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Findings 
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Table 5. Respondents and population by student level 

Student Level 
(code) 

% Survey Respondents 
(n=2,943) 

% Spring 21 undergraduate 
population (n=12,202) 

Freshmen (1) 13.8% 9.3% 
Sophomore (2) 8.5% 9.7% 

Junior (3) 38.2% 32.1% 
Senior (4) 39.5% 48.9% 

 
Table 6. Respondents and population by college affiliation 

College Affiliation (code) 
% Survey 

Respondents 
(n=2,943) 

% Spring 21 
undergraduate 

population 
(n=12,202) 

College of Business and Economics (CBE) 19.1% 21.8% 
College of Education and Allied Studies (CEAS) 6.6% 6.5% 

College of Letters, Arts, and Social Sciences (CLASS) 34.6% 32.7% 
College of Science (CSCI) 38.8% 37.8% 

Undeclared (UNI) 0.9% 1.1% 
 

 
Analysis for this summary included: 

භ Reporting descriptive statistics for all survey items including percentages and/or means as 
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Section 1. Academic Advising Overview 
 
The first section of the survey included questions designed to assess students’ overall experience 
with academic advising at East Bay. As shown in Table 7: 
 

භ The majority of survey respondents were positive about their academic advising experience. 
At least three-fourths of students agreed/somewhat agreed that they could easily access their 
advisor, they knew how to access their student degree roadmap, and they were familiar with 
academic advising support and services available to them. 

භ Almost three-fourths agreed that their current degree roadmap was clear, consistent, and 
noted the graduation requirements. 

භ Two-thirds of students met with their academic advisor every term.  

භ There were some significant differences across student subgroups. The most differences 
surfaced when running comparisons between Low-income and Non-Low-income students 
(Low-income students tended to agree with questions at slightly higher rates). However, 
there were also quite a few differences between URM and Non-URM students (URM 
students and Program Participants tended to agree with questions at slightly higher rates).  

 
Table 7. Academic Advising Overview 

Q3. Please respond to the extent that you agree or 
disagree with the following statements. 

N % Agree/ 
Somewhat Agree 

I can easily access my advisor whenever I need or want to 
meet with him/her. 

2,687 80.1% 

I meet with my academic advisor every term. 2,677 62.5% 

I know how to access my student degree roadmap. 2,686 76.9% 

My current degree roadmap is clear, consistent, and notes 
the requirements for graduation from Cal State East Bay. 

2,687 74.1% 

I am familiar with the support and services that academic 
advising offers to me. 

2,684 75.6% 

Note: total responses range from 2,677 to 2,687; percentages reported are valid percents 
(missing values excluded). 
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Statistically Significant Differences 

 % Agree/Somewhat Agree  

I can easily access my advisor whenever 
I need or want to meet with him/her. 

Low-income 
84% 

Non-Low-income 
78% 

p-value 
<.001 

   

URM 
81% 

Non-URM 
76% 

p-value 
.013 

   

Program 
Participant 

86% 

Non- 
Participant 

79% 

p-value 
<.001 

I meet with my academic advisor every 
term. 

Low-income 
67% 

Non-Low-income 
60% 

p-value 
<.001 

   

URM 
63% 

Non-URM 
57% 

p-value 
.021 

   

Program 
Participant 

76% 

Non- 
Participant 

60% 

p-value 
<.001 

I know how to access my student 
degree roadmap. 

First Gen 
76% 

Not First Gen 
79% 

p-value 
.049 

My current degree roadmap is clear, 
consistent, and notes the requirements 
for graduation from Cal State East Bay. 

Low-income 
77% 

Non-Low-income 
72% 

p-value 
.015 

I am familiar with the support and 
services that academic advising offers 
to me. 

Low--
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Table 9. Your Academic Advisors: Identification (n=2,642) 

Q6. Please identify the individual(s) whom you consider to be 
your academic advisor (check all that apply) 

Count Percent 

Faculty in my major/department 1,505 57.0% 

In my college advising center (e.g., CBE Office of Undergraduate 
Advising, CSCI/CLASS/CEAS Student Service Center) 

900 34.1% 

General Studies Faculty Member 578 21.9% 

Student Success Program (e.g., Athletics, Center for International 
Education, EOP, EXCEL, Renaissance, SANKOFA, Transfer 
APASS, Veterans) 

370 14.0% 

Advisor from Freshmen and Sophomore Success Team (FASST) 361 13.7% 

Peer Advisor/Mentor (e.g., Peer Academic Coach) 354 13.4% 

Pioneer Success Coach advisor 203 7.7% 

Faculty not in my major/department 127 4.8% 

Other 121 4.6% 

Advisor at Concord 95 3.6% 

A wide variety of òOtheró academic advisors were named by 116 students, indicating that there may be some 
confusion as to who students should be seeing for academic advising. Among the most cited òOtheró advisors were 
ADT, GANAS and PACE. Several students also cited advisors by name, suggesting that they might not be sure 
how they fit within the various categories. At least 10 students reported that they did not know, were not sure, did not 
have one, or were unable to get in touch with an advisor. 
 
