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Meeting Call for Regular Meeting of the Santa Cruz Division 
Wednesday, March 8, 2017 at 2:30 p.m. 

Stevenson Event Center 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

p.1

p.7

p.30

1. Approval of Draft Minutes
a. Draft Minutes of November 18, 2016 (AS/SCM/317)

2. Announcements
a. Chair Einarsdóttir
b. Chancellor Blumenthal
c. Interim Campus Provost/Executive Vice Chancellor Lee

3. Report of the Representative to the Assembly (none)

4. Special Orders: Annual Reports
CONSENT CALENDAR:

a. Committee on Academic Personnel (AS/SCP/1853)

5. Reports of Special Committees
a. Special Committee on Athletics

i. Final Report to Academic Senate (AS/SCP/1854)

6. Reports of Standing Committees
a. Committee on Educational Policy

i. Update on the Lower-Division Writing and College Core
Course Requirements (AS/SCP/1855)

7. Report of the Student Union Assembly Chair
8. Report of the Graduate Student Association President
9. Petitions of Students (none)
10. Unfinished Business (none)
11. University and Faculty Welfare (none)
12. New Business

a. Council of Provosts, Oral Report: Analytical Reading and Other High-Impact
Practices Informing Plans for Revising College Core

b. Professor Nauenberg, Oral Report: Dismantling of the Science and Engineering Library Collection 
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March 1, 2017 

Academic Senate 
Santa Cruz Division 

Dear Colleagues, 

I write to invite you to the March 8th Academic Senate meeting, 2:30 pm at the Stevenson 
Event Center.  The agenda may be reviewed at:  

http://senate.ucsc.edu/senate-meetings/agendas-minutes/2016-2017/2017-March-8-
Meeting/index.html 

The agenda focuses on important initiatives that we believe will interest Senate members, 
and we are hoping for feedback and a good discussion. Among other issues, Chancellor 
Blumenthal will provide updates on the system-wide Framework for Growth that you 
received information on February 15, 2017. Interim CP/EVC Lee will discuss the 
initiatives for public private partnerships (P3, working with private developers to provide 
student housing), Envision UC Santa Cruz accomplishments, and a budget envelope for 
the first-year curriculum revisions. Senate members may also be interested in the 
Committee on Academic Personnel’s consent calendar report for the last academic year. 
The Special Committee on Athletics has delivered its report per mandate, and Chair 
Prochaska will present an oral report and field questions.  

Committee on Educational Policy Chair John Tamkun will discuss the current status of 
the writing and core curriculum in relation to recent legislation that requires 
undergraduates to complete the Entry Level Writing Requirement (ELWR) prior to 
attempting C1. The legislation proposes changes to be in place for fall 2017, although 
current planning may need to be adjusted for a fall 2018 start. CEP has provided a primer 
document for the discussion, which is included in the Call.  

We look forward to reports from the Student Union Assembly (SUA) and Graduate 
Student Association (GSA), and we have two New Business items. The first, from the 
Council of Provosts, is an oral report on “Analytical Reading and Other High-Impact 
Practices Informing Plans for Revising College Core.” The second, from Emeritus 
Faculty Nauenberg, is an oral report on Science and Engineering Library issues first 
raised during the fall meeting.  

I look forward to seeing you on Wednesday March 8th. 

Regards, 
Ólőf Einarsdóttir, Chair 
Academic Senate 
Santa Cruz Division  

http://senate.ucsc.edu/senate-meetings/agendas-minutes/2016-2017/2017-March-8-Meeting/index.html
http://senate.ucsc.edu/senate-meetings/agendas-minutes/2016-2017/2017-March-8-Meeting/index.html


UNIVESITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ ACADEMIC SENATE

SUBMISSION OF PROPOSED CORRECTIONS TO THE MINUTES 
November 18, 2016 Senate Meeting 

The draft minutes from the November 18, 2016 Senate meeting were distributed via email on 
February 21, 2017 and will be presented for approval at the Senate Meeting on March 8, 2017. 
After being approved, these minutes will be posted on the Senate web site 
(http://senate.ucsc.edu/senate-meetings/agendas-minutes/index.html).  

Senators are asked to submit any proposed corrections or changes to these draft minutes to the 
Senate Office in advance of the next meeting, via EMAIL or in WRITING.  All proposed 
changes will be compiled in standardized format into a single list for display at the next meeting.  

This approach gives Senators an opportunity to read and review changes before being asked to 
vote on them, provides the Senate staff and the Secretary with time to resolve any questions or 
inconsistencies that may arise, and minimizes time spent on routine matters during meetings. 
While proposed changes may be checked for consistency, they will not be altered without the 
proposer's approval. This approach complements, but does not limit in any way, the right of 
every Senator to propose further changes from the floor of the meeting. 

To assist the Senate staff, proposed changes should specify: 
1. The location of the proposed change (e.g., item, page, paragraph, sentence);
2. The exact wording of existing text to be modified or deleted;
3. The exact wording of replacement or additional text to be inserted;
4. The reason for the change if not obvious (optional).

Please submit all proposed changes to arrive in the Senate Office no later than 12:00 noon, 
Tuesday, March 7, 2017.  They should be addressed to the Secretary, c/o Academic Senate 
Office, 125 Kerr Hall or via email to senate@ucsc.edu. 

Heather Shearer, Secretary 
Academic Senate 
Santa Cruz Division 

February 22, 2017 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ   AS/SCP/1853 

COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL 
Annual Report, 2015-16 

To: Academic Senate, Santa Cruz Division 

The Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP) is charged with providing Senate consultation on 
faculty personnel cases, and for making recommendations on appointments, promotions, merit 
increases, and mid-career appraisals for Senate faculty, adjunct faculty, and professional 
researchers to the deciding authorities: Chancellor, Campus Provost/Executive Vice Chancellor 
(CP/EVC), and Divisional Deans.  In no case is CAP the deciding authority.  

In the year 2015-16, CAP had two representatives from the Arts (including the Chair), one from 
Engineering, two from Humanities, two from Physical and Biological Sciences, and two from 
Social Sciences. The committee reviewed and made recommendations on 242 personnel cases (4 
of which are still pending final decisions); the final administrative decider concurred roughly 
87% of the time, which is a slight increase from the 83% concurrence rate for 2014-15. 

Workload 
In 2015-16, CAP continued its established practice of meeting weekly on Thursday afternoons. 
The Committee had two orientation meetings in the fall, and then met to review files 32 times 
during the academic year (9, 11, and 11 sessions in fall, winter, and spring quarters, respectively, 
as well as one meeting during the summer of 2016). 

As noted above, CAP made recommendations this year on 242 personnel cases. Roughly 42% of 
the cases involved department recommendations for accelerations and/or greater-than-normal 
salaries, which typically require more discussion than do normal one-step merit reviews.   

The number of appointment cases reviewed slightly decreased from the previous year.  In 2014-
15, CAP reviewed 58 appointment files, 50 of which were ladder-rank.  This year (2015-16), 
CAP reviewed 50 appointment files, 44 of which were ladder-rank; the candidates for 2 of these 
files withdrew before a final decision/offer could be made.   

CAP reviewed 1 reconsideration request in 2015-16. The number of retention cases increased 
slightly, with 8 reviewed in 2014-15, and 10 reviewed this year (2015-16).  For more on 
retentions, see the section below.   

This was CAP’s second year using Divdata. Overall, we are pleased with the online system, 
which frees members from having to spend hours every week in the CAP room in Kerr Hall. 
There are still some inefficiencies that create a needless waste of time, the most significant of 
which is the uploading of files in formats other than pdf. Doc, xls, and other non-pdf formats 
require extra steps to be read. Also the many files (including pdf) that are scanned upside down 
and sideways also require CAP members to take additional steps to read. Also unhelpful are 
teaching tables that do not follow the posted CAP template. While individually these items seem 
minor, taken in aggregate over the course of the year and given the hundreds of files that CAP 
reviews, they add up to a needless expenditure of time. 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ        AS/SCP/1853-2 
Committee on Academic Personnel - Annual Report, 2015-16 

CAP’s Recommendations Compared to Administrative Decisions 
As noted above, during 2015-2016, the final administrative decision and CAP's recommendation 
concurred roughly 87% of the time (206 out of 238 completed files, with 2 review files being 
withdrawn before the final authority’s decision, and 4 carried over to 2016-17). Although a few 
disagreements concerned rank and/or step, the overwhelming majority of them involved salary 
increments, typically in the range of ½ step. Ten disagreements involved appointments or 
retentions; these will be discussed separately below.  

Of the 22 other disagreements, not involving appointments or retentions, 7 involved a decision 
about the appropriate step. Of these 7 disagreements, all were with the CP/EVC; in 4 instances 
CAP recommended a higher step and in 3 cases CAP recommended a lower one. The remaining 
15 disagreements concerned salary (3 with Dean’s authority, 11 with CP/EVC’s authority, and 1 
with Chancellor’s authority). In the Dean’s authority cases, CAP recommended higher salaries in 
all cases. Salary disagreements occurred with the Social Sciences Dean in 2 cases, with the 
Humanities Dean in 1 case, and with the deans of the Arts, Engineering, and Physical and 
Biological Sciences in 0 cases. In the CP/EVC-authority cases, CAP recommended a higher 
salary than was awarded in 5 cases and a lower salary in the remaining 6 cases. Finally, in the 
Chancellor’s authority case, CAP recommended a higher salary than was awarded. 

CAP members are particularly attuned to the issue of salary inequity because we are the only 
reviewers who offer recommendations on all personnel actions across campus. Because the study 
entitled “Metrics for Evaluating Faculty Advancement,” issued by the Committee on Faculty 
Welfare (CFW) in March 2012 and confirmed by later updates, indicates that serious salary 
inequities exist among academic divisions on campus, CAP has begun looking for significant 
patterns in salary recommendations that might exacerbate the current situation. We are interested 
in how campus review practices might be contributing to inequity. In particular, Arts division 
salaries are considerably lower on average than those of faculty in other divisions on campus. 
Consequently, in last year’s annual report (2014-15), CAP initiated the tracking of the divisional 
distribution of faculty in all cases in which the final decision differs from CAP’s 
recommendation.  

