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7.1a-g.   Over 80% of the syllabi within two of the Schools (Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts and Natural 
Sciences) include student learning outcomes (SLOs).  Of the 30 programs in all three Schools, 83% have 
assessment plans, 77% have curriculum maps, 90% identified program learning outcomes (PLOs), and 87% 
submitted Faculty Accreditation Reports.   







Biology, B.S.
Chemical 


Sciences, B.S.
Earth Systems 
Science, B.S.


Applied 
Mathematical 


Sciences, B.S. & 
Minor


Physics, B.S. & 
Minor


Natural Sciences 
Education Minor


D D D D D D
Some Course Syllabi X X
Catalog X X X X X
Program Website X X X X X X


Other_______________


Advising 
Checklists


Documents for 
lecturers and 
T.A.s (handbooks, 
packets, etc.), 
slides during 
recruitment and 
orientation.


Documents for 
lecturers and 
T.A.s (handbooks, 
packets, etc.), 
slides during 
recruitment and 
orientation.


Capstone Courses X X X
Senior Project X X
Exhibit X
Embedded Questions X X X X
Student Survey X X X X X
Alumni Survey X X X X
Student Interviews X X X
Case Study X
Placement Rates X
Grad Thesis X


Other ____________________ Lab reports GRE scores


Independent 
assessment of 
final exams in 
core courses


* Not Applicable as a new institution.
** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


Table 7.1c: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators


School of Natural Sciences: Program 
and Degree


1. Are Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) developed? D= 
Developed UD= Under Development UR= Under Revision


3. Other than GPA, what 
data/evidence is used to 
determnine that 
graduates have achieved 
stated program learning 
outcomes?







Biology, B.S.
Chemical 


Sciences, B.S.
Earth Systems 
Science, B.S.


Applied 
Mathematical 


Sciences, B.S. & 
Minor


Physics, B.S. & 
Minor


Natural Sciences 
Education Minor


Some Faculty X X
Program - Entire Faculty X X X X
Program Curriculum Committee X X
Program Chair/Head X X X
School Curriculum Committee X X
School Staff X X
School Administrator(s) X X
Undergraduate Council, Acad Senate X
Improve Assessment Process X X X X X X
Improve Curriculum X X X X X X
Examine Curriculum Content X X X X X X
Examine Skill Development X X X X X
Change Pedagogy X X X
Stimulate Faculty Discussion X X X X X X
Re-examine  PLOs X X X


Other __________________
Change course 


instructors
NA NA NA NA NA NA


* Not Applicable as a new institution.
** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


4. Who interprets the 
evidence/data? What is 
the process?**


5. How are findings used?


6. Date of last program review*


Table 7.1c: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators


School of Natural Sciences: Program 
and Degree












8.1   At this time, only the School of Engineering has programs that will be undergoing program accreditation 
reviews (through ABET).  Five programs (Biological Engineering, Computer Science & Engineering, 
Environmental Engineering, Materials Science & Engineering, and Mechanical Engineering) expect to undergo 
ABET review in Fall 2010 or Fall 2011, depending on budget constraints affecting faculty hiring. 
 







Name of accredited or 
certificated program


Professional, 
special, state*, or 


programmatic 
accreditation agency 


for this program Date of most recent accreditation action by agency


Summary ("bullet points") of key 
issues for continuing institutional 


attention identified in agency 
action letter or report


One performance indicator accepted by the agency; selected by 
program


For one indicator, provide 3 
years' trend data.  Use link to 


cell for graph is desired.
Indicator: Student confidence in their ability to work within engineering 
management teams including their satisfaction with the education and 
experience they received through this program in this regard.


Evaluation: Formal assessment by each graduating student in the form of a 
written exit interview followed by an individual in-person verbal interview 
with the goal of identifying which experiences were most and least valuable 
to the student in this regard.. 
Indicator: Student confidence in their appreciation and understanding of 
global issues relative to their career choice including their satisfaction with 
the education and experience they received through this program in this 
regard.


Evaluation: Formal assessment by each graduating student in the form of a 
written exit interview followed by an individual in-person verbal interview 
with the goal of identifying which experiences were most and least valuable 
to the student in this regard.. 


Indicator: Student confidence in their ability to design and conduct 
experiments including their satisfaction with the education and experience 
they received through this program in this regard.


Evaluation: Formal assessment by each graduating student in the form of a 
written exit interview followed by an individual in-person verbal interview 
with the goal of identifying which experiences were most and least valuable 
to the student in this regard.. 
Indicator: Student confidence in their skills in oral and written 
communication including their satisfaction with the education and 
experience they received through this program in this regard.


Evaluation: Formal assessment by each graduating student in the form of a 
written exit interview followed by an individual in-person verbal interview 
with the goal of identifying which experiences were most and least valuable 
to the student in this regard.. 
Indicator: Student confidence in their ability to engage in lifelong learning 
through their professional careers including their satisfaction with the 
education and experience they received through this program in this 
regard.


Evaluation: Formal assessment by each graduating student in the form of a 
written exit interview followed by an individual in-person verbal interview 
with the goal of identifying which experiences were most and least valuable 
to the student in this regard.. 


*Within the WASC region only


Table 8.1: Inventory of Concurrent Accreditation and Key Performance Indicators


See report of responses by 
students to the initial School of 
Engineering exit interview.  
These and other indicators are 
reflected in both quantitative 
and qualitative responses.


Environmental 
Engineering ABET


We anticipate requesting an  accreditation review that would take place 
during the fall of 2011.  It is possible that this request will happen in time for 
a fall 2010 review but will depend on authorization to move forward with 
faculty positions that have been allocated to the school but have had to be 
deferred due to budget constraints.


This program has not yet undergone 
formal review or evaluation.


Mechanical Engineering ABET


We anticipate requesting an  accreditation review that would take place 
during the fall of 2011.  It is possible that this request will happen in time for 
a fall 2010 review but will depend on authorization to move forward with 
faculty positions that have been allocated to the school but have had to be 
deferred due to budget constraints.


This program has not yet undergone 
formal review or evaluation.


We anticipate requesting an  accreditation review that would take place 
during the fall of 2011.  It is possible that this request will happen in time for 
a fall 2010 review but will depend on authorization to move forward with 
faculty positions that have been allocated to the school but have had to be 
deferred due to budget constraints.


Materials Science & 
Engineering ABET


We anticipate requesting an  accreditation review that would take place 
during the fall of 2011.  It is possible that this request will happen in time for 
a fall 2010 review but will depend on authorization to move forward with 
faculty positions that have been allocated to the school but have had to be 
deferred due to budget constraints.


Computer Science & 
Engineering ABET


We anticipate requesting an  accreditation review that would take place 
during the fall of 2011.  It is possible that this request will happen in time for 
a fall 2010 review but will depend on authorization to move forward with 
faculty positions that have been allocated to the school but have had to be 
deferred due to budget constraints.


Biological Engineering ABET This program has not yet undergone 
formal review or evaluation.


This program has not yet undergone 
formal review or evaluation.


See report of responses by 
students to the initial School of 
Engineering exit interview.  
These and other indicators are 
reflected in both quantitative 
and qualitative responses.


See report of responses by 
students to the initial School of 
Engineering exit interview.  
These and other indicators are 
reflected in both quantitative 
and qualitative responses.


See report of responses by 
students to the initial School of 
Engineering exit interview.  
These and other indicators are 
reflected in both quantitative 
and qualitative responses.


This program has not yet undergone 
formal review or evaluation.


See report of responses by 
students to the initial School of 
Engineering exit interview.  
These and other indicators are 
reflected in both quantitative 
and qualitative responses.












1.1.   UC Merced opened to undergraduates in Fall 2005.  A small number of graduate students (9) came to 
campus with their faculty mentors (founding faculty) and were enrolled as early as Fall 2004.  Undergraduate 
applicants, both new freshmen and transfers, came from two streams:  regular (applied directly to UC Merced) 
and referral (UC eligible students who were not admitted to another UC, and were referred to UC Merced for 
consideration).  Yield rates for regular applicants were substantially higher than for referral applicants.  On-
campus housing accommodated 600 students in Fall 2005.  Another 400 beds were available by Fall 2008. 







 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008


  Number of applicants N/A 14,078 14,097 15,094 19,116
  Number of applicants admitted N/A 12,157 12,313 13,510 17,324
  % Admitted N/A 86% 87% 90% 91%
  Number enrolled N/A 706 398 669 925
  % Enrolled N/A 6% 3% 5% 5%


Transfer
  Number of applicants N/A 1,797 1,825 1,825 2,185
  Number of applicants admitted N/A 1,467 1,560 1,558 1,763
  % Admitted N/A 82% 85% 85% 81%
  Number enrolled N/A 132 102 116 139
  % Enrolled N/A 9% 7% 7% 8%


Master's
  Number of applicants 6 19 47 57 85
  Number of applicants admitted 4 6 8 11 26
  % Admitted 67% 32% 17% 19% 31%
  Number enrolled 2 5 8 8 12
  % Enrolled 50% 83% 100% 73% 46%


Doctoral
  Number of applicants 15 53 134 207 254
  Number of applicants admitted 7 23 42 80 87
  % Admitted 47% 43% 31% 39% 34%
  Number enrolled 7 19 35 44 54
  % Enrolled 100% 83% 83% 55% 62%


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Freshmen


Table 1.1a - Admissions by Student Entering Level


Note: Undergraduate figures include students from the referral pool.  Referral pool applicants are students who are considered to be UC eligible but cannot enroll 
at their first choice campus due to space limitations.








1.1.   UC Merced opened to undergraduates in Fall 2005.  A small number of graduate students (9) came to 
campus with their faculty mentors (founding faculty) and were enrolled as early as Fall 2004.  Undergraduate 
applicants, both new freshmen and transfers, came from two streams:  regular (applied directly to UC Merced) 
and referral (UC eligible students who were not admitted to another UC, and were referred to UC Merced for 
consideration).  Yield rates for regular applicants were substantially higher than for referral applicants.  On-
campus housing accommodated 600 students in Fall 2005.  Another 400 beds were available by Fall 2008. 







Regular Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008


  Number of applicants N/A 8,053 8,043 8,755 10,696
  Number of applicants admitted N/A 6,133 6,260 7,174 8,913
  % Admitted N/A 76% 78% 82% 83%
  Number enrolled N/A 505 344 577 854
  % Enrolled N/A 8% 5% 8% 10%


Transfer
  Number of applicants N/A 951 886 896 1,201
  Number of applicants admitted N/A 622 627 631 784
  % Admitted N/A 65% 71% 70% 65%
  Number enrolled N/A 111 95 102 116
  % Enrolled N/A 18% 15% 16% 15%


Referral Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008


  Number of applicants N/A 6,025 6,054 6,339 8,420
  Number of applicants admitted N/A 6,024 6,053 6,336 8,411
  % Admitted N/A 100% 100% 100% 100%
  Number enrolled N/A 201 54 92 71
  % Enrolled N/A 3% 1% 1% 1%


Transfer
  Number of applicants N/A 846 939 929 984
  Number of applicants admitted N/A 845 933 927 979
  % Admitted N/A 100% 99% 100% 99%
  Number enrolled N/A 21 7 14 23
  % Enrolled N/A 2% 1% 2% 2%


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Note: Undergraduate figures include students from the referral pool.  Referral pool applicants are students who are considered to be UC eligible but cannot enroll 
at their first choice campus due to space limitations.


Freshmen


Table 1.1b - Undergraduate Admissions by Student Entering Level by Applicant Type


Freshmen








1.2.   Most (95% or more) of the new freshmen submit SAT scores for admissions.  Besides, SAT or ACT scores, 
other important bases for selection include:  completion of “A-G” subject requirements (15 required, 18 
recommended, year-long high school courses required for admission to a UC campus:  2 history/social science, 
4 English, 3-4 mathematics, 2-3 laboratory science, 2-3 non-English language, 1 visual arts, and 1 college 
preparatory elective); HS GPA, essay.  For transfer admission, students must submit their college transcripts, 
statement of good standing, and an essay, and have a college GPA of 2.4 (for CA residents) or 2.8 (non-
residents). 







New Freshmen
Median 
Score


25th - 
75th 


Percentile


Median 
Score


25th - 
75th 


Percentile


Median 
Score


25th - 
75th 


Percentile


Median 
Score


25th - 
75th 


Percentile


SAT scores for entering freshmen*


  Verbal 520 460-590 500 440-570 500 440-570 500 440-570


  Math 550 490-610 545 480-610 540 480-610 540 460-600


  Writing  N/A N/A 500 450-560 500 440-570 500 440-560


  Total 1060 970-1190 1550 1390-1718 1540 1380-1730 1550 1368-1710


ACT scores for entering freshmen


  Composite 21 18-23 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A


  Mathematics 21 18-25 22 18-25 22 18-25 21 18-25


  English 20 17-23 20 16-23 20 18-24 20 17-24


  Reading 20 16-25 20 17-25 20 17-24 21 17-26


  Science Reasoning 20 18-23 20 18-23 21 18-24 21 18-27


  English/Writing N/A N/A 20 17-22 21 19-23 21 18-23


High School GPA (average) 3.37 3.13-3.66 3.45 3.18-3.72 3.45 3.20-3.73 3.40 3.14-3.65


New Transfers


College GPA (average) 3.00 2.70-3.34 3.02 2.60-3.41 2.98 2.63-3.37 3.03 2.67-3.42


* The SAT test was revised in 2006 and a writing component was added.  The top possible score increased from 1600 to 2400.


