
determination of persistence or completion rates. Institutions are encouraged to 
choose measures that are suitable to their student populations, but institutions are 
accountable for the validity of their measures.)  

  
The University has reviewed its methodology for reporting enrollment, retention, and graduation
data and has made adjustments to better reflect the CDHE and IPEDS definition of an entering 
cohort. As a result, there may be small differences between figures reported here for prior 
years and those reported previously. Enrollment figures are those recorded at semester census 
dates. 
  
 

Sources 

Center for Advising and Student Achievement FY2012 Report  
Factors in Institutional Retention and Student Persistence, 2007 Study Part I  
Institutional Research - Student Success  
Logistic Regression Predicting 6-Year Graduation  
Masters Degree Completion Rates  
NSSE Benchmark Comparisons and Trends, CSU 2012  
PhD Completion Rates  
Plan for Excellence 2006  
Plan for Excellence 2006 (Page 95)  
Plan for Excellence 2006 (Page 98)  
Provost's Advisory Committee On Student Success (Roster)  
Retention Study Fall 2012  
SSI Progress Report Feb 2011  
SSI Update October 2012  
The Science of Learning and CSU's 2020 Graduation Goals  
Undergraduate Success and Progress Rates FA06 Cohort (NSC data)  

 

 

Criterion Four Conclusion  

The institution demonstrates responsibility for the quality of 
its educational programs, learning environment, and support 
services, and it evaluates their effectiveness for student 
learning through processes designed to promote continuous 
improvement. 
 

Assurance Evidence  

In this section, we have demonstrated how CSU takes responsibility for student success and the 
quality of each of the critical components of Criterion 4. CSU has maintained its commitment to 
assessment of academic programs since the last comprehensive review. Assessment activities 
have been greatly expanded for co-curricular programs and the entire student experience to 
inform and strategically guide the institutional commitment to student retention, persistence 
(progression), and graduation (completion). Evidence collection and analysis have become 
critical elements throughout the culture of the institution as we have developed a strong desire 
for (1) data-informed decisions, (2) careful and deliberate analysis of data to benchmark 
progress in achieving goals, (3) increased public transparency and accountability, and (4) 
evidence that tracks changes and informs adjustments in strategic initiatives. We have found 
that assessment processes need continuous review to ensure that they are meaningful and 
strategically informing the institution for continuous improvement. In sum, we believe CSU 
fulfills the expectations of Criterion 4.  
  
Strengths 

l CSU has an established process of program/department review that has undergone periodic 
modification to continually improve the process.  

l Direct assessment of student learning within programs is becoming a systematic process 
that includes sharing of best practices across the institution.  

l The institutional commitment to SSI, particularly through enhanced advising (how to 
graduate, more than just focusing on academic course of study) has become the "quality 
initiative" of the campus and is demonstrating successes.  

l Enhanced student engagement and personal development is evidenced by gains in NSSE 
scores across all benchmarks.  

l Multi-factorial data-informed goal setting and initiative development has kept the institution 
focused on realistic and achievable student success goals.  

l TILT has contributed to enhancing a culture that values and continuously seeks to improve 
the quality of teaching and learning.  

Challenges 

l Student success goals to significantly improve the six-year graduation rate by 2020 are very
ambitious, thus requiring ongoing assessment and refinement of initiatives to achieve them. 

l Academic program reviews and learning assessments need to become more strategically 
informative to the institution.  

l Learning assessment processes need to nurture an institutional culture that values and 
provides effective contributions to institutional decision-making processes in addition to the 
current focus on transparency, compliance and unit planning.  

Plans for enhancement 

This self-study review has led to the recommendation that the institution proceed soon with a 
more detailed analysis of program review and learning assessment processes. Such a review 
has been initiated and will guide how the institution meets the aforementioned opportunities for 
improvement. 
 
Our desired program review process should clearly establish and communicate the goal of 
program reviews and define the expected outcomes, such as:  

l Affirm the quality of each academic degree program for assurance to HLC and other 
stakeholders;  

l Identify possible program additions/discontinuances for institutional planning;  
l Be visionary by proposing faculty hiring plans to support and enhance the research, 

scholarly, and teaching mission; and  
l Evaluate operational efficiencies and capacities to identify resource needs (operating 

budget, facilities, technology, and institutional services) that inform the institutional 
strategic planning and budgeting processes.  

Likewise, the learning assessment process needs critical review and adjustment to:  

l Focus on establishing and assessing learning goals for each academic degree program that 
differentiates it from other programs and other degree levels, and assures educational 
quality;  

l Expand the scope of learning assessments within programs to include all aspects of the 
student experience; and  

l Be relevant and useful to inform continuous improvement at the unit level and strategically 
inform the institution.  

Throughout the process of refining the program review and learning assessment processes, the 
institution needs to factor in the changing nature of accreditation reaffirmation through the 
newly adopted HLC Pathways process. These institutional processes should be designed, in 
part, so they efficiently gather the evidence required for accountability to HLC to fulfill the 
Assurance Process that will follow after this comprehensive review while maintaining a focus on 
continuous quality improvement.  
 

Criterion Five. Resources, Planning, and Institutional Effectiveness  

The institution’s resources, structures, and processes are 
sufficient to fulfill its mission, improve the quality of its 
educational offerings, and respond to future challenges and 
opportunities. The institution plans for the future. 
 

Assurance Evidence  

CSU operates with a balanced annual budget reflecting both the size and complexity of the 
institution. Through diligent management of its financial resources, it has acquired and sustains 
excellent physical, human, and technological resources that support accomplishment of its 
mission. As evidence that CSU fulfills the aspirations of Criterion Five, each section that follows 
will discuss how resources are assessed, and the processes of effective leadership that enable 
institutional responsiveness and resiliency to address the challenges facing CSU, similar to other
major public institutions of higher education.  
  
The major institutional challenge of the future was clearly presented by President Frank in his 
2012 Fall Address to the University: “Unless there are fundamental changes to the way in which 
we as Coloradans manage the resources we entrust to each other in this place we call home, 
there will be no funding for public higher education – not on some far off day, not after we’re all 
comfortably retired, not at a time to warn our children to look out for, but in the next 7-10 years
– on our watch.” He referenced a report from the Center for Colorado’s Economic Future that 
anticipates a gap of $3.34 billion between the state’s General Fund revenues and expenditures 
by FY2024-25. Frank said he hopes the funding situation doesn’t come to that point, and he has 
confidence in state leaders who are working on the challenge. Still, he said, preparing the 
University for defunding is essential to preserving the University’s quality and affordability – and
planning has to start now. If defunding doesn’t occur, then CSU will still be a stronger institution
that is well-positioned for keeping tuition low and investing in faculty and staff and resources 
while maintaining academic excellence.  
 
President Frank proposed that the long-term plan being developed (which he also calls “CSU 
2020”) will focus on:  

l Growing non-resident student enrollment (total student enrollment target: 35,000);  
l Maintaining CSU’s position as the school of choice within Colorado; and  
l Pushing for excellence in every aspect of the University’s mission.  

“If our efforts to stabilize funding for Colorado public higher education succeed, we can see an 
unprecedented growth of quality at Colorado State – improving ourselves in nearly every 
parameter and metric of academic excellence,” President Frank proclaimed.  
 

Sources 

Colorado's Economic Future  
President's Fall 2012 Address  

 

 

5.A - The institution’s resource base supports its current educational 

programs and its plans for maintaining and strengthening their quality 

in the future.  