For 2015-16 CAP reviewed 96 files, excluding appointment and retention files that were 
Chancellor’s or CP/EVC’s authority: 10 from the Arts; 14 from the Humanities; 26 from PBSci; 
30 from Social Sciences; and 16 from SOE. The CP/EVC disagreed with CAP on 1 of the Arts 
files reviewed (10%); the CP/EVC decision was for a lower salary than that recommended by 
CAP.  The CP/EVC disagreed with CAP on 4 Humanities files (29%), deciding on a lower salary 
in three cases; in the remaining case the CAP vote was a tie, and the CP/EVC decided on the 
higher salary. The CP/EVC disagreed with CAP on 6 PBSci files (23%), deciding on a lower 
salary in 3 cases and a higher salary in 3 cases. The CP/EVC disagreed with CAP on 4 Social 
Sciences files (14%), deciding on a lower salary in 2 cases and a higher salary in 2 cases. The 
CP/EVC disagreed with CAP on 3 SOE files (19%); in all 3 cases the CP/EVC decision was for 
a higher salary than that recommended by CAP. CAP disagreed with the Chancellor on 1 file 
from the Social Sciences; as noted above, CAP recommended a higher salary than was awarded. 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ        AS/SCP/1853-3 
Committee on Academic Personnel - Annual Report, 2015-16 

The numbers cited above do not include disagreements involving salary recommendations for 
retentions nor recommendations concerning appointments, which we exclude since it is 
understood that negotiations will take into account competing offers and other relevant 
circumstances that affect salary offers and have little to do with disagreements regarding the 
merits of the file compared to other files across this campus. CAP would like to note, however, 
that final salaries offered in some appointment cases ended up considerably higher than those 
recommended by departments, CAP, and at times the relevant dean. In 2015-16 there were 6 
dean-authority appointment cases in which the final decision was higher than the salary 
recommended by both the department and CAP (3 files were in Arts, 1 was in Humanities, 2 
were in PBSci, 0 were in SocSci, and 0 were in SOE). In 3 of the CP/EVC-authority appointment 
cases, the salary of the final decision was higher than the department’s, dean’s, and CAP’s 
recommendations (all 3 of the files were from the Humanities). There were 3 appointment files 
in which the CP/EVC disagreed with CAP on step; all 3 cases were in SocSci and in all 3 cases 
CAP recommended a higher step than was awarded, but the starting salary was the same as that 
which CAP recommended. There were no disagreements with Chancellor-authority appointment 
cases. Disparities in starting salaries between divisions will likely have a significant impact on 
increasing salary inequity between divisions. Accordingly, the difference between recommended 
salaries and final salaries is something that both CAP and CFW should be monitoring. 

Case Flow, Ad Hoc Committees 
There were 12 cases from 2015-16 that were not completed (due to ad hocs, requests for more 
information, and pending authority decisions) and were carried over to 2016-17.  CAP reviewed 
and made recommendations on 4 of these files. The 8 remaining files were not received by CAP 
prior to the last meeting of the year, and were therefore not reviewed by CAP in 2015-16. 

Delays in the review of files are rarely due to CAP. Our process involves an efficient turnaround 
from receipt of a file to submission of a recommendation letter.  Exceptions may occur when an 
unusually large number of files comes in during a single week, in which case some files may be 
delayed (usually no more than one week), or when a file requires further information or analysis. 
Pressing retention files are usually reviewed within a few days of receipt, and letters are sent 
immediately.   

Any file that requires an ad hoc committee is seen by CAP twice; first, such a file is held by 
CAP for about a week for review and the recommendation of names for an ad hoc committee. 
Then, when the ad hoc committee’s letter is completed, the file is considered again. It should be 
noted that CAP nominates members of these committees (typically nine nominees), but the 
appointment of members and supervision of the ad hoc committee review is the responsibility of 
the administration.  In our experience, the Academic Personnel Office (APO) has been very 
efficient in forming committees quickly and ensuring that the letters are finished and returned to 
CAP in a timely manner. 

In recent years, the campus has reduced the use of ad hoc committees, bringing our campus more 
in line with practices on other UC campuses. Typically, CAP does not request an ad hoc 
committee for midcareer reviews, advancement to Step VI, appointments, or promotion to 
Professor, unless there is substantial disagreement at previous levels of review.  For major 
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promotions, when there is disagreement between department and dean, or there are one or more 
“no” votes in a department, CAP is likely to request the additional perspective of an ad hoc 
committee.  This year, 3 cases had ad hoc committee review: 1 appointment, and 2 promotion 
files.   

During 2015-16, 9 Senate members served as members of ad hoc committees.  The academic 
personnel process cannot function without our colleagues’ continued willingness to serve in this 
capacity.  CAP thanks its Senate colleagues who served and encourages other faculty members 
to consider agreeing to serve in the future. We also acknowledge the work of faculty who serve 
on Shadow CAP, evaluating the personnel files of current CAP members who are under review. 

Retention 
The loss of excellent faculty is a concern on our campus as well as across the UC system.  CAP’s 
goal in making recommendations on these cases is always to retain outstanding faculty, while 
also considering issues of equity with other faculty.  The long-term goal is to improve salaries on 
our campus and across the UC system.  The systemwide Academic Senate continues to seek 
remedies for the gap between UC faculty salaries and those of the “Comparison Eight 
Institutions.”0F

1  

As noted above, CAP reviewed 10 retention files in 2015-16. Five of the retention files were for 
faculty members whose file was seen twice, having had a regular merit or promotion case in the 
same year.  In light of the work that the Committee on Faculty Welfare (CFW) has been doing in 
recent years on the possible effects of UCSC faculty total remuneration on recruitment and 
retention, CAP finds it important to note that all 10 retention offers were successful.  

The graph below shows the number of retention files considered by CAP since 2002-03. 

1 The “Comparison Eight Institutions” include the University of Illinois, the University of Michigan, the University 
of Virginia, SUNY Buffalo, Harvard University, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Stanford University, and 
Yale University. 

4



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ        AS/SCP/1853-5 
Committee on Academic Personnel - Annual Report, 2015-16 

Suggestions for Personnel Files and the Evaluation of Teaching 
Through the years, CAP has provided suggestions on how to improve the preparation of 
personnel review files.  In the July 22, 2013 CP/EVC and CAP Chair Annual Memo, CAP 
requested that starting with all 2013-14 academic reviews, departments provide a table of the 
teaching done during the review period that includes a summary of the quantitative course 
evaluations regarding teaching effectiveness.  This table has proven to be extremely useful as it 
provides comparable overview statistics for all faculty.  It should be noted that a team of readers 
continues to read all of the evaluations in the review files.  However, CAP members no longer 
have to spend their time tabulating course evaluations and can focus more time on reading 
individual student comments. CAP encourages the campus to consider adopting a system of 
student evaluation that can produce the requested table automatically, thereby making the 
teaching tables more consistent across campus while requiring less work on the part of 
departmental staff. As noted above, we strongly encourage departments to follow the template 
provided by CAP. 

CAP continues to refine its lists of “tips” for preparing personnel files. As of winter 2016, we 
have three lists: one for faculty, one for departmental chairs, and one for divisional deans. All 
three lists may be found on the CAP webpage.1F

2 

During the winter 2016 Senate meeting, the committee submitted a report that emphasized the 
recent and prominent research regarding the potential inequities and biases that may be 
associated with student teaching evaluations and the evaluation process itself. The report 
reiterates the fact that the Academic Personnel Manual requires more than one kind of evidence 
of teaching effectiveness in each review file.2F

3  Additional types of evidence of teaching 
effectiveness include: the opinions of faculty members based on class visitations or public 
lectures; departmental review of syllabi, exams, assignments, and so on; the number and caliber 
of students mentored by the candidate; and the development of new and effective techniques of 
instruction, including techniques that meet the needs of students from groups that are 
underrepresented in the field of instruction. Because mentoring of students at all levels is a 
critical aspect of teaching, mentorship should be explicitly evaluated by the department. CAP 
encourages those preparing personnel files to embrace a multi-pronged approach in the 
evaluation of teaching. 

Acknowledgments 
The academic personnel review process depends on the accumulated work of many hands. We 
acknowledge AVC Pamela Peterson and the extraordinary staff of the Academic Personnel 
Office. They are a group of special people, extremely knowledgeable, helpful, and hardworking. 
They are critical to the personnel review process, providing the information that CAP needs to 
get its work done. In particular, CAP members thank Chris Imai and Ibukun Bloom for their 
tireless efforts and great patience in working through our second year with the DivData system. 
We also thank the departmental staff for their hard work and skill in helping to prepare and 
process personnel review files, and are grateful for the gifted and dedicated divisional academic 

2 The webpage may be viewed at - http://senate.ucsc.edu/committees/cap-committee-on-academic-personnel/index.html 
3 APM 210-1.d.1 – Criteria for Appointment, Promotion, and Appraisal, Teaching 
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personnel coordinators and analysts. 

Our deepest appreciation goes to Jaden Silva-Espinoza, our Senate Analyst. While juggling the 
work of several Academic Senate committees, Jaden serves CAP with amazing efficiency and 
good humor. CAP is able to function smoothly only because of Jaden, whose quick-thinking, 
problem-solving and multitasking abilities are beyond compare.  Her many contributions to the 
personnel review process are immeasurable. 

We would also like to express our appreciation for the collaborative interactions with the 
divisional leaders—Dean Kamieniecki, Dean Koch, Interim Dean Konopelski, Interim Dean 
Ladusaw, and Dean Stovall—and with our campus leadership—VPAA Lee, CP/EVC Galloway, 
and Chancellor Blumenthal. CAP members take this opportunity to give a hearty thanks and our 
best wishes to CP/EVC Galloway. 

We consider it a great privilege to have served on CAP during 2015-16, and are extremely 
grateful for our colleagues and all those who play a part in the academic personnel review 
process.  

Respectfully submitted; 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL 
Nameera Akhtar 
Amy Beal (W&S) 
Shaowei Chen  
Andrew Fisher 
Hiroshi Fukurai 
Gail Hershatter (W&S) 
Todd Lowe 
Armin Mester 
Carolyn Dean, Chair 

February 27, 2017 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ  AS/SCP/

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON ATHLETICS 
Final Report to Academic Senate 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

To: Academic Senate, Santa Cruz Division 

Since 1981, UC Santa Cruz has participated in intercollegiate athletics as a member of the 
National Collegiate Athletics Association (NCAA), Division-III (D-III).  The current program 
consists of 15 women’s and men’s teams, with approximately 300 student athletes.  In FY 2016, 
expenditures for coaches and administrative salary, travel, NCAA fees, equipment and uniforms, 
and other operating expenses totaled approximately $1.9M.  The budget has risen significantly 
above previous levels due to the University’s agreement to increase the salaries for coaches, 
consistent with a living-wage scale.  In 2016, the program was funded by revenue from student 
fees, philanthropy, and a $1M Chancellor supplemental fund.  The University announced 
previously, and maintains, that the Chancellor supplemental fund will not continue past 2017. 
They have directed OPERS to introduce a referendum for student fees to support intercollegiate 
athletics, which is the common practice at other UC and CSU campuses. 