Note: ACT scores were not provided after Fall 2005 by the University of California Undergraduate Admissions Status processor (UCAP)


Note: High School GPA's are based on a 4.4 scale


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Fall 2008


Table 1.2a - Preparation/Selectivity Levels of Entering Students


Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007












1.2.   Most (95% or more) of the new freshmen submit SAT scores for admissions.  Besides, SAT or ACT scores, 
other important bases for selection include:  completion of “A-G” subject requirements (15 required, 18 
recommended, year-long high school courses required for admission to a UC campus:  2 history/social science, 
4 English, 3-4 mathematics, 2-3 laboratory science, 2-3 non-English language, 1 visual arts, and 1 college 
preparatory elective); HS GPA, essay.  For transfer admission, students must submit their college transcripts, 
statement of good standing, and an essay, and have a college GPA of 2.4 (for CA residents) or 2.8 (non-
residents). 







New Graduate Students 
Median 
Score


25th - 
75th 


Percentile


Median 
Score


25th - 
75th 


Percentile


Median 
Score


25th - 
75th 


Percentile


Median 
Score


25th - 
75th 


Percentile


Graduate Record Examination


  Verbal (All) 590 475-630 520 470-610 450 370-550 460 390-555


  Verbal (Domestic) 590 550-650 550 480-630 525 430-568 510 420-580


  Verbal (International) N/A N/A 470 445-478 370 340-470 420 350-505


  Quantitative (All) 615 590-708 715 640-760 700 593-800 710 640-790


  Quantitative (Domestic) 650 570-723 675 613-740 685 595-755 700 640-760


  Quantitative (International) N/A N/A 770 740-788 790 575-800 765 620-800


Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008


Table 1.2b - Preparation/Selectivity Levels of Entering Students












1.3.   Contrary to national trends, UC Merced has been enrolling a greater percentage of male than female 
undergraduates.   
 







New Students


N % N % N % N % N %


Freshmen
  Total Applicants N/A N/A 14,078 100% 14,097 100% 15,094 100% 19,116 100%
     Male N/A N/A 6595 46.8% 6771 48.0% 7096 47.0% 9077 47.5%
     Female N/A N/A 7462 53.0% 7281 51.6% 7950 52.7% 9988 52.2%
     Unknown N/A N/A 21 0.1% 45 0.3% 48 0.3% 51 0.3%
  Total Admits N/A N/A 12,157 100% 12,313 100% 13,510 100% 17,324 100%
     Male N/A N/A 5615 46.2% 5848 47.5% 6295 46.6% 9145 52.8%
     Female N/A N/A 6523 53.7% 6430 52.2% 7180 53.1% 8137 47.0%
     Unknown N/A N/A 19 0.2% 35 0.3% 35 0.3% 42 0.2%
  Total Enrolled N/A N/A 706 100% 398 99% 669 100% 925 100%
     Male N/A N/A 345 48.9% 217 54.5% 355 53.1% 490 53.0%
     Female N/A N/A 360 51.0% 178 44.7% 314 46.9% 432 46.7%
     Unknown N/A N/A 1 0.1% 3 0.8% 0 0.0% 3 0.3%


Transfers   
  Total Applicants N/A N/A 1,797 100% 1,825 100% 1,825 100% 2,185 100%
     Male N/A N/A 940 52.3% 926 50.7% 965 52.9% 1193 54.6%
     Female N/A N/A 830 46.2% 852 46.7% 824 45.2% 958 43.8%
     Unknown N/A N/A 27 1.5% 47 2.6% 36 2.0% 34 1.6%
  Total Admits N/A N/A 1,467 100% 1,560 100% 1,558 100% 1,754 100%
     Male N/A N/A 757 51.6% 780 50.0% 808 51.9% 933 53.2%
     Female N/A N/A 685 46.7% 744 47.7% 721 46.3% 793 45.2%
     Unknown N/A N/A 25 1.7% 36 2.3% 29 1.9% 28 1.6%
  Total Enrolled N/A N/A 132 99% 102 100% 116 100% 139 99%
     Male N/A N/A 67 50.8% 48 47.1% 60 51.7% 78 56.1%
     Female N/A N/A 64 48.5% 54 52.9% 56 48.3% 59 42.4%
     Unknown N/A N/A 1 0.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 1.4%


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006


Table 1.3a - Admissions by Gender:  Undergraduates
Fall 2007 Fall 2008


Note:  Undergraduate figures include students from the referral pool.  Referral pool applicants are students who are considered to be UC eligible but cannot 
enroll at their first choice campus due to space limitations.












1.3.   Contrary to national trends, UC Merced has been enrolling a greater percentage of male than female 
undergraduates.   
 







New Students


N % N % N % N % N %


Graduate Students
  Total Applicants 21 100% 72 100% 181 100% 264 100% 339 100%
     Male 13 62% 41 57% 106 59% 155 59% 201 59%
     Female 8 38% 31 43% 75 41% 109 41% 138 41%
  Total Admits 11 100% 29 100% 50 100% 91 100% 113 100%
     Male 9 82% 15 52% 30 60% 52 57% 72 64%
     Female 2 18% 14 48% 20 40% 39 43% 41 36%
  Total Enrolled 9 100% 24 100% 43 100% 52 100% 66 100%
     Male 7 78% 13 54% 28 65% 32 62% 43 65%
     Female 2 22% 11 46% 15 35% 20 38% 23 35%


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 1.3b - Admissions by Gender:  Graduate Students
Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008












1.4.   UC Merced freshman and transfer cohorts are ethnically very diverse, with no ethnic majority.  For the first 
two years (Fall 2004 and Fall 2005), the graduate application did not collect ethnicity data.  The graduate 
population has become more international and ethnically diverse since Fall 2006, when the race/ethnicity data 
collection process was established. 







N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %


Fall 2005


Applicants 683 4.9% 4,894 34.8% 2,930 20.8% 83 0.6% 4,665 33.1% 163 1.2% 660 4.7% 14,078 100.0%


Admits 507 4.2% 4,223 34.7% 2,339 19.2% 74 0.6% 4,378 36.0% 69 0.6% 567 4.7% 12,157 100.0%


Enrolled 48 6.8% 280 39.7% 174 24.6% 6 0.8% 177 25.1% 4 0.6% 17 2.4% 706 100.0%


Fall 2006


Applicants 716 5.1% 5,105 36.2% 2,922 20.7% 89 0.6% 4,360 30.9% 101 0.7% 804 5.7% 14,097 100.0%


Admits 559 4.5% 4,382 35.6% 2,415 19.6% 82 0.7% 4,082 33.2% 75 0.6% 718 5.8% 12,313 100.0%


Enrolled 26 6.5% 136 34.2% 117 29.4% 2 0.5% 89 22.4% 0 0.0% 28 7.0% 398 100.0%


Fall 2007


Applicants 801 5.3% 4,948 32.8% 3,509 23.2% 99 0.7% 4,701 31.1% 199 1.3% 837 5.5% 15,094 100.0%


Admits 659 4.9% 4,362 32.3% 2,980 22.1% 91 0.7% 4,496 33.3% 161 1.2% 761 5.6% 13,510 100.0%


Enrolled 45 6.7% 213 31.8% 219 32.7% 4 0.6% 148 22.1% 8 1.2% 32 4.8% 669 100.0%


Fall 2008


Applicants 1,063 5.6% 5,830 30.5% 4,651 24.3% 128 0.7% 6,058 31.7% 310 1.6% 1,076 5.6% 19,116 100.0%


Admits 836 4.8% 5,287 30.5% 4,030 23.3% 119 0.7% 5,857 33.8% 217 1.3% 978 5.6% 17,324 100.0%


Enrolled 67 7.2% 301 32.5% 297 32.1% 4 0.4% 208 22.5% 13 1.4% 35 3.8% 925 100.0%


Note: Undergraduate figures include students from the referral pool.  Referral pool applicants are students who are considered to be UC eligible but cannot enroll at their 
first choice campus due to space limitations.


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 1.4a - Admissions by Race/Ethnicity: New Freshmen


African-
American


Asian/Pacific 
Islander


Hispanic
Native 


American
White


Nonresident 
Alien


Total
Other/     


Unknown


New Freshmen












1.4.   UC Merced freshman and transfer cohorts are ethnically very diverse, with no ethnic majority.  For the first 
two years (Fall 2004 and Fall 2005), the graduate application did not collect ethnicity data.  The graduate 
population has become more international and ethnically diverse since Fall 2006, when the race/ethnicity data 
collection process was established. 







N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %


Fall 2005


Applicants 80 4.5% 477 26.5% 326 18.1% 18 1.0% 646 35.9% 72 4.0% 178 9.9% 1,797 100.0%


Admits 60 4.1% 391 26.7% 278 19.0% 14 1.0% 562 38.3% 9 0.6% 153 10.4% 1,467 100.0%


Enrolled 4 3.0% 36 27.3% 30 22.7% 0 0.0% 46 34.8% 2 1.5% 14 10.6% 132 100.0%


Fall 2006


Applicants 86 4.7% 497 27.2% 364 19.9% 13 0.7% 627 34.4% 55 3.0% 183 10.0% 1,825 100.0%


Admits 70 4.5% 413 26.5% 313 20.1% 12 0.8% 556 35.6% 44 2.8% 152 9.7% 1,560 100.0%


Enrolled 3 2.9% 29 28.4% 26 25.5% 2 2.0% 34 33.3% 2 2.0% 6 5.9% 102 100.0%


Fall 2007


Applicants 99 5.4% 484 26.5% 380 20.8% 19 1.0% 639 35.0% 65 3.6% 139 7.6% 1,825 100.0%


Admits 83 5.3% 402 25.8% 332 21.3% 16 1.0% 558 35.8% 49 3.1% 118 7.6% 1,558 100.0%


Enrolled 7 6.0% 24 20.7% 32 27.6% 2 1.7% 42 36.2% 3 2.6% 6 5.2% 116 100.0%


Fall 2008


Applicants 100 4.6% 644 29.5% 398 18.2% 18 0.8% 753 34.5% 118 5.4% 154 7.0% 2,185 100.0%


Admits 78 4.4% 508 28.8% 328 18.6% 12 0.7% 625 35.5% 83 4.7% 129 7.3% 1,763 100.0%


Enrolled 4 2.9% 34 24.5% 40 28.8% 2 1.4% 44 31.7% 5 3.6% 10 7.2% 139 100.0%


Table 1.4b - Admissions by Race/Ethnicity: New Transfer Students


New Transfer Students
African-


American
Asian/Pacific 


Islander
Hispanic


Native 
American


White
Nonresident 


Alien
Other/     


Unknown
Total


Note: Undergraduate figures include students from the referral pool.  Referral pool applicants are students who are considered to be UC eligible but cannot enroll at their 
first choice campus due to space limitations.


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis












1.4.   UC Merced freshman and transfer cohorts are ethnically very diverse, with no ethnic majority.  For the first 
two years (Fall 2004 and Fall 2005), the graduate application did not collect ethnicity data.  The graduate 
population has become more international and ethnically diverse since Fall 2006, when the race/ethnicity data 
collection process was established. 







