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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

Adopted: February 5, 2019

ACADEMIC SENATE
of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA

AS-864-19

RESOLUTION ON CAMPUS CLIMATE
UNIVERSITY OMBUDS AND TRAINING

According to data on the CSU Student Success Dashboards and a recent article in
the San Luis Obispo Tribune, Cal Poly has the least racial/ethnic diversity in the
CSU System; and

Cal Poly has required periodic anti-harassment, discrimination, retaliation
training for all Cal Poly employees with direct supervisory responsibility over
students; and

Cal Poly faculty come in contact with students in other ways including
classrooms as well as during advising; and

Counseling Services provides the “Faculty Guide: Assisting the Emotionally
Distressed Student” with url
https://hes.calpoly.edu/content/counseling/emotional _distress; and

Ombuds services provide early intervention that can resolve conflicts before they
develop into more serious concerns; and

Cal Poly has an Office of Student Ombuds Services that provides students with
assistance in resolving university related issues, concerns, conflicts or
complaints; and

14 of the CSU campuses have Ombuds Offices as of October 2018; and

A majority of these CSU Ombuds Offices serve students, faculty and staff, and 5
of the 14 also serve MPP; therefore, be it

That the Academic Senate recommends that the responsibilities of the Ombuds
Office be expanded to include all University constituents; and be it further

That the Academic Senate recommends that this expansion of the responsibilities
of the Ombuds Office be done in such a way that the services provided for
students not be adversely affected; and be it further

That the Academic Senate recommends that all Cal Poly employees undergo
periodic sexual harassment anti-harassment, discrimination, retaliation training;
and be it further

That the Academic Senate recommends that all Cal Poly employees undergo
periodic implicit bias training; and be it further


https://hcs.calpoly.edu/content/counselinQ./emotional
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RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

That the Academic Senate recommends that Cal Poly establish incentives to
encourage employees to participate in Employment Equity Facilitator training;
and be it further

That the Academic Senate recommends that Cal Poly establish incentives to
encourage employees to participate in trainings aimed at assisting the
emotionally distressed student; and be it further

That the Academic Senate reaffirms its commitment to Academic Senate
Resolution, AS-695-09, Resolution on the Cal Poly Statement on Commitment to
community.

Proposed by:  Paul Choboter - Math Department, Dianne DeTurris — Aerospace
Engineering Department, Ashley Eberle — Career Services,
Harvey Greenwald — Emeritus Academic Senate Chair, Camille
O’Bryant — Associate Dean, CSM

Date: September 13,2018

Revised: November 13, 2018

Revised: January 29, 2019



INTERNATIONAL

OMBUDSMAN

ASSOCTATION

IOA STANDARDS OF PRACTICE

PREAMBLE
The 10A Standards of Practice are based upon and derived from the ethical principles stated in the IOA Code of Ethics.

Each Ombudsman oftice should have an organizational Charter or Terms of Reference, approved by senior management, articulating the principles of the Ombudsman function
in that organization and their consistency with the TOA Standards of Pracrice.

STANDARDS OF PRACTICE

INDEPENDENCE
1.1 The Ombudsman Office and the Ombudsman are independent from other organizational entities.
1.2 The Ombudsman holds no other position within the organization which might compromise independence.
1.3 The Ombudsman exercises sole discretion over whether or how to act regarding an individual’s concern, a trend or concerns of multiple individuals over time. The
Ombudsman may also initiate action on a concern identified through the Ombudsman’ direct observation.
1.4 The Ombudsman has access to all information and all individuals in the organization, as permitted by law.
1.5 The Ombudsman has authority to select Ombudsman Office staff and manage Ombudsman Office budger and operations.

NEUTRALITY AND IMPARTIALITY

2.1 The Ombudsman is neutral, impartial, and unaligned.

2.2 The Ombudsman strives for impartiality, fairness and objectivity in the treatment of people and the consideration of issues. The Ombudsman advocates for fair and
equitably administered processes and does not advocate on behalf of any individual within the organization.

2.3 The Ombudsman is a designated neutral reporting to the highest possible level of the organization and operating independent of ordinary line and staff scructures.
The Ombudsman should not report to nor be structurally affiliated with any compliance function of the organization.

2.4 The Ombudsman serves in no additional role within the organization which would compromise the Ombudsman’ neutrality. The Ombudsman should not be aligned
with any formal or informal associations within the organization in a way that might create actual or perceived conflicts of interest for the Ombudsman. The Ombudsman
should have no personal interest or stake in, and incur no gain or loss from, the outcome of an issue.

2.5 The Ombudsman has a responsibility to consider the legitimate concerns and interests of all individuals affected by the matter under consideration.

2.6 The Ombudsman helps develop a range of tesponsible options to resolve problems and facilitate discussion to identify the best optdons.

CONFIDENTIALITY

3.1 The Ombudsman holds all communications with those seeking assistance in strict confidence and takes all reasonable steps to safeguard confidentiality, including the following:
The Ombudsman does not reveal, and must not be required to reveal, the identiry of any individual contacting the Ombudsman Office, nor does the Ombudsman reveal
information provided in confidence that could lead to the identification of any individual contacting the Ombudsman Office, without that individuals express permission,
given in the course of informal discussions with the Ombudsman; the Ombudsman takes specific action related to an individual’s issue only with the individuals express per-
mission and only to the extent permitted, and even then at the sole discretion of the Ombudsman, unless such action can be taken in a way that safeguards the identity of
the individual conracting the Ombudsman Office. The only exception to this privilege of confidentiality is where there appears to be imminent risk of serious harm, and
where there is no other reasonable option. Whether this risk exists is a determinarion to be made by the Ombudsman.

3.2 Communications between the Ombudsman and others (made while the Ombudsman is serving in that capacity) are considered privileged, The privilege belongs to the
Ombudsman and the Ombudsman Office, rather than to any party to an issue. Others cannot waive this privilege.

3.3 The Ombudsman does not testify in any formal process inside the organization and resists testifying in any formal process outside of the organizarion regarding a visitot’s
contact with the Ombudsman or confidential information communicated to the Ombudsman, even if given permission ot requested to do so. The Ombudsman may,
however, provide general, non-confidential information about the Ombudsman Office or the Ombudsman profession.

3.4 1f the Ombudsman pursues an issue systemically (e.g., provides feedback on trends, issues, policies and practices) the Ombudsman does so in a way that safeguards the
identity of individuals.

3.5 The Ombudsman keeps no records conwining identifying information on behalf of the organization.

3.6 The Ombudsman maintains information (e.g., notes, phone messages, appointment calendars) in a secure location and manner, protected from inspection by others
(including management), and has a consistent and standard practice for the destruction of such information.

3.7 The Ombudsman prepares any data and/or reporrs in a manner thar protects confidencialicy.

3.8 Communications made to the ombudsman are not notice to the organization. The ombudsman neither acts as agent for, nor accepts notice on behalf of; the organization
and shall not serve in a position or role that is designated by the organization as a place to receive notice on behalf of the organization. However. the ombudsman may
refer individuals o the appropriate place where formal notice can be made.

INFORMALITY AND OTHER STANDARDS

4.1 The Ombudsman functions on an informal basis by such means as: listening, providing and receiving information, identifying and reframing issues, developing a range of
responsible options, and — with permission and at Ombudsman discretion — engaging in informal third-party intervention. When possible, the Ombudsman helps people
develop new ways to sclve problems themselves.