Statistically Significant Differences 

 % Selected  

Faculty in my major/department First Gen 
55%
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Statistically Significant Differences 

 Avg. # of advisors  

How many advisors do you typically meet 
with each term? 

Low-income 
1.21 

Non-Low-income 
1.15 

p-value 
.011 

   

Program 
Participant 

1.41 

Non- 
Participant 

1.13 

p-value 
<.001 

 

Section 3. General Education (GE) Academic Advising
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Table 11. General Education (GE) Academic Advising: Primary Sources (n=2,642) 



Prepared by Hatchuel Tabernik and Associates   Page | 12 

Table 13. General Education (GE) Academic Advising: Satisfaction (n=2,142) 

Q11. How satisfied have you been with GE advising overall at 
East Bay? 

Count Percent 

Satisfied 1,050 59.8% 

Somewhat satisfied 467 26.6% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 125 7.1% 

Somewhat dissatisfied 78 4.4% 

Dissatisfied 36 2.1% 

No response 386 -- 

Not applicable 801 -- 

Total 2,943 100.0% 

 
No statistically significant differences found in relation to satisfaction with GE advising. 
 
Table 14. General Education (GE) Academic Advising: Primary Advisor for GE (n=2,142) 
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Usefulness of Advice 
Students were then asked to rate the usefulness of advice received from their primary GE advisor 
falling under six different categories (GE Related, University Policies and Requirements, Enrollment 
Support, Academic Support, Co-curricular Interests, and Career).  
 
As shown in Tables 15 through 20: 

භ Enrollment Support and GE Related advice tended to receive the highest average ratings for 
usefulness. Specifically, “Advice about dropping, adding, or withdrawing from courses” was 
rated as the most useful. 

භ Advice about Co-curricular interests tended to receive the lowest average ratings for 
usefulness. Specifically, “Advice about obtaining information on co-curricular activities (e.g., 
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Statistically Significant Differences 

 Mean Response  

Obtaining Information on Lower Division 
GE Requirements 

Low-income 
2.41 

Non-Low-income 
2.30 

p-value 
.004 
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භ Once again, Low-income students and Program Participants tended to have a much more 
positive experience with GE advising than their non-Low-income and non-Participant peers.
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Note: total responses range from; percentages reported are valid percents (missing values and responses of 
“Does not apply” are excluded). 

 
 
 
Statistically Significant Differences 

 Mean Response  

Has been available when needed 
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Cares about my overall well-being  1,397 80.7% 
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Program 
Participant 

4.62 

Non- 
Participant 

4.45 

p-value 
.002 
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Section 4. Major Academic Advising 
 
The next series of questions asked students about their experience with their major academic 
advisor. Tables 24 through 27 feature student responses to questions about their experience with 
their major academic advisor. 
 

භ The top three sources for information about majors were the Cal State East Bay catalog 

(46.6%), the Cal State East Bay Schedule of Classes (34.6%), and Staff advisors (33.8%). 

භ Very few students consulted Cal State East Bay co-workers (1.5%), and only 2.5% did not 
know how to find GE information. 

භ It was most common for students to meet with an advisor about their major 1 time (43.8%), 
although nearly one-third of respondents (29.2%) reported that they met with an advisor 
about their major 2 times. Only around one in ten respondents (12.2%) did not meet with an 
advisor at all about their major. 

භ 88.8% of students who had met with an advisor about their major were satisfied or 
somewhat satisfied with their advising. 

භ Faculty in students’ majors/departments stood out by far as the most common primary 
advisor for major information (54.0%). This was followed by the college advising center 
(14.4%) and FASST advisors (8.1%).  

භ Advisors at Concord (1.1%), faculty not in students’ majors/departments (1.6%), Pioneer 
Success Coaches (2.5%), and Peer Advisors/Mentors (2.5%) were least likely to be identified 
as primary advisors for major information. 
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Statistically Significant Differences 

 Mean Response
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Usefulness of Advice 
Students were then asked to rate the usefulness of advice received from their primary major advisor 
falling under six different categories (Major Related, University Policies and Requirements, 
Enrollment Support, Academic Support, Co-curricular Interests, and Career).  
 
