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1. Introduction
Phase II: Building Partnership for Diversity from July 2003 to June 2007 is coming to an end with the James
Irvine Foundation grant. This report will cover the brief history of Phase I: Building Partnerships for Diversity,
summation of the diversity initiatives from Phase II and specific analysis from the last set of data from January
2007-June 2007. This final report will document the progress that Santa Clara University has made to move
diversity initiatives forward.

I. History of Diversity Initiatives at Santa Clara University
The call to make diversity a hallmark quality that could permeate and lend significant definition to the
educational enterprise at SCU first came in 1987 when, then Academic Vice-President, Charlie Bierne
S.J., launched the “Excellence Through Diversity Initiative”. The appointment of Fr. Paul Locatelli as
President in 1989 brought further emphasis on the importance of diversity as an explicit mission of the
institution. President Locatelli has consistently issued constructive and inclusive messages about
diversity through his annual convocations and in other ways.

In 1993, Santa Clara’s Board of Trustees approved a Statement of Purpose that included a formal
statement of our commitment to diversity. It reads:

“The University is thus dedicated to a community enriched by men
and women of diverse backgrounds, respectful of difference and enlivened by open dialogue, caring and

just toward others, and committed to broad participation in achieving the common good.”

The University community and its Board of Trustees later approved a new strategic plan. Intended to be
a “living document”, the strategic plan has been revised and tightened over time. The Spring 2001
version of the plan (page 4) states cherishing “our diverse community and the roots that must sustain it”
is one of Santa Clara University’s six fundamental values. The plan also (1.C, page 6) commits the
University to (a) enrich the quality and diversity of our scholarly community of faculty, staff, and
students, and (b) to enhance integrated education by incorporating international, multicultural, gender,
environmental, and ethical issues and perspectives in the curriculum and co-curriculum (2.B.3).

Building Partnerships for Diversity is the vehicle by which Santa Clara would accomplish the goals laid
forward in the strategic plan. Santa Clara University approached the James Irvine Foundation in the Fall
of 1998 with a proposal to support Building Partnerships for Diversity. The overall goal expressed in the
proposal was to create an intentional multicultural campus that expressed California’s growing diversity
among its students, faculty and staff. The Undergraduate Admissions Office sought to replicate the
state’s ethnic population among high school graduates. Faculty, staff, as well as academic, and
administrative leadership were also part of this holistic multicultural vision, although proposal
components focused more on recruiting and retaining faculty and students of color, while incorporating
multicultural perspectives across the University’s curriculum and course offerings.

The Building Partnerships for Diversity grant enabled Santa Clara University to create the Center for
Multicultural Learning (CML) “to advance multicultural education throughout the University and
coordinate the multicultural infrastructure on campus.” Since its creation, the CML has developed
partnerships with key Santa Clara University, ensuring that the commitment to a multicultural campus is
an integrated aspect of the University’s academic, residential, and community-based learning activities.

II. Diversity Gains and Challenges – Phase I: Building Partnership for Diversity
Diversity and Multicultural Education at Santa Clara University: An Institutional Overview of Trends,
Challenges, and Prospects provided analysis of the successes and challenges encountered during the
three-year Phase I: Building Partnerships for Diversity grant.
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Challenges identified in the SCU Institutional Overview included ensuring gains in students of color
admissions, addressing differing levels of retention by race/ethnicity of our students, and creating a
diverse tenure or tenure track faculty. Gains in multicultural course offerings were advanced throughout
the grant period. However, there is still a lack of multicultural course offering in the Business and
Engineering schools and uncertainty as to how much of the undergraduate student body is exposed to
courses with multicultural components.