4.2 The Ombudsman as an informal and off-the-recard resource pursues resolution of concerns and looks into procedural irregularities and/or broader systemic problems
when appropriate.

4.3 The Ombudsman does not make binding decisions, mandate policies, or formally adjudicate issues for the organization.

4.4 The Ombudsman supplements, but does not replace, any formal channels. Use of the Ombudsman Office is voluntary, and is not a required step in any grievance process
or organizational policy.

4.5 The Ombudsman does not participate in any formal investigative or adjudicative procedures. Formal investigations should be conducted by others. When a formal investigation
is requested, the Ombudsman refers individuals to the appropriate offices or individual,

4.6 The Ombudsman identifies trends, issues and concerns about policies and procedures, including potential Future issues and concerns, without breaching contidentiality or
anonymity, and provides recommendations for responsibly addressing them.

4.7 The Ombudsman acts in accordance with the IOA Code of Ethics and Standards of Practice, keeps professionally current by pursuing continuing education, and provides
opportunities for staff to pursue professional training,

4.8 The Ombudsman endeavors to be worthy of the trust placed in the Ombudsman Office.

www.ombudsassociation.org

Rev. 10/09
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Adopted: November 17, 2015

ACADEMIC SENATE
of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA

AS-807-15

RESOLUTION ON CAL POLY STATEMENT ON DIVERSITY AND INCLUSIVITY

WHEREAS, The Academic Senate has approved several resolutions since 1987 regarding the
importance of diversity and educational equity; and

WHEREAS, Among these resolutions includes the “Cal Poly Statement on Diversity,” which
was approved in 1998 (AS-506-98/DTF); and

WHEREAS, In the ensuing years since the Cal Poly Statement on Diversity was approved
faculty, staff, and students have worked to gain a deeper understanding of the
importance of diversity and educational equity through a myriad of approaches,

" including the adoption of the Inclusive Excellence Model in 2009 (AS-682-09);
and

WHEREAS, Today at Cal Poly we continue to strive to increase diversity, but in addition, we
attend more closely than ever to fostering a culture of inclusivity for every
faculty, staff, and student member on this campus; therefore, be it

RESOLVED: That the Inclusive Excellence Council has developed a new statement on diversity
to reflect the inclusivity aspect of our university; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate approves the attached Cal Poly Statement on Diversity
and Inclusivity.

Proposed by: Inclusive Excellence Council
Date: September 29, 2015



Cal Poly Statement on Diversity and Inclusivity*
September 29, 2015
Revised - November 12, 2015
Approved - November 17, 2015

At Cal Poly we believe that academic freedom, a comerstone value, is exercised best when there is
understanding and respect for our diversity of experiences, identities, and worldviews.
Consequently, we create learning environments that allow for meaningful development of self-
awareness, knowledge, and skills alongside attention to others who may have experiences,
worldviews, and values that are different from our own. In so doing, we encourage our students,
faculty, and staff to seek out opportunities to engage with others who are both similar and different
from them, thereby increasing their capacity for knowledge, empathy, and conscious participation
in local and global communities.

In the spirit of educational equity, and in acknowledgement of the significant ways in which a
university education can transform the lives of individuals and communities, we strive to increase
the diversity at Cal Poly. As an institution that serves the state of California within a global
context, we support the recruitment, retention, and suceess of talented students, faculty, and staff
from across all societies, including people who are from historically and societally marginalized

and underrepresented groups.

Cal Poly is an inclusive community that embraces differences in people and thoughts. By being
open to new ideas and showing respect for diverse points of view, we support a climate that allows
all students, faculty, and staff to feel to feel valued, which in turn facilitates the recruitment and
retention of a diverse campus population. We are a culturally invested university whose membets
take personal responsibility for fostering excellence in our own and others® endeavors. To this end,
we support an increased awareness and understanding of how one’s own identity facets (such as
race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, religion, age, disability, social class, and nation of
origin) and the combinations of these identities and experiences that may accompany them can
affect our different worldviews.

*The definition of diversily is specifically inclusive of, but nol limited o, and individual's race/ethnicity, sex/gender, socioeconomic status, cultural
heritage, disability, and sexual orieatation.



Adopted: June 9, 1998

ACADEMIC SENATE
of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA

AS-506-98/DTF
RESOLUTION ON
THE CAL POLY STATEMENT-ON DIVERSITY

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate at Cal Poly accept and endorse The Cal Poly Statement on Diversity
attached; and, be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Acaden?ic Senate in partnership with its administration devise plans and strategies to
promulgate and implement the diversity and educational objectives outlined in The Cal Poly Statement

on Diversity; and, be it further

RESOLVED:  That the_Acadepiic Senate recommend to its administration that the Provost/Vice President for
Academic Affairs provide an annual assessment of the previously mentioned partnership's diversity

related activities to the Academic Senate.

Proposed by: The Diversity Task Force
Date: April 21, 1998
Revised: June 8, 1998



THE CAL POLY STATEMENT ON DIVERSITY*

. i ducation
At the heart of a university is the responsibility for providing its students w:th_a well-rou:rzed e‘f."@“;'rﬁ";n?ﬁfe e
that fosters their intellectual, personal and social growth. For studen'ts' preparing to emb d up[(i,; ction effectively in a
21st century, a critical element of a well-rounded education is the ability to understand an “:he :.merican Assotiation of
diverse and increasingly interdependent global society. As noted ina rec':ent_ statement from b il efacefiony it
University Professors (AAUP), "the argument for the necessity of diversity is perhaps stronger | luclgin preparation for
in any other context... The ultimate product of universities is education in the broadest sense, mcd thegn s 1 Brovid
life in the working world." In this regard, it is in the compelling interest of Cal Poly, the state, an
our students with an education that is rich with a diversity of ideas, perspectives, and experiences.

: fon. It cannot be a mere
Thus, diversity serves as a fundamental means to enhance both the quality and value of educ_:tfl::e At S
adjunct to such an education but must be an integral element of the eduf:atuonal expenencfel.’:e Guiverafty;
community (faculty, students, and staff), the curriculum, and the cocurricular programs o

.. i nce that
As a University whose motto is "to Jeam by doing," Cal Poly explicitly “nder_stan:is the} ;::lx;:;l’tzf:;_ i
experience brings to education. When students are exposed personally and directly to g

; ent
students from diverse backgrounds, their stereotypes about "the other" are challen‘gec'il. i.\;etsh:nﬁt}g ;et?lzee‘;'
notes, such personal interaction gives students an understanding of the "range of similari

i i formal and
within and araong ... groups* that "no textbaok or computer” can provide. For this "’,“s"a;:i’?‘czz I::-ricular
informal classroom (i.e.. the rich leaming cxperiences that occur for our students du;"gnsidedng p il
activities), must be constituted in 2 way that reinforces the value of encountering and co

Moreover, diversity in the curriculum is a fundamental component of a well-rounded and l;?;tef :::r:g:csa;:;:
The perspectives provided by the University are contingent upon the content ‘“?d P ur{m‘se al the importance of
the ourriculum is the principal expression of our educational goals and values., it mus sign! pis. it
diversity to the Cal Poly mission, to the institutional culture, and to our teaching and learning

clear and unambiguous terms.

; -curri ironment must
Thus, the University community (its students, faculty, and staff), the curriculum, and the co czglf:'?; :a"s" and
be dedicated to the principle of ensuring that all of our students routinely encounter diverse people, >

experiences.

