.



The current (Winter 2008) financial forecast forif@ania is not promising. In
preparation for what is likely to be a budget statirtthe appropriate campus leaders and
committees are at work developing strategies tteptamur students, as much as possible,
from the negative consequences of reduced funding.

In summary, UC Davis maintains an unwavering commeitt to undergraduate
education, a commitment that is revealed in cangppenditures, student headcount, and
degrees conferred. An administration that has ysveacorded high priority to
undergraduate instruction has been further stremgith as a result of reorganization and
personnel rotation. Our campus is proud of outinord achievements in undergraduate
education, but recognizes as in the case of ablseendeavors this will forever be a
“work in progress.” We look forward to WASC'’s camied facilitation of these
important efforts.

II. REPORT PREPARATION

The Vice Provost—Undergraduate studies (VPUS) @&atfurner, at UC Davis,
serves as the Accreditation Liaison Officer, anddfice oversees all matters relevant to
accreditation. Although the Chancellor charges#hevant campus leaders and
committees with following up on the WASC recommeialzs as appropriate to their
mission in 2003, work in earnest on this report s@nced during the spring of 2007.
The VPUS put report preparation on the agendaseoPtovost/Academic Senate Chairs
Committee where it was determined that primaryaaspbility for the report would rest
with the Senate Undergraduate Council and thegse tommittees: Special Academic
Programs, General Education, and Undergraduateigti€tn and Program Review. The
Davis Division Senate’s new committee on technolegg added to the list in order to
facilitate the preparation of the section on edooai technology. Academic Senate
Undergraduate Council Chair Thomas Famula (Aninc&&e) and Davis Division of
the Academic Senate Chair Linda Bisson met ancgespanded with Vice Provost Turner
and her staff during the summer of 2007 to establisrk plans and a timeline for
completions of drafts, circulation of documents] &nal revisions. Updates on the
progress of this report were offered at the Fall2Qouncil of Vice Chancellors and
Provost/Academic Senate Chairs Committee meetings.

1. RESPONSE TO ISSUESIDENTIFIED BY THE COMMISSION AND
VISITING TEAM

Campus Planning and Improved Coordination

The first recommendation of the WASC Educationdé€&ifveness Report asks
UC Dauvis to:



Connect the Pieces. UC Davis needs to better owia] synthesize, and
integrate its separate educational initiatives uitke strategic plan. We see
added value to UC Davis by pulling these threadstteer to create a more
cohesive internal action agenda and external pubbge.

Elaborating on this recommendation, the Commiskatier of June 27, 2003
notes that, “Many of the planning documents revigblwg the team were new and still in
draft stage and the University will need to revig new core planning documents, such
as the university-wide Educational Objectives dred“R0/20” Strategic Vision Statement
to ensure that they include important areas sucimdsrgraduate research, information
literacy, and general education.

As suggested by the evaluation team, designatingtyrand providing resources
for these areas could have a significant impadherimprovement of the educational
experience of students.”

Three months after this letter was written, the/2B0 vision statement, codified
as The UC Dauvis Vision, was adopted and is commuaafbrred to as the campus
Strategic Plan. In order to ensure the plan’s goynn resource allocation decisions and
planning, senior campus leaders were assignedmsrimentation coordinators over one
or two specific strategies of the fourteen strasgiresented in the plan. Their job is to
monitor and encourage the employment of the pdatigirategies assigned to them. The
plan proposes indicators of achievement for eaettegty intended as performance
measures that will help us answer the questionw'iWell are we doing?" These
indicators of achievement are tracked regularlthat the campus can assess progress
toward its goals. Since the plan’s adoption infeileof 2003, we have maintained a
fairly detailed website containing annual reportscl documents the considerable
progress we have made in the implementation oplidue
(http://strategicplan.ucdavis.eglu/

One example of the effectiveness of our planniroggss can be demonstrated by an
overview of the steps that have been taken retateédproving the writing skills of UC
Davis students. Communication skill enhancemettie first component of our
Educational Objectives. In its Fall 2007 issUe5. News and World Repgfaced UC
Davis in its top 15 institutions for Writing Acrofise Curriculum. This is the first time
any UC campus has been included in this list. ageccan be made that this success is
linked to our implementation of the strategic plarne overarching learning goal in the
plan is to:

Provide enriching learning experiences that develmpintellectual and leadership
capacity of students and advance the campus’ eaiunedtobjectives.With this goal in
mind, the Executive Vice Chancellor, the Dean ofitdnities, Arts & Cultural Studies
(HArCS), and the Vice Provost—Undergraduate Studilesiade significant financial
investments in improving writing instruction. Theevant Davis Division Academic
Senate committees invested hundreds of hours ielalgng and seeking approval for a
campus-wide writing curriculum. These endeavorgdegtified in the annual reports.



In the 2003-2004 report we find that:

» A proposal for a University Writing Program (UWP)
http://www.physics.ucdavis.edu/kiskis/ug_councilfulatm| was revised,
disseminated, re-written and stewarded throughipl@ltampus constituencies.

 UWP approved by the Davis Division of the Acade®enate on June 4, 2004,
and is scheduled for transmission to the Provosrayof Spring Quarter
http://writingprogram.ucdavis.edu/

* National search launched for UWP director.

* Administrative Unit Review (AUR) on Subject A duarfcompletion by end of
spring quarter (URL forthcoming).