The SCU Institutional Overview also shared observations regarding the student climate on campus, with
trained undergraduate researchers documenting instances of ethnic and racial mixing for institutional as
well as social purposes. The observations showed that study groups and course related clusters appeared
to be more diverse than social, free-time associations, which were often defined by ethnic identity. The
Overview also highlighted Santa Clara’s struggle to host multicultural events that go beyond
acknowledging and celebrating cultural groups, as well as the struggle to have these events attended by
significant amounts of students outside the host cultural group. Acknowledgement of these struggles
presented a shortcoming in Santa Clara’s effort to mutually transform Santa Clara’s community of
teaching and learning scholars.

III. Goals for Diversity – Phase II: Building Partnerships for Diversity
It became apparent that being an institution reflective of a diverse society through the numbers of people
recruited and retained was not enough for the Santa Clara to reap the true benefits of multiculturalism.
The results of the SCU Institutional Overview and consensus about the steps necessary to meet the
institutional goals outlined in the University’s strategic plan coincided to focus on the five main
objectives of the Building Partnerships for Diversity, Phase II; a three year grant and extended for two
additional years continued to be funded by the James Irvine Foundation. These objectives compose five
institutional goals for diversity at SCU. The five goals are to (1) build stronger partnerships between
Admissions and student-led groups to increase recruitment of under-represented students through
empowering student leaders, (2) ensure the academic success of all students, with special attention paid
to first generation college students and student of color, (3) provide resources for faculty of color for
their teaching and research in ways that also benefit students, (4) advance an academically rigorous
curriculum, particularly in the School of Business, that helps to broaden the education of all students,
and (5) integrate and support curricular and co-curricular programs that educate across culture and
groups to ultimately contribute to a transformative culture at Santa Clara.

The final report will focus on the summation from Building Partnerships for Diversity, Phase II (July
2003-June 2007) and the last reporting period from January 2007 – June 2007.
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2. Narrative Progress Report on Campus Diversity Objectives & Outcomes

A. Methods
Our evaluation efforts continue to assess Santa Clara University’s overall diversity initiatives and outcomes as
well as endeavors that were funded through the Building Partnerships for Diversity, Phase II grant from the
James Irvine Foundation. This grant is designed to complement and support the overall diversity goals of the
university while introducing a new learning model that will contribute to the transformation of our institutional
culture. The evaluation has been designed primarily as a formative evaluation that will inform the campus
community of its strengths and areas needed for improvement in each of our stated goal areas. The evaluation
is also designed to be a cooperative process with the goal of institutionalizing on-going assessment beyond the
length of the grant. We use research methods that we hope will also contribute to meeting these goals through a
participatory research process (as discussed by Ayers, 1987, Hallett & Rogers 1994, Kelly & Van Vlaenderen
1995, Nichols 2002, O’Sullivan & O’Sullivan 1998). This process involves the participation of a variety of
stakeholders (faculty, staff) and, when possible, also includes students, both those who are from under-
represented racial groups on campus as well as European American students, in the evaluation learning process.
In this way, research can become another means by which multicultural transformation of the university
community can be accomplished. Such a participatory model exemplifies the social justice mission of Santa
Clara University and facilitates the inclusion of all sectors of campus. Our goal in the evaluation is to provide
both broad and specific indicators of our successes and of areas for institutional improvement and change. Data
are collected in ways that will ensure the institutionalization of evaluation and research as a consistent
barometer of our progress.

Through the extension of the grant until June 2007, we are assessing the university’s progress towards all the
goals outlined below. In this final report, as per our evaluation plan (Evaluation and Transformation: Using
Research for Organizational Change, June 2003) that was approved by the Irvine Foundation, we focus on our
progress in meeting the following goals and objectives: (1) increasing recruitment of undergraduate students of
color, (2) increasing the retention of first generation students and students of color, (3) increasing the support of
faculty of color in ways that will lead to better retention; (4) advancing a multicultural curriculum, and (4)
improving the campus climate.