Only through inteflectual and first-hand personal exposure to diversity in its myriad f°"“s';a°'a‘.’ fti?;; &:l:u ﬂ:,!;, will
gender, geographie, socioeconomic, etc,-will students gain the understan_dmg, empathy, an 'socxa ;i o b e
require to be effective, cngaged citizens in an increasingly crowded and mter{elated glob.al uomt;u a:Bi,c;nal goals of this
diversity is universal, Cal Poly's commitment to diversity signals an affirmation of the highest educ

University, including mutual respect, civility, and engaged leaming.

R icil i ic status, eultural
*The definition of diversity s specifically inclusive of, but not limited to, an individual's race/ethnicity, sex/gender, socioeconom y
heritage, disabilily, and sexual orientation,



State of California
Memorandum

To:  Myron Hood Date: September 18, 1998

Chair, Academic Senate

From: Warren J. Baker Copies: Paul J. Zingg

President Harvey Greenwald
Linda Dalton
Subject: AS-505-98/DTF, Resolution on the Academic Value of Diversity

AS-506-98/DTF, Resolution on The Cal Poly Statement on Diversity

I am pleased to accept Resolutions AS-505-98/DTF and AS-506-98/DTF.

The Academic Senate is to be applauded for its clear affirmation of the educational values of
diversity and its recognition that diversity strengthens our community and prepares our students
more fully for effective citizenry, responsible careers and engaged lives.

dded in our Mission Statement and
gthen the University's ability to
faculty and staff. Clearly aligning
{ educational

Both resolutions underscore the University's values that are imbe
Strategic Plan. The voice of the Senate in these matters will stren
continue its efforts to foster greater diversity among our students,
Cal Poly with the important statements on diversity that the nation’s principa
associations have made signals our commitment and resolve.

[ look forward to working with the Senate and our entire University community in achieving the
promise within these resolutions.
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

Adopted: May 26 2009

ACADEMIC SENATE
of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA

AS-682-09

RESOLUTION ON
MAKING EXCELLENCE INCLUSIVE AT CAL POLY

The Academic Senate has a 30-plus year history of espousing the principles of Making
Excellence Inclusive as a learning-community imperative — most recently in the Senate’s
Fall '08 retreat and (AS8-663-08) Resolution vn Diversity Learning Objectives; and

“Build an Inclusive Community” is one of seven goals of the Cal Poly Strategic Plan; and

A learning environment that supports attention to diversity is a standard of accreditation
as promulgated by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges; and

The Academic Senate has affirmed the academic value of diversity (AS-505-98);
therefore be it

That the Academic Senate support Making Excellence Inclusive as a goal and organizing
principle of the Cal Poly learning community; and, be it further

That resources for the professional development of faculty in Making Excellence
Inclusive be established, sustained, and identified by the University. colleges, and o.ther
instructionally-related entities as part of their inventory of efforts to promote Inclusive

Excellence; and, be it further

That faculty efforts in Making Excellence Inclusive be recognized as a substantive
component of voluntary service in the Retention, Promotion, and Tenure (RPT)

evaluation process.

Academic Senate Executive Committee

Proposed by:

Date: March 30 2009
Revised: April 28 2009
Revised: May 20 2009

Revised: May 26 2009
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State of California

Memorandum SAN LUIS OBISPO
CA 93407
To: John Soares Date: June 22, 2009

Chair, Academic Senate
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From: ‘arren J. Bakey
President '

Copies: R. Femflores, R. Koob,
D. Conn, P. Bailey,
D. Christy, L. Halisky,
T. Jones, B. Konopak,
M. Noori, D. Wehner,
M. Suess

Subject; Response to Academic Senate Resolution AS-682-09
_Resolution on Making Excellence Inclusive at Cal Poly

This is to formally acknowledge receipt and approval of the above-referenced Academic Senate
resolution.

Please express my appreciation to the Academic Senate members for their work on this issue.



MEMORANDUM
Cal Poly | Office of the President

To:

From:

Subject:

Gary Laver Date: March 28, 2016
vy 7P

Jeffrey D. Armstrong./. 7 /é /"Copies: K. Enz Finken

President Y/ / J. DeCosta

Response to Academic Senate Resolution AS-807-15
Resolution on Cal Poly Statement on Diversity and Inclusivity

I am pleased to accept and support the above-entitled Academic Senate Resolution.

The Academic Senate has a long history of supporting diversity and inclusivity initiatives going
back into the 1980’s. I applaud this history. 1appreciate deeply that the Academic Senate has
shown repeatedly that it understands why it is critical to the success of our faculty, staff and
students that we continue to evolve in our approach to not only recruiting diverse faculty, staff and
students, but also in improving our campus climate so that everyone can work and learn in an
environment that is welcoming.

Please express my appreciation to the Inclusive Excellence Council for their attention to this
important matter.

Phone: 805-756-6000 | presidentsoffice@calpoly.edu


mailto:presldentsofflce@calpoly.edu

Adopted: November 17 2009

ACADEMIC SENATE
of
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, CA

AS-695-09

RESOLUTION ON
THE CAL POLY STATEMENT ON COMMITMENT TO COMMUNITY

BACKGROUND: The Committee on University Citizenship (CUCIT) is a University-wide standing
committee charged with exploring issues and making policy recommendations related to the
preservation and ongoing development of a vital, effective tradition of University citizenship at
Cal Poly. The committee explores and makes recommendations on strategies designed to foster
and expand:

® an engaged, civil, and mutually respectful classroom and other educational
environments;

= atradition of confident, effective, and civil public campus discourse that prepares
students for active civic engagement and leadership roles;

* agreater awareness of factors that lead to hostile campus work environments and
strategies for further promoting campus work environments that are free from
harassment and characterized by mutual respect and support; and

= the civic engagement of students, faculty, and staff beyond the University —and for
strengthening Cal Poly’s role as a good institutional citizen in regional, state, national,
and international contexts.

(Distilled from http://www.president.calpoly.edu/committees/CUCIT.pdf)

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate accept and endorse the Cal Poly Statement on
Commitment to Community; and, be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate work with its University’s administration in developing

plans and strategies to help realize the values of the Cal Poly Statement on
Commitment to Community.

Proposed by: The Academic Senate Executive Committee

Date: April 21 2009
Revised: April 28 2009
Revised: October 06 2009

Revised: October 13 2009


http://www

Cal Poly Statement on Commitment to Community

The Cal Poly community values a broad and inclusive campus learing experience where its members
embrace core values of mutual respect, academic excellence, open inquiry, free expression and respect for
diversity. Membership in the Cal Poly community is consistent with the highest principles of shared
governance, social and environmental responsibility, engagement and integrity.
As students, faculty and staff of Cal Poly, we choose to:

e Act with integrity and show respect for ourselves and one another

e Accept responsibility for our individual actions

e Support and promote collaboration in University life

e Practice academic honesty in the spirit of inquiry and discovery

e Contribute to the university community through service and volunteerism

e Demonstrate concern for the well-being of others

s Promote the benefits of diversity by practicing and advocating openness, respect and fairness
Individual commitment to these actions is essential to Cal Poly’s dedication to an enriched learning

experience for all its members.