In the 2004-2005 report we find that:

« University Writing Program (UWP) was launched tyesr with joint oversight
from the Offices of the Vice Provost—Undergraduatedies and the Dean of
Humanities, Arts and Cultural Studies.

- UWP engages in new collaborations with GE WritMgjting Workshops for
Faculty, Teaching Resources Center (TRC) collaborat and a Writing Minor.

- Began national search for UWP director and estagdi<lark Kerr Presidential
Chair (search first year was unsuccessful, estabkst of Kerr chair contributed
to success).

In the 2005-2006 report we find that:

« Under joint oversight from the Offices of the Vieeovost—Undergraduate
Studies and the Dean of Humanities, Arts and Calltdtudies Dean’s Office, a
successful national search was conducted resuititige appointment of Dr.
Christopher Thaiss as Director of the Universityitiflg Program (UWP) holding
the Clark Kerr Presidential Chair.

«  UWP’s collaborations with TRC to conduct full-dayrithhg Workshops for
faculty continue to be successful, now finishirggsécond year; students now
receive academic credit for Writing Internship2JwWP via course 197 (Tutoring
in Writing); UWP Curriculum and Program committeggproved a Writing
Minor and sent it forward for Academic Senate applo

The 2006-2007 report focuses on future steps, atidig that in the 07-08 academic year
the campus will:

« Continue with the Academic Senate approval profiess new UWP Minor in
Writing.

« Focus on securing external funds to support UWRecdments and hiring of
additional ladder faculty.



For a much fuller view of the status of the Univigr8Vriting Program, see
http://writing.ucdavis.edu/ This is just one example of the way in whichhese put our
planning documents to work for the campus community

The campus has already initiated serious conversatbout the next iteration of a
Strategic Plan. In the summer of 2007, Jan Goagiod Associate Vice Chancellor—
Student Affairs, was asked to review the prece@trigtegic Plan and achievements and
progress; identify critical UC Davis and UC-widegmations; and develop a new
strategic plan for the future. Working with relevan-and-off campus stakeholders,
Associate Vice Chancellor Gong will be charged wstigwarding this project through
July 2009. Thus we feel quite confident in ouiiraléhat attention to strategic planning
is well-entrenched in the UC Dauvis culture.

Student Learning and Assessment

In reference to the second recommendation, studamting and assessment, the
commission letter begins by acknowledging:

The University has a strong foundation for assesaimd improving student
learning: committed faculty, strong institutiomesearch capabilities, an evolving
planning process, and appropriate structures fartiadialogue within a highly
collegial academic environment.”

This commentary concludes by referring back tot¢laen letter, noting:

Many team suggestions bolster UC Davis approachassessing and improving
student learning: (1) Incorporate assessment destuiearning systematically
with all program reviews (now in planning stagdg2);use campus-wide student
survey data more effectively in program review; €8)ploy trend and benchmark
data more effectively across the campus; and (d)dooate better analytical
talent and information. (Numbers above added.)

We will address each one of these items in turn.

(1) Incorporate assessment of student learning systeafigtwith all program reviews
(now in planning stages)As the team noted, the campus’ program reviewgsses

were under scrutiny at the time of the visit. Ex@ation of the processes continued
under the auspices of a joint Academic Senate —iAdtration Program Review Task
Force, which proposed a revised program reviewgs®c The revised process was
approved by the Academic Senate Committee on Unaldugte Instruction and Program
Review (UIPR) in the 2006-2007 academic year, wépartments and programs due for
review subject to the new guidelines as of Jan@@67. The UIPR website
http://academicsenate.ucdavis.edu/committees/uratéropstruction.cfmdetails all
aspects of the new process. The first step iptbeess, as it always has been, is a self-
review of the program by its home department.




Sections 8 and 9 of the “new” program review salfdg section specifically address
assessment of student learning:

8. Educational Objectives Questions: What aresthecational objectives of the
major and how do they relate to those of the campdew effective is the
program in meeting its objectives?

9. Assessment Question: How does the program oraamid evaluate itself, and

how are problems, once identified, rectified?

It is important to note that in answering the gioes in section 8, those preparing
the self-review are asked not simply to give tlomn opinions, but also to refer to data
summarizing responses to relevant questions franegs of current students, alumni,
and faculty in the program (see additional commbetsw). Moreover, the data are
provided for all programs reviewed within a college given year (i.e., with a cluster,
see below), allowing those preparing the self-neyi@s well as members of all
committees and individuals who read and commerherself-review as it moves
through the process, to compare the data for e@grgm to others in similar
disciplinary areas.

Finally, in order to assist those departments gdnaf guidance on assessment,
Jon Wagner, the Director of the Teaching Resoutasger (TRC) was asked to serve
ex-officio on the UIPR committee. A professor diieation, in the School of Education,
with a research background in assessment, Profégagner is able to steer departments
to relevant resources. The UIPR committee hayetatxamined the reviews submitted
under the new guidelines; they are due to the Cataenin the Spring of 2008.
Departments that initiated their reviews under“tild” guidelines were grandfathered in
and the work of the UIPR committee during Wintgurig and Fall of 2007 focused
largely on finishing the last of these reviews. &@ect that by the time of our next
WASC re-affirmation, we will be able to offer dafaiven conclusions regarding the
caliber of student learning within UC Davis majors.