B. Progress in Achieving Goals and Strategies

Goal 1: Increase the Enrollment of Racial Minority and First Generation College
Students

Strategy 1: Involvement of student-led programs in Admissions to "Increase the enrollment of racial
minority and first generation college students"

Collaborators: Staff from the Office of Admissions, YEP Student Coordinators, and Multicultural Center
Leaders (Data Collection); Evaluation Team (Analysis).

Youth Empowerment Program
This program attempts to build partnerships between SCU and local schools and after school programs.
Through campus visits, YEP allows local youth to experience college life and connect with students from the
university. It also gives SCU students the opportunity to reach out to the local community and share their
experience to those students who may or may not have college attendees in their families.
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Formative Evaluation
The goals of the Youth Empowerment Program (YEP) are to educate, empower and encourage minority
students to pursue higher education at colleges and universities. This year, the program was led by Vanessa
Carrasco, who, with the help of the Admissions office, accommodated students from a variety of backgrounds,
ranging from private to public schools, as well as some charter schools. One goal this year was to broaden the
schools to be served by opening up to other areas of the Bay Area. This initiative was taken with the belief that
creating a college-oriented goal at an earlier age would benefit both the students and the school’s pool of
applicants in the long run.

SCU YEP Signups
YEP signups were held at the very beginning of the year. Those SCU students who maintained interest
in the YEP programs (a total of about 10 by the end of the school year) were informed of upcoming
campus visitations and were invited to help in activities, panel discussion and tours.

SCU Campus Visits
YEP invites local schools and prospective SCU students to campus to participate in tours, panel
discussion, and other student activities. This year, the largest school to visit was Downtown College
Preparatory in Downtown San Jose. The school serves mostly students of color, and its mission is to
prepare students for a four-year institution directly after high school. A total of 250 students visited the
SCU campus, where they were given a campus tour in small groups, sent on a campus-wide scavenger
hunt and given SCU souvenirs. Other large groups came from the Boys and Girls Club in Oakland, as
well as other charter schools in the Bay Area.

MCC Club Collaboration
Another way the YEP program was able to reach local high school students was by helping existing
outreach programs. This allowed YEP to support MCC clubs, as well as expand the YEP community.
This year, YEP helped by attending Milpitas High School in Milpitas, where Igwebuike tutored the
Black Student Union. Here, struggling Milpitas students were encouraged to raise their grades to be
able to attend college. The students were also invited to attend an Igwebuike meeting and discuss
college experience with some African-American SCU students. Also, YEP helped recruit during
MEChA- El Frente’s Raza Day, as well as Sadie and Noche Latina.
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Expected Outcomes and Benchmarks

Increase in percentage of students from visited high schools applying and enrolling.

Table 1: Applications, Admittance, and Enrollment from schools visited by YEP student coordinators

Schools Visited 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 *

Abraham Lincoln High School:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

17
65% (11)
29% (5)

10
50% (5)
0% (0)

19
47% (9)
11% (1)

Not Visited
27
14% (4)
75% (3)

NA

James Lick High School:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

12
58% (7)
71% (5)

6
83% (5)
60% (3)

9
67% (6)
67% (4)

14
50% (7)
57% (4)

17
53% (9)
56% (5)

NA

Independence High School:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

36
47% (17)
63% (10)

18
44% (8)
0% (0)

34
35% (12)
33% (4)

Not Visited
20
30% (6)
33% (2)

NA

Watsonville High School:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

14
50% (7)
83% (5)

14
50% (7)
43% (3)

26
42% (11)
45% (5)

Not Visited
10
50% (5)
0% (0)

NA

Downtown College Prep:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

Not Visited Not Visited Not Visited
4
50% (2)
50% (1)

4
50% (2)
0% (0)

NA

Lynbrook High School:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

Not Visited Not Visited Not Visited
30
47% (14)
0% (0)

29
66% (18)
11% (2)

NA

Mount Pleasant High School:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

Not Visited Not Visited Not Visited
18
61% (11)
45% (5)

10
60% (6)
33% (2)