Committee on University Citizenship
October 13 2009



RECEIVED (AL POLY

State of California

Memorandum FEB 1 9 2010 SAN LUIS OBISPO
CA 93407
ACADEMIC SENATE
To: Rachel Fernflores : Date: February 16, 2010

Chair, Academic Senate

I

From: arren J. Baker Copies: R. Koob, D. Conn,
President E. Smith, C. Morton

Subject: Response to Academic Senate Resolution AS-695-09
Resolution on the Cal Poly Statement on Commitment to Community

I formally acknowledge receipt and approval of the above-referenced Academic Senate Resolution.

Please express my appreciation to the Committee on University Citizenship for their work on this issue.

As endorsed by the Academic Senate, the "Cal Poly Statement on Commitment to Community" provides
a common sense set of principles for effective community participation and engagement, consistent with
Cal Poly’s core educational mission and values. I commend it to all Cal Poly students, faculty, and staff.
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EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

More than 900,000 Black undergraduates are enrolled ar public colleges and
universities across the United States. This report is about the status of these

students at every four-year, ialized, public p

® Gender Equity
Extent to which the proportionality of Black women's and Black men’s

dary institution in

the nation.

zespective shares of Black student enrollments in the undergraduate student
population reflects the national gender enrollment distribution across all racial/
ethaic groups (56.3% women, 43.7% men).

‘We combine U.S. Census population statistics with quantitative daca from the
U.S. Department of Education to measure postsecondary access and student
success for Black undergraduates, Lerter grades (A, B, C, D, F, and 1) are
awarded to each institution,

Private schools, Historically Black Colleges and Universities, Tribal Colleges,
military academies, university health and medical institutes, graduate
universities, community colleges, and public institutions that primarily confer
associate’s degrees are not included in our analyses.

This report is arranged by state. Statistics and grades for 506 individual public
institutions are provided on each state’s list.

EQUITY INDICATORS
Here are the four equity indicators on which we graded public colleges and
universities:

© Representation Equity
Extent to which Black students’ share of enrollment in the undergraduate
student population reflects their among 18-24 year-old citizens

in that state,

© Completion Equity

Extent to which Black students’ six-year graduation rates, across four cohorts,
matches overall six-year graduation rates during those same time periods at
each institution.

© Black Student-to-Black Faculity Ratio
Ratio of full-time, degree-seeking Black undergraduates to full-time Black
instructional faculty members on each campus,

MAJOR FINDINGS
*Black citizens are 14.6% of 18-24 year-olds across the 50 states, yet only
9.8% of full-time, degree-seeking undergraduates at public colleges and
universities are Black. At more than three-fourths of public institutions,
traditional-aged Black students are under-enrolled relative to their residency
in the states.

= Across all racial/ethnic groups, women comprise 56.3% of full-time, degree-
secking d at public p dary institutions. The enrollment
gap between Black women and men is less pronounced. Just over 52% of
Black undergraduates at public colleges and universities are women.



https://ovcr1.ll

* Across four cohorts, 39.4% of Black students complered bachelor's degrees
at public institutions within six years, compared to 50.6% of undergraduates
overall. Forty-one percent of public colleges and universities graduate one-
third or fewer Black students within six years.

*For every full-time Black faculty member at 2 public college or university,
there are 42 full-time, degree-seeking Black undergraduates. Forty
institutions employ no full-time Black instructors. On 44% of public

EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

(CONTINUED)

USING THIS REPORT
‘We hope this publication will be useful to Black srudents and theu‘ familics,
postsecondary leaders and faculty 1. li and

a wide range of stakeholders who care about Bh.ck students’ educational
experiences and attainment rates. As such, we present data institution-by-
institution within each state. Qur aims are to make inequitics more transparent
and to equip anyone concerned about entollment, success, and college
completion rates for Black students with numbers they can use to demand

campuses, there are 10 or fewer full-time Black faculty members across all correetive policies and institutional actions.
ranks and aczdemic fields.

‘This report should not be misused to reinforce deficit narracives about Black
- dy d Problematic trends d herein are not fully explained
In addition to awarding letter grades on the four equity indicators, we by the fznlure of K-12 schools to effectively prepare these students for college
calculamd 0 Equity Index Score = the cquivalent of a grade polnt average - fat admissioh and success or to bad parenting, student dmcngagcmem and low
cach institution. Itr the same fashion that colleges and i ivation, They also are attributable to i ional practicss, policies,

compute GPAs, we assigned four points to an A, three to 2B, and so on. mindsets, and cultures that persistently disadvantage Black students and sustain
2 : inequities.

“The average Equity Index Score across the 506 public instirutions is 2.02. No
campus earned above 3.50. Two hundred colleges and universities earned scores
below 2.00. Lists of institutions with the highest and lowest Equity Index
Scores are included on page 10 of this report. We also calculated Equity Tndex
Score averages across all campuses within each state, A map with statewide
averages is on page 9.

Ideally, leaders on college campuses and in state systems of higher education
will take seriously the statistics we furnish in this document. We want them

to respond by swiftly engaging in rigorous, strategic, and collaborative work to
improve the status of Black undergraduates at their institutions. Data presented
in this publication ought to inform their efforts and help ensure accountabiliey.

MESSAGE FROM
DR. ZAKIYA
SMITH ELLIS

SECRETARY OF
HIGHER EDUCATION
State of New Jersey

To ensure the best possible educational experi and for our
students, critical self- hastobea practice among
postsecondary educators and leaders. Many of us within institutions and state
higher education systems routinely assess our progress toward goals, compare
ourselves to peers, and develop strategic plans to address our findings. New
Jersey is currently in the midst of 2 long-overdue exploration of this very sort.

These signals are sent at a time when students are developing their sense of
self and determining how they will interace with others in saciety. So then,
meaningful equity work is imperative to ensuring a better future, not just
for our students, but also for our institutions.

Prior ta joining the New Jersey
Gouvernor's cabinet in 2018,
Dr. Smith Ellis was Strategy

When outlining goals and charting ress, it is necessary to be specific.
Director for Lumina Foundation. '8 BO: g prog! ry sp

As such, I am thankful to the USC Race and Equity Center for being specific

She has also served as Seniar Policy
Advisor for Education at the
White House and a seniar poficy
advisor at the U.S. Department
of Education.

Self-assessments must include an honest look at where we stand in addressing
equity for students of color. While this should be a component of our planning
at all times, it takes on even more significance within our current sociopoliti-
cal climate. We are facing a critical juncture in determining the type of nation
we want to be - public colleges and universities have an especially urgent and
influential role to play in shaping that path. To say this is important work would
be an understatement.

Learning in ccllcge is not conﬁncd to classrooms. Instead, it is woven through-
out the educati Higher ed Ieaders often spead 2 great
deal of time thinking nbont g college opp ity and imp:

learning within and beyond dassrooms We should also carefully consuier how
the experiences we provide students of color align with stated goals for their
success. Colleges and universities convey messages about who is valued in
society through signals such as the nature of the faculty, the composition of
the student body, and the roles people of color play in key leadership positions.

in identifying Black undergraduates in this report. Too often “students of color’
are Jumped together as if their “other-ness” makes them all the same. If we are
to be serious about our endeavors, we must be careful to examine challenges as
specifically as possible in order to be clear about the kinds of remedies that are
needed. The valuable, carefully curated information furnished in this 50-state
report card allows educators and leaders to take seriously our task of critical
self-reflection and assessment. Only by focusing our attention in specific ways
and acknowledging our specific chall can we begin to specifically address
them. I look forward to this work in the Garden State, and hope that other
higher education leaders across the country will take seriously this task as well.
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Starting with the Mocrill Act of 1862, public universitics were buile to expand
access and success for state resid d d by private i i
Low-income students came to land-grant universities to explore the world of
ideas, including citizenship in 2 d Tvisk ing and h

ironic that also in 1862 President Abraham Lincoln issued the Emancipation
Proclamation. T would surmise that in the midst of the Civil War no one made
2 connection between the Morrill Act and the Emancipation Proclamation
because few Americans then were thinking about higher cducation for Black
students, Yet today-it is imperative for public universities to embrace their
ariginal conceptual mission of inclusivity and to give special attention to those
initially excluded.