N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %


Fall 2004


Applicants 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 14.3% 1 4.8% 2 9.5% 0 0.0% 15 71.4% 21 100.0%


Admits 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 27.3% 1 9.1% 1 9.1% 0 0.0% 6 54.5% 11 100.0%


Enrolled 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 1 11.1% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 5 55.6% 9 100.0%


Fall 2005


Applicants 0 0.0% 1 1.4% 3 4.2% 1 1.4% 5 6.9% 6 8.3% 56 77.8% 72 100.0%


Admits 0 0.0% 1 3.4% 3 10.3% 0 0.0% 3 10.3% 3 10.3% 19 65.5% 29 100.0%


Enrolled 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 12.5% 0 0.0% 3 12.5% 2 8.3% 16 66.7% 24 100.0%


Fall 2006


Applicants 6 3.3% 17 9.4% 18 9.9% 1 0.6% 56 30.9% 65 35.9% 18 9.9% 181 100.0%


Admits 0 0.0% 4 8.0% 6 12.0% 0 0.0% 21 42.0% 15 30.0% 4 8.0% 50 100.0%


Enrolled 0 0.0% 2 4.7% 6 14.0% 0 0.0% 22 51.2% 11 25.6% 2 4.7% 43 100.0%


Fall 2007


Applicants 4 1.5% 32 12.1% 21 8.0% 2 0.8% 64 24.2% 119 45.1% 22 8.3% 264 100.0%


Admits 1 1.1% 8 8.8% 8 8.8% 0 0.0% 20 22.0% 44 48.4% 10 11.0% 91 100.0%


Enrolled 1 1.9% 6 11.5% 4 7.7% 0 0.0% 16 30.8% 21 40.4% 4 7.7% 52 100.0%


Fall 2008


Applicants 7 2.1% 42 12.4% 21 6.2% 4 1.2% 63 18.6% 181 53.4% 21 6.2% 339 100.0%


Admits 1 0.9% 17 15.0% 8 7.1% 0 0.0% 28 24.8% 51 45.1% 8 7.1% 113 100.0%


Enrolled 1 1.5% 7 10.6% 6 9.1% 0 0.0% 16 24.2% 30 45.5% 6 9.1% 66 100.0%


Table 1.4c - Admissions by Race/Ethnicity: New Graduate Students


New Graduate Students


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis
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Nonresident 


Alien
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Unknown
Total
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2.1.  For the first four years after the campus’ official opening in Fall 2005, over 90% of the students have been 
bachelor’s degree seeking.  The number and percentage of graduate students has increase from 37 (4.2%) in 
Fall 2005 to 184 (6.8%) in Fall 2008.  The long-range goal is to increase the percentage of graduate students to 
20% at the campus’ targeted build-out of 25,000 students.   
 







N % N % N % N % N %


Non-Degree Seeking N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.0%


Bachelors Degree N/A N/A 838 95.8% 1,210 94.1% 1,749 93.5% 2,533 93.2%


Masters Degrees 2 22.2% 10 1.1% 16 1.2% 18 1.0% 28 1.0%


Doctoral Degree 7 77.8% 27 3.1% 60 4.7% 103 5.5% 156 5.7%


Total 9 100.0% 875 100.0% 1,286 100.0% 1,871 100.0% 2,718 100.0%


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.1 - Headcount Enrollments by Degree Objective


Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008












2.10.   Consistently, over the first four years, UC Merced’s undergraduates have come from three dominating 
areas:  Central Valley (34-37%), San Francisco Bay Area (28-30%), and Southern California (27-30%).   







Region Fall 2005 % Fall 2006 % Fall 2007 % Fall 2008 %


Central Coast/Monterey Bay 32 3.8% 47 3.9% 68 3.9% 90 3.6%


Southern California 254 30.3% 321 26.5% 474 27.1% 686 27.1%


Central Valley 287 34.2% 446 36.9% 652 37.3% 928 36.6%


Out of State/Foreign Country 16 1.9% 23 1.9% 35 2.0% 46 1.8%


San Francisco Bay Area 235 28.0% 357 29.5% 495 28.3% 750 29.6%


Northern California 14 1.7% 16 1.3% 26 1.5% 34 1.3%


Total 838 100.0% 1,210 100.0% 1,750 100.0% 2,534 100.0%


Note: Geographic origin based on county of high school from which the student graduated


Central Valley based on CPEC regions Northern San Joaquin Valley, Southern San Joaquin Valley, Sacramento - Tahoe & Inyo - Mono


Southern California based on CPEC regions Los Angeles County, Orange County, San Diego - Imperial & Inland Empire


Central Coast/Monterey Bay based on CPEC region defintion


Northern California based on CPEC regions Superior California, North Coast & Upper Sacramento Valley


Data Source: IPA Enrollment Table


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.10 - Undergraduate Geographic Origin


San Francisco Bay Area based on CPEC region defintion












2.2.   As noted before, male undergraduates have been enrolling at slightly higher percentages than females in 
the last three years.  While male graduate students outnumbered females by more than 3 to 1 the year before 
the campus officially opened, the ratio leveled quickly. 







N % N % N % N % N %


Lower Division


   Female N/A N/A 392 51.0% 488 48.1% 547 46.4% 745 46.9%


   Male N/A N/A 375 48.8% 524 51.6% 632 53.6% 839 52.9%


   Decline to State* N/A N/A 2 0.3% 3 0.3% 0 0.0% 3 0.2%


Upper Division


   Female N/A N/A 32 46.4% 97 49.7% 293 51.4% 439 46.4%


   Male N/A N/A 37 53.6% 98 50.3% 277 48.6% 505 53.4%


   Decline to State* N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 0.2%


Graduate


   Female 2 22.2% 13 35.1% 26 34.2% 46 38.0% 68 37.0%


   Male 7 77.8% 24 64.9% 50 65.8% 75 62.0% 116 63.0%


Non-Degree Seeking


   Female N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%


   Male N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%


Total
   Female 2 22.2% 437 49.9% 611 47.5% 886 47.4% 1252 46.1%
   Male 7 77.8% 436 49.8% 672 52.3% 985 52.6% 1461 53.8%


   Decline to State* 0 0.0% 2 0.2% 3 0.2% 0 0.0% 5 0.2%


* Decline to State: Student did not indicate gender on their application


Note: Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.2 - Headcount Enrollments by Gender


Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008












2.3.   Diversity is a strong point at UC Merced.  There is no ethnic majority at any level of the student population.   







 


Lower Division N % N % N % N % N %


African-American N/A N/A 51 6.6% 67 6.6% 80 6.8% 108 6.8%


Asian N/A N/A 297 38.6% 385 37.9% 375 31.8% 507 31.9%


Hispanic N/A N/A 184 23.9% 266 26.2% 370 31.4% 525 33.1%


Native American N/A N/A 6 0.8% 7 0.7% 9 0.8% 8 0.5%


White N/A N/A 200 26.0% 242 23.8% 271 23.0% 350 22.1%


Nonresident Alien N/A N/A 6 0.8% 4 0.4% 10 0.8% 19 1.2%


Other/Unknown N/A N/A 25 3.3% 44 4.3% 64 5.4% 70 4.4%


Total N/A N/A 769 100.0% 1,015 100.0% 1,179 100.0% 1,587 100.0%


Upper Division


African-American N/A N/A 2 2.9% 6 3.1% 29 5.1% 56 5.9%


Asian N/A N/A 18 26.1% 58 29.7% 210 36.8% 328 34.7%


Hispanic N/A N/A 18 26.1% 49 25.1% 140 24.6% 238 25.2%


Native American N/A N/A 0 0.0% 2 1.0% 5 0.9% 9 1.0%


White N/A N/A 24 34.8% 61 31.3% 158 27.7% 260 27.5%


Nonresident Alien N/A N/A 0 0.0% 3 1.5% 7 1.2% 11 1.2%


Other/Unknown N/A N/A 7 10.1% 16 8.2% 21 3.7% 44 4.7%


Total N/A N/A 69 100.0% 195 100.0% 570 100.0% 946 100.0%


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.3a - Headcount Enrollments by Race/Ethnicity: Lower & Upper Division Undergraduate


Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008












2.3.   Diversity is a strong point at UC Merced.  There is no ethnic majority at any level of the student population.   







Non-degree 
Seeking


N % N % N % N % N %


African-American N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%


Asian N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%


Hispanic N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%


Native American N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%


White N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%


Nonresident Alien N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%


Other/Unknown N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%


Total N/A N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%


Graduate


African-American 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.8% 2 1.1%


Asian 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 2.6% 8 6.6% 16 8.7%


Hispanic 2 22.2% 8 47.1% 13 17.1% 13 10.7% 22 12.0%


Native American 1 11.1% 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%


White 1 11.1% 6 35.3% 28 36.8% 40 33.1% 53 28.8%


Nonresident Alien 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 13 17.1% 37 30.6% 65 35.3%


Other/Unknown 5 55.6% 1 5.9% 20 26.3% 22 18.2% 26 14.1%


Total N/A N/A 17 0.0% 76 0.0% 121 100.0% 184 100.0%


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.3b - Headcount Enrollments by Race/Ethnicity: Non-Degree Seeking and Graduate


Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008












2.3.   Diversity is a strong point at UC Merced.  There is no ethnic majority at any level of the student population.   







All Students N % N % N % N % N %


African-American 0 0.0% 53 6.1% 73 5.7% 110 5.9% 166 6.1%


Asian 0 0.0% 315 36.0% 445 34.6% 593 31.7% 851 31.3%


Hispanic 2 22.2% 210 24.0% 328 25.5% 523 28.0% 785 28.9%


Native American 1 11.1% 7 0.8% 9 0.7% 14 0.7% 17 0.6%


White 1 11.1% 230 26.3% 331 25.7% 469 25.1% 663 24.4%


Nonresident Alien 0 0.0% 7 0.8% 20 1.6% 54 2.9% 95 3.5%


Other/Unknown 5 55.6% 53 6.1% 80 6.2% 108 5.8% 141 5.2%


Total N/A N/A 875 100.0% 1,286 100.0% 1,871 100.0% 2,718 100.0%


Table 2.3c - Headcount Enrollments by Race/Ethnicity: All Students


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Fall 2008Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007












2.4.   UC Merced has a relatively high percentage of low-income undergraduates, as measured by the 
percentage receiving federal Pell Grants (40% in Fall 2007).   The average for public universities nationwide 
(2004) was 34%.  For California public universities (CSU and UCs), the average was 37%. (Postsecondary 
Education OPPORTUNITY, Jan. 2007) 



http://pathwaystocollege.net/statelibraries/Pell%20Grants%202004%20Master%20Document.xls

http://pathwaystocollege.net/statelibraries/Pell%20Grants%202004%20Master%20Document.xls





 


N % N % N % N % N %
Undergraduates
  Total Headcount N/A N/A 838 100% 1,210 100% 1,750 100% 2,534 100%


  Total Receiving Some 
   Form of Financial Aid
      or Assistance N/A N/A 625 75% 858 71% 1300 74% N/A N/A


  Total Receiving Federal
   Pell Grant Support N/A N/A 318 38% 461 38% 695 40% N/A N/A


Graduate Students
  Total Headcount 9 100% 37 100% 76 100% 121 100% N/A N/A


  Total Receiving Some 
   Form of Financial Aid
      or Assistance 9 100% 37 100% 74 97% 116 96% N/A N/A


Source:  October UCOP Year End Financial Aid Files (CSSFAI)


1 Financial aid for Fall 2008 will not be available until October 2009


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.4 - Students Receiving Financial Aid


Fall 2004 Fall 20081Fall 2007Fall 2005 Fall 2006












2.5.   The array of undergraduate majors has increased from 9 in Fall 2005 (Human Biology was a separate major 
in Fall 2005 but was changed to an emphasis within Biological Sciences by Fall 2006) to 17 in Fall 2008 (18, 
pending WASC approval of Anthropology).  UC Merced’s approach to launching majors was to begin with 9 
fairly interdisciplinary programs and faculty.  Umbrella programs, such as Social and Cognitive Sciences and 
World Cultures and History would spawn others as core faculty were hired, creating a critical mass of faculty 
and students.  Examples of majors that came out of Social and Cognitive Sciences include Political Science, 
Psychology, and Economics.  A similar strategy was employed for graduate programs, all of which started out 
as emphases within the Individual Graduate Program.   
 At the undergraduate level, Biological Sciences started out as, and has remained, the most popular 
major.  Psychology has grown to be the second most popular. 







Undergraduate Programs Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008


Anthropology* N/A 0 0 0 4
Applied Mathematics N/A 0 6 23 38
Bioengineering N/A 36 50 62 104
Biological Sciences** N/A 232 358 481 632
Chemical Sciences N/A 0 6 24 54
Cognitive Science N/A 0 0 31 57
Computer Science & Engineering N/A 57 79 96 152
Earth Systems Science N/A 7 9 18 19
Economics N/A 0 0 20 50
Environmental Engineering N/A 5 17 31 51
History N/A 0 0 36 64
Literature and Cultures N/A 0 0 23 51
Management N/A 63 94 122 178
Materials Science & Engineering N/A 0 2 4 16
Mechanical Engineering N/A 0 26 69 121
Physics N/A 0 3 15 23
Political Science N/A 0 0 56 116
Psychology N/A 0 36 219 328
Social and Cognitive Sciences*** N/A 122 168 33 12
World Cultures & History*** N/A 33 65 26 8
Undeclared N/A 123 150 240 321
Undeclared Engineering N/A 42 51 48 49
Undeclared Natural Sciences N/A 42 38 36 36
Undeclared Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts N/A 76 52 37 50


Undergraduate Total N/A 838 1,210 1,750 2,534
* Contingent on WASC approval


** Fall 2005 figures include Human Biology majors


*** No longer accepting new students


Note: Undeclared students with a school designation have not yet chosen an area of concentration


Data Source: IPA Enrollment Table


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.5a - Enrollment by Program: Undergraduate Programs












2.5.   The array of undergraduate majors has increased from 9 in Fall 2005 (Human Biology was a separate major 
in Fall 2005 but was changed to an emphasis within Biological Sciences by Fall 2006) to 17 in Fall 2008 (18, 
pending WASC approval of Anthropology).  UC Merced’s approach to launching majors was to begin with 9 
fairly interdisciplinary programs and faculty.  Umbrella programs, such as Social and Cognitive Sciences and 
World Cultures and History would spawn others as core faculty were hired, creating a critical mass of faculty 
and students.  Examples of majors that came out of Social and Cognitive Sciences include Political Science, 
Psychology, and Economics.  A similar strategy was employed for graduate programs, all of which started out 
as emphases within the Individual Graduate Program.   
 At the undergraduate level, Biological Sciences started out as, and has remained, the most popular 
major.  Psychology has grown to be the second most popular. 