(2) Use campus-wide student survey data more effegctivgrogram review.Prior to
proposing the modified program review process Rtagram Review Task Force and the
Office of Vice Provost—Undergraduate Studies (VPu8Jked extensively with the
institutional researchers based in the campus &ffid¢ Resource Management and
Planning (ORMP) and Student Affairs Research afarimation (SARI) to identify what
data they already collected and could collect Waild be useful to faculty evaluating
their majors. As mentioned above, with the newesys departments receive a package
of materials relevant to their majors and otheiadpesviewed at the same time, which
include data to be used in the self-study. Sithefeleven questions that undergird the
self-study require the departments to comment dnaaialyze reports submitted by SARI
and/or ORMP. Included in this packet is data frdomni surveys that asks students to
report their opinions on the success of the prograpreparing them for their
postgraduate educations and careers. We knowé&n@e that across the University,
70% of our graduates who pursue graduate or piofealsschool are admitted into their
first choice school, and 86% are admitted to atlézeir second choice school. With
respect to how well UC Davis has prepared thengfaduate study, 76% of our
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graduates respond as “more than adequate to vdifyand 96% respond as at least
“adequate.” Similarly, with regard to how UC Daypieepared them for their careers,
56% of our graduates respond as “more than adetuagry well” and 92% respond as
at least “adequate.” We direct the major departsyentespond to this data as it applies
to the major as part of its process to assess hogets its own and the campus’s
educational objectives. Again, this is more fulBscribed at the website
http://academicsenate.ucdavis.edu/committees/uratiropstruction.cfm

(3) Employ trend and benchmark data more effectivelgsscthe campusOne of the
major distinctions between the old and new progrewiew processes stems from the
cluster approach now employed by the UIPR. Hatlegprograms reviewed in clusters
puts the data from individual programs in a contbat makes them much more
meaningful and provides at least a comparativaotifa truly external, measure of how
each program is doing. Under the old system, dieyasats and reviewers had only the
last review as a benchmark for a current one. rAsxample, the Music department and
the UIPR Committee, dean, and provost would oné/the Music department’s previous
seven-year-old report in conjunction with its catrene. Further, the same year in
which Music was evaluated might also generate tsgmm Asian-American Studies,
Computer Science and other disparate academiqestes. While the new model
requires the various constituencies to engageltheeport, each major is now reviewed
and provided with data on similar disciplines. $hMusic is in the same cohort as Art
History, Art Studio, Design, Techno-Cultural Stugliand Theatre and Dance.
Consequently, we have moved from the dilemma dapples to oranges” comparison to
a more manageable one more closely resembling gesato grapefruit.”

(4) Coordinate better analytical talent and informatiolm response to the commission
and the team’s comments about the decentralizafionr analytical talent and
information in 2003, the then Provost and Executiiee Chancellor, Virginia Hinshaw,
appointed two groups to coordinate our varioustutgbnal and research functions. In
the Spring of 2007, Provost and Vice ChancellorsHaw accepted the recommendation
of the Institutional Research Policy Committee ((3Phat it be disbanded and its tasks
added to the agendas of the Council of Vice Chémse|COVC). The IRPC made the
case that its issues required COVC engagementhanefficiencies could be garnered
from this shift. The other committee formed in 30the Institutional Research Work
Group, continues to function and function well. iA®vident in #2 above the
institutional researchers based in ORMP and SARkwagether well and have satisfied
the faculty requests for data relevant to the @ogreview process.

In conclusion, UC Davis has also been paying cittntion to and participating
in local and national debates on student learnimbassessment issues. It is a topic that
appears with increased frequency on the agenddsieérsity of California system-wide
meetings of administrators and faculty. As a manalb¢éhe National Association of
State Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASUDLGET Davis as well as other UC
campuses closely followed the discussions on tHanfary System of Accountability
(VSA). We expect these lively and informative cersations to continue, and we will
likely align our own practices with those proverbmeffective in our sister institutions.
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Undergraduate Research

UC Davis has a long tradition of supporting undadyrate students’ involvement
in research. Over the years, the campus has gmakn expertise in the administration
of undergraduate research opportunities and hasecra faculty culture of mentoring
and advocacy for undergraduate research. Becdtisese strengths and a desire for
improvement in this critically important endeavitre campus chose undergraduate
participation in research as one of two self-stigghycs on educational effectiveness for
the reaffirmation of accreditation process.

Our self-study and the WASC visiting team endorseith the individual and
programmatic efforts of faculty to develop and supja culture of undergraduate
research at UC Davis. As the WASC team notedeir tieport:

“There is clear commitment to undergraduate reseancthe part of many faculty
at UC Davis.” ..."Team members were positively imgex$ by the evident
dedication of the individuals responsible for vasaindergraduate research
initiatives. Further, they are highly collegiahdawe saw much evidence of a fine
esprit de corps.”

At the same time, the self-study indicated thatddw@pus could do more to assure that
our incoming first-year and transfer students, a as continuing students, are oriented
to understanding the research university and tip@pnity it presents for hands-on
learning as they progress through their undergitadeducation. This is particularly
important because increased demand will spur thdtfato increase its offerings. Thus,
with the momentum created through the re-accreditgirocess, and in response to the
WASC visiting team recommendations, we are revitadj our efforts to move on to the
next level.

WASC visiting team’s recommendations #3 and #4estat

3) Define Research Activities More ClearliyC Davis needs to more carefully
define what is included under the general rubriceskarch, with attention to
various disciplinary contexts.