NA

Sequoia High School:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

Not Visited Not Visited Not Visited
12
42% (5)
0% (0)

5
40% (2)
50% (1)

NA

Santa Clara High School:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

Not Visited Not Visited Not Visited
17
82% (14)
29% (4)

10
60%(6)
17%(1)

NA

Silver Creek High School:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

Not Visited Not Visited Not Visited
16
56% (9)
22% (2)

16
56% (9)
44% (4)

NA

Total YEP schools:
Number of Applications
%(Number) Admitted
%(Number) Enrolled

79
53% (42)
60% (25)

48
52% (25)
24% (6)

88
43% (38)
37% (14)

111
56% (62)
26% (16)

148
45% (67)
33% (20)

NA

Note: Enrollment figures are Deposits as of May 1
Some schools are not visited because of scheduling conflicts and/or unavailability of volunteers.
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Expected Outcomes and Benchmarks: (As per Evaluation Plan, Santa Clara University, 2003)

The LEAD program’s goal is to increase the retention of racial minority and first generation college students.
Students involved in the programs will have higher GPA’s, credit completion, and retention than the
comparison group of similar first year students.

2003 COHORT:

Table 5: 2003 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, All Students – GPA and Orderly Progress,
FALL 2003 - SPRING 2004 GPA

Bridge and Comparison Groups
Fall 2003 (cohort’03) Winter 2004 (cohort ‘03) Spring 2004 (cohort ’03)
Bridge
(n=28)

Comparison
(n=56)

Bridge
(n=28)

Comparison
(n=54) 1

Bridge
(n=28)

Comparison
(n=53) 1

LE 1.99
(Below C) 3.6% 12.5% 3.6% 16.7% 3.6% 13.2%
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 21.4 46.4 35.7 38.9 42.9 32.1

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
75.0 41.1 60.7 44.4 53.6 54.7

NO 3.6% 9.3% 0.0% 48.3% 3.6% 11.3%Orderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 96.4 90.7 100.0 51.7 96.4 88.7

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 2 comparison group students in Winter 2004 and 3 comparison students in Spring 2004.
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2004 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2003 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Table 5 (continued): 2003 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, All Students – GPA and Orderly Progress,
FALL 2004 - SPRING 2005 GPA

Bridge and Comparison Groups
Fall 2004 (cohort’03) Winter 2005 (cohort ‘03) Spring 2005 (cohort ’03)
Bridge
(n=27)

Comparison
(n=47)

Bridge
(n=27)

Comparison
(n=47)

Bridge
(n=28) 1

Comparison
(n=47)

LE 1.99
(Below C) 3.7% 12.8% 0.0% 6.4% 7.1% 10.6%
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 33.3 31.9 25.9 27.7 21.4 29.8

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
63.0 55.3 74.1 66.0 71.4 59.6

NO 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 7.1% 8.5%Orderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.6 92.9 91.5

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 1 bridge group students in Fall 2004 and Winter 2005.
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2005 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2004 (first quarter) = 12 units or more
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Table 5 (continued): 2003 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, All Students – GPA and Orderly Progress,
FALL 2005 - SPRING 2006 GPA

Bridge and Comparison Groups
Fall 2005 (cohort’03) Winter 2006 (cohort ‘03) Spring 2006 (cohort ’03)
Bridge
(n=26) 1

Comparison
(n=44)

Bridge
(n=27)

Comparison
(n=44)

Bridge
(n=27)

Comparison
(n=44)

LE 1.99
(Below C) 0.0% 6.8% 6.8% 0.0% 0.0% 11.4%
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 26.9 34.1 25.9 20.5 22.7 25.9

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
65.4 56.8 74.1 72.7 74.1 65.9

NO 6.8% 0.0 3.7% 11.4% 7.4% 18.2%Orderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 93.2 100.0 96.3 88.6 92.6 81.8