Graduate Programs Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008


Environmental Systems 6 16 19 21 28


Individual Graduate Program with Emphasis in:


Applied Mathematics 0 0 5 10 12


Biological Engineering & Small Scale Technologies 0 0 0 7 14


Electrical Engineering & Computer Science* 0 0 5 15 19


Mechanical Engineering & Applied Mechanics 0 0 0 3 8


Physics & Chemistry** 0 3 8 12 20


Quantitative & Systems Biology 1 8 14 23 41


Social & Cognitive Sciences 0 1 13 16 22


World Cultures 0 9 12 14 20


Graduate Total 7 37 76 121 184


* Formerly Computer & Information Systems


** Formerly Atomic & Molecular Engineering


Data Source: IPA Enrollment Table


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.5b - Enrollment by Program: Graduate Programs












2.6.   UC Merced has a high proportion of undergraduates who are first-generation college students (50% in Fall 
2008).  Nationally, about 35% of all college undergraduates are first-generation 
(http://www.nasfaa.org/publications/2007/rnpellreport040407.html ). 
 
 



http://www.nasfaa.org/publications/2007/rnpellreport040407.html





N % N % N % N %


Yes 396 47.3% 573 47.4% 872 49.8% 1,278 50.4%


No 442 52.7% 637 52.6% 878 50.2% 1,256 49.6%


Total 838 100.0% 1,210 100.0% 1,750 100.0% 2,534 100.0%


First College Generation is defined as follows: Neither parent has earned a 4-year baccalaureate degree


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.6 - Undergraduate Enrollment by First-Generation College Status


Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008












2.7.   Gradually, over the first four years, the distribution of undergraduates has filled out across all class levels. 







School of Engineering Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008


Freshmen 122 115 143 228
Sophomores 4 73 66 87
Juniors 14 23 78 103
Seniors 0 14 23 75
Second Baccalaureate 0 0 0 0


Total 140 225 310 493


School of Natural Sciences


Freshmen 253 201 248 295
Sophomores 1 146 134 156
Juniors 25 40 170 174
Seniors 1 32 45 176
Second Baccalaureate 1 1 0 1


Total 281 420 597 802


School of Social Sciences, Humanities and Arts


Freshmen 263 159 224 347
Sophomores 3 171 134 164
Juniors 28 46 199 195
Seniors 0 38 46 212
Second Baccalaureate 0 1 0 0


Total 294 415 603 918


Note: Fall 2005 enrollment figures do not include students admitted as Hurricane Katrina visiting students


Note: Second baccaluareate students have graduated from a baccaluareate program and are pursuing a second undergraduate degree


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 2.7 - Undergraduate Enrollment by School by Level












2.8.   Freshmen have come to UC Merced from all parts of the State of California:  about 30% from the Bay 
Area, 29% from Southern California, and 36% from the Central Valley. 







Region Fall 2005 % Fall 2006 % Fall 2007 % Fall 2008 %


Central Valley 212 30.0% 152 38.2% 250 37.4% 335 36.2%


San Francisco Bay Area 216 30.6% 129 32.4% 181 27.1% 279 30.2%


Southern California 227 32.2% 93 23.4% 205 30.6% 270 29.2%


Central Coast/Monterey Bay 26 3.7% 13 3.3% 19 2.8% 21 2.3%


Out of State/Foreign Country 13 1.8% 7 1.8% 6 0.9% 11 1.2%


Northern California 12 1.7% 4 1.0% 8 1.2% 9 1.0%


Total 706 100.0% 398 100.0% 669 100.0% 925 100.0%
Note: Geographic origin based on county of high school from which the student graduated


Central Coast/Monterey Bay based on CPEC region defintion


Data Source: IPA Enrollment Table


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


San Francisco Bay Area based on CPEC region defintion


Northern California based on CPEC regions Superior California, North Coast & Upper Sacramento Valley


Table 2.8 - Entering Freshmen Geographic Origin


Southern California based on CPEC regions Los Angeles County, Orange County, San Diego - Imperial & Inland Empire


Central Valley based on CPEC regions Northern San Joaquin Valley, Southern San Joaquin Valley, Sacramento - Tahoe & Inyo - Mono












2.9.   Like the freshman cohorts, the greatest percentage of transfers to UC Merced also comes from the 
Central Valley (38%). Southern California and the San Francisco Bay Area are next with 25% each. 







Region Fall 2005 % Fall 2006 % Fall 2007 % Fall 2008 %


Central Valley 75 56.8% 46 45.1% 59 50.9% 53 38.1%
Southern California 27 20.5% 13 12.7% 19 16.4% 34 24.5%
San Francisco Bay Area 19 14.4% 31 30.4% 18 15.5% 34 24.5%
Central Coast/Monterey Bay 6 4.5% 9 8.8% 7 6.0% 12 8.6%
Out of State/Foreign Country 3 2.3% 2 2.0% 10 8.6% 4 2.9%
Northern California 2 1.5% 1 1.0% 3 2.6% 2 1.4%


Total 132 100.0% 102 100.0% 116 100.0% 139 100.0%


Note: Geographic origin based on county of high school from which the student graduated


Central Coast/Monterey Bay based on CPEC region defintion


Data Source: IPA Enrollment Table


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Northern California based on CPEC regions Superior California, North Coast & Upper Sacramento Valley


Table 2.9 - New Transfer Student Geographic Origin


San Francisco Bay Area based on CPEC region defintion


Central Valley based on CPEC regions Northern San Joaquin Valley, Southern San Joaquin Valley, Sacramento - Tahoe & Inyo - Mono


Southern California based on CPEC regions Los Angeles County, Orange County, San Diego - Imperial & Inland Empire


 












3.1.   Already, through June 30, 2008, 127 bachelor’s and 4 master’s degrees have been awarded.   







Bachelor's FY2005-06 FY2006-07 FY2007-08
Biological Sciences 0 17 26
Cognitive Sciences 0 1 2
Computer Science & Engineering 0 3 3
Economics 0 2 2
Environmental Engineering 0 4 3
History 0 0 5
Literatures & Cultures 0 0 3
Management 0 0 1
Psychology 0 22 23


Social & Cognitive Sciences 1 3 2


World Cultures & History 0 3 1


Total 1 55 71


Master's
Electrical Engineering & Computer Science 0 0 1
Environmental Systems 1 1 1


Total 1 1 2


Note: Fiscal year runs from July 1 through June 30


Source: UCOP degree files


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 3.1 - Degrees Granted by Degree Level & Program












3.2.   First-year retention rates for new freshman cohorts have hovered around 80%.  This compares to the 
national average of 77% for all public 4-year colleges (Source:   NCHEMS Information Center; Retention:  First-Time College Freshmen 


Returning Their Second Year; Four-Year Public Colleges; Fall 2007 Cohort.)  The projected 4-year graduation rate for the inaugural Class 
of 2009 is estimated at about 48%-50%, compared to the national average of 29% for public 4-year colleges 
(Source:  U.S. Department of Education, NCES, IPEDS, Spring 2008, Graduation Rates component; cohort year 2001). 
 As of Fall 2008, almost 66% of the inaugural class of transfer students had graduated and another 7% 
were still enrolled.   
 







First-Time Freshmen Cohort Size


  N % N % N % N %
Fall 2005 706 581 82.3% N/A N/A 9 1.3% 448 63.5%
Fall 2006 397 316 79.6% N/A N/A N/A N/A 273 68.8%
Fall 2007 669 529 79.1% N/A N/A N/A N/A


Transfer Students
Fall 2005 132 106 80.3% 65 49.2% 87 65.9% 9 6.8%
Fall 2006 102 84 82.4% 30 29.4% N/A N/A 44 43.1%
Fall 2007 116 95 81.9% N/A N/A N/A N/A


Retention rates do not include students who left to serve in the military, go on religious missions or are deceased


Source: IPA Enrollment Table


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


1st Year Retention 
(Fall to Fall)


3-Year Graduation 
Rate


Still Enrolled at UCM 
as of Fall 2008


Table 3.2 - Cohort Graduation and Retention Rates


2-Year Graduation 
Rate












3.3.   Based on the first three freshman cohorts, first-generation students (whose parents did not graduate from 
a 4-year college) have somewhat lower first-year retention rates (by 2.7-3.3 percentage points) but, at least for 
the first cohort in Fall 2005, their third year retention rate actually was higher (by 2.1 percentage points) than 
their counterparts with at least one parent who graduated from a 4-year college.    
 
  







Enrollment Year 1 Retention % Year 2 Retention %
Year 3 


Retention %
3 Year Graduation 


%


Fall 2005 Cohort 318 80.8% 69.2% 64.5% 1.9%


Fall 2006 Cohort 195 77.9% 67.7%


Fall 2007 Cohort 349 77.7%  


Fall 2008 Cohort 488  


How to interpret retention tables:


● 80.8% of the Fall 2005 cohort where neither parent attended college were still enrolled after one year (fall 2006)


● 64.5% were still enrolled after three years (fall 2008)


● 1.9% graduated within 3 years of enrolling


Enrollment Year 1 Retention % Year 2 Retention %
Year 3 


Retention %
3 Year Graduation 


%


Fall 2005 Cohort 388 83.5% 67.5% 62.4% 0.8%


Fall 2006 Cohort 202 81.2% 69.8%


Fall 2007 Cohort 320 80.6%  


Fall 2008 Cohort 436  


Note: First generation college defined as neither parent has graduated from a 4-year college
Note: Retention rates do not include students who left to serve in the military, go on religious missions or are deceased
Source: IPA Enrollment Table and Applicant Table.  SPSS datasets in Retention folder: Fall 2005 FTF & Fall 2006 FTF
Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis: June 16, 2009


Table 3.3a - First-Time Freshman Retention & Graduation Rates of First Generation 
College Students


Table 3.3b - First-Time Freshman Retention & Graduation Rates of Non-First Generation 
College Students












3.4.   Some majors are too small to give reliable retention information.  There is a great deal of variability both 
across and within the three Schools, as well as across cohort years.  Retention rates are monitored with the goal 
of assessing trends and identifying factors that impede or enhance retention in various programs.  While first-
year retention was lowest for undeclared students for the Fall 2005 freshman cohort (76%), this was not true for 
subsequent cohorts (82% for Fall 2006 and Fall 2007 cohorts).   







Fall 2005 Cohort
Fall 2005 


Enrollment
Year 1 Retention 


%
Year 2 Retention 


%
Year 3 Retention 


%
3-Year 


Graduation %


     Undeclared 123 75.6% 67.5% 63.4% 1.6%


College One 123 75.6% 67.5% 63.4% 1.6%


     Bioengineering 36 75.0% 61.1% 58.3% 0.0%


     Computer Science & Engineering 41 75.6% 65.9% 61.0% 0.0%


     Environmental Engineering 2 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%


     Undeclared Engineering 36 86.1% 75.0% 69.4% 0.0%


Engineering 115 79.1% 67.8% 63.5% 0.0%


     Biological Sciences 145 89.0% 72.4% 67.6% 0.7%


     Earth Systems Science 7 85.7% 71.4% 57.1% 0.0%


     Human Biology 44 72.7% 56.8% 54.5% 0.0%


     Undeclared Natural Sciences 37 83.8% 73.0% 64.9% 0.0%


Natural Sciences 233 85.0% 69.5% 64.4% 0.7%


     Management 63 81.0% 73.0% 66.7% 6.3%
     SBCS - Economics Emphasis 1 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
     SBCS - Psychology Emphasis 5 80.0% 60.0% 40.0% 0.0%
     Social and Cognitive Science 71 84.5% 64.8% 60.6% 1.4%
     World Cultures & History 25 92.0% 68.0% 64.0% 0.0%
     Undeclared Soc Sci, Human, Art 70 85.7% 67.1% 62.9% 1.4%


Social Sciences, Humanities & Art 235 84.7% 67.7% 62.6% 2.6%


Total 706 82.3% 68.3% 63.5% 1.3%


Note: Students are tracked according to their major upon entering UC Merced.
Note: Students in schools with undeclared majors have not yet selected a specific major


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 3.4a - First-Time Freshman Retention & Graduation Rates by Original Major:       
Fall 2005 Cohort












3.4.   Some majors are too small to give reliable retention information.  There is a great deal of variability both 
across and within the three Schools, as well as across cohort years.  Retention rates are monitored with the goal 
of assessing trends and identifying factors that impede or enhance retention in various programs.  While first-
year retention was lowest for undeclared students for the Fall 2005 freshman cohort (76%), this was not true for 
subsequent cohorts (82% for Fall 2006 and Fall 2007 cohorts).   