4) Map the Sequence of Research Activitiegpping the sequence of
undergraduate research offerings will allow UC Bawi guide and track
student pathways through the research landscapeh r8cords of student
experience with research will provide visibilityttee value-added aspect of
attending a research institution, help the insttutiecide on the strategic
importance of undergraduate research, highlighirttpact of undergraduate
research on faculty workload, and enable the kimmitcomes and
effectiveness assessment on which the accreditptamess is based.

The commission letter further states,
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“The team urged the University to consider how aesle should be incorporated
into the undergraduate experience of a premieareBainiversity and to
articulate the research skills and abilities thatWniversity expects of a UC
Davis graduate.”

From past history, we know our most successtititutional initiatives are those
that originate from among our faculty, or thosevimch faculty have had a strong hand
in formulating and promoting. Over the course oif self-study, the idea of establishing
a Center for Undergraduate Research was the fdaisaussion among various faculty
and campus administrators. That this might benewt step in institutionalizing
undergraduate research was strongly endorsed BYA®C visiting team as a vehicle
for providing leadership, coordination, and visilgifor what was otherwise perceived as
“good but disparate educational programs” at UCifaince the WASC visit, we
conducted a comprehensive survey on best practaaber institutions. Then, over a
two-year period, we conducted numerous follow-umaiable discussions, constituent
meetings (e.g., faculty, students, administratacs staff), and planning sessions, which
led to a campus proposal to the Provost to estahlsampus-wide Center for
Undergraduate Research and Creative Activitie®. figéproposal, appendix 1).

The collective and collaborative planning discussitor the proposed Center
independently yielded several recommendations sterdiwith those of the WASC
visiting team such as:

= Make undergraduate research highly visible to #trnal and external
constituents;

» Provide increased leadership, coordination anclbohation across existing and
new undergraduate research initiatives;

= Establish for the student a very early understandirthe “meaning of research”
and what it means to do research;

= Create a four-year progressive pathway that fiésgap between Freshman
Seminar to conducting and disseminating research;

= Address student preparation for research; identfe research skills and provide
skill development;

= Explore ways to encourage and support facultyke tan undergraduate
researchers;

= Assist faculty by providing administrative suppfmt student research-oriented
activities;

= Build in mechanisms for accountability for the figistudent interaction;

= Assess undergraduate research programs and ofdtedractivities.

All campus constituencies are eager to launch tbpgsed Center. And, rather than
wait to do so until sufficient funds can be raisesugh the campus capital campaign,
the proposal was submitted to the Provost for ammation of institutional funding to
support phase one implementation. Although thedé&iowas very supportive of the
proposal, at the time the campus was faced witkiderable resource constraints (both
financial and physical space) which precluded asitat to move the Center forward.
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Instead, the proposal was to be rolled forwarddading consideration in the subsequent
year’s call for “operating budget proposals thaest in the campus core strengths.”

There is a great deal of optimism about what theréuCenter could accomplish
toward integrating undergraduate research with igrdduate education. We know, for
example, that based upon two years of studentandty evaluation data (2003-05) the
preparation for, and participation in our annualengraduate research conference aligns
with most of the campus educational objectivesagtéement” of 92% or higher. By
extension, we anticipate similar outcomes tiedxga@ded engagement in related
undergraduate research activities by an ever isgrgaindergraduate population.

In the meantime, the campus continues to advaco#wre of undergraduate
research consistent with the WASC team recommemdatdentified above. For
example, the campus just became a charter membé&et&®einvention Center, the only
national organization to focus on undergraduate&iiln exclusively at research
universities. For the last six years we have atiparticipated in the regional and
national forums which have served as an exchangee& practices, and a think-tank to
deliberate on critical challenges research unitiessface, such as effective assessment,
faculty reward structures, faculty-student parthgrs, and the science of learning. UC
Davis hosted the Western Regional meeting of Theveation Center in Spring 2006,
and had the opportunity to present its draft praptis the Undergraduate Research
Center. We received excellent comments from tbegthat assured us we had done our
homework on putting the important pieces togetaed, also some excellent suggestions
to guide us through the challenges that lay ahdadwe move forward with the future
Undergraduate Research Center, we anticipate ooer dirst steps will be to identify a
faculty advisory group to provide leadership anddbpriorities for the numerous
responsibilities that would be assigned to the @end identify and define the core
learning outcomes related to undergraduate reseamdho endorse assessment
approaches for various initiatives to be carriedunder the Center’s auspices. We also
plan to continue to utilize the Reinvention Ceragra rich resource to assist us as we
design and implement protocols to assess undergt@desearch learning objectives
appropriate to a large research university.

Since the WASC visit, steps have been taken tarassuergraduate research
remains a campus priority. Our campus Strate@a Ricludes three primary goals
“Learning, Discovery and Engagement.” “Learningaisiculated asprovide enriching
learning experiences that develop the intellecaral leadership capacity of students and
advance the campus's educational objectiv@diree strategies identified to meet this
goal include:

= Beyond the ClassroanmExpand research, internship and internationpégagnce
for undergraduates;
o Indicator of achievement - Expansion of the qyatjuantity and breadth
of research and creative activity;
= Instructional Programs Ensure that the campus maintains and develgbs hi
caliber courses, curricula and academic programs;
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= Faculty-Student InteractionEnhance the quality of faculty-student interacs.