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 1 bridge group students in Fall 2005.
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2006 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2005 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Table 5 (continued): 2003 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, All Students – GPA and Orderly Progress,
FALL 2006 - WINTER 2007 GPA

Bridge and Comparison Groups
Fall 2006 (cohort’03) Winter 2007 (cohort ‘03) Spring 2007 (cohort ’03)
Bridge
(n=26)

Comparison
(n=42)

Bridge
(n=26)

Comparison
(n=42) NA NA

LE 1.99
(Below C) 0.0% 4.7% 11.5% 14.3% NA NA
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 15.3 26.19 15.3 19.5 NA NA

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
84.6 69.0 73.0 65.8 NA NA

NO 3.8% 2.3% 7.6% 7.3% NA NAOrderly Academic
Progress made? 1

YES 96.2 97.7 92.4 92.7 NA NA

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2007 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2006 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Note: Updated data starting from 2003 cohort to 2005 cohort was received from Institutional Research on December 2006. All tables have been
updated. Therefore, data may differ slightly from previous reports. New analyses are provided with the updated data (see analyses below).





14

Table 6 (continued): 2004 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, All Students – GPA and Orderly Progress,
FALL 2005 - SPRING 2006 GPA

Bridge and Comparison Groups
Fall 2005 (cohort’04) Winter 2006 (cohort ‘04) Spring 2006 (cohort ’04)
Bridge
(n=28)

Comparison
(n=95)

Bridge
(n=28)

Comparison
(n=95)

Bridge
(n=28)

Comparison
(n=93) 1

LE 1.99
(Below C) 7.1% 10.5% 0.0% 8.4% 7.1% 12.9%
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 25.0 31.6 25.0 34.7 29.0 25.5

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
67.9 57.9 75.0 56.8 67.9 58.1

NO 0.0% 7.4% 0.0% 5.3% 10.7% 8.6%Orderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 100.0 92.6 100.0 94.7 89.3 91.4

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 2 comparison students in Spring 2006.
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2006 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2005 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Table 6 (continued): 2004 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, All Students – GPA and Orderly Progress,
FALL 2006 - WINTER 2007 GPA

Bridge and Comparison Groups
Fall 2006 (cohort’04) Winter 2007 (cohort ‘04) Spring 2007 (cohort ‘04)
Bridge
(n=29) 1

Comparison
(n=91) 1

Bridge
(n=28)

Comparison
(n=93) 1 NA NA

LE 1.99
(Below C) 0.0% 4.7% 11.5% 14.3% NA NA
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 15.3 26.19 15.3 19.5 NA NA

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
84.6 69.0 73.0 65.8

NA NA

NO 10.3% 10.9% 0.0% 10.7% NA NAOrderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 89.7 89.1 100.0 89.3 NA NA

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 1 bridge group student in Winter 2007.
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2007 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2006 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Note: Updated data starting from 2003 cohort to 2005 cohort was received from Institutional Research on December 2006. All tables have been
updated. Therefore, data may differ slightly from previous reports. New analyses are provided with the updated data (see analyses below).
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2003 COHORT – First Generation Students:

Table 9: 2003 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, First Generation Students – GPA and Orderly Progress,
FALL 2003 To SPRING 2004

First Generation and Comparison Groups
Fall 2003 (cohort’03) Winter 2004 (cohort ‘03) Spring 2004 (cohort ’03)
Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=22)

Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=21) 1

Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=21) 1

LE 1.99
(Below C) 0.0% 13.6% 0.0% 19.0% 6.7% 19.0%
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 13.3 50.0 46.7 57.1 33.3 33.3

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
86.7 36.4 53.3 23.8 60.0 47.6

NO 0.0% 13.6% 0.0% 9.5% 0.0% 19.0%Orderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 100.0 86.4 100.0 90.5 100.0 81.0

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 1 comparison student in Winter 2004 and 1 comparison student in Spring 2004
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2004 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2003 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Table 9 (continued): 2003 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, First Generation Students – GPA and Orderly
Progress, FALL 2004 To SPRING 2005