Fall 2006 Cohort
Fall 2006 


Enrollment
Year 1 Retention 


%
Year 2 Retention 


%
Year 3 Retention 


%
3-Year 


Graduation %
     Undeclared 90 82.2% 73.3% N/A N/A
College One 90 82.2% 73.3% N/A N/A
     Bioengineering 21 61.9% 42.9% N/A N/A
     Computer Science & Engineering 28 89.3% 82.1% N/A N/A
     Environmental Engineering 5 80.0% 80.0% N/A N/A
     Material Sciences & Engineering 2 100.0% 50.0% N/A N/A
     Mechanical Engineering 26 92.3% 69.2% N/A N/A
     Undeclared Engineering 14 85.7% 71.4% N/A N/A
Engineering 96 83.3% 67.7% N/A N/A
     Biological Sciences 81 84.0% 72.8% N/A N/A
     Chemical Sciences 6 83.3% 66.7% N/A N/A
     Earth Systems Science 3 66.7% 33.3% N/A N/A
     Human Biology 19 89.5% 73.7% N/A N/A
     Mathematical Sciences 2 100.0% 100.0% N/A N/A
     Physics 3 100.0% 100.0% N/A N/A
     Undeclared Natural Sciences 5 60.0% 60.0% N/A N/A
Natural Sciences 119 84.0% 72.3% N/A N/A
     Management 31 61.3% 51.6% N/A N/A
     Psychology 1 100.0% 100.0% N/A N/A
     Social and Cognitive Science 39 66.7% 61.5% N/A N/A
     World Cultures & History 8 75.0% 75.0% N/A N/A
     Undeclared Soc Sci, Human, Art 13 76.9% 69.2% N/A N/A
Social Sciences, Humanities & Art 92 67.4% 60.9% N/A N/A


Total 397 79.6% 68.8% N/A N/A


How to read retention by semester and students' original major tables:


Students were tracked according to their major at time of matriculation and were not reclassified once they declared or changed their major


Note: Retention rates do not include students who left to serve in the military, go on religious missions or are deceased
College One is comprised of students with undeclared majors
Source: IPA Enrollment Table
Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis: May 11, 2009


Note: Undeclared students with a school designation have not yet chosen an area of concentration


Table 3.4b - First-Time Freshman Retention & Graduation Rates by Original Major:       
Fall 2006 Cohort


     ● 82.2% of Fall 2006 first-time freshmen whose original major was undeclared enrolled the following Year (Fall 2007)












3.4.   Some majors are too small to give reliable retention information.  There is a great deal of variability both 
across and within the three Schools, as well as across cohort years.  Retention rates are monitored with the goal 
of assessing trends and identifying factors that impede or enhance retention in various programs.  While first-
year retention was lowest for undeclared students for the Fall 2005 freshman cohort (76%), this was not true for 
subsequent cohorts (82% for Fall 2006 and Fall 2007 cohorts).   







Fall 2007 Cohort
Fall 2007 


Enrollment
Year 1 Retention 


%
Year 2 Retention 


%
Year 3 Retention 


%
3-Year 


Graduation %
     Undeclared 161 82.0% N/A N/A N/A
College One 161 82.0% N/A N/A N/A
     Bioengineering 14 71.4% N/A N/A N/A
     Computer Science & Engineering 38 71.1% N/A N/A N/A
     Environmental Engineering 10 80.0% N/A N/A N/A
     Material Sciences & Engineering 1 100.0% N/A N/A N/A
     Mechanical Engineering 27 85.2% N/A N/A N/A
     Undeclared Engineering 17 88.2% N/A N/A N/A
Engineering 107 78.5% N/A N/A N/A
     Applied Mathematical Sciences 12 83.3% N/A N/A N/A
     Biological Sciences 154 77.9% N/A N/A N/A
     Chemical Sciences 19 68.4% N/A N/A N/A
     Earth Systems Science 6 83.3% N/A N/A N/A
     Human Biology 1 100.0% N/A N/A N/A
     Physics 8 50.0% N/A N/A N/A
     Undeclared Natural Sciences 11 81.8% N/A N/A N/A
Natural Sciences 211 76.8% N/A N/A N/A
     Cognitive Sciences 7 71.4% N/A N/A N/A
     Economics 4 50.0% N/A N/A N/A
     History 7 71.4% N/A N/A N/A
     Literature & Cultures 8 87.5% N/A N/A N/A
     Management 39 84.6% N/A N/A N/A
     Political Science 31 64.5% N/A N/A N/A
     Psychology 63 84.1% N/A N/A N/A
     Social & Cognitive Science 3 100.0% N/A N/A N/A
     World Cultures & History 4 75.0% N/A N/A N/A
     Undeclared Soc Sci, Human, Art 24 83.3% N/A N/A N/A
Social Sciences, Humanities & Art 190 79.5% N/A N/A N/A


Total 669 79.1% N/A N/A N/A


How to read retention by semester and students' original major tables:
     ● 82.0% of Fall 2007 first-time freshmen whose original major was undeclared enrolled the following year (Fall 2008)
Students were tracked according to their major at time of matriculation and were not reclassified once they declared or changed their major


Note: Retention rates do not include students who left to serve in the military, go on religious missions or are deceased
College One is comprised of students with undeclared majors
Source: IPA Enrollment Table
Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis: May 11, 2009


Note: Undeclared students with a school designation have not yet chosen an area of concentration


Table 3.4c - First-Time Freshman Retention & Graduation Rates by Original Major:        
Fall 2007 Cohort












4.1.   Full-time faculty almost tripled since Fall 2005.  Part-time instructors represent 16% of the instructional 
faculty in Fall 2008. 







N % N % N % N %
Full-Time 61 100% 94 100% 118 100% 170 100%


Gender
     Male 35 57% 62 66% 78 66% 105 62%
     Female 26 43% 32 34% 40 34% 65 38%


Ethnicity
   African-American 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
   Asian/Pacific Islander 5 8% 10 11% 13 11% 23 14%
   Hispanic 8 13% 12 13% 14 12% 20 12%
   Native American 1 2% 2 2% 2 2% 3 2%
   White 43 70% 57 61% 70 59% 104 61%
   Nonresident Alien 4 7% 13 14% 16 14% 14 8%
   Other/Unknown 0 0% 0 0% 3 3% 6 4%


Part-Time 4 100% 25 100% 30 100% 32 100%


Gender
     Male 4 100% 15 60% 16 53% 14 44%
     Female 0 0% 10 40% 14 47% 18 56%


Ethnicity
   African-American 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
   Asian/Pacific Islander 1 25% 6 24% 3 10% 5 16%
   Hispanic 0 0% 2 8% 3 10% 1 3%
   Native American 0 0% 1 4% 1 3% 0 0%
   White 3 75% 14 56% 22 73% 22 69%
   Nonresident Alien 0 0% 1 4% 1 3% 1 3%
   Other/Unknown 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 3 9%


Faculty includes ladder rank and lecturers
Source: QDB November Snapshot
Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 4.1 - Faculty Composition


Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008












4.2.   Undergraduate program offerings, especially in the School of Social Sciences, Humanities, and Arts, have 
evolved (sometimes from “umbrella” programs) as core faculty have been added to help develop new 
programs and sustain continuing programs. 







N % N % N % N %


Engineering 19 100% 19 100% 28 100% 31 100%
    Full-Time 18 164% 18 95% 24 86% 30 97%
    Part-Time 1 9% 1 5% 4 14% 1 3%


Bioengineering 3 100% 5 100% 4 100% 6 100%
    Full-Time 3 100% 5 100% 4 100% 6 100%
    Part-Time 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%


Computer Science & Engineering 10 100% 6 100% 10 100% 11 100%
    Full-Time 9 90% 5 83% 8 80% 10 91%
    Part-Time 1 10% 1 17% 2 20% 1 9%


Environmental Engineering 5 100% 6 100% 8 100% 9 100%
    Full-Time 5 100% 6 100% 7 88% 9 100%
    Part-Time 0 0% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0%


Materials Science & Engineering 0 0% 1 100% 1 100%
    Full-Time 0 0% 1 100% 1 100%
    Part-Time 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%


Mechanical Engineering 1 100% 2 100% 5 100% 4 100%
    Full-Time 1 100% 2 100% 4 80% 4 100%
    Part-Time 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 0 0%


Faculty includes ladder rank and lecturers
Faculty teach a combination of graduate and undergraduate courses
Note: Fall 2005 employee data tables do not include home department information
Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding
Source: QDB November Employee Snapshot
Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 4.2a - Faculty Headcount by Program:  School of Engineering


Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008












4.2.   Undergraduate program offerings, especially in the School of Social Sciences, Humanities, and Arts, have 
evolved (sometimes from “umbrella” programs) as core faculty have been added to help develop new 
programs and sustain continuing programs. 







N % N % N % N %


Natural Sciences 15 100% 41 100% 53 100% 68 100%
    Full-Time 13 87% 35 85% 45 85% 57 84%
    Part-Time 2 15% 6 15% 8 15% 11 16%


Biological Sciences 10 100% 14 100% 18 100% 20 100%
    Full-Time 8 80% 12 86% 15 83% 18 90%
    Part-Time 2 20% 2 14% 3 17% 2 10%


Chemical Sciences 3 100% 7 100% 10 100% 13 100%
    Full-Time 3 100% 5 71% 9 90% 11 85%
    Part-Time 0 0% 2 29% 1 10% 2 15%


Earth Systems Science 2 100% 3 100% 2 100% 3 100%
    Full-Time 2 100% 3 100% 2 100% 3 100%
    Part-Time 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%


Mathematical Sciences 11 100% 12 100% 14 100%
    Full-Time 9 82% 11 92% 13 93%
    Part-Time 2 18% 1 8% 1 7%


Physics 6 100% 10 100% 14 100%
    Full-Time 6 100% 8 80% 12 86%
    Part-Time 0 0% 2 20% 2 14%


Natural Sciences Education Minor (NSED)* 1 100% 4 100%
    Full-Time 0 0% 0 0%
    Part-Time 1 100% 4 100%


Faculty includes ladder rank and lecturers
Faculty teach a combination of graduate and undergraduate courses
Note: NSED is a program that trains students interested in being a high school math or science teacher.
Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding
Source: QDB November Employee Snapshot
Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008


Table 4.2b - Faculty Headcount by Program:  School of Natural Sciences












4.2.   Undergraduate program offerings, especially in the School of Social Sciences, Humanities, and Arts, have 
evolved (sometimes from “umbrella” programs) as core faculty have been added to help develop new 
programs and sustain continuing programs. 







N % N % N % N %
Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts 31 100% 59 100% 67 100% 104 100%
    Full-Time 30 97% 41 69% 49 73% 83 80%
    Part-Time 1 3% 18 31% 18 27% 21 20%


Anthropology*   3 100%
    Full-Time   3 100%
    Part-Time   0 0%


Cognitive Science 2 100% 2 100% 4 100%
    Full-Time 2 100% 2 100% 4 100%
    Part-Time 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%


Economics   4 100% 4 100%
    Full-Time   4 100% 4 100%
    Part-Time   0 0% 0 0%


History 3 100% 6 100%
    Full-Time 3 100% 6 100%
    Part-Time 0 0% 0 0%


Literatures & Cultures 4 100% 5 100%
    Full-Time 4 100% 5 100%
    Part-Time 0 0% 0 0%


Management 1 100% 3 100% 3 100%
    Full-Time 0 0% 1 33% 2 67%
    Part-Time 1 100% 2 67% 1 33%


* Contingent upon WASC approval


Faculty includes ladder rank and lecturers


Faculty teach a combination of graduate and undergraduate courses


** Not a degree program


Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding


Source: QDB November Employee Snapshot


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 4.2c - Faculty Headcount by Program:  School of Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts


Fall 2007 Fall 2008Fall 2005 Fall 2006












4.3   Full-time staff increased by 65% over the first four years, as services for students and faculty increased. 







Full-Time N % N % N % N %
Total 353 100.0% 393 100.0% 503 100.0% 582 100.0%
Male 165 46.7% 180 45.8% 224 44.5% 249 42.8%
Female 188 53.3% 213 54.2% 279 55.5% 333 57.2%


African-American 10 2.4% 13 3.3% 18 3.6% 22 3.8%
Asian 50 12.1% 35 8.9% 40 8.0% 51 8.8%
Hispanic 97 23.4% 108 27.5% 138 27.4% 157 27.0%
Native American 2 0.5% 3 0.8% 3 0.6% 6 1.0%
White 216 52.2% 198 50.4% 262 52.1% 298 51.2%
Nonresident Alien 26 6.3% 23 5.9% 20 4.0% 28 4.8%
Other/Unknown 13 3.1% 13 3.3% 22 4.4% 20 3.4%


Part-Time
Total 68 100.0% 139 100.0% 202 100.0% 270 100.0%
Male 28 41.2% 75 54.0% 118 58.4% 152 56.3%
Female 40 58.8% 64 46.0% 84 41.6% 118 43.7%


African-American 1 1.4% 3 2.2% 6 3.0% 6 2.2%
Asian 8 11.1% 16 11.5% 25 12.4% 30 11.1%
Hispanic 14 19.4% 29 20.9% 29 14.4% 38 14.1%
Native American 1 1.4% 1 0.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
White 39 54.2% 74 53.2% 94 46.5% 119 44.1%
Nonresident Alien 7 9.7% 14 10.1% 38 18.8% 64 23.7%
Other/Unknown 2 2.8% 2 1.4% 10 5.0% 13 4.8%


Staff is defined as any non ladder-rank, lecturer, or adjunct faculty position. 