Thus, we are now postured to not only set undetgi@dresearch as a campus priority to
support the goal of “Learning” via “Beyond the Gie@om” but also serve as a vehicle
for quality “Faculty-Student Interactions.” We gntinue strategic planning to
integrate undergraduate research with “Instructi®nagrams” by continuing to support
initiatives that extend the classroom experiendadtude an understanding of
undergraduate research and skill development.ll¥zinge can underscore undergraduate
research at the nexus of the two other goals iiletiby the Strategic Plan. The
“Discovery” goal translates to undergraduates ag gartner with faculty to lead in the
pursuit of knowledge. “Engagement” is carried wiatspecific student/faculty research
interests that address the needs of the immediatd@ader communities in which their
work is focused and/or situated.

As further reference to the integration of undedgete research in the classroom,
based on our most recent alumni survey (2004-0&kmwow that 90% of the students
identified with research and creative projectshim ¢lassroom context compared to 40%
who had identified with this experience in 200zhisT[demonstrates both the direction of
the campus over the more recent years, as wdleasttidents’ ability to recognize these
experiences as they exist in the classroom. Gléael potential for utilizing the
classroom for pre-research skill development andéarporating more “research-like”
projects is being advanced. Additionally, PhySiasted in our self-study as an example
of skill development in collaborative problem-salgj has served as a successful model
for recently garnering National Science Foundasiopport to further explore the
modification of lab and discussion sections of cistty and math via this learning
approach (i.e., “Improving the Learning Experienmcéntroductory STEM Courses in a
Large Research University”).

We conclude this section of our interim report withere we began four years
ago, that is, an update on our Freshman Semingrdtoas a launching point for student
understanding of what the undergraduate experigr@ans at a research university. In
this context it also serves as a demonstrationhaftwan be accomplished via faculty
commitment supported by the administration. Asgaaund, the year prior to our
WASC 2002-03 visit, the Chancellor’'s Annual Fallr@erence had as its theme
“Undergraduate Education” framed by the Boyer Cossioin ReportReinventing
Undergraduate Education: A Blueprint for AmericResearch UniversitiesAt that
conference, faculty clearly agreed with the beatpces of employing freshmen
seminars as an opportunity to enhance faculty-studeeractions (courses are capped at
20 students), and to make more visible the benefisgtending a research university
from the onset of students’ undergraduate expegiefitie seminars were also
recognized as a pedagogical tool for laying theigdwork for conducting research in
later years by engaging students with faculty waeehdistinguished research profiles,
and introducing students to modes of inquiry nesxgs®r any future research project.
The faculty therefore advocated for institutiongpgort to increase the number of
seminars offered so as to reach a greater pereeofdage freshman class. As a result,
since our WASC site visit, the number of freshmamisars offered has increased from
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43 annually in 2002-03 accommodating 7% of thehinesn class, to 233 courses in
2006-07, with the capacity to accommodate approem®3% of the freshman class.
With the inclusion of 435 freshmen participatindinst-year seminars through the
University Honors Program, the campus is essewntadlle to offer a freshman seminar to
its entire freshman class.

Over the last few years, a number of freshman sansiections have been
instituted with the specific course topidriderstanding the Research Universiag a
joint collaboration between academic affairs andlsnt affairs. A campus committee on
Student Transition and Retention (STAR) is cursentinsidering a recommendation to
expand the number of sections of this particulamisar topic. Since previous studies
have shown higher retention among students wheragaged in their campus, these
particular seminars explicitly set the stage fodenstanding what it means to be an
undergraduate at a premier research universityewtighlighting opportunities for value-
added undergraduate research experiences.

Aside from the increasing overall popularity ofgbdirst-year curricular
offerings among students and faculty alike, anwatadn study of the freshman seminar
program in its entirety is currently underway. Tdigective is to ascertain the extent to
which the seminars are meeting the campus eduehtidiectives; document evidence of
student growth and learning; and identify exempfam@ctices that could be useful to
current and prospective instructors. We also Hopeentify the extent to which students
in these seminars have gone on to participate gengnaduate research activities.

Educational Technology

The UC Davis WASC Steering Committee selected dduta technology as its
second special theme for its 2002-03 reaffirmatibaccreditation. The external review
team included two highly-regarded specialists ia #tena who thoroughly scrutinized
the materials provided and devoted significantraitve to this topic during the campus
visits. The Educational Technology section ofiygort submitted to the Commission
offers a very useful and well-documented nationvareiew of issues related to
educational technology at that time and lays outymeext steps that UC Davis could
pursue as it moves forward. Indeed six of theesleecommendations in the
Educational Effectiveness Report stem from conatitan of the educational technology
special theme. In our May 2003 response to therteve noted:

The report finds the use of educational technoktgyavis to be consistent with
the WASC requirements and specifically validatesess existing educational
technology activities including programs in the £8lom Technology Support
Unit, Mediaworks, and the MyUCDavis Team. It isuable to have this
independent review and to be reminded that theseessful individual programs
will be most effective if they are part of a broaégplicit plan for educational
technology. The campus has begun a more formahig process, that will

now be further motivated and guided by the teaetemmendations. Some of the
specific educational technology recommendationsbersed 5-10 in the report



16

will be challenging to implement and will requirede campus discussion. For
example, a recent editorial in the student newspapghasizes a thoughtful and
restrained use of information technology in instiat As well, at both the
campus and system-wide levels, the topic of infaionditeracy continues to
evolve. Nevertheless, since the recommendatiansesegvant to our situation and
generally consistent with our campus culture, weeekto make good progress.