 

Assurance Evidence  

1. The institution has the fiscal and human resources and physical and technological 
infrastructure sufficient to support its operations wherever and however programs are
delivered.   
The Strategic Plan, Area 4: Sustainability, Accountability, and Infrastructure, emphasizes the 
importance of resources through a series of objectives that include a broad set of goals focused 
on bolstering the University’s resource base, financial stability, and public support—including 
fundraising and marketing, building necessary infrastructures, nurturing human capital, and 
promoting fiscal stability. CSU actively plans to continue investing in central and unit level 
infrastructure to ensure that adequate resources are available to support mission critical 
initiatives.  
  
This summary of resources is based in part on the Infrastructure and IT SPARC report which 
provides a detailed assessment of progress toward completing the goals and initiatives in this 
area of the Strategic Plan and identifies priorities for future enhancements. 
  
Fiscal resources: 

The annual Financial Accountability Report provides an overview of CSU's fiscal resources and 
how they are allocated. From FY10 through FY13, CSU experienced a total reduction in state 
funding of approximately $39 million. In addition to these reductions, the University lost state 
funding for controlled maintenance as well as funding increases to cover mandatory costs.  
 
To manage these cuts, starting in FY09, the University began to reduce its expenses, instituting 
a freeze on salaries and a commitment to make only those hires that were absolutely critical. 
Through FY13, CSU cut approximately $39 million - around 30% - from its expense budgets and 
reduced its already-lean workforce by more than 5 percent (around 312 positions). FY12 
marked the third consecutive year in which a salary increase was not budgeted – some CSU 
employees actually experienced a net income loss because of changes to the PERA retirement 
program. In FY13, the University was able to provide an average salary increase of 3% and the 
changes to PERA have been reversed. The 10-year history of CSU's financial environment is 
highlighted in the following table. 
   

 Source: Fact Book 2012-13, p.238 
   
Savings and expenditure reductions helped to balance budgets so tuition increases could be 
kept to single-digit percentage increases per credit hour. Without the expenditure reductions, 
resident tuition collections would have had to increase by an additional $38.9 million net, which 
could have resulted in a rate increase of over 40 percent. CSU was able to avoid such a 
dramatic tuition increase by gradually decreasing costs and staffing. In conjunction with the 
savings and expenditure reductions, the University implemented increases to its tuition rates 
during this same period. In FY12, the University closed the existing credit-hour gap. Prior to 
FY12, CSU’s full-time undergraduate tuition rates were based on 10 credit hours, making the 
University an outlier among other colleges and universities. With the close of the credit-hour 
gap, the University moved the undergraduate full-time definition to 12 credit hours, effectively 
raising the full-time undergraduate tuition base rate by 20%. Along with closing the credit hour 
gap in FY12, the University implemented a formal differential tuition plan, which resulted in 
differing tuition amounts based on the program of study (Plan details are described in section 
4.0 (a) of Federal Compliance). This plan is being phased in over a three-year period, which 
started in FY12 and will continue through FY14. Revenue generated through this mechanism is 
primarily flowing directly to the colleges and departments providing the specific coursework with
a minor portion being provided to the Provost's Office to enhance enrollment growth activities. 
With full implementation at the end of the three-year period, the projected revenue from 
differential tuition is estimated to be approximately $20 million. In FY13, the University 
instituted tuition increases of varying rates to all classes of students. Unfortunately, all of these 
actions transferred the cost of the education burden from the state to the students. For the first 
time in five years, a modest increase in state support of approximately $5.4 million has been 
received for FY14. 
  
The resident undergraduate base tuition for FY13 is $6,875, while non-resident undergraduate 
base tuition is $22,667. In spite of all the increases, CSU tuition rates remain very competitive 
with peers as illustrated below:   
  

 
  

The institutional plan, for Student Fees, User Fees, Special Course Fees, and Charges for 
Services, defines each of these fees and explains the purpose and assessment of these charges.
Student Fees are assessed to all individual students as a condition of enrollment and are used 
for academic and non-academic purposes, including, but not limited to: funding registered 
student organizations and student government; construction, remodeling, maintenance and 
improvement of student centers, recreational facilities, and other projects and improvements 
for which a facility fee is approved; intercollegiate and intramural athletics; student health 
services; technology; mass transit; parking; and bond payments for which fees have been 
pledged. Student Fees do not include amounts collected as a Charge for Service, User Fee, or 
Special Course Fee. In FY06, students approved the assessment of a $10/credit hour University 
Facility Fee with $8 to be used for bond repayment for capital construction of academic facilities 
at a time when state resources for capital construction were severely limited. The remaining $2 
in funding is to be managed by a student led University Facility Fee Advisory Board. This fee has
since been raised to $15/credit hour by the students with the additional $5 going towards bond 
capacity for constructing academic facilities.  

 
Source: Fact Book 2012-13, p. 201 

  
Funding of student financial aid has increased significantly, in proportion to the increasing 
tuition and fee costs, to partially offset costs of education that are being transferred to students.
CSU is strongly committed to maintaining accessibility for economically challenged students. As 
described in Component 3.D.1, the Commitment to Colorado was part of this response. 

 
 Source: Fact Book 2012-13, p. 210 

  
Development Support  
Support through development activities is a critically important revenue source to the University
and one of the fastest growing sources of revenue. These funds significantly enhance 
institutional resources through endowed chairs and professorships, student scholarships, 
programmatic support and funds for capital construction for new buildings and renovations. The 
development program at CSU has made tremendous strides over the past several years and in 
June of 2012 successfully completed its first ever Capital Campaign for CSU by raising 
$537 million in 7 years, which exceeded the $500 million goal set for the Campaign. 
Development experienced increases in private support of 47% and 31% over the past 2 years. 
Private support set an all-time record for the University in FY12 by raising $111.6 million from a 
record 32,000 donors and development is expecting to bring in over $100 million annually on an
ongoing basis. This record was again exceeded in FY13. Ambitious goals have been set to 
increase the endowment to $500 million by 2025 with a goal of $1 billion by 2035. Feasibility 
studies are proposed for defining the next campaign for private support, possibly targeting a $1 
billion goal. 
 
Colorado State University Foundation (CSUF) is operated as an independent organization from 
CSU and invests donor funds on behalf of CSU with an objective of long term growth. Due to this
long-term perspective, CSUF carefully considers investment allocation strategies to assure the 
safety and soundness of principal along with the need to provide annual revenue for CSU. 
CSUF’s total invested assets have increased from $33.7 million in FY92 and $135.8 million in 
FY03 to over $305 million in FY12. Private support from the Foundation flows into the University 
budget through a variety of routes, such as scholarships entering as tuition, funds for building 
construction, and expenses for programs, rather than being identified as a separate revenue 
stream.  

 
Source: Fact Book 2012-13, p. 219 

  
Human resources:  

The following table illustrates the history of university employees for the past 10 years:  
  

Source:  Fact Book 2012-13, p. 118 
  
On average, CSU faculty members, by rank, are paid 2 to 9 percent less than comparable 
peers. 
  

 
Source: IPEDS DFR 2012 

  
Institutional Research conducts an annual analysis of salary equity among faculty within 
departments using a linear regression method to model the relationship between years since 
degree and salary. In the past, only a total correlation coefficient was provided for each 
department. In the FY11 analysis, in an effort to better identify areas of potential concern, 
correlation coefficients were additionally provided by gender and minority status. These results 
are discussed with the President's Cabinet, Deans and Associate Deans and will be used by the 
Women's Initiative group recently convened to assess gender equity on campus. 
  
Key findings of the Individual Salary Equity Study 2012-13 are as follows, based on comparison 
with the 14 institutions in the Board of Governors’ Peer Group: 

l CSU ranked 9th in the average salary for full and associate professors and 8th in the 
average salary for assistant professors.  

l CSU ranked 12th (of 12 reporting institutions) in the percentage change in average salary 
from 2010-11 to 2011-12 for full professors, 10th for associate professors and tied for 10th 
with two other institutions for assistant professors.  

l CSU ranked 11th in the average compensation for full professors and 10th for associate and 
assistant professors.  

l CSU ranked 12th in benefits as a percent of faculty salaries.   