In 2018, Black students are now members of higher education’s New Majority:
first generation, students of color, adult learners, and veterans. Every public
university is responsible for educating this majority. The good news is that the
public sector has expanded since 1862. Land-grant universities have been joined
by numerous regional publics, like my own university, Governors State. Private
postsecondary institutions must also contribute to equity goals. Working
together, we have the capacity to provide excellent educational opportunities to
what used to be considered minority populations. High quality education for
the New Majority, as well as for the new minority {traditional students), must
be the mission of state universities.

Actuzliz'mg this mission requires new ways of thinking 2ud transformations

in \g, learning, and feadership. O ding research published by USC
Professor Sha\m Harper and other scholars in recent years mdlc:n:s that we
must replace deficit frameworks with models that amplify students’ assets

and institutional responsibility, Identifying strengths is hard work, requiring
breaking through barriers and inculcating confidence and trust. The widely used
deficit model is the easy way out, emphasizing the correction of surface features
rather than in-depth und. ding. In essence, must commit to
rescarch-based transformations, not simply to educate Black students or even to
lmpmve service to the New Majority, but to improve college access, students’
dary educational in the twenty-first

P

A:cnmry.

Educational transformations are imperative, if public universities are going
to fulfill our mission to Black students and others in the New Majority. But
change has a price. Certainly, public universities must be ready to reallocate
internal but that becomes dingly difficult as
state appropriations decline. It is time for governors and legislators in all 50
states to understand the necessity of investing in human capital. A word of
caution: Even with better funding, i will rarely be i diate or

P

linear, That is important for policymakers and others to understand as they
read report cards. Certainly, this 50-state study on Black student access and
success is informative, and every university should strive for better results. But
it is necessary to remember that real, long-term change is often recursive, even
strategy, patience, accountability,

P

messy. Tt requires i
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MESSAGE
FROM DR. ELAINE P.
MAIMON

PRESIDENT
Governors State University

Dr. Maimon served as Chancellor
of the University of Alaska
Anchorage, Provost of Arizona
State University-West, and

Vice President of Arizona State
University prior to being named
the fifth President of Governors
State University. Her newest
book, “Leading Academiz Change:
Vision, Strategy, Transformation,”
was published in 2018,

PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION AS
A PUBLIC GOOD

Higher education in the United States is 2 public
good. While it confers enormous personal and
material advantages to individuals, it more signifi-
cantly profits our broader society. Incmlsmg

P dary degree attai our
economy and holsters innovation. Am:ncnns who
graduate from college are considerably less likely
than are those without degrees to be unemployed,
dependent on government assistance, and confined

to] ze jobs with inadeqy ployee benefits

.

and courage.

£
P g

and eq; d. Unfortunately,

students. Instead of asking, “why are Black

P number of Ameri disad

d d doing so poarly at public institu-

txged by these factors are Black. Some might
argue such challenges are beyond the control of
public postsecondary institutions. Actually, higher
education helps sustain (and in some instances,

bate) these inequities. The helmi
majority of our nation’s clected officials are cnllcge.
graduates — o, too, are CEOs, physicians and
nursc!, judges and lawyers, school teachers and
i and leaders in most sectors of our

and limited opp: for upward
d Institutions of higher edv
help make this possible. While all colleges and
universities contribute, those that are public play
an especially significant role. Public institu-
tions were originally built to educate the public.
Taxpayers in each of the 50 states help support
them. These campuses, therefore, belong to the
public. A portion of the public is Black. As data in
this report make painfully clear, too many public
colleges and universities fail to offer Black students
cquitable access to one of our nation’s most valuable
public goods.

Inequities in higher education are inextricably
linked to larger social forces. For example,
citizens who live in poor neighborhoods with high
unemployment and excessive crime also typically
lack access to quality healthcare, nutritious foods,
fair policing, and K-12 schools that are high

economy. As colleges and universities routinely fail
to teach future professionals how to correct forces
that cyclically disadvantage Black Americaos,
these institutions remain complicit in mai
engines of racial inequity that severely limit
Black students’ charnces of ever making it to and
succeeding in college,

Inequities are not fully explained by forces external
to a college campus. There are numerous factors
and conditions within it that d who gets
admitted, how they are treated once they matric-
ulate, the inclusiveness of their learning eaviron-
ments, the cultural relevance of what they are
taught, the racial diversity of their professors, and
their likelihood for personal wellness and zcademic
success. As our data show, faculty members and
teaders on too many campuses are bad stewards

of the public good, at least as it pertains to Black

tions,” we encourage readers to question why
public colleges and universities do so poorly at

{ling and graduating Black ensuring
gender equity among them; and affording them
greater, more reasonable access to same-race faculty
members.

Clearly, policymaking activities concerning
postsecondary education fail to level the playing
field for Black Americans. This is partly attrib-
utable to raceless approaches to policymaking, Few
state and federal policymakers are Black. Policy
actors across all racial/ethnic groups are responsible
for g ing that public p y institu-
tions equitably serve the public, including Black
residents within states they represent. Moreover,
most college presidents, trustees, senior adminis-
trators, professors, and admission officers are
White, They, too, are responsible for better serving
Black students and affording them greater access
to the public good that is public higher education.
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RESEARCH
METHODS,

Examined in this report are four access and equity indicators for Black

dergrad: at every four-y ialized, public p dary
institution in the United States. We analyzed quantitative data from two open-
access federal data sources: U.S. Census American Community Survey and
the U.S. Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS).

', NON=5p

GRADING, AND
LIMITATIONS

We did not award letter grades to Texas Woman’s University and Mississippi
University for Women on the Gender Equity indicator. Though both are now
co-educational, their single-sex origins explain why Black women’s enrollments
s0 drastically outpace Black men’s.