First Generation and Comparison Groups
Fall 2004 (cohort’03) Winter 2005 (cohort ‘03) Spring 2005 (cohort ’03)
Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=18)

Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=18)

Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=18)

LE 1.99
(Below C) 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 11.1%
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 20.0 33.3 20.0 33.3 20.0 38.9

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
80.0 50.0 80.0 61.1 80.0 50.0

NO 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 11.1%Orderly Academic
Progress made? 1

YES 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 100.0 81.0

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2004 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2003 (first quarter) = 12 units or more
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Table 9 (continued): 2003 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, First Generation Students – GPA and Orderly
Progress, FALL 2005 To SPRING 2006

First Generation and Comparison Groups
Fall 2005 (cohort’03) Winter 2006 (cohort ‘03) Spring 2006 (cohort ’03)
Bridge
(n=14) 1

Comparison
(n=18)

Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=18)

Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=18)

LE 1.99
(Below C) 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 11.1%
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 28.6 38.9 20.0 27.8 26.7 33.3

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
71.4 44.4 80.0 66.7 73.3 55.6

NO 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 16.7% 6.7% 27.8%Orderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 100.0 94.4 100.0 83.3 93.3 72.2

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 1 bridge student in Fall 2005.
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2006 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2005 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Table 9 (continued): 2003 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, First Generation Students – GPA and Orderly
Progress, FALL 2006 To WINTER 2007

First Generation and Comparison Groups
Fall 2006 (cohort’03) Winter 2007 (cohort ‘03) Spring 2007 (cohort ’03)
Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=18)

Bridge
(n=15)

Comparison
(n=18) NA NA

LE 1.99
(Below C) 0.0% 5.6% 6.7% 23.5% NA NA
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 13.3 44.4 6.7 23.5 NA NA

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
86.7 50.0 86.7 58.8 NA NA

NO 0.0% 5.6% 6.7% 5.9% NA NAOrderly Academic
Progress made? 1

YES 100.0 94.4 93.3 94.1 NA NA

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2007 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2006 (first quarter) = 12 units or more
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2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2005 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2004 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Table 10 (continued): 2004 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, First Generation Students – GPA and Orderly
Progress, FALL 2005 To SPRING 2006

First Generation and Comparison Groups
Fall 2005 (cohort’04) Winter 2006 (cohort ‘04) Spring 2006 (cohort ’04)
Bridge
(n=21)

Comparison
(n=32)

Bridge
(n=20) 1

Comparison
(n=32)

Bridge
(n=20)

Comparison
(n=31) 1

LE 1.99
(Below C) 4.8% 12.5% 0.0% 12.5% 5.0% 16.1%
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 19.0 34.4 20.0 37.5 15.0 32.3

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
76.2 53.1 80.0 50.0 80.0 51.6

NO 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 6.3% 15.0% 12.9%Orderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 100.0 93.8 100.0 93.8 85.0 87.1

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 1 bridge student in Winter 2006 and 1 comparison student in Spring 2006
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2006 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2005 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Table 10 (continued): 2004 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, First Generation Students – GPA and Orderly
Progress, FALL 2006 To WINTER 2007

First Generation and Comparison Groups
Fall 2006 (cohort’04) Winter 2007 (cohort ‘04) Spring 2007 (cohort ’04)
Bridge
(n=21)

Comparison
(n=31)

Bridge
(n=20) 1

Comparison
(n=30) 1 NA NA

LE 1.99
(Below C) 14.3% 16.1% 0.0% 12.9% NA NA
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 19.0 29.0 30.0 22.6 NA NA

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
66.7 54.8 70.0 64.5 NA NA

NO 14.3% 9.7% 0.0% 12.9% NA NAOrderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 85.7 90.3 100.0 87.1 NA NA