In the AAUP Faculty Salaries and Compensation Comparison, 2011-12, key findings included: 

l The average salary for CSU faculty in 2011-12 was 93.4% of the peer weighted average 
salary, which was down from 95.3% in 2010-11.  

l The average compensation for CSU faculty in 2011-12 was 91.5% of peer weighted average 
compensation, which was down from 93.7% for 2010-11.  

l Only two institutions, the University of California-Davis and Oregon State University, have a 
higher cost of living than CSU.  

l CSU ranks first in the contribution faculty are required to make to their retirement plan with 
10.5%.  

Key findings in the Salary Discipline Study included: 

l Salaries for CSU full professors decreased from 94% of peer full professor salaries in 2010-
11 to 91% of peer salaries in 2011-12.  

l Salaries for CSU associate professors decreased from 100% of peer associate professor 
salaries in 2010-11 to 96% of peer salaries in 2011-12.  

l Salaries for CSU assistant professors decreased from 97% of peer assistant professor 
salaries in 2010-11 to 96% in 2011-12.  

l Compensation for CSU full professors decreased from 93% of peer full professor 
compensation in 2010-11 to 90% of peer compensation in 2011-12.  

l Compensation for CSU associate professors decreased from 98% of peer associate 
professor compensation in 2010-11 to 95% of peer compensation in 2011-12.  

l Compensation for CSU assistant professors remained unchanged at 95% of peer assistant 
professor compensation from 2010-11 to 2011-12.  

CSU operates with a much lower ratio of executive and administrative staff than most peers and
pays lower administrative salaries than most peers, resulting in an even greater gap compared 
with peers than occurs for faculty salaries. As a result, institutional support expenditures are 
4.7%, again ranking well below the average of peers. There is general agreement that many of 
CSU's administrators, including department and program directors are fiercely loyal to CSU and 
are "working" administrators rather than "managing" administrators.   
  

 
Source: IPEDS DFR 2012  

  

 
Source: Fact Book 2012-13, p. 242  

  
The University is strongly committed to improving its human resources as evidenced by several 
initiatives in the Strategic Plan that will invest in both growing the number of employees and 
increasing the quality of the working environment for employees: 

l Goal 1: Grow the number of faculty and staff and maintain those numbers sufficient to 
support the education, outreach, and research mission of the University.  

l Goal 17: Increase numbers and quality of personnel supporting research and creative 
artistry.  

l Goal 2: Provide opportunities for faculty and staff to engage in professional development 
activities that help the University achieve its mission.  

l Goal 33: Create and maintain an exemplary workforce.  
l Goal 34: Protect and empower our students, faculty, and staff.  

As an example of investments in the quality of the work-life experience, CSU's Commitment to 
Campus encompasses a wide range of programs, discounts, and special benefits available to 
CSU faculty and staff. These opportunities are offered to:  

l Promote employee health, wellness, and personal advancement,  
l Engage employees in the life of the University,  
l Connect employees and students outside the classroom,  
l Enrich participation in campus programs, classes, and events, and  
l Reward employees for their service and involvement in the CSU community.  

Other efforts for professional development of faculty and staff are described in Components 
3.C.4 and 5.A.4.  
  
Physical infrastructure: 

The CSU campus currently includes 490 buildings on 3,347 acres, and consists of several 
management areas located in Fort Collins, known as the Main Campus, South Campus 
(Veterinary Teaching Hospital), and Foothills Campus (Research and Service Centers on the 
west edge of Fort Collins). In addition to the main campus area, the Agricultural Research, 
Development Education Center (ARDEC) is a 1,575-acre agricultural campus northeast of Fort 
Collins; Pingree Park is a 1,177-acre mountain campus; and there are 4,043 acres of land for 
the Colorado Agricultural Experiment Stations and Colorado State Forest Service outside of 
Larimer County. Campus building space is currently allocated approximately as follows:  
    

*A major project is currently underway that 
will renovate 160,000 sq.ft. and add 
approximately 40,000 sq.ft. to the Lory 
Student Center, at a cost of approximately 
$65 million. 

  

  
From FY09-FY12, CSU invested more than $670 million in major capital construction using the 
following sources of revenue:  
    Student facility fee—24%  
    CSU central funds—24%  
    Auxiliary funds—37%  
    State funds—8%  
    Donor funds—6%  
    Grant funds—1%  
  
During the same period, a total of 981,117 GSF of space was constructed or renovated, 
allocated as follows:  
    Athletics = 86,950 GSF  
    Auxiliary = 74,486  
    Education = 372,936  
    Research = 105,854  
    Other = 340,891  
    Total = 981,117 GSF 
  
Through CSU’s Climate Action Plan, a series of short-term, medium-term, and long-term 
strategies have also been implemented to enable CSU facilities and operations to be a model 
institution for sustainability, master planning, and campus beautification leading to climate 
neutrality. CSU has already installed and owns 238 kW of photovoltaic panels, which provide 
approximately $24,000 in annual electric cost savings. In addition CSU has a long-term 
Purchased Power Agreement with Sun Edison for 5,300 kW of photovoltaic power at Foothills 
Campus, which is one of the largest solar plants on a university campus; saving the University 
an estimated $4 million to $6 million per year over the next 20 years. 
  

   
Aerial view of the CSU solar panel array.  

   
The planning process for physical development of the campus and capital construction is 
discussed in Component 5.C.3. 
  
Facilities Controlled Maintenance  
CSU has received only $12.2 million of State Controlled Maintenance funds in appropriations 
from FY03 through FY13 to repair and rehabilitate aging facilities. Needs are currently estimated
at $60 million per year with a $260 million backlog of deferred maintenance. Controlled 
maintenance funding from the state is projected to be very limited in the future, forcing the 
University to internally fund all critical maintenance needs necessary to keep institutional 
facilities functional. Controlled maintenance funding over the last 10 years totals $140 million 
with an average of $14 million per year from all sources including internal and state-
appropriated funds. While state funds are decreasing, federal and private grant funds for 
research continue to grow, placing more pressure on the University to invest in upgrading 
buildings, utilities, and support infrastructure for quality instruction and research to remain 
competitive. Industry standards (APPA) indicate the annual controlled maintenance funding 
should be 2% to 3% of current replacement value, which is approximately $60 million for CSU 
as shown in the table below. To deal with the ever-widening gap between available funds and 
maintenance needs, CSU has prioritized approximately 150 deferred and current controlled 
maintenance projects to provide a short list for funding opportunities. The University has also 
requested an additional $1 million for controlled maintenance projects starting in FY14.   
  

  
  
Classrooms. The Classroom Review Board (CRB) has oversight responsibility for the General 
Assignment (GA) classrooms, with faculty, IT staff, facilities, and student representation. There 
are 160 GA classrooms at CSU, and 269 departmental (generally smaller and less formal) 
classrooms. Most of the instruction is delivered in the GA classrooms. At the end of calendar 
year 2012, all GA classrooms were "smart," i.e. equipped with computer projection capability, 
and all rooms have hardwired and wireless internet access. In addition, almost all (where 
warranted) have podiums with Crestron touch-pad controls and I-clicker personal response 
system base stations. Medium and large rooms have high fidelity audio systems including 
wireless microphones and larger podiums. Large rooms also have document cameras. Each 
room is equipped with an intercom phone that provides assistance with technology in the room, 
including sending a technician immediately when needed. Also, Echo360 lecture capture 
systems are being installed in classrooms with units currently deployed in 17 classrooms. It is 
expected that this technology will penetrate further into the classrooms over the next review 
cycle. The technology in the rooms is on a five-year refresh cycle, and thereby kept up to date. 
 