Source: QDB November Employee Snapshot


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 4.3 - Staff by Gender and Race/Ethnicity


Fall 2007 Fall 2008Fall 2005 Fall 2006












4.4.  Fewer than 1% of full-time faculty and staff retired; 18% left (mostly staff).   
  







 
N % N % N % N %


Faculty 179 100.0% 118 65.9% 1 0.6% 11 6.1%
Staff 757 100.0% 404 53.4% 7 0.9% 160 21.1%


Total 936 100.0% 522 55.8% 8 0.9% 171 18.3%


 
N % N % N % N %


Female 72 100.0% 46 63.9% 0 0.0% 6 8.3%
Male 107 100.0% 72 67.3% 1 0.9% 5 4.7%


Total 179 100.0% 118 65.9% 1 0.6% 11 6.1%


 
N % N % N % N %


Female 427 100.0% 239 56.0% 4 0.9% 88 20.6%
Male 330 100.0% 165 50.0% 3 0.9% 72 21.8%


Total 757 100.0% 404 53.4% 7 0.9% 160 21.1%


Faculty is defined as ladder rank, lecturers, and adjuncts (represented and unrepresented) 


Hispanics includes Mexican-American, Chicano,  Latino, Cuban, Puerto Rican and South American ethnic groups.


Native American includes Alaskan Native and Hawaiian Native ethnic groups


Total employed is based on data from November employee snapshot beginning in fall 2005.


New hires based on faculty/staff hired after the fall 2005 snapshot.


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Nonresident Aliens are any employee who is not a US citizen, permanent resident or refugee. Do not include their ethnicity in the other 
categories


Other/Unknown are individuals who declined to give their ethnic background or for whom we do not have ethnic information


Employees who left and then returned are only counted once in the total employed and new hires categories but are not counted in 
departures.


New Hires Retirements


Total Employed


Table 4.4c - Full-time Staff Turnover Over the Last 3 Years by Gender


Departures


New Hires


Total Employed


Table 4.4a - Full-time Faculty/Staff Turnover Over the Last 3 Years


Table 4.4b - Full-time Faculty Turnover Over the Last 3 Years by Gender


Retirements Departures


Retirements DeparturesTotal Employed New Hires












4.4.  Fewer than 1% of full-time faculty and staff retired; 18% left (mostly staff).   
  







 
N % N % N % N %


African-American 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Asian/Pacific Islander 23 100.0% 18 78.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Hispanic 21 100.0% 13 61.9% 0 0.0% 1 4.8%
Native American 2 100.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
White 110 100.0% 67 60.9% 1 0.9% 10 9.1%
Nonresident Alien 19 100.0% 15 78.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Other/Unknown 4 100.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%


Total 179 100.0% 118 65.9% 1 0.6% 11 6.1%


 
N % N % N % N %


African-American 31 100.0% 21 67.7% 1 3.2% 9 29.0%
Asian/Pacific Islander 70 100.0% 25 35.7% 0 0.0% 24 34.3%
Hispanic 192 100.0% 103 53.6% 0 0.0% 36 18.8%
Native American 6 100.0% 5 83.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
White 376 100.0% 203 54.0% 5 1.3% 66 17.6%
Nonresident Alien 52 100.0% 30 57.7% 0 0.0% 18 34.6%
Other/Unknown 30 100.0% 17 56.7% 1 3.3% 7 23.3%


Total 757 100.0% 404 53.4% 7 7.9% 160 21.1%
Faculty is defined as ladder rank, lecturers, and adjuncts (represented and unrepresented) 


Hispanics includes Mexican-American, Chicano,  Latino, Cuban, Puerto Rican and South American ethnic groups.


Native American includes Alaskan Native and Hawaiian Native ethnic groups


Total employed is based on data from November employee snapshot beginning in fall 2005.


New hires based on faculty/staff hired after the fall 2005 snapshot.


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Nonresident Aliens are any employee who is not a US citizen, permanent resident or refugee. Do not include their ethnicity in the other 
categories


Employees who left and then returned are only counted once in the total employed and new hires categories but are not counted in 
departures.


Other/Unknown are individuals who declined to give their ethnic background or for whom we do not have ethnic information


Table 4.4e - Full-time Staff Turnover Over the Last 3 Years by Ethnicity


Total Employed


New Hires RetirementsTotal Employed


Departures


Table 4.4d - Full-time Faculty Turnover Over the Last 3 Years by Ethnicity


RetirementsNew Hires


Departures












5.1.   The UC Merced library was built to lead research into the new century; hence the emphasis on electronic 
media and its access to the wealth of shared collections within the UC System.  Both the library and IT make 
computers available to students.  Computers and networks also are embedded in the everyday work of faculty 
and staff. 







Libraries


N % N % N % N %
Total Library Collections 35,283,930 100.00% 36,018,962 100.00% 36,548,566 100.00% 38,677,627 100.00%


 
Print books 43,357 0.12% 55,023 0.15% 65,220 0.18% 78,000 0.20%
E-books (electronic full text) 95,214 0.27% 212,741 0.59% 377,574 1.03% 540,000 1.40%
Periodicals (electronic full text) 20,000 0.06% 23,910 0.07% 24,048 0.07% 24,200 0.06%
Goverment documents (U.S. Federal Depository) 56,000 0.16% 68,000 0.19% 80,000 0.22% 92,000 0.24%
Non-Print Media 1,006 0.00% 1,194 0.00% 1,250 0.00%
Databases 200 0.00% 275 0.00% 300 0.00% 300 0.00%
Supplemental Course Resources (digital reserves) 117 0.00% 211 0.00% 230 0.00% 320 0.00%
Digital finding aids - special & archival collections 9,000 0.02%
Digital archival resources (pages) 50,000 0.13%
Digital images 181,818 0.47%


UC Library Shared Collection (print volumes) 35,069,042 99.39% 35,657,796 99.00% 36,000,000 98.50% 36,000,000 93.08%
UC Library digitized print books ** 1,675,000 4.33%
UC Library eScholarship repository 25,739 0.07%


Annual expenditure - library info resources $1,103,070 $1,163,469 $1,404,369 $1,261,420


Libraries - Computer Workstations N check-outs N check-outs N check-outs N check-outs
Loaner Laptops for checkout 100 20,000 175 35,579 175 46,462 175
Laptop computers for library instruction 25 50 50 50


* data for FY 2008/09 are projected


** e-text faculty papers


Prepared by Library


Table 5.1a - Information and Computing Resources - Library


FY 2005/06 FY 2006/07 FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09*












5.1.   The UC Merced library was built to lead research into the new century; hence the emphasis on electronic 
media and its access to the wealth of shared collections within the UC System.  Both the library and IT make 
computers available to students.  Computers and networks also are embedded in the everyday work of faculty 
and staff. 







Computing & Information Systems


N % N % N % N %
Computer-Equipped Classrooms & Labs 3 5 5 5
Computer Workstations Available to Students 99 161 161 157


Workstations Per Faculty/Staff >1  >1  >1  >1  
Typical refresh cycle for Faculty/Staff desktops 4 yrs 4 yrs 4 yrs 4 yrs
Typical refresh cycle for Faculty/Staff notebooks 3 yrs 3 yrs 3 yrs 3 yrs
Networked (%) 100% 100% 100% 100%
Not Networked
Student residences/facilities w/wireless network 11 100% 11 100% 13 100% 14 100%
Academic/Adminstrative buildings w/wireless 3 100% 4 100% 4 100% 4 100%
Internet/state network connectivity 2 GB  2 GB  2 GB  2 GB  
Email space per faculty/staff 100 MB 100 MB 100 MB 1 GB 1 GB
Email space per student 25 MB 25 MB 25 MB 1 GB 1 GB
Central file storage per faculty/staff 250 MB 250 MB 250 MB 250 MB 250 MB
Central file storage per student 250 MB 250 MB 250 MB 250 MB


Prepared by Information Technology


FY 2005/06 FY 2006/07 FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09*


Table 5.1b - Information and Computing Resources - IT












5.2.   Office space (in terms of net assignable square feet or NASF), which includes faculty and staff offices as 
well as conference rooms, is the largest category of on-campus physical space, amounting to 26% of on-
campus NASF.  In comparison, this is also the largest category for UCLA, and represents 21% of UCLA’s on-
campus NASF (after adjusting for healthcare-related space) as of their last CPR report.  Residential space is the 
second largest category for both campuses:  24% and 20%, respectively, for UC Merced and UCLA.  UC 
Merced’s classroom and instructional laboratory space represents 11% of the on-campus NASF, compared to 
4% for UCLA.  Other more mature UC campuses like UCLA have much more special use space available (e.g., 
athletics facilities, media production facilities, and field buildings).    



http://www.aim.ucla.edu/wasc/Table5.2.pdf

http://www.aim.ucla.edu/wasc/Table5.2.pdf





Physical Space Net Assignable Area 
(in square feet)


Number of Rooms Number of Stations


1.  On Campus
 a.  Classroom 29,967 38 1,714
 b.  Class Laboratory 21,849 47 448
 c.  Special-Class Laboratory 3,883 4 52
 d.  Individual-Study Laboratory 21,867 113
 e.  Non-Class (Research) Laboratory 86,938 262
 f.  Office 178,853 818
 g.  Study (Library) 83,254 65
 h.  Special Use 21,515 59
 i.  General Use 36,021 34
 j.  Support 48,951 52
 k.  Healthcare


        -Patient Care Rooms


        -Other


 l.  Residential 167,572 457


2.  Other Locations (e.g., clinical sites)
        Describe:


Dollars
3.  Total Replacement Cost for Total Physical 
Plant (or insured value)


4.  Equipment


 a.  Book Value


 b.  Replacement Cost (or insured value)


Prepared by Capital Planning


Table 5.2 - Physical Resources as of Fall 2008


$324,135,455


$14,912,138


$23,013,979












5.3.   UC Merced’s special State supplemental funding has been phasing down incrementally and will end as of 
FY2010-11.  State appropriations as a percentage of total revenues have been falling (from 84% in FY2004 to 
32% in FY2008).  This compares to about 24-28% for the four UCs without medical schools in FY2007.  Tuition and 
fees, as well as revenue from auxiliaries (dining services, bookstore, residence halls, parking services) have 
increased in terms of total dollars and percentage of overall revenues over the first five years of the campus’ 
operation. 







Amount %** Amount %** Amount %** Amount %** Amount %**
Tuition and Fees $131 0.5% $106 0.3% $6,068 8.1% $5,331 7.0% $15,266 14.2%
Government Appropriations
  Federal
  State $21,846 83.9% $26,912 77.9% $23,062 30.9% $29,647 38.7% $34,690 32.2%
  Local
Government Grants and Contracts
  Federal
    Unrestricted
    Restricted $1,807 6.9% $3,801 11.0% $4,929 6.6% $5,636 7.4% $8,430 7.8%
  State
    Unrestricted
    Restricted $177 0.7% $493 1.4% $21,756 29.1% $21,569 28.2% $29,715 27.6%
  Local
    Unrestricted
    Restricted $122 0.2% $63 0.1%
Private Gifts, Grants, Contracts
    Unrestricted
    Restricted $1,190 4.6% $1,711 5.0% $11,358 15.2% $9,353 12.2% $8,412 7.8%
Investment & Endowment Income
    Unrestricted
    Restricted
Sales and Service
  Educational Activities
  Auxiliary Enterprises $0 0.0% $61 0.2% $6,355 8.5% $3,949 5.2% $9,771 9.1%
  Hospitals
  Other
Auxiliary Foundations
Borrowed Funds
Other (Specify) $899 3.5% $1,466 4.2% $1,199 1.6% $937 1.2% $1,314 1.2%
TOTAL CURRENT FUND REVENUES $26,050 100% $34,550 100% $74,727 100% $76,544 100% $107,661 100%


Note: all dollar values are in thousands


* Most recent fiscal year for which audited financial statements are available


** Percentage of Total Current Fund Revenues


Prepared by Business & Financial Services


Table 5.3 - Sources of Revenue


FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008*












5.4.   Institutional support as a percentage of expenditures has declined from 35% to 24% over the first five years 
and will continue to decline as the campus further builds out its academic and research core.  Institutional 
support ranges from 5% to 9% at the four UCs without medical schools.  UC Merced’s instructional expenditures 
(18% in FY2008) and research expenditures (11%) will gradually increase to levels comparable to the UC 
benchmarks of 24-30% and 19-24%, respectively. 