Recognizing that the faculty and other key stakeholders had not yet been engaged in the process, 
at its winter 2016 meeting the Academic Senate approved the creation of a Special Committee on 
Athletics (SCA) to examine the value and costs of NCAA athletics at UCSC. In lieu of a 
referendum, in spring 2016, the administration conducted an “opinion poll” as part of the student 
elections process. The question posed was: “Would you support a new student fee of 
approximately $90 per quarter ($270 per year) to retain the current NCAA Athletics program at 
UC Santa Cruz?”  While the students were voting, the SCA issued an interim report at the spring 
Academic Senate meeting. This report cited a wide range of co-benefits for maintaining a NCAA 
program and recommended that additional research on the issue be performed prior to any 
ultimate decisions. At that same meeting, the Chancellor announced his intent to await further 
input, which, in addition to the SCA continuing its work, included a University 
Foundation/Alumni Council ad hoc committee, which would focus on the program’s business 
model. The results of the opinion poll were released shortly thereafter. In a student election with 
a strong turnout of 43.79%, 63.53% of students voted, yes, that they would support a significant 
fee increase to support competitive athletics. 

Both the SCA and Foundation/Alumni ad hoc committees worked over the summer and in the 
fall of 2016 to aid the administration in finding a sustainable model for funding competitive 
athletics. The SCA, as charged, has examined the co-benefits of an athletics program as regards 
all major stakeholders: students, faculty, alumni, and community.  We have also examined 
carefully the program’s budget, both expenditures and revenue. This report presents our primary 
findings and issues a series of recommendations. 

Findings 

▪ For over 35 years, UCSC has maintained a modest and successful athletics program
within D-III of the NCAA.
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▪ The student athletes are a diverse population of the student body who, by any metric,
have distinguished themselves academically and in athletics.

▪ There are substantial benefits to having an intercollegiate athletics program at UCSC.

▪ These benefits extend beyond the support of current student-athletes and impact many
aspects of the wider campus community. We also recognize that there is significant
potential for additional positive impacts.

▪ The student athletes and coaches are engaged with the Santa Cruz community and are
exemplary representatives of UCSC.

▪ The UCSC athletics program receives national attention and positively promotes the
University’s image.

▪ There is the potential, capacity and willingness from parents, alumni and University
Relations to expand philanthropy related to athletics, but these will require institutional
support and guidance to be successful.

▪ The budget for the UCSC athletics program is comparable to the median budget of
NCAA D-III institutions without football.

▪ Current student fees directly supporting intercollegiate athletics are significantly lower at
UCSC than other UC and CSU schools participating in NCAA.

▪ Other UC and CSU schools participating in NCAA use institutional funding to support
the program.

▪ A minimal NCAA D-III program supporting several hundred students at UCSC will
require an operating budget of approximately $2.2M per year (FY16 dollars).

▪ The combined revenue from alumni donations, gate fees, licensing, etc. is unlikely to
exceed $400k per year in the next 5 years with current practices.

▪ The athletics coaches have shown an interest and willingness to teach PE and
run/participate in summer camps for additional revenue.

▪ Given an estimated budget of $2.2M and likely maximum revenue of less than $1M from
the permanent athletics budget, central funds, and external sources of revenue, we find
that the program will require revenue from an additional student fee.

Recommendations 

▪ Given the strong and diverse positive effects of the UCSC athletics program, we
recommend the University continue to support the activity. However, the funding model
of UCSC athletics should not negatively impact our academic programs nor current
activities or programs within student services.
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▪ We recommend that the athletics program review its staffing model as regards assistant
coaches.

▪ We recommend that the University continue to contract the head coaches with
compensation consistent with a living wage.  This should be accomplished through a
combination of salary, stipend for instruction in PE classes, and income generated by
running summer sports camps.

▪ We recommend that the athletics program, with additional support from the
administration and University Relations, set an annual target of $500k from the revenue
streams of philanthropy, licensing, summer camps, and PE instruction.

▪ We recommend the central campus provide approximately $500k annually to support the
athletics program.

▪ We recommend that the University make every reasonable effort to maintain a NCAA
athletics program at UCSC.  We recognize that funding support will be predominantly
through student fees, but the University should actively promote other funding streams
(e.g. alumni donations, licensing, summer camps) and central funds.

Additional Recommendations 

Prior to OPERS’ submission of a referendum packet, our committee derived the following 
recommendations which were communicated to the referendum’s authors: 

▪ We believe that NCAA athletics at UCSC provides significant benefits to a wide range of
student, campus, alumni, and off-campus communities.

▪ We recommend that the referendum modify the existing intercollegiate athletics fee to be
approximately $35 per quarter.

▪ In accordance with SFAC’s recommendation, the referendum should include a sunset
provision of approximately 20 years.

We have reviewed the final referendum and are pleased that OPERS has addressed many of our 
recommendations.  Lastly, we offer a few additional summary recommendations: 

▪ We recommend that the University make a concerted effort to pass the referendum.  This
should include additional Town Hall events (co-sponsored by SFAC and SUA) to explain
the finances and co-benefits and to seek endorsement of the referendum.

▪ We recommend that the University openly express its support for an athletics program at
UCSC and highlight its benefits for campus-life, alumni relations, and community
engagement.
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SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON ATHLETICS 
Final Report to Academic Senate 

Introduction 
Since 1981, UC Santa Cruz has participated in intercollegiate athletics as a member of the 
National Collegiate Athletics Association (NCAA), Division-III.  The current program consists 
of 15 women and men’s teams of approximately 300 student athletes.  In 20160F

1, expenditures for 
coaches and administrative salary, travel, NCAA fees, equipment and uniforms, and other 
operating expenses totaled approximately $1.9M.  The budget has risen significantly above 
previous levels due to the University’s agreement to pay coaches a full-time (9 month) living-
wage salary.  In 2016, the program was funded by revenue from student fees, philanthropy, and a 
$1M Chancellor supplemental fund.  The University announced previously, and maintains, that 
the Chancellor supplemental fund will not continue past 2017.  They have directed OPERS to 
introduce a referendum for student fees to support intercollegiate athletics, which is the common 
practice at other UC and CSU campuses. 

At its winter 2016 meeting, the Academic Senate approved the creation of a Special Committee 
on Athletics (SCA) to examine the value and costs of NCAA athletics at UCSC. In spring 2016, 
the administration conducted an “opinion poll” as part of the student elections process. The 
question posed was: 

“Would you support a new student fee of approximately $90 per quarter ($270 per 
year) to retain the current NCAA Athletics program at UC Santa Cruz?” 

According to the University campus elections website: 

“If a simple majority of students who vote in the 2016 election vote YES, the question will 
be placed on the 2017 ballot as a student fee referendum. If the simple majority threshold is 
not met, the NCAA Athletics Program will be eliminated by June 2017 when the temporary 
funding expires.” 

While the students were voting, the SCA issued an interim report at the spring meeting. This 
report cited a wide range of potential co-benefits for maintaining a NCAA program and 
recommended that additional research on the issue be performed prior to any ultimate decisions. 
At that same meeting, the Chancellor announced his intent to wait for such additional input.  This 
will include input from a University Foundation/Alumni Council ad hoc committee that focused 
on the program’s business model.  The results of the opinion poll were released shortly 
thereafter. In a student election with a strong turnout of 43.79%, 63.53% of students voted, yes, 
that they would support a significant fee increase to support competitive athletics. 

Both the SCA and Foundation/Alumni ad hoc committees worked over the summer and in the 
fall of 2016 to aid the administration in finding a sustainable model for funding competitive 
athletics. The SCA, as charged, has examined the co-benefits of an athletics program as regards 
all major stakeholders: students, faculty, alumni, and community.  We have also examined 

1 Office of Physical Education, Recreation & Sports (OPERS) Financial Review (2016) 
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carefully the program’s budget, both expenditures and revenue.  This report presents our primary 
findings and issues a series of recommendations. 

1. NCAA ATHLETICS

The National Collegiate Athletics Association (NCAA) is a non-profit organization that 
promotes, organizes, and regulates intercollegiate athletics within the United States and Canada. 
It originated in 1910 primarily as a governing body to establish rules and eligibility for college 
competition and before long (1921) began arranging national championship tournaments and 
competitions.  The NCAA helps students perform athletics at a high level of competition while 
pursuing a full academic degree.  Over the past 100 years, the NCAA has also grown into an 
approximately $1 billion revenue association, and the influences of business and profit are at the 
fore in many of its higher-profile activities.   

Members of the NCAA are almost exclusively four-year colleges and universities, with 
membership granted through a multi-year application process.  Currently, there are 1,121 
universities and colleges within the NCAA.  We believe this includes every university with a 
student body comparable to UCSC.  Members must pay an annual fee to the NCAA to 
participate.  Schools may generate revenue through participation in the NCAA through television 
contracts, conference revenue, licensing, advertising, etc.  However, few programs generate a net 
income. 

There are three divisions within the NCAA which separate roughly by level of athletic 
competition.  UCSC competes in Division III. The following text (abridged) is found in the 
NCAA’s description1F

2 of the three divisions: 

Division I (D-I): Among the three NCAA divisions, D-I schools generally have 
the biggest student bodies, manage the largest athletics budgets and offer the most 
generous number of scholarships. Schools who are members of D-I commit to 
maintaining a high academic standard for student-athletes in addition to a wide 
range of opportunities for athletics participation.  With nearly 350 colleges and 
universities in its membership, Division I schools field more than 6,000 athletic 
teams, providing opportunities for more than 170,000 student-athletes to compete 
in NCAA sports each year. 

Division II (D-II): D-II is a collection of almost 300 colleges and universities that 
provide thousands of student-athletes the opportunity to compete at a high level of 
scholarship athletics while excelling in the classroom and fully engaging in the 
broader campus experience. This balance, in which student-athletes are 
recognized for their academic success, athletics contributions, and campus and 
community involvement, is at the heart of the D-II philosophy. 

The D-II approach provides growth opportunities through academic achievement, 
learning in high-level athletics competition and a focus on service to the 

2 http://www.ncaa.org/about 
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community. The balance and integration of these different areas of learning 
provide D-II student-athletes with a path to graduation while cultivating a variety 
of skills and knowledge for life after college. 

Division III (D-III): More than 170,000 student-athletes at 444 institutions make 
up D-III, the largest NCAA division both in number of participants and number of 
schools. The D-III experience offers participation in a competitive athletic 
environment that pushes student-athletes to excel on the field and build upon their 
potential by tackling new challenges across campus. It is the responsibility of 
each member institution to establish and maintain an environment that values 
cultural diversity and gender equity among its student-athletes and intercollegiate 
athletics department staff. 