IPEDS graduation rates data were missing for 11 colleges and universities.
We awarded incompletes (I's) to those schools on the Completion Equity

WOILATOR DATA SOURCE(S) EQUITY MERSURE indicator and did not factor it into their Equity Index Scores. These institutions
Repressntation Equity 1 (Acadamic Diffarenca batwasn the percent likely have 2 variety of excusable explanations for non-reporting. For instance,
qu .‘.‘c..r.v.. :f:t::u:: :::;;'{;:ﬁ:: :::' Governors State University did not admit its first freshman class until 2014, and
arvn
e rear 3038 Black18-24 year-old citizens in therefore does not yet have a six-year graduation rate. Calculating GSU’s rares
Hsstate across four cohorts of six-year graduates will not be possible until 2023. The 10
Gender Equity batween Black other non-reporting institutions probably have similarly unique circumstances.
Year 2016-17) _undargraduate men and Black
undergraduats woman relative
e i A o CAUTIONARY NOTE ABOUT A’S AND BS
| {43.7%) across all racial/sthnic Unlike most report cards, high grades (A's and B's) in this publication are not
G necessarily indicators of exceptional performance. Instead, they are markers of
leti Six-Vour Graduntion R Differance batw 3 :
Rl pleRRn Ry If::l::h :m ;.'m;:‘:; i‘n ;nol'r‘.“ six_y:‘:‘:‘:“s:: ":::::r i equity between Black undergraduates and comparison groups. We present two
2008, 2009, and 2010 snd cohorts of Black undergraduate illustrative examples in this section.
graduating by 2013, 2014, 2015,  students and four cohorts of
d 2016 dergraduate students overall
o :‘ oz e ::x::rm- . D First, at New Mexico State University, the six-year graduation rate across
Faculty Ratio Year $018-17) and {PEDS Full- Black undergraduates to fulls 5 four cohorts of Black und d was 18.6%, d to 20.1% for
ks ‘m‘“"“" "“";'Y time Black ketructional facuity students overall. On average, across all public institations, 11.2 percentage
v W RIE) = points separate Black undergraduates
and students overall on our Completion 5 THos EQUITY IDEX
On the Representation Equity indicator, A's were awarded to all 120 colleges Equity indicator. Hence, New Ml:xico s POy
e : : 3 »
and umvcrs.m:s at which Black enroliments ealthu nlmche:ll 01;‘ :xcccdsd'Black State’s relatively low 1.5 percentage % [psin %
representation in th‘c st_ztcs wlfcrc these schools are ocat'e 2 e rc-mm-nm.g point gap places it among the top 20% : [ .
letter grades were distributed in fourths across the remaining 386 institutions. of public institutions. That four of cvery Secose oaaia
On the three other equity indicators, grades were distributed evenly in five undergraduates who start at New € | Third Quintlte 2
quintiles, except in cases where ties did not permit exact splits. Put differently, Mexico State do not attaln degrees from o l Fourth Quintite 4
one-fifth of institutions received A’s, one-fifth received B's, and so on. vhere within sbx years readors it 4 low- e |occiom d0% =

performing institution, despite its grade
on this particular indicator.

1| Incomplera

RESEARCH

METHODS,

GRADING, AND
LIMITATION

Second, an A was awarded to Michigan Technoll 1 University because its 12:1

Federal graduation rates do not 2ccount for undergraduates who transferred from

(CONTINUED)

Black students-to-Black faculty ratio is one of the lowest among public institutions
in the nation, thereby placing it in the top quintile. However, it is worth noting
that Michigan Tech had only 48 full-time, degree-seeking Black undergraduates
and a toral of four full-time Black instructional faculty members across all n\nks
and academic fields during the 2016-17 academic school year. Black reg

one institution to another, which is a limitation of our Completion Equity measure.
Transfer students are counted as dropouts in IPEDS. No published evidence or
anzcdotal reports suggest that Black undergraduates are any more or less likely than
are members of other racial groups to transfer from public cofleges and universities
to other p dary institutions.

at Michigan Tech is al ly low, ially given its size and the relatively high
aumber of Black residents across the state in which it is located.

In light of these two examples, we strongly encourage readers to look ar all data we
provide for each institution, not just its lecrer grades and Equity Index Score,

LIMITATIONS

Each equity indicator in this report has at least one noteworthy limitation.

Representation Equity includes only 18-24 year-old Black citizens in each

state, those who are the same age as traditional college enroflees. Some Black
undergraduates artending public four-year institutions are returning adult learners,
Black student enrollment percentages include them, buc the state residency
percentages do not. It is important to acknowledge that at many public four-year
institutions (especially research universities) the overwhelming majority of full-time,
deg; king Black und, d ditional age.

are

Our Gender Equity measure treats gender as a binary (women and men}, which is
a limitation. We analyzed and report the data this way because IPEDS has no other
gender identity options,

Lastly, as previously noted in our Michigan Tech example, we awarded A's to
some institutions that employ a pathetically low number of full-time Black
mstxucdonal faculty m:mbers and enroll very few full-time, degree-seeking Black
d Thisisal of our Black Stud. Black Feculty Ratio
measu:e It extends across the ather three indicators as well. Distributing grades by
quintiles demanded that we inevitably award A's and B's to some institutions that
perform poarly, but relatively not as bad as three-fifths of other public colleges and
universities.

DATA ACCURACY

Inscitutional data we present in this report are from the U.S, Department of
Education's publicly available Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS). Every college and university in the nation receiving federal funds is
required to annually submit these and other data to IPEDS. Statistical inaccuracies
in this report are most likely attributable to erroncous institutional reporting to

the federal government or to technical processing eccors in IPEDS. Questions or
concerns about data accuracy should be directed to the IPEDS Dara Use Help Desk
at 1-866-558-0658.
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STATEWIDE EQUITY
INDEX SCORES

HIGHEST LOWEST

California North Dakota
Arizona Mississippi
Kentucky Michigan
lowa Kansas
Vermont South Dakota
New York Maine

1daho Missouri

New Jersey Wisconsin
Utah

leTlTuTIoN HIGHEST SCORES LOWEST SCORES
ST HGHEST
Warsachumtts Coffee of [ fberal Ats 350 Florida Polytachnic University .33
AND LOWEST  tnestyofcations saabien [ as Uty of sk Sobeast as
EQUITY INDEX ey et
University of Minnesota- Horrs aa3 Wayne State College 30
scoREs Pennsylania State University-Greater Alegheny 225 Horthern Michigan University a.50
University of Vesmont | 231 Wiest Texas ARM Univershy o5
Uriversiy of Gtath 3.25 Arkansas Tech University 0.50 Eigklisheed oo ki blic coll
| ighlighted on this page are public colleges
m&wm :':: :mﬁmm;mﬂ I E;: and universities with exceptionally high and low
" echaology equity index scores. On the one hand, we think it
Framivgtam Mlkim!y He Wightstae “"m Lot o is important to call attention to institutions that
w‘sm lhm@ “i West ety sty 0'75 outperform others on the four equity measures
\"ltt?tf {:‘lemk - ::; m:mﬁ:ﬂﬁe :;; chosen for this study. But on the other hand,
bt b, L pe . = we deem it problematic to offer kudos to any
ChicagStte Uiversty s WMHIIOHMIMWHW o1 campus that sustains inequity on any equity
Rm Unfershy Hewark L memmm!wmmmrﬁ S indicator or that otherwise disadvantages Black
Universty of Massachusets-Boston 15 MMMSHE Unfversky e undergraduates. Put differently, a campus that
Cmﬁ‘iw;i i‘:: Mm " :':i performs well in comparison to others is not
rmmm’mw _uﬂm’m Tmn il — m"ﬂyl‘mﬂ M“hsw o necessarily a national model of excellence that is
ety Ce o I '.“ aly - exempt from recommendations offered at the end
Arizona State lhlmslrh 1.00 Umuyqlmai.’muekb 1.00 of this report.
Texas ARM University-San Antonio 3.00 ‘Pennsylvania State University-Shenange 1.00
University of Alzsia Anchorage 200 Lake Superior State Universty 100
Universky of Washington-Taooma Campus 3.00 Univesity of Connectiout-Avery Point 100
Calfiorna Statz UnfversRy-Monterey Bay 259 Hontana Stat tnvershty-Slings 10
Pennsylvania State University-Harmisburg 1.00 Peansylvania State University-Lehigh Valley 100
University of New Mexico 1.o0 Dakota Stabe Universiy .00
University of Texas at Tyler 3.00 Nichigan Technological University 1.00
University of Calffomis-Santa Barbara 100 Westam State Colorada hersity oo
Arizona State University-Downtown Phoen 3.00 Chadron State College 1.00
Salem State Unhersty 108 Bemidf State Unhversity 190
Marshall University 3.00 Mayville Stats Universily 1.00
Callfornia State University-fresno 200 Southwest Misnesota State Universky 100
Rorthem Arizona Unbversity 3.00 Peru State Collage 1.00
University offown ] Concord Unbvarsiy ien
Bridgewater State Universty 3.00 Glenville State College 1.00
Lniversity of Cafornia-Riverside 100
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Data Tables