The letter from the Commission concludes, “Witharegto educational
technology, the team report noted the increasingachof technology on both the content
and delivery of the curriculum, and commended U@i®an the support it provides to
faculty who wish to use technology in their cours&amilar to undergraduate research,
the team recommended that the University develogerfaymal expectations for
technology and information literacy, connect thenthee University’s learning outcomes
expectations for students, and incorporate evidehtigeir achievement into the
University’s strategic planning and budgeting pssas.”

Shortly after receiving the commission recommerstetifrom our 2001-2002
review, UC Davis participated with other UniversitfiyCalifornia (UC) campuses in a
University of California Undergraduate Experien8esvey (UCUES) survey of students
in which current undergraduates were asked to @lssgscurrent skill level in several
areas and contrast it with their skill level onezittg the UC system. Interestingly, our
undergraduates rated their overall skill leveldeif in computer-related areas, with
more than 90% considering their internet and dgs&tmmputing skills to be good or
better, with 70% identifying their skills as vergap or better. (Survey analysis is
available ahttp://www.sariweb.ucdavis.edu/reportretriever/mdén , see report #351).
It appears ongoing UC Davis faculty work in thisaaccelerated following our last
WASC review, but we do not allow these encouragepprts to curtail our efforts to
evaluate the effectiveness of our use of educdtiechnology.

Before reviewing the campus’ status on the suggesibffered in the team report
and Commission letter, several pertinent contextbahges at UC Davis should be
delineated. There have been at least two key peet@hanges relevant to our approach
to educational technology. In January of 2006fé&snr Jon Wagner was appointed
Director of the Teaching Resources Center. Agtifessor in the School of Education,
Professor Wagner brought to the campus’ TeachirspiRees Center research interests
in technology in teaching and learning and theadamintexts of teaching, learning, and
educational research. In August of 2006, Petegebias appointed as Vice Provost—
Information and Educational Technology (IET). VIesvost Siegel’s interests include
the nexus between technology and learning, asdeesed by his March 2007
presentation entitled “Emerging Learning and Callaltive Tools for Building Campus
Community.” Other relevant institutional changeslude the recent modification of the
committees that inform decision-making about digett and investments in technology.
The Davis Division Academic Senate added a Comendgtelnformation Technology to
its roster of committees. Further, the campus fremtlits primary advisory committee
on technology. At the time of the WASC visit, thavere two campus-wide committees
with similar charges. In order to streamline pssas, the two groups were merged in
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June 2004 into the Campus Council for Informatiorethnology (CCFIT). Issues most
germane to the WASC recommendations are largelpdiugxclusively within the
domain of the CCFIT work group on Educational Testhgy.

Given institutional changes in combination withichphanges within the world of
educational technology writ large, Chancellor Vahdef devoted his 2007 Fall
conference to information technology. Vice Prov®&gel, Professor Wagner, and select
members of the committees above, as well as odmepas citizens, planned the
conference entitlethformation Technology as a Vehicle for InnovateardC Davis
This conference makes for a convenient anchordormoentary regarding where UC
Davis is moving in terms of the suggestions aréited in the educational effectiveness
review. Indeed the deliberations and follow upratgefor the Fall Conference speak
quite clearly to four of the six recommendatiofis.order of appearance within the Fall
Conference Report, the relevant WASC recommendaaoe:

5) Information Literacy: We recommend that UCvBdormalize its technology
use expectations for students and provide necestatgnt training opportunities and
assessment mechanisms for information literacy.

7) Technology Effectiveness: As soon as resauypeemit, build systemic
instructional design, faculty development, and ssi$ent procedures to ensure
educational effectiveness results from investmentschnology.

8) Technology Strategy: Adopt a broad institnéibstrategy for the use of
instructional technology including identifying asdpporting successful instructional
models; establish technology; and address polsiyeis to reduce barriers to faculty
adoption. (Summary...full recommendation at httpa#a ucdavis.edu/).

9) Review the systems, services, funding, anttieslassociated with the
educational technology infrastructure to ensuréttiey are cohesive and appropriate
to institutional-wide requirements. (Summary...fldtommendation at
http://wasc.ucdavis.edu/).

One of the key conference topics was The Rolefortmation Technology in
Teaching and Learning. Of particular note withie tonference recommendations are
core competencies in IET for students and facultyalyze effectiveness of technology
and how to define effectiveness, # 8 and #9, apfichwithin the missions of the Office
of the Vice Provost—Information and Educational Aremlogy. Along with the new
Senate Committee on IET, the CCFIT group, and #echiing Resources Center under
the leadership of Professor Wagner, the conferaa@whole and the follow up are
designed to inventory present practices and gampet on a manageable institutional
strategy. Shortly after the conference, the Viaa/Bst—Information and Educational
Technology established a Conference Action Plan@iti@e and charged them with
developing a five-year vision document and a sjesét of follow-up recommendations
based on the fall conference reports. Reférttim//vpiet.ucdavis.edu/fallconference.cfm
to view the full final reports from the conferenmeak-out sessions and the charge to the
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Action Plan Committee. We will be pleased to updMASC on the campus progress
toward adopting the recommendations during the wiskt

There were two other suggestions proffered by tie&SW visiting team.