Academics are the primary focus for D-III student-athletes. The division 
minimizes the conflicts between athletics and academics and helps student-
athletes progress toward graduation through shorter practice and playing 
seasons and regional competition that reduces time away from academic studies. 
Participants are integrated on campus and treated like all other members of the 
student body, keeping them focused on being a student first. (Emphasis added) 

To be eligible for end-of-the-year, national championship tournaments, teams 
must compete in a minimum number of events within their Division during the 
season.  Within each Division, most sports are sub-divided into conferences to 
promote regional competition.  Teams within a conference may generate and 
share revenue as a single entity. 

Lastly, there is a separate athletics organization -- the National Association of Intercollegiate 
Athletics (NAIA) -- which is comprised primarily of smaller colleges and universities.  This 
includes UC Merced and the CSU Maritime Academy, although Merced plans to move to NCAA 
athletics as it grows. 

2. ATHLETICS AT UC SANTA CRUZ

2.1 Overview 
Similar to most other 4-year universities, there are three levels of athletic competition at UCSC: 
intramurals, club sports, and NCAA athletics.   

Intramural sports enable any active students, faculty, and staff members to compete on campus in 
an athletic activity (not strictly traditional sports, e.g. inner-tube water polo). Emphasis is on 
participation, not competition.  There are 24 competitive club sports teams2F

3 at UCSC comprised 
of undergraduate and graduate students, participating primarily in traditional sports (e.g. soccer, 
rugby).  Participation is restricted by academic standing and some teams hold tryouts to restrict 
the team size.  The UCSC club teams fund themselves and compete with other club teams at 
nearby colleges and universities.  In the 2016-17 academic year, there are 15 NCAA athletic 

3 There are an additional approximately 25 non-competitive club sports teams. 
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teams at UCSC.  Most teams hold tryouts to restrict the size according to several considerations 
(number of athletes that can compete at a competition, NCAA regulations, travel budget).  Each 
has a coaching staff funded by the athletics program. 

Each of these programs are run by staff at OPERS and each has a unique funding model.  A 
summary is given in the following Table. 

Activity Eligibility Funding Model Participation in 2015-6 

Intramurals Students, staff, 
faculty who pay the 
$25 participation fee. 

Participant support 
supplemented by 
OPERS staff. 

Over 20 activities with nearly 
2,000 participants. 

Club sports Students in good 
academic standing. 

Primarily funded by 
participants’ dues. 

24 competitive teams with 
approximately 1,000 athletes. 

NCAA Students who satisfy 
the NCAA rules, 
including academic 
standing. 

Funded through 
student fees and other, 
smaller sources of 
revenue. 

15 teams competing within the 
NCAA; approximately 300 student 
athletes. 

3. NCAA AT UCSC

3.1 Overview 
The NCAA program at UCSC began in 1981 under Chancellor Sinsheimer in Division III (D-
III), when the undergraduate population numbered 6,200 students.  The program has maintained 
D-III status while steadily increasing the number of sports teams to 15. These are:  (Men’s)
basketball, cross-country, soccer, swimming & diving, tennis, track & field, volleyball;
(Women’s) basketball, cross-country, golf, soccer, swimming & diving, tennis, track & field,
volleyball.  The current participation is approximately 300 student athletes.

Over 5,000 student athletes have participated in UCSC athletics, distinguishing themselves in the 
classroom and in competition. MIT, Emory, NYU, and the University of Chicago are examples 
of other institutions that support D-III athletic programs -- an academically selective and 
rigorous cohort. All other UC campuses (save UC Merced) are members of the NCAA at D-I or 
II. Their athletics budgets and programs dwarf those of UCSC.  All other CSU campuses (save
the Maritime Academy and Channel Islands) are members of the NCAA at D-I or II and also
have much larger athletic budgets than UCSC.

As a member of D-III, UCSC does not offer athletic scholarships to student athletes. 
Furthermore, applicants are not given special preference for admissions on the basis of athletic 
ability. The requirements to maintain D-III status for institutions with more than 1,000 students 
are:  (1) pay an annual fee and costs for game expenses ($67k in FY16); (2) maintain 12 
participating teams in NCAA competition; (3) submission of a series of annual reports on 
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finances, graduation rates, compliance, self-assessment, etc.3F

4

Over the past 20 years, the number of schools in Northern California participating in NCAA D-
III has dwindled as most have transitioned to D-II.  None of the existing D-III programs within 
California have a student body population comparable to UCSC.  These changes have had 
several impacts on UCSC’s program.  First, most UCSC teams are not in a conference, but are 
‘independents’ without a base level of scheduled events.  To achieve eligibility for end-of-season 
tournament play, UCSC teams must schedule competition with other willing D-III members. 
Frequently, this involves out-of-state travel.  Also, for reasons discussed below, fewer schools 
are willing to come to UCSC for competition.  As an example, the UCSC men’s soccer team 
hosted only 5 home games in 2016 and travelled to Oregon, Texas, and southern California 
during its season.  In the Appendix, we briefly discuss possible benefits of transitioning to a D-II 
program.  The focus of this report, however, is on the cost-benefits of the existing D-III program. 

In 2016, the program had 11 full-time head coaches with 12-month salaries supported by 10 
assistant coaches paid full-time for 9 months.  The program is typically administered by an 
Athletics Director, although OPERS laid off the position in Fall 2016 citing a lack of funds. 
Additional staff supporting NCAA athletics included 4 athletic trainers (3 positions are currently 
filled), one Graduate assistant trainer, and two associate athletic directors.  Section 6 discusses 
the budget profile of this staffing level.  Additional staff at OPERS, administrative and financial, 
spend part of their time supporting the athletics program. 

3.2 Athletics Program Highlights and Achievements 
UCSC teams have consistently combined high academic achievement with athletic success. We 
will cite overall statistics for GPA and graduation rate to show that our NCAA athletes perform 
comfortably above campus averages. Their academic achievements have been recognized 
nationally as well. For example, in 2016 the women’s basketball team was ranked fourth overall 
nationally with a team GPA of 3.605, “making the Banana Slugs ... the only D-III program in the 
country to finish in the top 10 academically and make the NCAA Tournament this past season” 
(www.goslugs.com). The women’s and men’s track teams, with team GPAs of 3.3 and 3.5 
respectively, earned All-Academic honors for the 2015-2016 season from the U.S. Track & Field 
and Cross Country Coaches Association. Overall, UCSC Athletics had 185 participants honored 
as scholar-athletes during the 2015-16 academic year. 
These same teams and athletes have also achieved notable success in competition. In 2015-16 the 
teams made 6 appearances at NCAA championships and 4 Golden State Athletic Conference 
Championships. There were 3 All-Americans, 2 Conference MVPs, and 2 Conference Coaches 
of the Year, along with 80 All-Conference Athletes. Fall 2016 achievements included 2 cross-
country runners who qualified for and participated in the D-III national championship. Emily 
Scheese was coach of the year for D-III independents in women’s soccer, as was Jamey Harris 
for cross country. Among other achievements from recent years, in 2015 the men’s volleyball 
team was ranked in the top ten nationally for D-III and made it to the quarterfinals of the national 
championship, producing 3 All-Americans and top honors for their coach Todd Hollenbeck. 

4 http://www.ncaa.org/sites/default/files/d3_membership_requirements_20151120.pdf 
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3.3 Facilities 
Athletics facilities at UCSC are built and maintained by OPERS.  The facilities currently include 
two gymnasia (for basketball and volleyball), two sets of tennis courts, two main athletic fields, 
and one swimming pool.  All of these meet the rules and regulations of the NCAA for the 
existing sports teams.  The track and field team competes at only away meets, while the golf 
team practices at Pasatiempo and hosts a tournament at Pacific Grove golf links.  Currently, none 
of the NCAA athletics budget is directed to facilities. 

FINDING:  For over 35 years, UCSC has maintained a modest but successful 
athletics program within Division-III of the NCAA. 

4. STUDENT ATHLETES AT UCSC

4.1 Overview of Student Athletes 
Approximately 300 undergraduates will participate this year on the NCAA teams at UCSC (52% 
are women).  The program has recently added a men’s track and field team and is expanding the 
women’s track and field squad.  This will further increase participation. 

The UCSC athletes are talented students who have performed significantly above campus 
averages in the classroom. According to OPERS, NCAA student-athletes at UCSC have a 3.3+ 
average GPA (versus a 3.08 campus average). 71% of the student athletes have a GPA of 3.0 or 
better, and 31% have 3.5 or better. Regarding retention, athletics reports a 100% graduation rate 
for five years in a row (see Figure below).  This greatly exceeds the campus average of 58%. 

In the annual reports to the NCAA on UCSC student athletes, the data on ethnicity show that the 
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participants are as diverse as the overall student body. 

4.2 Engagement with Campus Student Organizations 
In Fall 2016, the Student Fee Advisory Committee (SFAC) sponsored a Town Hall event for the 
student body to discuss the future of UCSC athletics.  The meeting was well attended by student 
athletes (who passionately expressed the value of the program to their student life), members of 
Student Union Assembly (SUA) leadership, members of SFAC, and a small sample of the 
general student body.  The discussion focused on the values of athletics to campus life and the 
University and how to enhance the impact on the overall student body. Our committee 
recognized the value of student-athletes engaging with student governance, and we recommend 
that they maintain this dialog within their colleges and at regular SUA meetings.  This can 
further integrate the program within other student activities and campus life, and may promote 
student participation at athletic events.  

FINDING:  The student athletes are a diverse population of the student body 
which, by any metric, have been a very successful cohort academically and have 
distinguished themselves in competition. 

5. THE UNIVERSITY-WIDE BENEFITS OF ATHLETICS

5.1 Admissions and Retention 
An important aspect of the UCSC Athletics Program is its contribution to student recruitment 
and retention. Through athletics we attract a talented and diverse cohort of students who wish to 
compete at the NCAA level. If the administration terminates athletics, that source of applicants 
will be eliminated. Many of the current student athletes have expressed their intent to transfer 
from UCSC if the program is terminated. In addition, diversity in many different forms -- 
demographic, regional, and ideological -- and the ability for students to learn to work as a team 
with others from very different backgrounds in pursuit of a shared goal was explicitly referenced 
by former student athletes and parents of current athletes as a key benefit of the UCSC athletics 
program. Several individuals specifically noted that the ability to work together was a critical 
skill for future employment success.  