The CRB regularly monitors and analyzes classroom seating capacities. The current number of 
classrooms by type and size is indicated in the chart. 
  

 
  
Capacity analysis of classroom resources for the support of programs includes consideration of 
the number, size, and type of classrooms; the occupancy of classrooms by day and hour; and 
the efficiency of utilization of classrooms by seat capacity. In capacity analyses conducted in Fall
2008, Fall 2010 and Fall 2012, the CRB found that supply and demand had remained relatively 
consistent with the addition of 19 new classrooms with a total of 1410 seats during that period. 
The most pressing challenge currently identified is the availability of more large classrooms with
state-of-the-art high technology enhancements comparable to the new Behavioral Sciences 
Building 350-seat classroom. The architecture of some of the older, large classrooms limits our 
ability to upgrade to our current standards for instructional technology, but the rooms are still 
usable. Seating capacities and room utilization are shown in the figure below. 

   
Technological infrastructure: 

The University has invested heavily in its technological infrastructure (Strategic Plan Goal 32) 
and is currently well positioned (see IT Consolidation Report 2011 for additional details). 
However, we also realize that this is a rapidly advancing aspect of infrastructure that needs 
continued investments. The following examples provide evidence of the current state of our 
technological infrastructure: 
  
Data Centers. The University has, over the past four years, invested nearly $4 million upgrading
its main data center to a state-of-the-art facility. Everything in the facility, including the backup 
generator, the green, redundant UPSs, the electrical power distribution, the cooling, the raised 
flooring, the monitoring, and the access system, has been upgraded. It is currently meeting our 
needs, and is expected to meet our needs into the foreseeable future. The data center is 
currently staffed with one data center manager and one data center operator. 
  
In FY13, the University invested $400,000 for enhancing an off-site, disaster 
recovery/redundant data center by adding an external generator and UPS. The University has 
implemented virtual server and virtual storage solutions that provide hot-spare and warm-spare
redundancy for all critical services. This data center already houses fully redundant critical 
services, including our internet router, DNS, and the "second" portion of clusters for email and 
unified messaging, as well as a myriad of other redundant equipment. We are well positioned 
with data center infrastructure that should be more than adequate for quite some time.  
  
Server and storage environments. Central IT has a Windows technology group and a UNIX 
technology group who have responsibility for servers. The University recently upgraded its 
server environment for administrative systems. We expect these to be more than adequate for 
about five years, at which time they will be refreshed with new technology. In addition, funding 
was made available in FY13 to upgrade and refresh the data storage infrastructure, including 
virtualized storage using the DataCore system that will push critical data in real time to both 
data centers. Critical data are also backed up to tape. We are well positioned with server and 
data storage infrastructure that should be more than adequate for quite some time. 
  
Campus Administrative Information Systems. Our campus uses ‘best of breeds’ administrative 
information systems. We upgraded in 2007 to the Banner Student Information System which is 
providing excellent functionality. The interface to it, RAMweb, is rich and robust, and was 
developed and maintained in house. Our students indicate that this interface is one of, if not, 
the best in this region of the country. In 2009, we upgraded to the Kuali Financial System, a 
community source system, developed by higher education and ergo, meets our needs very well.
We are in the process of upgrading our home-grown Research Management System to another 
community source system, Kuali Coeus, that will integrate with our financial system, and 
provide modern functionality, e.g. direct access to grants.gov, etc. We have been a 
WebCT/BlackBoard school since 1998, and now about 65% of our course sections are using it. 
In May 2012, we upgraded to an outsourced version of BlackBoard Learn 9.1, a state-of-the-art 
system. Our HR system is Oracle, installed in 2002, and we are now conducting an analysis of 
potentially upgrading it in the next two to five years. 
  
Physical Networking: WAN, LAN and Wireless. The Communications Infrastructure Committee 
(CIC) has oversight responsibility for campus networks and networking, and the central 
networking group has responsibility for operations and management. 

l WAN – We share a 10 Gig fiber ring to the Front Range GigaPoP in Denver, where we obtain 
commodity internet, Internet2, and National Lambda Rail access. The shared infrastructure, 
operated by the National Center for Atmospheric Research, is top notch, and easily and 
affordably expanded to multiple wavelengths. We maintain statistics on the capacity and 
traffic type, and have ample headroom for years.  

l LAN – Two years ago, the statistics we collect on our internal LAN indicated that some 
connections were experiencing capacity problems. We changed our cost model for the 
network to be FTE based, and received an infusion of base funds to upgrade the network 
capacity. We are making extremely good progress in this regard, and now have a stable, 
adequate funding model for needed capacity upgrades. Where needed and with justification,
we establish 10 Gig connections directly to individual research groups.  

l NSF Cyberinfrastructure grant – Recently, CSU was awarded an NSF Cyberinfrastructure 
grant to deploy a 100 Gig "Research DMZ" network with smart routing via Internet2’s DYNES
technology, and which will support an external WAN upgrade from 10 Gig to 30 Gig. This 
technology will be deployed over FY13 and FY14.   

l Wireless – We have wireless coverage in all major buildings, and have upgraded almost all 
locations to the latest 802.11n ultra-high speed, high-density systems. Upgrading coverage,
including into basements and obscure recesses of buildings continues to be a challenge that 
we are addressing incrementally.  

IT Security. We have an exceptional team of IT security experts who oversee IT security (our IT 
Security policy is now in version 13). We have implemented all of the prevalent best practices; 
including default deny firewalling, intrusion detection, vulnerability scanning, robust anti-spam 
and anti-virus checking border and desktop software, and vulnerability scanning. We are 
PCIDSS compliant, a noteworthy accomplishment. IT security and governance policies were 
updated in FY12. 
  
Personal Computers. Individual organizational units are generally responsible for upgrading 
personal computers, however units' abilities to keep PCs up-to-date are very inconsistent. Due 
to the critical need to keep faculty computers up-to-date, the Provost deployed $100,000/year 
of base budget to subsidize, up to a 50% match, the purchase of computers for tenured and 
tenure-track faculty on a 4-year refresh cycle. 
    
Data Access. We have an exceptionally rich data environment, with TBs of institutional data, 
accessible directly via ODBC calls into the operational data store, access via eThority and 
Oracle Business Intelligence for access to institutional data. We have mature data architecture 
and data access policies. We have an outstanding Office of Institutional Research that is 
responsible for institutional and business data reporting. 
  
Future plans for improving the institutional data environment include adding additional data 
sources into the central data warehouse, and extending the data environment by developing 
self-service, mobile aware applications to address student success and retention. Additionally, 
we are deploying infrastructure to support data curation and data management for data sets 
and scholarly communications, as required by federal research agencies, in our institutional 
digital repository. This will move the environment into the realm of "big data," if not even "huge
data." 
    
2. The institution’s resource allocation process ensures that its educational purposes 
are not adversely affected by elective resource allocations to other areas or 
disbursement of revenue to a superordinate entity (Same sub-component as 1.D.2).  
CSU is a state (public) institution (Colo. constitution Art. VIII, sec. 5). It is governed by the 
Board of Governors of the CSU System and is a non-profit, state governmental entity. CSU does 
not generate financial returns for other entities (other than the CSU System office to support the
operations of the Board). Contributions or support (other than membership dues) to other 
organizations or operations that are not a part of the University's mission must be approved by 
the Board.  
  