6) Technology in the Major. We recommend thaihescademic major at UC Davis
review the relevant technology and information nggamaent requirements and ensure
that curriculum includes the necessary experiet@waseet the identified skills and
understandings.

Approximately two years before this year’'s Fall @wance on Information Technology,
the Davis Division of the Academic Senate overhaitke program review practices and
expectations. Although the Senate opted to natigpechnology and information
management requirements per se (neither in thermajan GE), the revised guidelines
require the departments to assess the overallecaittheir majors in terms of quality of
preparation for the workforce and quality of pregtimm for graduate school. It seems
very unlikely that a department with inadequatddimation management requirements”
would be able to document success in workforceargtaduate school preparation.

10) Instructional Development: In view of their sudogtial and important role,
temporary instructors and teaching assistants teebe included in the full range of
instructional development services provided to lfigcu

Perhaps our essay in 2002 was unclear on this.pd¥iet have always made the full range
of our instructional development services provitieéaculty available to instructors,
lecturers and teaching assistants.

In summary, for UC Davis as well as for any othrestitution of higher learning,
educational technology remains a moving targeR0@2, the review team praised our
MyUCDavis course management portal, and we arepi@sging it out in favor of
SmartSite, the highly-improved portal being laurcthe2007-08. The recommendations
from the team made no mention of wikis or sociaiveeking pages, and the students in
attendance at the Information Technology Conferemo®uraged faculty to explore their
pedagogical usefulness. We are eager to investimologies that are proven effective
for student learning, but we are legally and mgrabligated to spend previously
unimagined dollars in security efforts to keep swudents’ personal information and
identities safe from criminal activity. As has alyg been the case, the UC Dauvis faculty
are eagerly looking for tools that will facilitaséudent success.

General Education

The WASC visiting team report noted, and the Comsimiscommended, the
campus’ progress toward improving its overall ajppfoto general education (GE) since
the last reaccreditation review. Improvements sagproviding a GE philosophy
statement in th&eneral Catalogarticulating educational objectives, devisinga@ren
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cohesive GE structure, adding more GE coursesinaugjurating a standing faculty
Academic Senate committee that is responsiblen®E program were some of the
accomplishments that were recognized.

Coinciding with the close of our re-accreditatiangess, the Academic Senate
had just established an Undergraduate Councildeighe central oversight of the
undergraduate curriculum by connecting and helprapdvance the efforts of several
committees, including the General Education CongwrittWhile at that time we had not
envisioned major changes to the core GE requiresndrd recommendation of the
WASC team added fuel to campus discussions abewdbquacy and effectiveness of
the current GE Program.

WASC visiting team recommendation #11 states:

General Education: We recommend that UC Davisicoatits deliberations

about general education...the campus faces a cheteebn adopting a

curricular structure that ensures student attainrmoktine stated general education
objectives, breadth, and skills; or there needsetoutcomes assessment evidence
that students are achieving these things upon gtemtu UC Davis needs either

to strengthen educational requirements on the #odtof the student experience,
or to develop a system for accumulating and rafigatpon outcomes evidence

on the back end.

The commission letter further states,

“While UC Davis has made substantial progress gregking general education,
it bears the responsibility of demonstrating thegraduates consistently achieve
the learning outcomes appropriate for a generatatehn program through the
various approaches it has taken...”

In the wake of our reaffirmation for accreditati@md not inconsistent with the
historical progression of the campus’ GE Progrdma,&eneral Education Committee
began a critical analysis of the GE program, bagmwith efforts to strengthen the
guality of student writing. As a first step towahis objective, we implemented an
annual dissemination of campus writing standardisteaching resources which are sent
to all faculty teaching GE courses designated witkVriting Experience” emphasis.

As a second step, we adopted a campus proposstitglish a University Writing
Program (UWP) as an independent unit (see appe)dand hired Distinguished
University Professor Christopher Thaiss as thekMar Presidential Chair and Director
of the Writing Program. Through its writing acrdke curriculum program, the UWP
supports GE Writing Experience courses by offetraging in writing instruction to the
faculty and graduate students teaching these cauis@urther advises the GE
Committee and the Courses Committee on criteriavfdmg experience courses and
provides guidance to the faculty in the developnaémhore sophisticated writing
assignments. As the UWP continues to advanceidsion, we anticipate it will take the
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lead in evaluating the educational effectivenessrafng instruction and monitoring
progress in the overall quality of student writinguture assessment and evaluation of
the program’s curriculum will be based on estalgidsguidelines for learning outcomes
in university writing programs.

As a third step, in Fall 2004, in response to theSE and UWP
recommendations, the GE Committee began working draft proposal and guiding
principles for revising the GE program. This actigas further prompted by campus
perception that implementation of GE goals needsetmore flexible, and the need to
consider various concerns regarding particular aomepts of the current GE
requirements that were being discussed in sevanapuas venues.

After more than a year of deliberation, the GE Cotte®a asked the
Undergraduate Council to appoint a joint Acadengn&e-Administrative Task Force.
The Council charged the GE Task Force with develppi more detailed proposal for a
revised GE program, facilitating campus-wide ingnt acceptance of the new program,
and ensuring administrative commitment of the resesineeded to implement the
revised program.