The absence of athletics at UCSC could well have a broader and ongoing effect on admissions 
and retention. It is not simply the scholar-athletes who will enroll elsewhere. We must consider 
the potential impact on applicants who are not athletes. Upon learning UCSC has no 
intercollegiate athletics program, their first -- and quite rational -- reaction might be to wonder 
what else is lacking at our university. In fact, alumni and parents of current students who were 
interviewed brought up this point specifically and commented that they knew prospective 
students and parents of prospective students whose very positive opinions of UCSC were 
decreasing because of the rumored threat of the closure of athletics.4F

5 In addition, athletics is 

5 No college or university of UCSC’s size is without an athletics program. 
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often linked to student experience, specifically by providing opportunities for students to 
understand their campus and fellow students and experience a shared identity. Participating in 
athletics, either as athletes or as spectators, enables a feeling of belonging and sense of pride. 
University Relations staff have identified this sense of student experience and shared identity and 
pride as a major motivator for facilitating a stronger campus community, both in the present and 
in their future as alumni and potential donors.   

In a different way, athletics is one of the few opportunities that allow students to engage with 
their peers from other institutions. Students have expressed their desire to attend athletics events 
in order to see friends who attend other schools.  

As noted above, the retention rate for student athletes at UCSC has been 100% for five years 
running. Meanwhile, improving student retention is a major priority at UCSC. Over the past 
several years, the administration has developed several recruitment and retention programs at 
substantial administrative cost. For example, the Retention Services budget at UCSC for 2015-
2016 was $4.1 million.5F

6 The UC Office of the President has made an additional investment to 
improve retention and graduation rates at UCSC, to the tune of $1.6 million annually (for four 
years, starting 2014-2015).6F

7 A Student Success Steering Committee, charged with investigating 
and addressing retention and time-to-degree challenges at UCSC comprises a whopping 27 
faculty and staff members, at a less tangible (but no less real) cost in time and energy.7F

8 In the 
context of such investments in improving retention and graduation rates, the track record of 
NCAA athletics at UCSC for attracting and retaining students who achieve in the classroom and 
graduate on time should be understood as at least partially offsetting the costs of operating the 
Athletics program.   

5.2  Student Success 
Athletics, like other performance-based extracurricular activities (e.g., theater, musical 
ensembles, student government, etc.) requires students to develop skills such as discipline, self-
motivation, accountability, teamwork, competition, ability to contribute to something greater 
than oneself, and leadership. These are skills that complement the more individual-oriented 
academic skills learned in the classroom. Former student athletes and parents who were 
interviewed observed that participation in athletics while carrying a full academic load taught 
critical life skills for time management, balancing competing priorities, commitment to a 
community and community interests, and negotiating personal interests against team needs. 
Athletics fosters a more holistic, well-rounded person who is more successful not just in 
academics but in their future careers. Individuals who were interviewed observed that 
participation in athletics and other performance-based extracurricular activities greatly increased 
the desirability of job candidates and made them more successful in their post-graduate careers 
and as local and global citizens. 

5.3 Alumni 
At most universities, student athletics offers a sustained connection between the university and 
its alumni. This holds true even for smaller, D-III programs (e.g., Amherst, Pomona).  Overall, 

6 UCSC Office of Planning & Budget, “The UC Santa Cruz Budget – A Bird’s Eye View: 2015-16 Edition,” p. 115. 
7 CPB Annual Report, 2014-2015 (AS/SCP/1807-4), p. 4.  
8 UCSC Student Success website, https://studentsuccess.ucsc.edu/sssc, accessed 11/30/2016. 
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our student athlete alumni have a favorable impression of their experience at UCSC, and 
University Relations reports alumni interest in providing support. For instance, when highly 
respected men’s tennis coach Bob Hansen retired, tennis alumni raised an endowment in his 
honor that generated several five-figure gifts. The men’s tennis endowed fund has a market value 
in the $25-30K range. Given that our student athlete alumni are typically in their 20s, 30s, and 
40s, and have not yet reached maximum earning potential, this kind of support is remarkable for 
demonstrating their commitment and appreciation to the University and the athletics program. At 
the same time, our research has revealed that alumni appreciation of athletics has been severely 
tempered by the administration’s handling of the athletics program and the proposal to terminate 
the program. It has been reported to us that major gifts to the University have been rescinded or 
postponed specifically because alumni are dismayed by the prospect of termination. As our 
research uncovered, when alumni feel that their university is not even covering the basics of a 
program for which they care deeply, there is a limit to what those alumni are willing to 
contribute, even if they have significant funds to offer. 

5.4 Fundraising and University Relations 
The concerns of alumni are shared among a wider group of supporters, including parents of 
current and former students and members of the local community. Parents are often shocked by 
the very lean budgets for athletics programs. In response, parents often support their children’s 
athletics experiences, on top of paying tuition, simply so that their children have a good 
experience. Yet parents have expressed serious concerns about being asked to pay for basic items 
(uniforms, equipment) that they believe should already be provided by the University, and 
parents have conveyed strong dissatisfaction in repeatedly being asked to provide ever larger 
donations on top of the high tuition and fees that they are already paying. In addition, these 
parental donations represent a very unstable source of revenue, as parents are not inclined to 
continue supporting athletics after their children graduate. Moreover, expecting parents to pay 
for their children’s participation in athletics discriminates against students whose parents are 
unable to provide financial support, thus limiting diversity. Significantly, as noted, we have 
reports that several very large planned gifts to upgrade university athletics facilities and 
programs have been withdrawn. These programs and facilities would not be exclusive to the 
athletics program but shared by and benefit the larger university community, comprised of 
students, faculty, staff, and Santa Cruz residents. Hence, this potential loss would not only 
damage the public image of the University, but would also reflect poorly on the University’s 
efforts to engage meaningfully with supporters in ways that benefit the entire university 
community on and off campus.  

Beyond fundraising in terms of soliciting donations, athletics has the potential to generate other 
significant forms of revenue in the form of licensing, partnerships, and sponsorships. To date, 
university licensing efforts have been limited thereby missing out on potential revenue streams. 
A committee is currently exploring possibilities for licensing a campus slug mascot and thereby 
capturing those lost revenues. With an athletics program, the University’s slug mascot will have 
greater visibility and potential for reaching a larger audience. More importantly, when 
universities increase their profile in their local communities, they benefit from partnerships with 
other institutions, including nonprofit and corporate entities. Currently, UCSC does not pursue 
opportunities to form partnerships with other entities. Cross-marketing with shared events and 
shared appearances would bring greater visibility to UCSC, both in the local communities and 
beyond. The potential benefits include positive effects on reaching a wider pool of prospective 
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applicants as well as potential resources in the form of revenue. This would seem to be 
particularly significant given the administration’s stated goals of creating more and stronger 
connections with Silicon Valley. Additionally, with greater visibility of the campus and its 
unique strengths would come opportunities for sponsorships. While an obvious immediate 
benefit would be sponsorships that support athletics and student-athletes, these opportunities 
have the potential to benefit other programs on campus.  

5.5 Community 
UCSC’s athletics program is deeply invested in the larger community beyond campus. The 
majority of the 300 student athletes at UCSC engage in a range of outreach activities within 
Santa Cruz County.  These include youth clinics, summer camps, volunteer coaching in youth 
programs, and coaching and mentoring in school K-12 programs. Athletics is one of the few 
UCSC programs that consistently engages our university with the surrounding community, not 
simply by presenting positive images of UCSC to the local community, but also by sending some 
of our highest achieving students to work directly in the community and provide immediate 
material benefits to the local population. Thus, student-athletes provide tremendous public 
service, especially to Santa Cruz county schools. Additionally, the program provides the 
community one of the few opportunities to attend high-level sporting events in the county and 
feel connected to UCSC.  

Several teams and coaches organize or contribute to clinics or other events that take them into 
the surrounding community or that bring the community to campus. The women’s and men’s 
basketball teams have run or helped with free clinics for local youth, both on campus or at 
venues such as the Boys and Girls Club downtown. Women’s basketball has supported a local 
girl’s basketball league (G-Ball) by volunteering for evaluations and at games, worked for Toys 
for Tots, and helped UCSC Veterans (tickets to a game and a campus barbecue). At least three 
teams, including women’s and men’s swimming (the largest teams), volunteer at large local 
athletic competitions, including the Santa Cruz Triathlon, which is also a fundraiser for local 
athletics programs. Women’s golf volunteers at golf tournaments and is partnering with a 
charitable golf organization, First Tee of Monterey County, to bring a group of its participants 
(youth who are mostly from under-represented families) for a campus tour. At least two teams 
participated in beach or campus cleanup days. Moreover, the use by the women’s and men’s 
basketball teams of the Kaiser Permanente Arena in downtown Santa Cruz for their home games 
is another positive extension of UCSC into the community. 

5.6 Summary of Findings 
From the previous sub-sections, we derive the following findings: 

FINDING: There are substantial benefits to having an intercollegiate athletics 
program at UCSC.  These extend beyond the support of current student-athletes 
and impact many aspects of the campus community as a whole. We also 
recognize that there is significant potential for greater impact (see Appendix).  

FINDING: The student athletes and coaches are engaged with the Santa Cruz 
community and are exemplary representatives of UCSC. 

FINDING:  The UCSC athletics program receives national attention and 
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positively promotes the University’s image. 

FINDING: There is the potential, capacity and willingness from parents, alumni 
and University Relations to expand philanthropy related to athletics, but these will 
require institutional support and guidance to be successful. 

Over the past year, we have engaged students, fellow faculty, the administration, alumni, and the 
local community on the topic of UCSC athletics.  Their impressions and responses have ranged 
from general ambivalence (e.g. no previous knowledge on the topic) to overwhelming support. 
The primary criticisms have been indirect, e.g. UCSC has great needs to sustain academic 
excellence and bolster student services in a difficult financial climate.  These are important 
concerns that apply to any program on campus.  Therefore, we recommend: 

RECOMMENDATION:  Given the strong and diverse positive effects of the 
UCSC athletics program, we recommend the University continue to support the 
activity.  However, the funding model of UCSC athletics should not negatively 
impact our academic programs nor current activities or programs within student 
services. 

6. UCSC ATHLETICS BUDGET

6.1 Overview 
UCSC is noteworthy for its lean athletics budget. Total expenses for FY16 were $1,968,399, 
which is at least 10 times less than most other UCs. Since UCSC is essentially prohibited from 
using state funds to pay for Athletics (or other non-academic activities), the costs of Athletics are 
almost entirely met by a combination of student fees and philanthropy. 