Self-Funded Operations and Auxiliaries  
Consistent with the state constitution, CSU manages all auxiliaries and other cash-funded 
operations as enterprises. Therefore, they are self-funded (cash-funded) through charges for 
services. In addition to generating their own operating revenue, enterprises provide the 
University with flexibility to undertake capital construction projects when the state General Fund
does not provide such support. The Board has final authority to approve all enterprise budgets 
and fees. Examples of auxiliary enterprises include the CSU Health Network; 
Telecommunications; Campus Recreation; Lory Student Center; Housing and Dining Services; 
and the Division of Continuing Education. 
  
These auxiliaries have responsibility for much of the campus infrastructure beyond the academic
classrooms and research facilities. They are responsible for over 2.3 million GSF of facilities 
ranging in age from 1 to 44 years. Maintaining, upgrading and building new facilities, equipment
and technologies are among their highest priorities with the objective to provide an atmosphere 
that encourages achievement. Customer service and streamlined operations receive emphasis 
in order to promote efficiency. 
  
3. The goals incorporated into mission statements or elaborations of mission 
statements are realistic in light of the institution’s organization, resources, and 
opportunities.  

The strategic planning processes of the University involve the entire CSU community. Strategic 
Planning Area Review Committees (SPARCs) meet annually, alternating between 2 years 
of “review” and a third year of “refresh” to keep the goals, strategies and objectives current and
to measure success. This ongoing review and adjustment process maintains focus and assures 
realistic goals that reflect new priorities, new environments, new opportunities, and new ideas 
that have been exposed to the entire university community and adopted by consensus. Each 
year, following the SPARC exercise, the budget plan is developed with reference to the resource
requests developed by the SPARCs. These processes dovetail to assure that campus units know 
how resources will be allocated in support of express, measurable goals that support mission 
statements at department, college and institutional levels. Recent emphasis and a 
demonstrable commitment to accountability and public transparency of the University's finances 
has provided additional opportunity for all constituents to evaluate the appropriateness the 
University's decision-making processes. The Strategic Plan 2012 update provides evidence that 
these processes help assure a strong relationship between mission and resources.  
   
4. The institution’s staff in all areas are appropriately qualified and trained. 

An overview of Administrative Professional and Classified Personnel employee councils is 
provided in Component 3.C, including discussion of the qualifications of faculty (3.C.2) and staff 
(3.C.6). Professional development resources for faculty and some staff professional 
development are also reviewed in Components 3.C.4 and 3.C.6. In addition to utilizing position 
descriptions containing minimum qualifications and annual evaluation processes to establish 
that staff are appropriately qualified, the University has Goal 1, Goal 2 and Goal 34 in the 
Strategic Plan to support training and professional development. Many staff members also 
hold licenses, certifications or other specialized credentials in their fields, further assuring the 
appropriate qualifications and currency in their positions, as illustrated by the attached list 
of examples from University Operations. 
  
University efforts go well beyond supporting minimum qualifications and training necessary to 
continue to perform in a position. CSU has adopted a goal of creating and maintaining 
an exemplary workforce (Strategic Plan Goal 33). Initiatives have been taken beyond just the 
continued investment in more training to keep staff productive, now extending to investments 
in improving the personal well-being of staff and helping them feel that they work at the 
preferred jobs in the region (See Commitment to Campus in Component 5.A.1). 
  
Employees who meet minimum eligibility criteria may also take advantage of the Employee 
Study Privilege, which makes for-credit courses available to CSU employees for free (or very 
minimal cost) on a space-available basis, up to nine credits per year. The Study Privilege was 
recently increased from six credits per year and includes reciprocal study privileges at CSU-
Global Campus (online courses), CSU-Pueblo (located in southern Colorado), and, by 
cooperative agreement, at the University of Northern Colorado (Greeley, CO), an institution not 
under the Board that offers degree and certificate programs not available at CSU.  
  
All annual employee performance reviews are expected to include goal setting and planning for 
improvement, including identification of training and professional development activities. The 
University actively facilitates access to many resources for professional development. 
Professional development activities may be available within the unit, or shared with other units 
on campus, or may authorize staff to register for programs offered outside the institution, for 
example through the benefits of membership in professional organizations. Department heads 
have the discretion to allow employee reimbursement for registration and travel expenses for 
employees to attend regional, national and international conferences. 
  
CSU has established multiple venues for employee training. The Office of Equal Opportunity 
(described in Component 2.A.1) provides sexual harassment and search training. The Office of 
Training and Organizational Development (TOD) is charged with responsibilities to design and 
coordinate training and development opportunities for personal and professional growth for 
all CSU employees—academic faculty, administrative professional staff, and state classified 
personnel. Training and consultative services are free of charge to campus units and staff. 
Some examples of TOD's activities include: 

l Faculty and Staff Development. TOD Workshops are designed to develop not just work skills,
but life skills and insight in areas like communication, leadership, personal effectiveness, 
supervision, stress management, change management, financial health, and much more. A 
new initiative is underway in cooperation with the Provost's Office to provide meaningful 
leadership development for faculty and academic administrators, in particular to strengthen 
leadership within the institution, rather than being dependent on hiring and promoting 
external candidates for leadership positions.  

l Building Proctor and Campus Safety Training. Training is provided for Building Proctors and 
Assistant Building Proctors, along with campus safety training for interested employees and 
Campus Security Authorities under the Campus Safety (Clery) Act. The Building 
Proctor Program mandates that every campus building have an approved building safety 
plan and a trained building proctor and assistant building proctor to help occupants 
understand and practice prevention, security and emergency response protocols. Other CSU
employees are also welcome to attend these training sessions, in the interest of campus-
wide emergency preparedness. The Emergency Response Plan evidences the support for, 
and success of, this training program.  

l Business Applications Training. Online training resources are provided for employees who 
use the financial systems at CSU. Hands-on training is provided for the CSU Travel System, 
Financial Records System, Student Information System, HR System, and others. TOD also 
supports registration for training hosted by the Department of Business and Financial 
Services' Campus Services and Financial System Services units.  

l University Employee Orientation. New employees are officially welcomed to the CSU campus
community and enjoy a day of presentations and information to help them be successful at 
CSU. This orientation is considered an employee benefit and covers an array of topics such 
as university history, mission, policies, and culture, employee benefits, diversity, public 
safety, community engagement, available resources, and employee responsibilities. 
Employees can retake this training anytime they wish.   

l Organizational Development and Consulting. Customized services are available to meet the 
specific training and consultative needs of departments or work units.  

l Additional Resources. Many training as well as personal and professional development 
opportunities are available through the academic departments, service units, support 
programs, extension, Division of Continuing Education, etc. TOD attempts to facilitate 
access to these programs through its website.  

In November of 2012, President Frank asked the Vice President of University Operations to 
convene a task force charged with transforming CSU into the best place for women to work and 
learn (see charge attached). One of the first outcomes is the development of a website that will 
provide a one-stop place to connect women to a comprehensive list of resources 
available throughout the campus. The initiative has been named "The Ripple Effect: Engaging 
the strengths and talents of women to build an exceptional CSU community." The site is planned
to include an interactive forum that encourages the exchange of ideas related to "the best place
to work and learn" topics. Currently identified topics include: diversity, leadership, family, 
wellness, equity, outreach, and discovery. The online forum is expected to generate ideas for 
actions that will improve the campus climate for women, with some ideas being acted upon 
quickly, while more complex ideas will likely require detailed proposal development. The site is 
expected to launch to the CSU community in the fall of 2013. 
  
In the Employee Climate Survey 2012, most employees indicated a high level of satisfaction 
with the work environment. For example, various groups of employees with a mean Likert score 
(Strongly disagree = 1, to Strongly agree = 5) in the range of 3.96 to 4.23 indicating general 
satisfaction with the level of support concerning physical safety and the awareness of and 
access to campus safety resources. Responses were generally positive to other queries about 
professional development opportunities, supervisor relationships and relationships with other 
employees. 
   