The GE Task Force was appointed in Spring 2006nagicevery other week for
the next two quarters, first to agree to a setrioficjples and then to develop a plan that
would meet the objectives of a general educatignirement within the mission of UC
Davis as a public university (see appendix [B)its deliberations, along with a desire to
place greater emphasis on writing, the task foaresicered the need to strengthen a
greater understanding of the sociocultural comfikf today’s world within both
domestic and international contexts. Exploringphssibility of an international
component also responded to the 2005 Chancellafi<enference recommendation for
“internationalizing the campus” as well as to aeJ@006 report issued by the Academic
Senate’s own Committee on International Studiestarhanges (CISE) which proposed
that a “Global Citizenship” component be addechmexisting GE program.

Consistent with our principles of shared governaboead consultation across
multiple campus constituencies was essential teldpva workable set of requirements
that are compatible with the programs of studemtdliundergraduate colleges, including
students in engineering majors with very heavy laatls. Consultation included
curriculum committees of the undergraduate collegeege advising staff and associate
deans, a representative of the University WritinggPam, the Registrar, and other
groups. The result was that by Spring 2007, ssee{GE program had been developed
into a detailed proposal. Notable changes inclydgthe movement from a course-
based to a unit-based structure, with an overafegse in the number of units that define
the GE Program; (2) the incorporation of a Coredaties Component that extends
beyond the traditional Topical Breadth Componeit,defining GE learning objectives
for each of the Core Literacies; (4) the inclustdrfQuantitative Literacy and Scientific
Literacy as mandatory requirements; (5) the intisgmaof social and cultural diversity as
essential elements of courses in Civic and Cultutaracy, which are subdivided into
two categories, American Cultures, Governance astbr, and World Cultures; 6) and
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finally, the reorganization of the previous writinggquirement as part of a Words and
Images Literacy that is designed to facilitate mmwbkesive development of critical
thinking skills through writing and other meanscofmmunication. Literacy with Words
and Images encompasses composition courses, wirtieigsive coursework both within
and outside the student’s major, oral skills cowm& and visual literacy coursework
(see pp. 7-9, appendix 3).

In addition to the constituency discussions thidrmed the revised GE proposal,
the proposal was presented in its entirety to #mepus community via a public link to
the Academic Senate website, where individual conteneere posted, and through a
campus town hall meeting. The proposal was médt miked reaction that largely
applauded the effort and recognized the need feviaed GE program. The availability
of resources to implement the program was chiefralibe concerns related to the
proposal, particularly as it pertained to suffi¢igrstructional support (e.g., “trained”
faculty and teaching assistants for writing-intgessourses, sufficient seats in courses
satisfying other core literacies) to meet the pedaml guidelines identified in the
proposal. Therefore, the GE Task Force chargesirar®r workgroup to conduct an
analysis of the existing curriculum to identify ¢ses that could meet the proposed GE
objectives. To further inform the decision-makprgcess, the Office of Resource
Management and Planning used these data to malefirmaipary projection of the fiscal
impact of the proposed GE program. The resulthisfanalysis were posted on the
University website as part of a comprehensive priasen of the revised plan. The new
website was announced to all teaching faculty atvisang staff via email. In the months
that lie ahead, the GE Task Force will continuenget with various academic
departments, deans’ offices, and college and seoatenittees to respond to questions,
and will further fine-tune the proposal, if necegsaVe plan to submit the proposal to
the Academic Senate Representative Assembly foteg projected for early Spring
guarter 2008. Pending passage, the new GE progithive implemented in Fall 2010.

Given the extensive development and review prose$ise GE Task Force is
confident that it has developed a plan represerdibgad consensus among the faculty
of the University of California, Davis, about thetical thinking and communication
skills we want all of our graduates to carry awant their UC education. We believe
that we can be proud of Davis graduates who willlhgough this revised GE program,
who will add breadth to the specialized depth efrtstudies, who will take seriously the
challenge of communicating ideas well in writinglan speaking, who are equipped with
critical skills for evaluating claims made througkual or quantitative means, who
understand how science is done, who understanfditidamental dynamics of American
civic culture, who appreciate the richness of ddedoackgrounds and experiences in our
society, and who have stepped outside of their cultural assumptions to see how
people in other societies see the world.

Other I'ssues Requiring a Response

Widespread articulation of learning goals and thearporation of student learning
assessment into the strategic plafwrticulation of the learning goals are now
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incorporated into the campus Strategic Plan andvattespread throughout the campus
via prominence in the camp@eneral Catalogand website. They are also included in
the orientation materials shared and discussedneithstudents and their parents during
the summer, as well as in the orientation mateaatsdiscussion with new faculty. Most
importantly, we anticipate its application to tleeently-revised program review process
to have a strong impact on our ability to more @ffeely assess student learning. The
extent to which student learning assessment ibdudrticulated in the Campus Strategic
Plan will be subject to the evaluation of the rediprogram review process and after the
appointment of a new Provost and Executive VicenCabor who will assume direct
leadership for the implementation of the Campuat8gic Plan.

V. OTHER CHANGES/DEVELOPMENTS

We have already incorporated the most significhahges and developments into
the preceding sections above.

V. CONCLUDING STATEMENT

We appreciate the efforts of WASC and we find gisommendations valuable
and take them seriously. Our top leadership issted in this and many people and
committees contributed to this progress report. aféepleased that we have made
progress but recognize that our progress is unagesss areas, and that we still have a
long way to go. We look forward to continued seifely and improvement and to the
2013 WASC review.