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 1 bridge student in Winter 2007 and 1 comparison student in Winter 2007
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2004 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2003 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Note: Updated data starting from 2003 cohort to 2005 cohort was received from Institutional Research on December 2006. All tables have been
updated. Therefore, data may differ slightly from previous reports. New analyses are provided with the updated data (see analyses below).
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2005 COHORT – First Generation Students:

Table 11: 2005 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, First Generation Students – GPA and Orderly Progress, FALL
2005 To SPRING 2006

First Generation and Comparison Groups
Fall 2005 (cohort’05) Winter 2006 (cohort ‘05) Spring 2006 (cohort ’05)
Bridge
(n=21)

Comparison
(n=37)

Bridge
(n=21)

Comparison
(n=37)

Bridge
(n=21)

Comparison
(n=37)

LE 1.99
(Below C) 9.5% 5.4% 14.3% 8.1% 9.5% 13.5%
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 54.1 52.4 23.8 29.7 23.8 35.1

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
40.5 38.1 61.9 62.2 66.7 51.4

NO 0.0% 14.3% 9.5% 5.4% 14.3% 10.8%Orderly Academic
Progress made? 1

YES 100.0 85.7 90.5 94.6 85.7 89.2

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 Orderly academic progress defined as: Spring 2006 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2005 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Note: Updated data starting from 2003 cohort to 2005 cohort was received from Institutional Research on December 2006. All tables have been
updated. Therefore, data may differ slightly from previous reports. New analyses are provided with the updated data (see analyses below).

Table 11 (continued): 2005 COHORT: Bridge and Comparison Groups, First Generation Students – GPA and Orderly
Progress, FALL 2006 To WINTER 2007

First Generation and Comparison Groups
Fall 2006 (cohort’05) Winter 2007 (cohort ‘05) Spring 2007 (cohort ’05)
Bridge
(n=21)

Comparison
(n=34)

Bridge
(n=19) 1

Comparison
(n=34) NA NA

LE 1.99
(Below C) 23.8% 5.9% 10.5% 11.8% NA NA
2.00-2.69
(C to C+) 28.6 38.2 21.1 17.6 NA NA

GPA

GE 2.7
(B- or

Higher)
47.6 55.9 68.4 70.6 NA NA

NO 14.3% 5.9% 15.8% 8.8% NA NAOrderly Academic
Progress made? 2

YES 85.7 94.1 94.2 91.2 NA NA

* p <=.05; a p <=.10.
1 No grade recorded for 2 bridge students in Winter 2007
2 Orderly academic progress defined as: Winter 2007 (third quarter) = 44 units or more, Fall 2006 (first quarter) = 12 units or more

Note: Updated data starting from 2003 cohort to 2005 cohort was received from Institutional Research on December 2006. All tables have been
updated. Therefore, data may differ slightly from previous reports. New analyses are provided with the updated data (see analyses below).
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Goal 2: Increase the academic success of racial minority and first generation college
students.

Strategy 2: Student advising to increase academic success of racial minority and first
generation students.

Collaborators: Institutional Research (Data collection) and Evaluation Team (Analysis)

Expected Outcomes:
There will be an overall increase in student’s satisfaction with their advising experience over time and all
racial/ethnic groups having similar levels of satisfaction.