5. The institution has a well-developed process in place for budgeting and for 
monitoring expense. 

Budgeting Process 
CSU has a well-established budget development process that annually engages the entire 
campus. The President has appointed the Budget Subcommittee of the President’s Cabinet, 
composed of the President, the Provost/EVP, the Vice President for University Operations, the 
Vice President for External Relations, the Chief Financial Officer, and the President’s Chief of 
Staff, to guide the process. Budget updates and related communications are regularly posted 
online as part of the Office of President's website. 

1. The budgeting process for each fiscal year begins in July of the previous fiscal year with 
initial development of a draft incremental budget that includes initial projections of new 
revenues and new expenses. Once the initial version of the budget is developed, usually in 
July, the Budget Subcommittee of the President’s Cabinet begins the process of engaging 
campus constituents to gain input and feedback on the proposal. Campus constituents 
include the Faculty Council’s Committee on Strategic and Financial Planning (CoSFP), the full
Cabinet, the Council of Deans, the Associated Students of CSU, the Board, and many others.
Feedback from these constituents is solicited on a periodic basis as changes to the 
projections occur.  

2. Based upon this feedback along with information from the State, the budget is refined during
the fall term through several iterations to reflect updated projections of F&A recovery, 
enrollment, state economy and budget, new initiatives, fixed cost base operations (e.g. 
utilities), etc.  

3. In October, the process begins to focus on the magnitude of deficit/surplus and strategies to
balance the budget. A budget planning tool is available to inform and encourage 
participation in budget adjustments. The CoSFP, with representation from all groups of 
internal constituents (faculty, administrative professionals, classified staff, and students), 
reviews updated drafts of the budget, and provides input into priorities and strategies.  

4. In December, the state revenue forecast is updated, which brings sharper definition to 
requirements to balance the budget.  

5. In January, budget hearings are held following the wrap-up of the Strategic Plan review 
and/or refresh (known as the SPARC Fest). Proposals are presented from colleges and 
major administrative units for implementing changes (both reductions and enhancements – 
all are incremental changes in total budget) within the planning parameters established for 
balancing the budget.  

6. Continued refinement of the incremental budget occurs through March, taking into 
consideration updated enrollment forecasts, feasibility of tuition increases, state revenue 
and budget forecasts, new initiatives from the SPARC Fest, feedback from the budget 
hearings, etc.  

7. In March, final budget presentations are disclosed to the campus community through an 
open public forum for discussion.  

8. In May, after approval of the Long Bill (the major state appropriations bill) by the legislature
and governor, the final budget is considered by the Board for approval for the fiscal year 
starting July 1.     

Expense Monitoring Process 
Incorporated within the University’s financial system is a robust electronic workflow engine 
that allows the University to assign roles at varying value levels for transaction approval. The 
system also allows the University to route transactions based upon other relevant attributes, 
such as object code, which can be used to identify types of items purchased, flag certain high-
risk transactions, and route transactions for special approvals (e.g., any expense charged to an 
externally sponsored project is routed through the Office of Sponsored Programs). In this way, 
the University effectively delegates levels of responsibility throughout the organization based 
upon each individual’s role and level of authority. The University requires all business officers 
and unit leaders (Deans, VPs, etc.) to annually certify their compliance with University policies 
and procedures. 
  
In addition to the above, units are required to reconcile their accounts on a monthly basis to 
ensure the proper recording of transactions. Campus Services, a unit within Business and 
Financial Services, also provides a level of oversight by monitoring units at an aggregated level.
Unusual items noted during these monitoring procedures are addressed with each respective 
unit. Individuals within Campus Services are assigned specific units for oversight and serve as a 
liaison for all functions carried out within Business and Financial Services, such as Accounts 
Payable, Accounts Receivable, and financial system operations. 
  
The University also supports an Internal Audit unit through the CSU System office. This unit is 
responsible for performing financial audits of all units on a rotating basis. The department of 
Internal Audit reports directly to the Board of Governors of the CSU System.  
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5.B - The institution’s governance and administrative structures 

promote effective leadership and support collaborative processes that 

enable the institution to fulfill its mission.  

 

Assurance Evidence  

1. The institution has and employs policies and procedures to engage its internal 
constituencies - including its governing board, administration, faculty, staff, and 
students - in the institution's governance.  

Inclusiveness and mutual respect are values of CSU that support our operating practices. 
These values have created a sense of community that supersedes the minimum requirements of
policies and procedures. The major policies that define roles of internal constituents in the 
operations of CSU are found in the Academic Faculty and Administrative Professional Manual. 
However, the sense of community that has developed as a result of providing opportunities to 
engage all constituents through abundant disclosure and engagement in discussion is a 
reflection of the leadership style of the upper administration. Some notable examples include 
the budgeting process (described below in subsection 5.B.5), the Strategic Plan review and 
refresh process (described in Component 5.C), the University Policy development process 
(described below in subsection 5.B.3), frequent communications from the President to the entire
campus, and a strong sense that the administration is open to two-way dialogue. 
  
The Employee Climate Survey (2012) attempted to document the University's attainment of 
these values. Most employees responded positively to having a voice in the affairs of the 
institution (items 8, 12, 14, and 15 in the survey). Two groups, the State Classified staff and 
part-time faculty, did not perceive the environment as favorably as others. Additional research 
and analysis is planned to identify and evaluate factors contributing to these differences and to 
determine why there were so many neutral- and no-responses within all groups. 
  
Concerns about low morale amongst adjunct faculty have been noted as a challenge for several 
years. CSU is not unique in this regard. Specific efforts to define and address the issues have 
been attempted through a series of ad hoc groups and surveys to determine what can be done 
to enhance their sense of value to the institution and engagement among these employees. 
Several changes have been made in the processes of appointment and reappointment, 
including multi-year contracts (as authorized by Colo. House Bill HB12-1144); establishment 
and approval of senior teaching appointments; and implementation of a change so that teaching
appointments are no longer terminated at the end of the Spring semester, thus suspending 
library and parking access. In addition, adjunct faculty members have been allowed greater 
access to the promotion process, and more attention has been focused on salary adjustments, 
including raising the salary floor for adjuncts and providing standardized incremental raises. 
Faculty Council added an advisory committee for non-tenure track faculty members, as well, so 
their input could be formally solicited and considered in council deliberations. 
  
To facilitate broader collaboration and engagement, the membership of the Faculty Council's 
Committee on Strategic and Financial Planning (CoSFP) was expanded (in 2006) to include 
representatives of all campus constituents in addition to faculty, including representatives of 
students, Classified Staff, and Administrative Professionals. Each SPARC includes a faculty 
member of the CoSFP, a Classified Staff Council representative, and an Administrative 
Professional Council representative.  
  
Students are provided many opportunities to be represented in governance through the 
Associated Students of CSU, and through leadership on boards overseeing the allocation of 
specific student fees. NSSE results indicate that relationships between the students and 
administration are strong and improving. Students are represented on the Board, included in 
major policy decisions that affect them (e.g., student fee approval and allocation), and play an 
integral role in the physical development of the campus. 
  
Two recent examples of highly controversial issues that included extraordinary opportunities 
for internal constituent input were the proposals to partner with INTO for the recruitment of 
international students and building an on-campus football stadium. Throughout Fall semester 
2011, administration and faculty (through Faculty Council and as members of various ad hoc 
planning committees) discussed the benefits and challenges of contracting with INTO. 
Representatives of INTO visited campus to converse with constituent groups and a delegation of
faculty leaders traveled to Great Britain to gather additional insight before a final decision was 
made. When the on-campus stadium proposal was announced, both strong opposition and 
strong support were indicated from various sectors of the campus as well as the greater 
community. Broadly representative working groups were formed to study feasibility issues, 
several open forums where held to provide constituents an opportunity to express their views, 
surveys were developed to gather additional input, and experts were engaged to facilitate the 
discussions and summarize opinions. These examples underscore the inclusiveness of 
constituent groups in the administrative decision-making process. 
  