6.2 Expenditures 
Similar to most university departments and organizations, salaries and benefits for staff account 
for the vast majority of Athletics expenditures. In FY16, personnel expenditures for coaches, 
trainers, and administrative staff amounted to $1,347,654, or nearly 70% of all outlays.  The staff 
were 11 full-time head coaches supported by 10 assistant coaches, an athletics director with two 
associates, and 4 athletic trainers with one graduate assistant trainer.  (It should also be noted that 
the Athletics program was not fully staffed in FY16, so full staffing would lead to increased 
expenditures in future years. Current projections for FY17 put salary and benefit expenditures at 
$1.6 million.) After coaching, the next largest expenditure was for team travel for competition. 
UCSC Athletics spent $361,399 on team travel in FY16 (accounting for about 18% of outlays). 
Travel costs are inflated at UCSC relative to other D-III schools, due to a lack of local 
competition.  After personnel expenses and travel, the remaining 14% of expenditures in FY16 
went mostly toward miscellaneous operating expenses (such as IT), uniforms and equipment, and 
NCAA membership (including game expenses, such as referees).  Figure 2 offers a summary of 
expenditures at UCSC for FY16.  
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In 2014, the University agreed to new contracts with the coaches that paid them a living wage 
and also increased administrative support (e.g. addition of an athletic trainer).  The average 
coaches’ salary and benefits per team in 2016 is approximately $68,000.  This includes 
assistants, who are paid full-time for 9 months at UC minimum wage.  These changes in staff 
salary have considerably raised the total expenditures for UCSC athletics, although the amount is 
near the median of other D-III programs (see below).  

In 2016, the University commissioned a ‘forensic’ audit of OPERS with additional emphasis on 
the athletics program.  Their estimate for the budget of a fully-staffed athletics program for FY17 
is approximately $2.2M. 

6.3 Revenue 
As a student activity, the permanent budget for UCSC intercollegiate athletics has been drawn 
from the Student Services Fee (#20000; $258k in FY16), a $5 per quarter student fee (#20370; 
$176k), and a fraction of the Student Programs Fee M7 (#20360; $34k).  The program is also 
supported by philanthropy ($209k in FY16), and modest income from ticket sales, game 
guarantees, NCAA conference distributions, and sports camps (~$80k in FY16).   

Prior to 2014, this revenue (with modest support from central funds) was approximately 
sufficient to sustain the program.  With the increase in coaches’ salaries and administrative 
support, the expenditures now greatly exceed this revenue.  Therefore, the University agreed to 
temporarily supplement the budget with Chancellor’s funding totaling $1M in each of FY15 and 
FY16.  The University further directed OPERS to identify and develop new revenues which led 
to a referendum for student fees that could sustain the program going forward.  A ballot measure 
failed in 2015, and a new referendum will be part of the 2017 student elections. Fundraising has 
also declined in the last year, at least partly due to the uncertain future of athletics at UCSC. 
Several coaches at UCSC reported to the committee that alumni and parents of student athletes 
have voiced reluctance to donate to a program that is under consideration for termination. 
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A breakdown of the revenue and expenditures for UCSC athletics from FY14-FY16 is given in 
the Appendix (Table 9.1.1). 

6.4 Comparative Analysis 

6.4.1  Expenditures: Every NCAA member institution must submit an annual financial report 
detailing all expenditures related to its athletics program.8F

9  In FY14, the median athletics 
budget for a D-III NCAA program without football was $1.7M.  The expenditures for 
UCSC in FY15 were $1.7M.  Even with its increase to $1.9M in 2016, the UCSC 
program may be considered typical of other D-III institutions.  We note, however, that 
the rate of increase over these years is considerably higher at UCSC than the median D-
III institution.  Unfortunately, there is no public D-III school in California to use as a cost 
comparison. 

FINDING:  The budget for the UCSC athletics program is comparable to the 
median budget of NCAA D-III institutions without football. 

6.4.2 Revenue: Other UC and Cal State campuses, most of which are either D-I or II, typically 
have much higher student fees designated for NCAA athletics. For example, Riverside 
has a $105 per year fee and Merced $150 per year. Merced, it should be noted, is 
currently a member of NAIA but plans a transition to NCAA. UCSD funds its annual 
~$7M budget for student athletics primarily from student fees.  

9 http://www.ncaa.org/sites/default/files/2015%20Division%20III%20RE%20report.pdf 
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At several UC campuses at least, the central administration makes a substantial 
contribution toward athletics. As an example, the Irvine athletic budget includes 
“institutional support” of $9.5 million while student fees provide $3.8 million. Riverside 
provides about $8 million in direct institutional support and $2 million in student fees. 

D-II CSU campuses also have higher dedicated fees and varying levels of direct
institutional support. Chico’s annual NCAA athletics fee is $190, which provides about
80% of the total budget. Monterey Bay has a $60 annual fee, but other university funding
covers about 75% of the NCAA sports budget.

In sum, other California state university campuses use a range of funding models, but all 
combine significant central funding and student fees.   

FINDING: Current student fees directly supporting intercollegiate athletics are 
significantly lower at UCSC than other UC and CSU schools participating in 
NCAA. 

FINDING: Other UC and CSU schools participating in NCAA use institutional 
funding to support the program. 

6.5 Discussion 
Because any future, additional student fee for intercollegiate athletics at UCSC follows from the 
program’s increased expenditures relative to increases in other revenue sources, our committee 
has considered each of these carefully9F

10.   

Regarding expenditures, we have identified no aspect of the program that could be considered 
lavish, or even bloated.  Indeed, the UCSC student athletes regularly pay for their own 
equipment and travel for athletic events.  The teams greatly benefit from and even rely on 
philanthropy to meet standard needs.  The facilities for competition are sufficient, yet spartan. 
There are no athletic scholarships.  The program’s budget is consistent with the median D-III 
NCAA member.   

One aspect of the current program that we believe needs additional study is whether to continue 
to support assistant coaches at full-time for 9 months.  This is not standard practice at D-III (nor 
even many NCAA D-II programs), and we recommend that the program carefully examine the 
cost-benefits of this staffing model. Even with a reduction in assistant coach salaries (or 
benefits), we conclude that intercollegiate athletics at UCSC will require approximately $2.2M 
(FY16 dollars) to sustain a viable program. This estimate is consistent with and has been 
informed by the recent audit of OPERS. 

FINDING: A minimal NCAA D-III program supporting several hundred students 
at UCSC will require an operating budget of approximately $2.2M per year 
(FY16 dollars). 

RECOMMENDATION: We recommend that the athletics program review its 

10 We note there that the Foundation/Alumni ad hoc committee has been instrumental in this process. 
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staffing model as regards assistant coaches. 

6.5.1 Alternative Revenue Sources 
We now discuss revenue sources for athletics other than student fees, and highlight the most 
promising areas that were identified by our committee and the Foundation/Alumni ad hoc 
committee. 

6.5.2 Licensing 
The University is currently revising its policies for licensing/branding UCSC and how to 
optimally implement its policies for revenue generation.  The administration should 
consider the benefits of allowing athletics to establish and market its own brand or to 
share in campus-wide licensing revenue.  This is common practice at other universities, 
but is not currently within the UCSC model. 

6.5.3 Philanthropy 
Private donations to the athletics program have been relatively modest and declining 
(ranging from approximately $230,000 in 2012 to $150,000 for January-November 
2016). Donations have ranged from relatively small financial gifts ($500-10,000), 
typically designated to individual athletics programs, to parental support in the form of 
buying uniforms, equipment, and meals for athletes while they are traveling for games. In 
our conversations with University Relations and donors it is clear that there is potential 
for formal fundraising for both specific programs and the athletics program more 
generally. For instance, one parent who spearheaded a challenge gift to benefit the 
athletics program for her own alma mater offered to work with fellow parents of current 
student athletes to design a similar program. Another parent noted that she and other 
parents regularly subsidized teams. University Relations staff report that they also have 
the capacity to develop potential philanthropic gifts from private individuals.  

However, to date, the university administration has elected not to assign fundraising for 
athletics and other non-academic purposes to current or future development staff, thereby 
effectively preventing them from pursuing support for any programs outside college 
academic programs. It is very unusual for university development programs not to have 
staff who support athletics or other non-academic programs. The administration should 
consider the potential benefits of enabling University Relations to develop philanthropic 
opportunities in these areas, with focus both on generating sustained giving from donors 
and on building an endowment to support the athletics program into the future.  

6.5.4 PE Instruction 
In our conversations with the UCSC coaches, they expressed a willingness and interest to 
serve as instructors for Physical Education classes.  This could offset salary during the 
off-season (especially for assistants), and further integrate the program within campus 
life. 

6.5.5 Summer sports camps 
Each year, the campus hosts a wide range of sports camps during the summer.  These are 
primarily administered by Conference Services, through agreements with organizations 
like USA Camps.  A subset of the coaches participate, and the athletics program has 
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received modest compensation ($26k in FY16).  The coaches have expressed a strong 
interest in increasing their involvement, which could include running the camps 
themselves.  Such arrangements are common at other universities which increase the 
coaches’ exposure and the program’s recognition in addition to increased revenue for the 
program and a supplement to coaches’ salaries. 

The total revenue from summer sports camps at UCSC has been modest (approximately 
$250k in FY16) with only approximately 10% directed towards athletics.  

FINDING: The combined revenue from alumni donations, gate fees, licensing, 
etc. is unlikely to exceed $400k per year in the next 5 years with current practices. 

FINDING:  The athletics coaches have shown an interest and willingness to teach 
PE and run/participate in summer camps for additional revenue. 

RECOMMENDATION: We recommend that the University continue to contract 
the head coaches with a living wage.  This should be accomplished through a 
combination of salary, stipend for instruction in PE classes, income generated by 
running summer sports camps, and other sources. 

RECOMMENDATION:   We recommend that the athletics program, with 
additional support from the administration and University Relations, set an annual 
target of $500k from the revenue streams of philanthropy, licensing, summer 
camps, and PE instruction.   

6.6 Institutional Support for Athletics Program 
Given the wide ranging benefits of NCAA athletics to the University (Section 5) and the 
standard practice at other UC and CSU schools to provide institutional support, we believe that 
UCSC should also provide central funds to this program. 

RECOMMENDATION:  We recommend the campus provide approximately 
$500k annually to support the athletics program. 

This institutional funding could be reduced as revenue from the other sources listed above 
increase.  Indeed, the University is incentivized to maximize those opportunities. 

FINDING:  Given an estimated budget of $2.2M and likely maximum revenue of 
less than $1M from the permanent athletics budget, central funds, and external 
sources of revenue, we find that the program will require revenue from an 
additional student fee. 

The above findings and recommendations set boundary conditions on any business model that 
would maintain an NCAA athletics program at UCSC. Drawing upon a draft of this report and 
input from the Foundation/Alumni ad hoc committee, OPERS has developed a new business 
model and submitted a referendum to increase the intercollegiate athletics student fee (see 
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Section 10). 

Weighing the costs and benefits of the UCSC athletics program to the entire university 
community -- student athletes, the student body, our alumni, our neighboring community -- our 
committee concludes that the University should make every reasonable effort to continue this 
program.   