Amount %** Amount %** Amount %** Amount %** Amount %**


Educational and General
  Instruction $4,747 19% $6,432 19% $9,020 15% $12,657 17% $16,626 18%
  Research $1,247 5% $3,631 11% $5,410 9% $7,503 10% $10,204 11%
  Public Service $2,947 12% $2,918 9% $2,994 5% $5,467 7% $5,587 6%
  Academic Support $3,474 14% $4,127 12% $5,985 10% $6,631 9% $9,192 10%
  Student Services $855 3% $2,059 6% $4,052 7% $4,508 6% $6,079 6%
  Institutional Support $9,004 35% $11,524 34% $17,104 29% $19,592 27% $22,253 24%
  Operations & Maintenance of Plant $3,276 13% $2,687 8% $5,882 10% $8,568 12% $9,923 11%
  Scholarships & Fellowships
    From Unrestricted Funds
    From Restricted Funds $64 0% $3,522 6% $4,720 6% $8,931 9%
  Mandatory Transfers
TOTAL EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL


EXPENDITURES & MANDATORY TRANSFERS $25,550 100% $33,442 99% $53,969 93% $69,646 95% $88,795 94%
Educational Activities (including Transfers)
Auxiliary Enterprises (including Transfers) $3 0% $295 1% $4,351 7% $3,744 5% $5,371 6%
Hospitals (including Transfers)
Auxiliary Foundations (including Tranfers)
Other (Specify)
TOTAL CURRENT FUNDS EXPENDITURES &


MANDATORY TRANSFERS $25,553 100% $33,737 100% $58,320 100% $73,390 100% $94,166 100%


Note: all dollar values are in thousands
* Most recent fiscal year for which audited financial statements are available
** Percentage of Total Current Fund Expenditures and Mandatory Transfers
Prepared by Business & Financial Services


Table 5.4 - Operating Expenditures


FY2008*FY2007FY2004 FY2005 FY2006












5.5.   Assets have increased 23% overall, from FY 2006 through FY2008. 







Public Institutions


Amount %** Amount %** Amount %**
Assets
 Cash $66 0.0% $67 0.0% $34 0.0%
 Investments $26,527 7.7% $31,279 8.0% $38,380 9.0%
 Inventories $210 0.1% $284 0.1% $318 0.1%
 Prepaid Expenses 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
 Notes Receivable $3,639 1.1% $11,473 2.9% $16,825 4.0%
 Plant and Land $305,439 88.5% $341,976 87.6% $363,034 85.3%
 Other (Specify) $9,081 2.6% $5,225 1.3% $7,075 1.7%
TOTAL ASSETS $344,962 100% $390,304 100% $425,666 100%
Liabilities
 Accounts Payable $12,104 37% $18,948 38% $17,328 33%
 Notes Payable $389 1% $597 1% $676 1%
 Deferred Tuition $4,167 13% $4,701 10% $2,906 5%
 Taxes Payable


 Other (Specify) $14,304 44% $23,149 47% $30,509 57%
 Long-Term


   Bonds Payable $815 2% $831 2% $908 2%
   Notes Payable


   Pensions Payable


   Other (Specify) $1,100 3% $1,234 2% $818 2%
 Deposits Held for Others


   Student Organizations


   Auxiliary Foundations


 Fund Balance


   Restricted  Purpose


   Unrestricted


   Investment in Plant


TOTAL LIABILITIES $32,879 100% $49,460 100% $53,145 100%
Note: all dollar values are in thousands


* Most recent fiscal year for which audited financial statements are available


** Percentage of Total Assets/Liabilities as appropriate


Prepared by Business & Financial Services


Table 5.5 - Assets and Liabilities


FY2006 FY2007 FY2008*












5.6.   Investments in land, buildings, and furniture/equipment have held or increased in value from FY2004 to 
FY2008.  
  







FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008*


Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount


Land
  Beginning Book Value $10,645,101 $12,420,722 $12,029,154 $12,029,154 $12,029,154


  Additions $1,775,621
  Deductions $391,568
  Ending Book Value $12,420,722 $12,029,154 $12,029,154 $12,029,154 $12,029,154


Buildings
  Beginning Book Value $12,721,024 $18,063,527 $67,466,516 $204,759,000 $222,150,000


  Additions $5,342,503 $49,402,989 $137,292,484 $17,391,000 $24,552,000


  Deductions
  Ending Book Value $18,063,527 $67,466,516 $204,759,000 $222,150,000 $246,702,000


Furniture and Equipment
  Beginning Book Value $2,088,468 $5,977,449 $8,040,061 $8,700,000 $12,797,000


  Additions $3,888,981 $2,062,612 $659,939 $4,097,000 $2,120,000


  Deductions
  Ending Book Value $5,977,449 $8,040,061 $8,700,000 $12,797,000 $14,917,000


Construction in Progress**
  Beginning Book Value $25,446,639 $84,995,542 $132,147,852 $43,358,000 $54,404,000


  Additions $59,540,903 $47,152,310 $48,502,632 $28,437,000 $17,204,000


  Deductions $137,292,484 $17,391,000 $24,552,000


  Ending Book Value $84,987,542 $132,147,852 $43,358,000 $54,404,000 $47,056,000


Note: all dollar values are in thousands


* Most recent fiscal year for which audited financial statements are available


**Briefly describe the nature of the projects underway and/or anticipated (e.g., dormitories, classroom facilities).  
  Also indicate sources of funds for the project (i.e., fundraising programs, debt)


Prepared by Business & Financial Services


Table 5.6 - Capital Investments












5.7.    Return on investments have increased from $105,000 to $1,048,000 from FY2004 to FY2008; increasing by 
over 66% in the most recent year, from FY2007 to FY2008.  The market value of endowments nearly doubled 
from FY2004 to FY 2008. 
 
 







FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008*


Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount


Market Value of Endowment
$12,873 $11,732 $16,310 $23,801 $24,652


Percent as Quasi-Endowment
N/A N/A 17% 12% 10%


Market Value End of Year
$12,873 $11,732 $16,310 $23,801 $24,652


Yield
$105 $523 $597 $630 $1,048


Current Fund Income From Endowment
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Net Transfers In/Out of Endowment


Total Annual Return on Investments
$105 $523 $597 $630 $1,048


Note: all dollar values are in thousands


* Most recent fiscal year for which audited financial statements are available


The University of California Endowment Fund Policy, available at http://www.ucop.edu/ucophome/policies/devpol/dpa6toc.html, defines endowment


and quasi-endowment and the endowment spending policy.  No changes have been made to the policy during the previous five years.


Prepared by Business & Financial Services


Table 5.7 - Endowment Values and Performance












6.1.    During the campus’ early start-up years, admit rates for freshmen and transfers have been relatively high 
(compared to other UC campuses), while the enrollment yields have been relatively low (about 5 % for 
freshman admits and 8% for transfer admits).  As the campus’ reputation and overall enrollments increase, the 
admit rates will begin to decline and the enrollments yields will increase.   
 It is too early to report graduation rates with any stability, especially for freshman cohorts.  Retention rates 
compare favorably nationally for public 4-year campuses, but they are low compared to our UC sister 
campuses.  Student/faculty ratios, while increasing slightly, are still very good (15 to 1 in Fall 2008).  Seventy 
percent or more of the classes offered in the last three years have fewer than 30 students (95 % in the very first 
year).   
 Almost all undergraduates take full credit loads (15 credits) and the average GPA for the last three years 
has hovered around 2.73 (B-). 
 
  







Admissions Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008
 Freshmen
  Admit/Apply 86% 87% 90% 91%
  Enroll/Admit 6% 3% 5% 5%
 Transfers
  Admit/Apply 82% 86% 85% 81%
  Enroll/Admit 9% 7% 7% 8%


Retention
  1st Year Freshman Retention 82% 80% 79% N/A
  1st Year Transfer Retention 80% 82% 82% N/A
  Freshman 3-year Completion to Graduation 1% N/A N/A N/A
  Transfer 2-year Completion to Graduation 49% 29% N/A N/A


Instruction
  FTE Undergraduate Student/FTE Faculty Ratio* 13 to 1 12 to 1 14 to 1 14 to 1
  Classes with 2-9 Students 9% 30% 15% 12%
  Classes with 10-19 Students 36% 27% 25% 32%
  Classes with 20-29 Students 50% 16% 31% 26%
  Classes with 30-39 Students 2% 7% 12% 8%
  Classes with 40-49 Students 2% 4% 6% 4%
  Classes with 50-99 Students 1% 8% 15% 12%
  Classes with 100+ Students 0% 9% 9% 5%
  Average Credit Load per Student 14.9 15.0 15.3 14.9
  Cumulative GPA at the end of the term 2.56 2.72 2.74 2.73


*Faculty includes ladder rank and lecturers.  FTE calculated as full-time plus 1/3 part-time


Note: Summer used as a trailer term when calcuating graduation rates


Prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 6.1 - Key Undergraduate Educational Operations Ratios, by Cohort


Note: Admission data include both regular and referral application.  Referral applications are students who applied to other UC campuses, are UC eligible but were not 
admitted due to space limitations.
















6.2.    Total faculty headcount has more than tripled from Fall 2005 to Fall 2008.  Compared to other UC 
campuses, UC Merced has a low percentage of faculty nearing retirement age (≥ 59).  The percentage of 
Operations & Management expenditures to total expenditures still is high relative to more mature campuses as 
infrastructure had to be in place before the development of instructional and other student-oriented delivery of 
services.   
 
  







 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008*


Total Faculty Headcount N/A 65 119 148 202


Faculty 59 and Older N/A 2 9 11 14


Faculty ≥ 59/ Total Faculty N/A 3% 8% 7% 7%  


 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008*


O&M Expenditures ($) $3,276 $6,287 $5,882 $8,568 $9,923


Total E&G Expenditures ($) $19,211 $25,125 $32,109 $33,906 $48,071


O & M / E & G 17% 25% 18% 25% 21%


Total Equipment Expenditures $1,787 $1,094 $3,788 $5,955 $4,649


Total Book Value of Equipment $3,994 $5,088 $5,210 $12,786 $14,912


Expenditures/Book Value 45% 22% 73% 47% 31%


Note: all dollar values are in thousands


* Most recent year for which audited financial statements are available.


Note: Faculty include ladder-rank, lecturers and SOE/PSOE lecturers


Financial information prepared by Business & Financial Services


Faculty information prepared by Institutional Planning & Analysis


Table 6.2 - Key Asset and Maintenance Ratios












6.3.     Where we are able to compare to metrics for other UC institutions 
(http://www.aim.ucla.edu/wasc/Table6.3.pdf ; http://wasc.ucdavis.edu/data/pdf/pdf6.3.pdf ), UC Merced’s 
return on net assets in FY2007 and FY2008 seem similar to both UCLA and UC Davis in prior years.  [It is not 
apparent how the existence of medical schools at these campuses may affect this metric for them, however.]  
UC Merced’s operating income ratio (.46 in FY2007 and .62 in FY2008) compared to the range for all the other 
UCs (.57 to .88 for FY2007, the latest IPEDS data available 
http://www.ucop.edu/ucophome/uwnews/stat/ipeds.html ).  The range for the campuses without medical 
schools was .57 to .69.  Like most public universities, the net tuition received per student, on average, does not 
cover the instructional expense per student. 



http://www.aim.ucla.edu/wasc/Table6.3.pdf

http://wasc.ucdavis.edu/data/pdf/pdf6.3.pdf

http://www.ucop.edu/ucophome/uwnews/stat/ipeds.html





FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008*


Return on Net Assets


  Change in Net Assets/Total Net Assets at the beginning of fiscal year N/A N/A 0.09 0.09


Net Income Ratio


  Change in Unrestricted Net Assets/Total Unrestricted Revenues N/A N/A 0.19 0.14


Operating Income Ratio


  Operating Income/Total Expenses N/A 0.60 0.46 0.62


Viability Ratio


  Expendable Net Assets/Long Term Debt N/A 3.03 2.70 2.24


Instructional Expense per Student N/A $10,273 $9,842 $8,886


Net Tuition per Student N/A $6,911 $4,145 $8,159


Note: all dollar values are in thousands


* Most recent year for which audited financial statements are available


Prepared by Business and Financial Services


Table 6.3 - Key Financial Ratios












7.1a-g.   Over 80% of the syllabi within two of the Schools (Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts and Natural 
Sciences) include student learning outcomes (SLOs).  Of the 30 programs in all three Schools, 83% have 
assessment plans, 77% have curriculum maps, 90% identified program learning outcomes (PLOs), and 87% 
submitted Faculty Accreditation Reports.   