2. The governing board is knowledgeable about the institution; it provides oversight 
for the institution's financial and academic policies and practices and meets its legal 
and fiduciary responsibilities.  
The organization and operations of the Board are discussed in detail in Component 2.B, 
including exhibits of Board minutes to illustrate the scope of its activities. 
   
3. The institution enables the involvement of its administration, faculty, staff, and 
students in setting academic requirements, policy, and processes through effective 
structures for contribution and collaborative effort.  

Within the University, the major policy making body on academic affairs is the Faculty Council. 
The Faculty Council is a representative body of elected and ex officio members having 
jurisdiction over educational policy, rules, and regulations. The details of its purpose, structure, 

    FY05    FY06    FY07   FY08    FY09    FY10    FY11    FY12   FY13*  FY14* 

 State Support - State General Fund  0.07%    5.70% 15.82%  8.56% 12.16%  -0.12% -12.26% -32.94% -5.96%   NA 
 Resident Undergraduate Tuition Rates   1.10% 15.00%   2.50%  5.00%   9.00%   9.00%    9.00%   20.00%**    9.0%  9.0%
 Faculty Salary Average Increase  2.00%   4.30%   3.00%  5.00%   5.00%   0.00%    0.00%    0.00%    3.0%  3.0%
 Denver-Boulder CPI Change  1.10%   0.10%   2.10%  3.60%   2.20%   3.90%    -0.6%    1.90%    3.7%  3.7%
 *Budget estimates from Budget Office.  
**See explanation in paragraph below.                    

   FY04  FY05   FY06  FY07   FY08   FY09   FY10   FY11  FY12   FY13   Ten-Year Change 
 Tenure-Track Faculty   945   934   930   943   973 1,019 1,033 1,000 1,003 1,008 7% 
 Special Faculty   192   198   198   215   346   303   302   331   331   401 109% 
 Temporary Faculty   266   268   295   303   149   196   182   209   225   253 -5% 
 Administrative Professionals 1,050 1,067 1,085 1,172 1,258 1,356 1,362 1,417 1,491 1,641 56% 
 Research Associates   802   835   858   867   891   902   894   877   866   863 8% 
 State Classified Staff 2,070 2,034 2,048 2,035 2,092 2,121 2,060 2,035 1,940 1,910  -8% 
 Other Employees   278   315   313   327   361   352   307   314   342   399 44% 

 Total Employees 5,603 5,651 5,727 5,862 6,070 6,249 6,140 6,183 6,198 6,475 16% 

 Campus Building Space  
 Building Type    GSF  Count   
 Apartment Building     717,786    77   
 Chapel        1,059     1  
 Classroom/Office  1,407,765   34  
 Dormitory  1,459,972   59  
 Engineering     549,484   23  
 Farm Building     608,248 258   
 Fine Arts     123,559     2   
 Hospital Or Infirmary     273,743     9   
 Instructional Shop       20,246     1  
 Library     335,874     3  
 Office     894,419   87  
 Other Academic Facility       95,570   26  
 Other Aux Enterprise Facility     567,334   47  
 Physical Plant Service     157,940   41  
 Physical Education     437,186     4  
 Science  2,128,844   89  
 Single Family Dwelling       37,367   22  
 Student Center*     506,106     2  

 Major Construction And Renovation Projects In 2012 

 Building Budget  Program  Description   
Completed in 2012        
 Morgan Library  $16.4M   Libraries   Cube addition and renovation   
 Lory Student Center   $6.0M  Student Affairs   Theater renovation   
 Corbett Hall   $6.5M      Housing & Dining    Exterior revitalization   
 Alder & Spruce Halls   $1.7M  INTO Pathways   Interior renovations   
 CDC    $1.8M  Research       Added laboratory space   
 Parmalee Hall $15.3M   Housing & Dining   4th floor addition   
         
In progress Fall 2012        
 Braiden Hall $14.0M   Housing & Dining   4th floor addition   
 Braiden/Pitkin Area    Facilities  Landscape masterplan   
 Founder's Walk    Facilities  Landscape masterplan  
 Engineering II  $46.0M  Engineering   New classroom, offices, labs   
 Classroom upgrades  $10.0M  Academics  Classroom renovations, AV upgrades  
 Clark     $230k  Liberal Arts  Restroom upgrades  
 Early Childhood Center   $4.6M  Human Development   Renovation 16,000 sq.ft. off-campus   
 Equine Reproduction Lab   $4.3M  Vet Med   Fire damage replacement   
 Moby Arena   $4.5M  Athletics   Addition and renovation   
 Moby Arena   $4.3M   Athletics  Training room expansion   
 Mason bus transit   $3.5M   Facilities   Landscape and transportation   
 Durrell Center   $9.0M  Housing & Dining   Renovation   
         
In design Fall 2012        
 Behavioral Sciences   $9.5M  Academics  Classroom addition   
 Academic Village North $48.0M  Housing & Dining   Deconstruction & replacement   
 Animal Sciences   $7.5M  Animal Sciences   Interior renovation   
 Advanced Beam Lab   $3.7M  Engineering        Research lab renovation  
 Eddy Hall   $6.9M  Liberal Arts   Interior and exterior renovation   
 Lory Student Center    $65M  Student Affairs   Renovation and addition   

 CSU - RI Assets - Current Replacement Values And Deferred Maintenance Backlog

                          FCI*    
  
Asset Type 

    
Quantity  

  
Unit 

  
Unit Cost 

$/Unit 

Current 

Replacement 

Value 

  
Audit 

2007-10  

  
Audit 

2012  

  
Deficiency* 

(85% - FCI)  

Deferred 

Maintenance 

Backlog  
 RI Buildings Classroom/Office 4,914,175 GSF   $400 $1,965,670,000       
   Research    859,756 GSF   $600     $515.853,600        
   Total  5,773,931 GSF   $2,481,523,600    77.6%   79.1%    5.9%  $146,409,892
                   
 All Utilities All types           204 miles $2,409,769    $491,592,868      63.0%     22%  $108,342,054
                   
 Roads/Walks Common Areas  1,000,000 GSF     $10      $10,000,000    50%     50%     $5,000,000
           $2,983,116,468        $259,751,946
 * Facilities Condition Index; Deficiency = to bring FCI up to 85% of new (Does not apply to Roads/Walks).

and function are described fully in Section C.2.1 of the Academic Faculty and Administrative 
Professional Manual. Faculty Council has standing committees and advisory committees to 
develop and recommend policies and positions on academic matters and to serve as sources of 
expert information for the main body. The membership of each standing committee or advisory 
committee is customized to fit the functions of that committee. Elected faculty membership, 
representing each college and the Libraries, is spread as widely as possible among faculty 
members so that newer members of the faculty may serve on these committees. 
Administrators, administrative professionals, classified staff, undergraduate student members 
representing the Associated Students of CSU, and graduate student members representing the 
University Graduate Student Council are included in the membership of committees as 
appropriate to the needs of the committee. The membership of each committee is reviewed 
annually and the committees have authority to name additional ex officio or associate members 
and to organize subcommittees for specific tasks. In addition, departments and colleges have 
organizational policies and procedures for decision-making on academic issues that feed into 
the University process.  
  