RECOMMENDATION:  We recommend that the University make every 
reasonable effort to maintain a NCAA athletics program at UCSC.  We recognize 
that funding support will be predominantly through student fees, but the 
University should actively promote other funding streams (e.g. alumni donations, 
licensing, summer camps). 

7. A STUDENT REFERENDUM
In this section, we describe our committee’s research and recommendations on the construction 
of a student fee referendum to support intercollegiate athletics.  These were derived prior to 
OPERS submission of a draft referendum in December 2016.  The following section comments 
on the final referendum for the May 2017 student elections. 

7.1 2017 Athletics Referendum Background 
Although the 2016 Opinion Poll showed strong student backing for the UCSC athletics program, 
previous student fee referenda have not produced sufficient support to enact new assessments. 
We believe that the careful analysis of the budget, cited in this report, allows for a much more 
modest request for student funding, one that will allow sustainability of the athletics program 
while recognizing other demands on student and campus resources. 

December 16, 2016, was the deadline for submission of 2017 Student Fee Referenda to the Dean 
of students.  Although drafting of the referendum for an increased NCAA athletics fee is the 
province of the OPERS director, the Special Committee on Athletics communicated to Director 
Willer, through a draft of this report, relevant considerations from our discussions and 
consultations.  This section captures the discussion and recommendations presented by our 
committee to OPERS. 

7.2 SCA Recommendations to OPERS 
SCA discussions (as elaborated in this report) that are relevant to issues that must be included in 
the referendum text10F

11: 

▪ Cost (SCA evaluation of audit and ad hoc committee budget analyses)
▪ How students were consulted (SUA representative member of  SCA, SCA meets with

SUA representatives, SCA presents at SFAC Town Hall )
▪ When the fee will be assessed (SCA discussion of possible recommendation for

‘escalator’ fee assessment)
▪ Ballot statement which includes:  why the fee is needed, how it will be used and how

11 http://deanofstudents.ucsc.edu/elections/pdf/2016/campus-elections-orientation-presentation.pdf 
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students will benefit (extended SCA discussions, see body of this report) 
▪ Per Chancellor’s prerogative, the 2017 athletics referendum will not require petitions or

other additional endorsements to be placed on the Student Fees Referendum.

Although our report speaks to the value of NCAA athletics to the students and to the campus 
community as a whole, the committee members recognize the burden to students of the current 
high costs of university education. Our report does not presume to diminish the competing needs 
for scarce resources.  With these considerations in mind, we offer the following estimates as 
regards the referendum. 

We believe it reasonable to recommend that the students pass a referendum to maintain NCAA 
athletics by supplementing it with a stable, modestly sized budget. While we have identified a 
few ways the program may reduce current expenditures, in our analysis the program requires a 
sustained budget of approximately $2.2M per year (FY16 dollars).  The revenue from existing 
student services and M7 fees provides approximately $300k.  We recommend the business model 
assume $700k per year from a combination of licensing, philanthropy, summer camps backed by 
central funding.  One therefore requires approximately $1.2M of additional revenue. This implies 
an intercollegiate athletics fee of approximately $35 per quarter, assuming 17,000 students and 
the standard 33% return to financial aid. The administration should also consider staggering the 
fee, i.e. stage the increase from the current $5 per quarter to the new total over two or three 
years.   

RECOMMENDATION:  We recommend that the referendum modify the existing 
intercollegiate athletics fee to be approximately $35 per quarter. 

We recognize that cost-of-living increases and inflation will increase the athletics budget over 
time.  Therefore, we encourage the referendum authors to consider a modest inflator in the 
student fee.  Otherwise, expenditures may need to be held in check by reductions in staff salaries 
and benefits. 

In our discussions with the Student Fee Advisory Committee (SFAC), that body has emphasized 
a strong desire that every student fee include a sunset provision.  While this practice may be 
more relevant to fixed-term expenditures (e.g. to pay off a loan) than a long-term program like 
athletics, we consider this to be an acceptable practice. Indeed, it is difficult to predict how 
intercollegiate athletics will evolve in the coming decades.   

RECOMMENDATION:  In accordance with SFAC’s recommendation, the referendum should 
include a sunset provision of approximately 20 years. We believe, together with the 
Foundation/Alumni ad hoc committee, that there is a business model that can maintain a 
successful athletics program at UCSC for the foreseeable future.  We further believe that the 
impacts of this program can be significantly enhanced without additional costs to fully leverage 
the investment of student fees, and have identified several areas where the students, faculty, 
alumni, and administration can further leverage the program to enhance student life, build on-
campus community, improve alumni relations, and engage with the broader community.  The 
resultant program would greatly benefit the campus both internally and externally.  

27



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ  AS/SCP/
Special Committee on Athletics – Final Report to Academic Senate 

8. THE 2017 REFERENDUM
On December 15, 2016, OPERS submitted a packet of files to the Dean of Students which 
initiated the referendum process for a student fee to support intercollegiate athletics.  OPERS 
developed their submission with input from a draft of this report, and our committee had the 
opportunity to review and comment on the packet prior to its submission.  In January 2017, the 
draft referendum was revised by OPERS after consultation with the UCSC administration, the 
SFAC, the SUA, and our committee.  The key components of the final referendum are: 

● The student fee for intercollegiate athletics would increase by $40 per quarter (from $5 to
$45).

● The packet includes a forecast of expenditures for athletics of approximately $2.2M,
$2.3M, and $2.4M in FY18, FY19 and FY20 respectively.

● 33% of the student fee assessment is designated by the campus for ‘return-to-aid’ funding
and is not directly applicable to the athletics budget

● The funding model assumes $500k of institutional funding per year indefinitely, and also
contributions from licensing, philanthropy and summer camps.

● A portion of the fee ($5 per quarter less the 33% return-to-aid) creates a fund functioning
as an endowment (FFE) that will provide financial assistance to students in need for
activities related to wellness and fitness.

● The fee is subject to a review for sunset in 25 years.

One of the above items, the revenue for the FFE for financial assistance, requires further 
explanation. The concept is to generate a permanent source of financial assistance for students 
that are eligible for the Educational Opportunity Program (EOP11F

12) for activities related to 
wellness and fitness.  This may include PE classes and dues for Club teams, but will not serve to 
provide assistance for intercollegiate athletics.  Even if the student fee is sunset in 25 years, the 
FFE will continue to provide financial support for students in need.  The FFE mirrors a similar 
FFE for intercollegiate athletics that will be created by the referendum. 

FINDING: Overall, the referendum developed by OPERS is consistent with the 
main findings and recommendations of this report.  It would provide a long-term 
funding model to maintain an intercollegiate athletics program at UCSC. 

Given that this may be considered the last chance to keep a UCSC athletics program, the 
University should give the process its full support.  This should include co-hosting (with student 
leadership) one or more Town Hall assemblies with students in Spring 2017.  

RECOMMENDATION:  We recommend that the University make a concerted 
effort to pass the referendum.  This should include additional Town Hall events 
(co-sponsored SFAC and SUA) to explain the finances and co-benefits and seek 
endorsement of the referendum. 

RECOMMENDATION:  We recommend that the University openly express its 
support for an athletics program at UCSC and highlight its benefits for campus-
life, alumni relations, and community engagement. 

12 http://eop.ucsc.edu/about/about-eop-Criteria.html 
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Respectfully Submitted; 
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON ATHLETICS 
Lissa Caldwell 
Greg O’Malley Hector Navarro, Student Representative 
Gene Switkes 
Dan Wirls 
Mary Knudtson, Ex Officio 
J. Xavier Prochaska, Chair

February 27, 2017 
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9. APPENDIX

9.1  Supplementary materials 
The following Table details expenditures and revenue for UCSC athletics in fiscal years 2014-
2016, inclusive.  Each of these years has been audited. 

Table 9.1.1 
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9.2  Potential Participation in Division II (D-II)  
Although not a direct part of the committee’s charge, the question of whether UC Santa Cruz 
athletics was participating in the most suitable, practical, and advantageous division of the 
NCAA was raised by athletes, coaches, administrators and other stakeholders during our 
deliberations. Moreover, during the 2014 search for a new Director of Athletics this was one of 
the main issues discussed by the search committee with all the candidates, many of whom 
believed it was an important consideration for the future of the program. While the committee 
makes no recommendation, we investigated and discussed the advantages and disadvantages of 
D-III compared to D-II.

UCSC is significantly larger than most D-III institutions and most D-III institutions are private 
rather than public. But that issue of “fit” is secondary to the practical concerns that motivate this 
question: UCSC is not located near other D-III institutions. This complicates several aspects of 
the program, including travel safety and expenses, participation in athletic conferences, ability to 
participate in championships, and ability to have home games with peer institutions. 

Aside from UCSC, Mills College (private, 821 female undergraduates) is the only D-III school in 
northern California. Nine private D-III institutions are in southern California, including Cal 
Tech, Pomona-Pitzer, Occidental, Redlands, and Whittier. By contrast, 12 D-II institutions are in 
northern California, including seven CSU campuses, all of which are participants in the CCAA 
conference; several more public CCAA members are in southern California, including UC San 
Diego and other CSUs. 

Participation in D-II could produce significant reductions in the travel budget while increasing 
the safety of the student-athletes (many trips to southern California are taken in vans driven by 
coaches or even athletes, for example, and it would allow for more home games in many sports). 
But this and other advantages (including increased opportunities for revenue) would have to be 
weighed against other considerations, including the potential shift in ethos. D-III, as noted in our 
report, is focused on athletes as scholars, first and foremost. That UCSC maintains its D-III 
status might be viewed as a statement of principle regarding the relevant place of athletics in 
academia and, as such, may be an attractive feature to potential students and their parents. There 
are, for example, no athletic scholarships allowed. D-II also emphasizes student scholarship and 
success, but does allow athletic scholarships. Without careful planning and institutional 
commitments, a move to D-II might degrade the remarkable academic standard set by current 
UCSC student-athletes. 

While the immediate and primary goal is to see whether competitive athletics can be put on a 
sustainable path, the committee recommends, if and when the program is on a solid financial 
footing, that UCSC consider moving to D-II. 

9.3  Timeline of SCA Activities 

● February 2016 -- Academic Senate approves the formation of an ad hoc Special
Committee on Athletics.

● April 2016 -- The SCA is constituted by the Committee on Committees.  The SCA meets
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several times in Spring quarter. 
● May 2016 -- The SCA prepares an Interim Report and presents at the May meeting of the

Academic Senate.  The AS resolves that the SCA will extend its service through the
2016-2017 academic year.