Anthropology, 
B.A.^* & Minor


Cognitive 
Sciences, B.A. 


& Minor
Economics, 
B.A. & Minor History, B.A. & Minor


Literatures & 
Cultures, B.A. 


& Minor
Management, 
B.A. & Minor


Political 
Science, B.A.


Psychology, 
B.A. & Minor


D D D D D D D D
All Course Syllabi X X
Some Course Syllabi X
Catalog X X X X X X X X
Program Website X X X X X X X X
School Website X X X X X X X X
Senior Project X X
Embedded Questions X X X  
Comprehensive Assessment Exam X
Portfolio Review X X
Student Survey X X X X
Alumni Survey X  
Student Focus Group X  
Placement Rates X
Other _________________ Essay & oral 


presentation
Other short papers 
and projects, analytical 
papers and projects, 
exams, internship 
project, reports, 
presentations


Reflective 
essay


Assessment of 
research 
papers


*Items pertaining to questions 2-5 will be phased in over a 3-year period. Details are described in the Anthropology Program's FAO Report. 
 ** Not Applicable as a new institution.
*** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


^ Pending WASC substantive change approval.


Table 7.1a: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators
School of Social Sciences, 


Humanities and Arts: Program 
and Degree


1. Are Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) 
developed? D= Developed UD= Under Development 
UR= Under Revision


2.  Where publish 
Program Learning 
Outcomes?


3. Other than GPA, 
what data/evidence is 
used to determnine 
that graduates have 
achieved stated 
program learning 
outcomes?







Anthropology, 
B.A.^* & Minor


Cognitive 
Sciences, B.A. 


& Minor
Economics, 
B.A. & Minor History, B.A. & Minor


Literatures & 
Cultures, B.A. 


& Minor
Management, 
B.A. & Minor


Political 
Science, B.A.


Psychology, 
B.A. & Minor


Some Faculty X X
Program - Entire Faculty X X X
Program Assessment Committee X X
Program Chair/Head X
School Staff X
Improve Assessment Process X X X X X X
Improve Curriculum X X X X X X
Examine Curriculum Content X X X X X X
Examine Skill Development X X X X X
Change Pedagogy X X X X X
Stimulate Faculty Discussion X X X X X X
Re-examine  PLOs X X X X X X


NA** NA NA NA NA NA


^ Pending WASC substantive change approval.


*Items pertaining to questions 2-5 will be phased in over a 3-year period. Details are described in the Anthropology Program's FAO Report. 


 ** Not Applicable as a new institution.


*** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


4. Who interprets the 
evidence/data? What 
is the process?***


5. How are findings 
used?


6. Date of last program review


Table 7.1a: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators
School of Social Sciences, 


Humanities and Arts: Program 
and Degree












7.1a-g.   Over 80% of the syllabi within two of the Schools (Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts and Natural 
Sciences) include student learning outcomes (SLOs).  Of the 30 programs in all three Schools, 83% have 
assessment plans, 77% have curriculum maps, 90% identified program learning outcomes (PLOs), and 87% 
submitted Faculty Accreditation Reports.   







American 
Studies 
Minor


Media Arts 
Minor


Global Arts 
Studies 
Minor


Philosophy 
Minor


Service 
Science 
Minor


Spanish 
Minor


Sociology 
Minor


Writing 
Minor


UD D D D UD D D D
All Course Syllabi X X X
Some Course Syllabi
Catalog X X X X X
Program Website X X X X X X
School Website X X X X X X
Capstone Courses X X
Embedded Questions X X
Portfolio Review X X
Student Survey X X
Alumni Survey X
Student Interviews X
Student Focus Group X


Other _______________


Senior 
Project; 
Exhibit


Statistics 
and/or 
comments 
based upon 
course 
requirements


Student 
presentations


* Not Applicable as a new institution.


** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


3. Other than GPA, what 
data/evidence is used to 
determnine that graduates 
have achieved stated 
program learning 
outcomes?


Table 7.1b: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators


School of Social Sciences, 
Humanities and Arts: Stand Alone 


Minors
1. Are Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) developed? 
D= Developed UD= Under Development UR= Under 
Revision


2.  Where publish Program 
Learning Outcomes?







American 
Studies 
Minor


Media Arts 
Minor


Global Arts 
Studies 
Minor


Philosophy 
Minor


Service 
Science 
Minor


Spanish 
Minor


Sociology 
Minor


Writing 
Minor


Some Faculty X X
Program - Entire Faculty X X X X X
Program Curriculum Committee X
Program Chair/Head X
Improve Assessment Process X X X X
Improve Curriculum X X X X X
Examine Curriculum Content X X X X X
Examine Skill Development X X X X X
Change Pedagogy X X X X X
Stimulate Faculty Discussion X X X X X
Re-examine  PLOs X X X X


NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA


* Not Applicable as a new institution.


** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


4. Who interprets the 
evidence/data? What is the 
process?** 


5. How are findings used?


6. Date of last program review*


Table 7.1b: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators


School of Social Sciences, 
Humanities and Arts: Stand Alone 


Minors












7.1a-g.   Over 80% of the syllabi within two of the Schools (Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts and Natural 
Sciences) include student learning outcomes (SLOs).  Of the 30 programs in all three Schools, 83% have 
assessment plans, 77% have curriculum maps, 90% identified program learning outcomes (PLOs), and 87% 
submitted Faculty Accreditation Reports.   







Bioengineering, 
B.S.


 Computer Science 
& Engineering, B.S.


Environmental 
Engineering, B.S.


Materials Science & 
Engineering, B.S.


Mechanical 
Engineering, B.S.


D D D D D
All Course Syllabi X X X
Some Course Syllabi X X
Catalog X X X X X
Program Website X X X X X
Capstone Courses X X X X
Embedded Questions X X
Portfolio Review X
Student Survey X X X X
Alumni Survey X X X X
Employer Survey X


Other ________________


Extracurricular 
activities


Feedback from 
advisory boards


Faculty- Program 
and University 
Advisory Boards 
meetings; Course 
Evaluations


* Not Applicable as a new institution.


** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


Table 7.1d: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators


School of Engineering:  Program & Degree
1. Are Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) developed? D= 
Developed UD= Under Development UR= Under Revision


2.  Where publish Program 
Learning Outcomes?


3. Other than GPA, what 
data/evidence is used to 
determnine that graduates 
have achieved stated program 
learning outcomes?







Bioengineering, 
B.S.


 Computer Science 
& Engineering, B.S.


Environmental 
Engineering, B.S.


Materials Science & 
Engineering, B.S.


Mechanical 
Engineering, B.S.


Some Faculty
Program - Entire Faculty X X X X X
Program Assessment Committee
Program Curriculum Committee
Program Chair/Head
School Curriculum Committee X
School Staff
School Administrator(s)
Undergraduate Council, Acad Senate
University Administrator(s)


Other __________________


Center for Research 
on Teaching 
Excellence; 


Institutional Planning 
& Analysis


Center for Research 
on Teaching 
Excellence; 


Institutional Planning 
& Analysis


Improve Assessment Process X X
Improve Curriculum X X X X X
Examine Curriculum Content X X X X X
Examine Skill Development X X X X
Change Pedagogy X X
Stimulate Faculty Discussion X
Re-examine  PLOs X


NA NA NA NA NA


* Not Applicable as a new institution.


** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


4. Who interprets the 
evidence/data? What is the 
process?**


5. How are findings used?


6. Date of last program review*


Table 7.1d: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators


School of Engineering:  Program & Degree












7.1a-g.   Over 80% of the syllabi within two of the Schools (Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts and Natural 
Sciences) include student learning outcomes (SLOs).  Of the 30 programs in all three Schools, 83% have 
assessment plans, 77% have curriculum maps, 90% identified program learning outcomes (PLOs), and 87% 
submitted Faculty Accreditation Reports.   







Environmental Systems, M.S. & Ph.D. Interim Individual Graduate Program*


D UD
All Course Syllabi X
Some Course Syllabi X
Catalog X
Program Website X
Other_____________________ Appendix to ES Policy and Procedures
Capstone Courses
Exhibit
Embedded Questions
Comprehensive Assessment Exam
Portfolio Review X
Student Survey X
Alumni Survey X
Employer Survey X
Licensure Exam
Student Focus Group
Student Interviews X
Placement Rates X
Dissertation X
Thesis X
Other ____________________ Community Client Survey


*Umbrella program for 8 graduate groups. See CFRs 1.2, 2.2 and associated appendices.


*** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


**Not Applicable; these 8 programs will be reviewed by the system-wide Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs upon application for 
program status (CFR 2.2). 


Table 7.1e: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators
Graduate Programs


1. Are Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) developed? D= Developed UD= 
Under Development UR= Under Revision


2.  Where publish Program Learning 
Outcomes?


3. Other than GPA, what 
data/evidence is used to determnine 
that graduates have achieved stated 
program learning outcomes?







Environmental Systems, M.S. & Ph.D. Interim Individual Graduate Program*


Some Faculty
Program - Entire Faculty X
Program Advising Committee X
Program Curriculum Committee X
Program Chair/Head X
School Curriculum Committee X
School Staff X
School Administrator(s) X
Graduate and Research Council X
University Administrator(s)
Other __________________ External Evaluation Committee
Improve Assessment Process X
Improve Curriculum X
Examine Curriculum Content X
Examine Skill Development X
Change Pedagogy X
Stimulate Faculty Discussion X
Re-examine  PLOs X
Other __________________


2007 NA**


*Umbrella program for 8 graduate groups. See CFRs 1.2, 2.2 and associated appendices.


*** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


6. Date of last program review


**Not Applicable; these 8 programs will be reviewed by the system-wide Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs upon application for 
program status (CFR 2.2). 


Graduate Programs


4. Who interprets the evidence/data? 
What is the process?***


5. How are findings used?


Table 7.1e: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators












7.1a-g.   Over 80% of the syllabi within two of the Schools (Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts and Natural 
Sciences) include student learning outcomes (SLOs).  Of the 30 programs in all three Schools, 83% have 
assessment plans, 77% have curriculum maps, 90% identified program learning outcomes (PLOs), and 87% 
submitted Faculty Accreditation Reports.   







Lower Division: Core 1 Upper Division: Core 100*


D D
All Course Syllabi X X
Catalog X X
Program Website X X
Exhibit X
Embedded Questions X X
Portfolio Review X
Student Survey X X
Some Faculty X X
Program - Entire Faculty
Program Assessment Committee
Program Curriculum Committee X X
Program Chair/Head X X
Improve Assessment Process X X
Improve Curriculum X X
Examine Curriculum Content X X
Examine Skill Development X X
Change Pedagogy X X
Stimulate Faculty Discussion X X
Re-examine  PLOs X X
Other __________________


NA NA


*Currently filled by equivalent writing courses; see GE FAO report. 


**Not applicable as a new institution.


*** See Faculty Accreditation Reports for program specific processes.


Table 7.1f: Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators


2.  Where publish Program Learning 
Outcomes?


3. Other than GPA, what 
data/evidence is used to determnine 
that graduates have achieved stated 
program learning outcomes?


4. Who interprets the evidence/data? 
What is the process?***


5. How are findings used?


6. Date of last program review**


General Education
1. Are Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) developed? D= Developed UD= 
Under Development UR= Under Revision












7.1a-g.   Over 80% of the syllabi within two of the Schools (Social Sciences, Humanities & Arts and Natural 
Sciences) include student learning outcomes (SLOs).  Of the 30 programs in all three Schools, 83% have 
assessment plans, 77% have curriculum maps, 90% identified program learning outcomes (PLOs), and 87% 
submitted Faculty Accreditation Reports.   







Educational Effectiveness Summary Chart


86.7%


90.0%


76.7%


83.3%


37.8%


88.2%


80.6%


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Programs* Submitting Faculty Accreditation
Report (n=30)


Programs with Program Learning
Outcomes (n=30)


Programs with Curriculum Map (n=30)


Programs with Assessment Plan (n=30)


School of Engineering Spring 2009 Syllabi
with SLOs** (n=45)


School of Natural Sciences Spring 2009
Syllabi with SLOs** (n=68)


School of SSHA Spring 2009 Syllabi with
SLOs** (n=127)


* Majors, Stand Alone Minors, Graduate Programs and  General Education (n=30). 
** Undergraduate and Graduate; Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) 
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