Administrative processes for the academic affairs of the institution are the responsibility of the 
Office of the Provost and Executive Vice President. The Council of Deans serves as a 
deliberative body to provide guidance and advice to the Provost/EVP. The Advisory Committee 
on Undergraduate Affairs (ACUA) advises the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Affairs, Vice 
President for Student Affairs, and Vice President for Enrollment and Access. In addition, there 
are numerous ad hoc and standing committees and administrative units organized to provide 
broad and effective participation in the academic administrative and governance processes. 
  
The faculty has a significant role with regard to reviewing and establishing the currency and 
sufficiency of the curriculum, expectations for student performance, qualifications of the 
instructional staff, and adequacy of resources for instructional activities. Most of the faculty's 
responsibilities are exercised at the department/program level with representative oversight at 
the college and university levels through formal governance structures of the Faculty Council. 
  
In addition, the University’s administrative, human resources, and other non-academic policies 
are developed and approved through a cooperative, shared-governance process. In 2010, the 
Office of Policy and Compliance (OPC) was formed as an outgrowth of the then-nascent 
University Policy Office to expand the program, affirm its authority to coordinate policies of 
university-wide concern, and assure that all constituents to be impacted by a proposed policy 
change have a fair and meaningful opportunity to participate in the policy process. Currently 
undergoing its first-ever program review, the OPC is headed by an attorney who reports directly
to the Vice President for University Operations, and whose responsibility is to solicit and 
coordinate input from constituents such as the CSU employee councils (State Classified, 
Administrative Professional, and Faculty), department heads, deans, student government, the 
Office of the General Counsel, the System Office, and any other interested groups or parties 
with respect to such policies. In its first two years, the office updated and expanded an online 
Policy Library resource that is accessible to the public; solidified the policy development, 
stakeholder input, and approval processes; and brought together units that previously would 
have developed policy independently.  
  
In sum, the current organizational structure is providing efficient and effective oversight for the 
well-being of the institution, including the strengthening of a sense of community and common 
purpose as well as disclosure to and participation by all constituents.  
 

Sources 

Academic Faculty and Administrative Professional Manual 2011-12 (Page 2)  
Academic Faculty and Administrative Professional Manual 2011-12 (Page 27)  
Employee Climate Survey 2012  

 

 

5.C - The institution engages in systematic and integrated planning.  

 

Assurance Evidence  

CSU has a lengthy record of established systematic and integrated planning processes whereby 
it assesses and sustains strengths, addresses concerns, and advances the quality of learning. 
CSU's strategic planning process is best characterized as a multi-faceted, dynamic process that 
integrates the annual budgeting process, rather than a single, top-down plan. The Strategic 
Plan (described in Component 5.C.3) tends to focus on incremental adjustments as needed to 
sustain and improve existing programs and respond to major Presidential initiatives. 
Presidential planning tends to focus on big, bold initiatives in response to challenging goals that 
transform the institution through comprehensive initiatives such as SSI and CSU 2020 (in 
subsection 5.C.4). A well developed planning process for physical development of the campus 
results in the 10-year physical development plan (in subsection 5.C.3). Often, the benchmark 
comparisons for these planning processes include Board-approved peer institutions. 
Opportunistic or translational planning occurs in response to unanticipated challenges arising 
from external changes such as new technologies, the INTO opportunity to collaborate on 
international student recruitment, emerging fan support for a new football stadium, fire- and 
weather-caused destruction of facilities, and others. These plans tend to be based on "best-
practices" identified at other institutions or the creativity of CSU personnel. Detailed planning at 
the programmatic or discipline level is mostly decentralized and tends to be benchmarked in 
comparison to aspirational and peer programs of other universities. 
  
As drafts of the budget are developed, the various planning processes begin to merge together 
coherently, resulting in the allocation of resources in alignment with CSU's mission. This 
process, as described in Component 5.A.5, has become much more open to all constituents in 
the past ten years, resulting in increased accountability and improved alignment of program 
assessment, planning priorities, and resource allocation. 
   
1. The institution allocates its resources in alignment with its mission and priorities. 

See Component 1.A.3.    
  
2. The institution links its processes for assessment of student learning, evaluation of 
operations, planning, and budgeting. 

As described above, budgeting of resources is closely linked to data-based evaluation and 
planning. The annual review or refresh of the Strategic Plan by the Strategic Planning Area 
Review Committees (SPARCs) is based on collecting relevant data as defined by the 
performance metrics for the pertinent goals, such as student learning and operations. Progress 
toward accomplishment of the goals in the Strategic Plan is analyzed with subsequent 
adjustment and/or reprioritization of strategies, and budget needs are carried into the budget 
development cycle. The SSI is a prime example of the linkage between planning and budget; it 
started with assessment of student learning (dissatisfaction with NSSE scores) and graduation 
success, which led to evaluations of existing programs and operations, discovery of best 
practices, and finally, budget prioritization for implementation of changes. Progress with these 
initiatives has now led to reassessment and a new cycle of goal-setting and recommended 
initiatives for the next round of strategic planning. For an example of a major investment 
decision resulting from this continuously coherent process, see the discussion of Academic 
Success Coordinators in Component 4.C. 
   
Other examples of linkages of assessments and evaluations with planning and budget 
allocations include differential tuition, which returns the resources to the programs generating 
such resources, and the reward of entrepreneurial efforts such as tuition sharing for new 
graduate programs. If approved, a newly developed graduate program may share in the tuition 
revenue generated through the enrollment of students who may otherwise not have chosen to 
attend CSU. The new model of funding for summer session, as described in Component 5.D.2, is
another example of planning, performance, and budget linkage.  
  
Planning and budgeting actions are also linked through the multi-faceted input into the budget 
hearings described in Component 5.A.5. Each SPARC is expected to present budget 
recommendations in support of priority initiatives within the Strategic Plan. Budget proposals 
are also presented by divisional leaders (vice presidents and deans). This process ensures that 
multiple perspectives and linkages are incorporated in the budget as it is developed. 
  
3. The planning process encompasses the institution as a whole and considers the 
perspectives of internal and external constituent groups. 

The Strategic Plan and the physical development plan are highlighted here as examples of the 
planning processes at CSU. Other, more narrowly-focused planning processes are included 
elsewhere in this report, with several being highlighted in Component 5.D.2. 
  
The development of the Strategic Plan is intended to be an articulation of our aspirations for the
institution and a roadmap of how we intend to achieve them. Strategic planning is a priority of 
the Board, and the CSU plan is guided by the Board’s overarching vision and direction. The CSU 
planning process is comprehensive and inclusive, involving students, faculty and staff across the
University through our SPARCs, annual open forums, and implementation teams. It is also 
dynamic – changing as goals are achieved and new opportunities develop. The Strategic Plan is 
refreshed on a three-year planning cycle to provide opportunities for periodic updates of the 
plan to reflect new priorities and ideas. The SPARCs are designed to assure wide-based campus 
input into institutional budgets and priorities and to support budgeting that is tied to planning 
efforts in a transparent and coherent way. In each of the intervening years, the plan is reviewed
to assess progress toward fulfillment of goals and prioritize budget support for the various 
initiatives. Therefore, the SPARCs serve as area self-study committees to gather evidence of 
institutional performance, evaluate progress, and recommend adjustments and new initiatives 
to ensure continuous improvement in all aspects. The SPARCs' broad membership includes 
representation from most campus constituent groups and key administrative leadership. All 
members of the President’s Cabinet served on one or more SPARC. Each SPARC also includes 
one or more of the college deans and representatives from the Faculty Council’s Committee on 
Strategic and Financial Planning, the Administrative Professional Council, and the Classified 
Personnel Council. The 2012 membership and Strategic Plan goal assignments for each SPARC 
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