Table 13: Mean Satisfaction with Advising Experience by Race/Ethnicity

European
American

African
American

Asian/Pacific
Islander

Latino Other

2002 2003
2004 2005

2006

2002 2003
2004 2005

2006

2002 2003
2004 2005

2006

2002 2003
2004 2005

2006

2002 2003
2004 2005

2006

Academic
Advising

3.29 3.49
3.63 3.81

3.44

3.10 3.17
3.00 3.60

3.40

3.39 3.15
3.63 3.41

3.45

3.26 3.32
3.89 3.36

3.52

3.27 3.30
3.31 3.46

3.52

Quality of
Instruction

4.10 4.29
4.25 3.47

3.36

4.10 4.00
4.00 3.20

3.20

3.81 3.97
4.22 3.11

3.18

4.22 4.15
4.57 3.31

3.21

3.98 4.12
3.69 3.20

3.35

Academic Tutoring
or

Assistance

2.70 2.43
2.85 3.06

3.03

2.60 2.67
3.50 3.60

3.40

2.84 2.70
3.28 2.82

3.09

2.78 3.30
3.14 3.22

3.16

3.16 2.55
2.94 3.13

3.52

Career Counseling
and

Advising

3.30 3.14
3.25 3.28

3.45

3.30 3.00
3.00 2.40

3.0

3.23 3.00
3.63 3.52

3.50

2.94 3.28
3.39 3.13

3.40

3.17 2.97
3.37 3.06

3.82

Amount of Contact
with Faculty

4.18 4.19
4.26 3.48

3.42

4.40 3.50
3.50 3.40

3.20

3.97 4.10
4.22 3.32

3.25

4.10 4.23
4.25 3.27

3.50

3.84 4.15
3.69 3.26

3.47

Ability to Find
Faculty/ Staff

Mentor

3.89 3.88
3.97 3.93

3.81

3.90 4.00
2.50 2.20

3.40

3.69 3.89
4.15 3.70

2.0

3.83 3.87
3.86 3.59

3.85

3.84 3.91
3.50 4.00

4.17
Source: HERI College Student Survey, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006; 1 = did not use; 2 = least satisfied – 5 = most satisfied.
In 2004 only 2 African American students were surveyed. In 2006, only 10 African American students were surveyed.
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Summation:

On average all students were satisfied with the services offered in academic advising, from 2002 to 2006, it
remained in the 3 point range on the scale. The quality of instruction started off in the 4 point range in most of
the race/ethnic groups in 2002 but by 2006 it dropped to the 3 point range. However academic tutoring and
assistance started off in the 2 point range on the scale and went up to the 3 point range in all race/ethnic groups.
Career counseling and advising remained relatively the same at the 3 point range for all 4 years although there
are more variations between the race/ethnic groups. Amount of contact with faculty were more likely
amongst European Americans and Latino during the 4 years. For African American students, it went from a
strong 4.4 to 3.2 and for Asian/Pacific American students it dropped from 3.97 to 3.23 in the 4 years. Ability to
find faculty/staff mentor were the strongest amongst European American students and Latino students. In
2004 and 2005, the ability for African American students to find a mentor was difficult, though it increased to
satisfactory level in 2006. For Asian American students, it dropped to a low of 2 point on the scale in the last 4
years. The ability for European American students and Latino students to find faculty mentors and the amount
of contact they have with faculty member may be due to the higher numbers of faculty in the both these
race/ethnic groups.

Goal 3: Provide resources for faculty of color teaching and research to enhance academic
excellence

Collaborators: Institutional Research (Data collection) and Evaluation Team (Analysis)

Expected Outcomes: Faculty of color retention rates will be equal to rates for European American Faculty.

Table 14: Faculty attrition rates disaggregated by race/ethnicity, Fall 2000 – Fall 2006

Fall 2000 Fall 2002
% change in: % change from

2000-2002 in:
Continuing
from previous
year (Count)

New
TT+TE
(Count)

Total
TE+TT
(Count)

Continuing
faculty2

Overall3

Continuing
from previous
year (Count)

New
TT+TE
(Count)

Total
TE+TT
(Count)

Continuing
Faculty2

Overall3

Native
American

1 0 1 NA NA 1 0 1 0.0% 0.0%

African
American

9 1 10 NA NA 10 0 10 0.0% 0.0%

Latino/
Hispanic

16 3 19 NA NA 19 0 19 0.0% 0.0%

AA/PI 24 4 28 NA NA 27 1 28 -3.6% 0.0%

European
American

236 18 254 NA NA 252 12 264 -0.8% 3.9%