● Fall 2016 -- The SCA engages with key stakeholders of the NCAA athletics program --
students, SUA, alumni, coaches, upper administration, OPERS administration and SFAC.

● October 19, 2016 -- The SCA attends a student Town Hall hosted by the SFAC to discuss
Athletics and solicit student input.

● December 2016 -- The SCA completes, and distributes to key stakeholders for input, a
draft of its full report.

● December 2016 -- The SCA provides direct input into the drafting of a new referendum
for student fee support of NCAA athletics.

● February 2017 -- Completion of this report.

9.4  Opportunities to further engage athletics in the University and increase its co-
benefits 
Section 5 highlighted areas where the current athletics program provides significant co-benefits 
to the University.  Currently, the University has done little to publicize or take advantage of the 
opportunities brought by athletics. For instance, student athlete activities and successes on and 
off the field could easily be included in university media venues such as Tuesday Newsday and 
in alumni publications. Existing athletics media (www.goslugs.com) should be integrated within 
the campus-wide social media. Student athletes could increase the visibility and impact of their 
service activities within the UCSC and local communities by sponsoring annual, campus-wide 
activities that bring in more student, faculty, and staff engagement. Lastly, University Relations 
could develop and implement a formal fundraising program around athletics. 
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COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 
Update on the Lower-Division Writing and College Core Course Requirements 

To: Academic Senate, Santa Cruz Division 

The Committee on Educational Policy (CEP) has been considering changes to the lower-division writing 
and college core course curriculum and requirements. During the past four years, CEP participated in an 
external review of the Writing Program. We reviewed a recent survey of the core course lecturers and 
assessments of the Crown model, the core courses at Colleges 9 and 10, and the Multilingual Curriculum 
for international students. At the request of the Council of Provosts, we provided feedback on several 
options for revising the college course courses. Members of CEP also met with faculty and advisors in the 
School of Engineering and the Arts, Humanities, Physical and Biological Sciences and Social Sciences to 
discuss the lower-division writing requirements and their relationship to the core courses. We have also 
consulted extensively with the provosts, as well as other senate committees and the administration. As 
described below, these discussions raised serious concerns about the structure and effectiveness of our 
lower-division writing and core course curriculum. In this report, we present our recommendations for 
addressing these concerns. 

The campus writing requirements consist of the Entry-Level Writing Requirement (ELWR), the lower-
division Composition 1 and 2 (C1 and C2) requirements and the upper-division Disciplinary 
Communication (DC) requirement. In 2005, the C1 and C2 requirements were partially integrated with 
the required college core courses. Most freshmen now satisfy C1 by taking an 80A or 80C/D college core 
course or, in the case of most international students, Writing 1; students satisfy C2 by passing either an 
80B college core course or Writing 2. In addition to providing instruction in writing, the core courses help 
students transition to college and serve an important community-building role.  

Although the linkage of the core and lower-division writing requirements resulted in significant cost 
savings, it has not served our students well over the past decade.  Due to the linkage of the core and 
writing requirements, the majority of freshmen must take a composition course in their first quarter, even 
if they have not satisfied ELWR. After completing – and usually passing – a core course that fulfills the 
C1 requirement, a surprising number of these students are still unable to satisfy ELWR.  This raised 
serious concerns about the quality and rigor of the writing instruction in college core courses0F

1.   

In 2015, CEP concluded that the satisfaction of ELWR should be a prerequisite for enrolling in a 
composition (C1) course, as is required at every other UC campus. This change – and the modification of 
SCR 10.5.2 required to implement it – were approved by the Senate on May 18, 2016 and will go into 
effect in the fall of 20171F

2.   

CEP also believes that the extraordinary complexity of the college core and lower-division writing course 
sequences is having a negative impact on many students. The pathway by which a student satisfies the 
ELWR, core, C1 and C2 requirements is determined by their writing proficiency, visa status and college. 
The number of courses and credits required to satisfy the requirements ranges from 1 to 6 courses and 5 to 
30 credits, not including additional courses required by some colleges. As a result, ELWR-required 
students often find it difficult to satisfy other GE requirements; address potential deficiencies in 

1 Additional information about these concerns can be found at http://senate.ucsc.edu/committees/cep-committee-on-educational-
policy/reports-and-presentations/Senate_Meeting_OverviewUCSCwritingrequirementsandMLC.pdf

2 http://senate.ucsc.edu/senate-meetings/agendas-minutes/2015-2016/2016-May-18-Meeting/1831%20-
%20CEP_Reg_10.5.2Amendment_Proposal_Spring16fin.docx.pdf
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mathematics; take foundational courses required for their intended major; or explore other interests. Many 
departments do not appear to be taking these challenges into account when developing advising plans for 
their students. 

In January of 2016, the Council of Provosts solicited feedback from CEP and the Committee on Planning 
and Budget (CPB) on several models for revising the college core courses and their relationship to the 
lower-division writing requirements.  Both CEP and CPB strongly favored a straightforward model that 
would separate the lower-division writing requirements from core, thus allowing them to focus on distinct 
learning outcomes. Under this model, no student would be required to take a C1 course before satisfying 
ELWR. The segregation of students into different offerings of core based on their writing abilities would 
be eliminated, thus enhancing the community-building aspect of the core courses. Finally, the 
standardization of the writing and core requirements across the colleges would simplify advising and 
academic planning.  

After considering our feedback, the Council of Provosts submitted a revised proposal for Senate review in 
May of 2016. Unfortunately, there was not sufficient time to obtain decanal feedback on the proposal and 
its financial viability. To avoid further delays, we reviewed the proposal and made the following 
decisions about aspects of the proposal under the purview of our committee:  

1) Core must be separated from the lower-division writing requirements, including C1, C2 and the
courses that help students satisfy ELWR. The writing courses should be administered and taught
by the Writing Program, not the Colleges. These courses must focus on making writing outcomes
their priority.

2) CEP continues to support the college core course requirement. The core requirement should be
limited to the fall quarter of the freshman year, with the size and number of associated credits
determined by the educational objectives of the course and available funding.

3) CEP does not support the mandatory linkage of the lower-division writing courses to a specific
topic (e.g. the college themes) or quarter (winter of the first year).  We believe that students
should have more flexibility in the scheduling and theme(s) of their composition courses. To the
extent possible, students should be given the opportunity to take a C1 or C2 course related to the
theme of their college during the winter if they wish to do so.

A chart showing the revised structure of the pathways by which students will satisfy ELWR, the college 
core requirement, and the C1 and C2 requirements after this year is shown at the end of this report.   
Remaining issues that need to be addressed 

1. Fiscal considerations
A significant investment will be required to separate the lower-division writing requirements
from the college core courses. At present, more than 60% of freshmen satisfy either C1 or C2 via 
their college core course. Separating C1 and C2 from core will require these students to take an 
additional course. CEP feels this is necessary given the importance of writing in our students’ 
education. If the campus lacks the financial resources to support independent writing and core 
courses, it may be necessary to increase the size of the core courses or reduce the number of 
credits associated with these courses. At the time this report was submitted, the estimated cost of 
separating writing from core had not been provided to CEP or other Senate committees.  

2. Organization and goals of the College 1 courses
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According to a recent proposal from the Council of Provosts, the College 1 courses should focus 
on the development of critical reading skills in the context of the college theme2F

3. They would 
like these courses to carry 5 credits and be limited to 30 students. Even if the campus is willing 
to provide the resources required to support this proposal, CEP is reluctant to ask students to 
satisfy another 5 credit requirement during their first year.  This concern could be addressed by 
making College 1 a 2 credit course or requiring it to carry an existing GE designation.   

3. Fate of the Multilingual Curriculum for International Students (MLC)
In the Spring of 2015, CEP approved a sequence of writing courses (Writ 24-27) designed for
students with F1 visas who have not satisfied ELWR.  Due to the lack of information about the
cost of the program, CEP approved the MLC for only two years, with its extension beyond the
current academic year dependent on information about the effectiveness of the program and its
cost.  Furthermore, both CEP and CPB feel that the extension of this program should only be
considered in the context of ongoing discussions about the writing and core course curriculum for
domestic students who have not satisfied ELWR, including California residents whose first
language is not English.

4. Timetable for implementation
As of next fall, students must satisfy ELWR before attempting a C1 course.  Unfortunately, the
lack of information about the cost of separating the core and writing requirements has delayed
progress toward achieving this goal.  CEP is extremely concerned by the continuing delays.
Recent meetings with divisional faculty revealed widespread dissatisfaction with the writing
abilities of their majors. Indeed, more than 5% of the students who entered as freshmen in the fall
of 2015 took at least three quarters to satisfy ELWR3F

4;  this cohort was highly enriched in first
generation and Hispanic/Latino students (72.3% and 46%, respectively compared to only 7.6%
white students). 80% of the students did not speak English as their first language. Further delays
in implementing changes to the core and lower-division writing curriculum will have a
disproportionate impact on students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds and
traditionally underrepresented groups.  We are therefore eager to implement our
recommendations as soon as possible.

We look forward to discussing these issues with you at the winter senate meeting. 

Respectfully submitted; 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 
Jeff Bury 
Gina Dent, Chair CCI  
David Draper  
Suresh Lodha 
Onuttom Narayan 
Tonya Ritola (recused) 
Tchad Sanger, ex officio 

3 At the time this report was written, a formal proposal for revising the core courses including budgetary projections and decanal 
feedback  had not been submitted .
4 ~260 students were enrolled in the spring 2016 offering of Writing 21, which is restricted to students who have not satisfied 

ELWR. Note that this does not include the 86 international students in the Multilingual Curriculum who did not satisfy ELWR 

before the spring term. 
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Beth Stephens  
Lynn Westerkamp 
John Tamkun, Chair     
 
February 27, 2017 
APPENDIX A 
 
 
Revised pathways for satisfying  
ELWR and the College Core and C1 and C2 Writing Requirements 
 

 
 
All incoming students will satisfy the core requirement by taking College 1 during the fall of the 
freshman year.  ELWR required students will also take a Writing 20 course during their first quarter and 
each subsequent quarter until they satisfy ELWR.  C1 and C2 will be satisfied by the completion of Writ 
1 and Writ 2, respectively.  Arrows indicate course pre-requisites.  Note that Writ 1 and Writ 2 can be 
taken any quarter, providing additional scheduling flexibility for students.  Writ 2 is a prerequisite for all 
DC courses and must be completed by the end of the sophomore year. Proposals for the College 1 courses 
have not been submitted to CEP or the Committee on Courses of Instruction (CCI).  The educational 
objectives, size, and number of credits associated with the College 1 courses remain to be determined.  
The Writ 20 courses for ELWR-required students (including the MLC); Writing 1/C1 and Writing 2/C2 
already exist.   
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