WITH STATISTICS, GRADES,
AND EQUITY INDEX SCORES
FOR INDIVIDUAL INSTITUTIONS

ALABAMA REPRESENTATION EQUITY COMPLETION EQUITY BLACKSTUDENFTO-BLACK FACULTY RATIO
Statewide Equity EUBERTLT 3 MM 3 ! et T TR i T
Index Score. * - . S d
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University of Alahama &t Birmingham | 81 223 s D | e12 193 108 D | 439 541 42 | 18:1 A | zan
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ALASKA COMPLETION EQUITY BLACK STUDENT-TO-BLACK FACULTY RATIO

[ (L
'

ide Equi . il o s ~ e THWT
Smt?ltsz“gm‘)’ e fhs onng 00F SRS v e o
tel core b ]
1.83 Unitwrsity g Masia Anchoaig ' 0 a -14 n | sa0 46,0 2.3 A | 188 86,7 -8 T ' TR * 2.00
2 Uirwremmity of ALk Fartaniks 18 4.5 -23 < 45.5 545 10.8 ) 23.5 387 -16.2 o 5§ 13 9 A 200
S Universky of Alaska Southeast | 10 as a4 © (353 187 27.0 F 00 180 80 il [ 0 ¥ Bse
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RECOMMENDATIONS

We do not believe Black students are largely
ible for cheir underrer ion and

tack of success at public colleges and universities.
Factors such as low motivation, insufficient

demic effort, fixed mi low cl. and
out-of-class engagement, and parental influences
are indeed partly responsible for some trends noted
in this publication, Notwithstandi h
and postsecondary leaders rely too heavily on these
factors as they attempt to explain the educational
status of Black undergraduates, The onus for
suceess is too often placed entirely on students,
their families, and K-12 schools they attended. In
this section, we shift more of the responsibility to
higher education leaders and policymak

Recommendations offered below are for
professionals who work at and on behalf of public
colleges and universities. We do not maintain that
simply doing the few things we suggest will be
enough to fix a# problems that undermine access
and success for Black undergraduates. We are
confident, however, that our recommendations will
help remedy some inequities documented in this
report.
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ACHIEVING EQUITY ACROSS
THE FOUR INDICATORS

Many institutions performed exceptionaily on one
or more of our equity indicators. Leaders at system
and campus levels should reach out to colleagues at
these institutions to understand how they achieved
such extraordinary results. Creating opportunities
for organizational learning across campuses is one
recommendation we have for public postsecondary
system executives. At statewide convenings,
professionals from institutions that carned A's on
one indicasor could share helpful strategics with

1 from ! forming instituti

g

Faculty members and leaders at campus and system
levels must spend time learning how to actually
achieve racial equity. Our research at the USC
Race and Equity Center makes painfully clear

that most people who work in higher'education
never learned much, if anything at all, about how
to address racism or strategically achieve racial
equity. Since those who are supposed to fix racial
inequities on campuses were not taught how to

do so, it is no surprise that widespread inequity
continually persists. The USC Equity Institutes,
our eight-week professional learning series, is one
response to this problem. In addition to facilitating
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eight 90-minute modules for 20 leaders at an
institution, we also coach teams as they create
strategic plans for the design, implementation,

& Y

ication, and bility of four racial
equity projects. We believe it hard to achieve equity
for Black undergraduates at public colleges and
univessities without this level of commitment to
professional learning and strategic organizational
change.

The work of Black student success cannot rest
mostly on a chief diversity officer, black cufture
center staff, or a few Black faculty members.
Instead, we recommend establishing cross-campus,
cross-sector teams comprised of faculty and staff
members, senior administrators, alumni, and Black
undergraduates; these teams should include some
White professors and administrators.
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INCREASING BLACK
UNDERGRADUATE

STUDENT ENROLLMENTS

At many public institutions, a disproportionatsly
high share of Black undergraduates come from
only 4-5 cities and just a small number of supplier
high schools within these cities. This significs thar
recruiters return to the same places year after year
to find Black applicants. While strong partner-
ships between high schools and postsecondary
institutions are praiseworthy, heavy or exclusive
reliance on a small number of them is unlikely

to produce different results from one year to the
next. Admission officers must substantively engage
2 wider array of high schools to find talented
prospective Black students.

" )

State legi and public p y system
executives must invest more resources into
programs that specificatly prepare Black students for
college admission and success. Prep programs for
low-i , first g ion, and underreg d
students are oftentimes not specific enough.
Consequently, too few Black students dircctly
bencfit from them. Legislators and public system
executives who wish to align Black student enroll-
ments with Black representation in the state’s
population should make money available to create
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new partnerships, to establish college access
programs specifically for Black students, and to
increase admission officers’ travel budgets to more
high schools across the state with the explicit goal
of earolling more Black state residents. Haphaz-
ardly awarding such funds would be irresponsible.
Instead, public institutions must be required

to submit Black student recruitment plans that
include goals, strategics, and metrics, In addition,
state system offices should launch systemwide
campaigns to specifically increase Black under-
graduate enrollments.

Any college recruiter from any racial/ethnic group
‘who wishes to enroll more Black state residents
could do so by employing the right strategies.
However, it is worth noting that, nationally, 85% of
college admission di and 80% of ad

officers are White, Undoubtedly, increasing the
number of Black recruiters a campus sends to high
schools across the state {especially those enrolling
high numbers of Black students), to places of
religious worship that Black families attend,

and to predominantly Black neighborhoods and
community centers would help increase a public
postsecondary institution’s chances of recruiting
more Black undergraduates, Diversifying the
college admission p requires i ion-
ality and casting a wider net. We write about a

resource helow in the Black faculty recruitment
and retention section that would also help diversify
admission offices.

Last spring, our center published its biennial report
on Black male student-athletes and racial inequities
in NCAA Division I sports. Eighty-two percent
of institutions in the datasct were public. In the
study, Professor Shaun Harper suggested admission
officers should behave more like coaches who seek
to recruit talented Black male high school students
to play on revenue-generating sports teams. “A.
coach does not wait for high school students to
express interest in playing for the university - he
znd his staff scout talent, establish collaborative
partnerships with high school coaches, spend time
Itivating ne relationships with recruits,
visit homes to talk with parents and families, host
special visit days for student-athletes whom they
wish to recruit, and search far and wide for the
most talented prospects,” Harper noted. Targeted
activities such as these are necessary to recruit more
Black students who are not athletes. We reject the.
excuse that admissible Black undergraduates cannot
be found, as public postsecondary institutions
confirm year after year that they are able to mirac-
ulously locare Black men when millions of dollars
are to be made from their labor on football ficlds
and basketball courts.
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ENSURING GENDER EQUITY
IN AND BEYOND ENROLLMENT
For nearly two decades, higher education scholars
and practiti have invested dous effort
into narrowing the gender gap in Black student
enrollments. That women are now 52% and men
are 48% of full-time, degree-seeking Black under-
graduates is evidence that these efforts have been

1 at public institutions. It is hy
that Black women's enrollments did not decline
as Black men’s increased. What did happen,
though, is that Black women's gender-specific
needs, experiences, and issues were largely ignored
as institutions worked to address Black men's
challenges. This was wrong,

On campuses where Black undergraduate women
- oratt bee Blackund 3
men, or vice versa, we recommend creating
gender-specific outreach and enrollment strate-
gies. Together, specificity and strategy can help
achieve gender balance. Systemwide Black male
initiatives, recruitment plans aimed at enrolling
morc Black men who are not student-achletes, and
campus resource centers and student organizations
aimed at improving academic success for Black
undergraduate men are all fine with us—so long
as institurions also commit energy and resources
to understanding and meeting Black women’s

gender-specific needs. Just because Black women
perform better on equity indicators such as the
four used in this study does not mean there are
not other inequities that specifically disad g
them. We suggest conducting qualitative studies
on Black women’s and men's uniquely gendered
experiences, as well as disaggregating quantitative
data by race and gender. Analyzing Black women's
educational outcomes in comparison to women
from other racial/cthnic groups, as opposed to
always using Black men as their comparison, would
also reveal particolar racial inequities,

GRADUATING BLACK STUDENTS

AY HIGHER RATES

Decades of research makes clear that high school
preparation, affordability and financial aid, the
investment of academic effort, and high levels

of engagement inside and outside of classrooms
are serious d i of college completi
(Mayhew et at., 2016). Leaders at campus and
system levels, as welk as state and federal poficy-
makers, need to take this research seriously and
invest resources into initiatives that specifically
prepare Black studeats for college and ensure they
have the financial support necessary to persist once
they enroll. Funding Pell Graats at levels that
actually cover the cost of attendance for low-in-
come Black students is a serious recommendation

for federal policymakers, Giving institutions

the resources they need to strategically address
longstanding racial inequities must be among state
and federal policymakers' highest priorities.

In their 2018 study, USC Race and Equity Center
researchers Shaun Harper and Charles Davis, along
with their collaborator Edward Smith, discovered
that college completion is not just about financial
aid and the other aforementioned factors. Their
research makes clear that Black students also drop
out of college because of the racism they frequently
encounter on campus. Educators and adminis-
trators must understand the relationship between
environmental racism and Black student attrition.
Data from our center’s National Assessment of
Collegiate Campus Climates, an annual quanti-
tative survey, would be helpful. Once institutions
have data about how Black undergraduates differ-
ently and specifically experience the racial climate,
various stakeholders across campus must begin
to strategically address students’ encounters with
racial microaggressions, racist stereotypes, erasuse
in the curriculum, and overt forms of racism, Those
peri not just diness and finan-
cial aid, help distinguish Black undergraduates
who drop out of college from those who ultimately
persist through baccalaureate degree attainment.



https://dctcrmina.nu
https://prepa.rc
https://progn.au

RECRUITING AND RETAINING
FULL-TIME BLACK FACULTY MEMBERS

Since its publication in the Journal of Higher Educa~
tion in 2004, “Interrupting the Usual: Successful
Strategies for Diversifying the Faculty” has become
one of the most cited peer-reviewed articles on

the topic of faculty diversity. It also has been

used to guide practice on a countless number of
campuses across the nation. We highly recommend
that public institution leaders read it and cmploy
strategies offered therein. Diversifying the Faculty: A
Guidebook for Search Committees is another incred-
ibly useful publication for campus leaders, faculty
members, and search committees.

Institutions must go beyond simply posting job
announcements on their HR websites and in the
Chronicle of Higher Education. Search commit-

sities. Eventually, PRISM will include thousands
of employable people of color with standardized
profiles, as well as downloadable CVs/resumes and
work samples. Institutions will be able to search
for and direct message professionals of color whom
they deem qualified and potentially attractive

for opportunities on their campuses. This will be
one way to ensure that more cusrent and prospec-
tive Black faculty members know about positions
at public institutions. In addition to faculty
members across academic ranks and fields, PRISM
will include administrators of color across sectors
(admissions, student affairs, academic affairs, and
business services, to name 2 few),

Recruiting more Black full-time faculty members
withaout addressing ractal climate and workload
imbalance issues and ensuring that White faculty
respect their scholarship would be a

tees have to be trained on bias, held b

for producing racially diverse finalist pools, and
expected to write position descriptions that amplify
the institution's commitment to diversity, equity,
and inclusion. Aggressively di inating ads
through academic networks that include several
Black academicians also is required for success.

‘The USC Race and Equity Center will soon launch
PRISM, a professional networking and racial
equity recruitment resource for colleges and univer-

waste of institutional resources. Turner, Gonzilez,
and Wood (2008) published 2 comprehensive
synthesis of research about faculty of color, White
professors and leaders should read this article,
discuss it, and begin working in collaboration
with Black colleagues and other faculty members
of color on their campuses to strategically correct
troublesome experiential realities. Anything short
of this will guarantee perpetual imbalances in
Black student-to-Black faculty ratios and high
turnover rates among Black professors.
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‘The University of Southern California is home to a dynamic research and
organizational improvement center that helps professionals in educational
institutions, corporations, and other contexts strategically develop and achieve
equity goals, better understand and correct climate problems, avoid and recover
from racial crises, and engineer sustainable cultures of inclusion and respect.
Evidence, as well as scalable and adaptable models of success, inform our
rigorous approach.

‘The USC Race and Equity Center's strength largely resides in its
interdisciplinary network of faculty affiliates. We unite more than 100
professors across academic schools at USC who are experts on race and racism,
people of color, immigration, and other important dimensions of equity. These
scholars work together on research, as well as on the development of uscful tools
and When j lists, poli kers, and I leaders call
us for expertise and assistance, we leverage our brilliant cast of faculty affiliates.

USCRaceand Equity Center
University of Southern California

635 Downey Way

Verna and Peter Dauterive Hall, Suite 214
Los Angeles, CA 90089-3331

ABOUT
THE CENTER

Rigorous, evidence-based work that educates our nation, transforms institutions
and izations, boldly conft racism, and strategically achieves equity

is what we do at the USC Race and Equity Center. The Center is home to

the National Assessment of Collegiate Campus Climates, the USC Equity
Institutes, PRISM (a professional networking and racial equity recruiting
resource), and the Alliance for Equity, Diversity, 2nd Inclusion in Business.

Website: race.usc.edu
Phone: (213) 740-0385
Twitter: @uscRaceEquity
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OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

MEMORANDUM
To: Dustin Stegner, Chair Date:  March 25, 2019
Academic Senate
Copies: K. Enz Finken
From: Jeffery D Armstrong, President C.Villa

. K. Humphrey
J. De Leon

Subject: Response to AS-864-19 Resolution on Campus Climate University Ombuds

and Training

This memo acknowledges receipt of the above-entitled Academic Senate resolution.

I appreciate the Senate’s continuous support of the enhancement of our campus climate.

Please extend my thanks to the Academic Senate members for their attention to this

important matter.
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