As shown in Tables 28 through 33: 
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Table 28. Major Academic Advising: Usefulness of Advice – Major Related 

Very useful=3, Useful=2, Somewhat useful=1, Not at all useful=0 

Q31. Major Related 
Average Response: 2.39 

N % Very Useful/ 
Useful 
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Obtaining information on Overlay 
requirements  

1,191 80.0% 2.26 

Note: total responses range from; percentages reported are valid percents (missing values and responses of 
“Does not apply” are excluded). 

Statistically Significant Differences 

 Mean Response  

Obtaining information on academic policies, 
including holds and fees  

Program 
Participant 

2.41 

Non- 
Participant 

2.26 

p-value 
.014 

Obtaining information on second English 
composition, Writing Skills Test (WTS)  

Program 
Participant 

2.38 

Non- 
Participant 

2.22 

p-value 
.016 

Obtaining information on Overlay requirements  
Program 

Participant 
2.38 

Non- 
Participant 

2.23 

p-value 
.018 

 
Table 30. Major Academic Advising: Usefulness of Advice – Enrollment Support 

Very useful=3, Useful=2, Somewhat useful=1, Not at all useful=0 

Q33. Enrollment Support 
Average Response: 2.36 

N % Very Useful/ 
Useful 

Mean 
Response 

Scheduling/registration procedures  1,414 84.3% 2.36 

Dropping/adding/withdrawing from 
courses  

1,350 85.4% 2.37 

Withdrawing or transferring from this 
institution  

1,060 83.3% 2.34 

Note: total responses range from; percentages reported are valid percents (missing values and responses of 
“Does not apply” are excluded). 

 
Statistically Significant Differences 

 Mean Response  

Scheduling/registration procedures  Low-income 
2.44 

Non-Low-income 
2.30 

p-value 
.003 

   

Program 
Participant 

2.48 

Non- 
Participant 

2.33 

p-value 
.008 

Dropping/adding/withdrawing from courses  Program 
Participant 

2.47 

Non- 
Participant 

2.35 

p-value 
.017 
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Statistically Significant Differences 

 Mean Response  
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Note: total responses range from; percentages reported are valid percents (missing values and responses of 
“Does not apply” are excluded). 

 
 
Statistically Significant Differences 

 Mean Response  

Obtaining information on Internships and 
research opportunities   

First Gen 
2.16 

Not First Gen 
2.04 

p-value 
.049 

   

Program 
Participant 

2.26 

Non- 
Participant 

2.08 

p-value 
.011 

Obtaining information on co-curricular 
activities (e.g., clubs, organizations, campus 
events) 

Program 
Participant 

2.26 

Non- 
Participant 

2.08 

p-value 
.014 

 
Table 33. Major Academic Advising: Usefulness of Advice – Career Exploration 

Very useful=3, Useful=2, Som1B40.525 re

W* n

 /P <</MCID 30>> BDC q

373.4 501.9 94.55 40.525 re

W*


0.122 0.286 0.49 RG

[( )] TJ

ET

Q

q

0.00000912 0 612 792 re

W* n

Q

 EMC  /P <</MCID 37>> BDC q

0.00000912 0 612 792 re

W* n

BT

/F2 11 Tf

1 0 0 1 72.025 re

W* n

Q

 EMC  /P 3r> BsA6



Prepared by Hatchuel Tabernik and Associates   Page | 36 

Experiences with Primary Major Advisors 
Students were also asked to indicate their level of agreement with various aspects of their 
experiences with their primary major advisor falling under three different categories (Academic-
related, Communication and Interpersonal).  
 
Tables 34 through 36 show that: 

භ
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Reasons for not visiting with a major advisor 
Question 27 asked students how often they met with an advisor about their major. Students who 
selected “None” as their answer choice were skipped forward to the following question: 
Q41. Please explain why you have not visited with a major advisor in the past year.  
 
214 of the 245 students who were asked this question responded. The primary reasons cited for not 
visiting a major advisor were almost identical to the reasons for not meeting with a GE advisor. 
Among the reasons:  

භ 
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Feedback from Students Who Have Not Interacted with An Academic Advisor in 
Any Form 
 
Question 5 asked students about their various interactions with advisors in the past year. Those 
who reported that they “have not interacted with an academic advisor in any form,” 
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òIõm confused as to who is my advisor now. Freshmans have one advisor, STEP has another, and now that Iõm a 
junior, I donõt know whoõs my advisor now. I also heard advisor change based on major and I changed my major a 
couple of times.ó 
 

òWhen 
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òI would say some need to be more proactive. I just found out that my major advisor is supposed to reach out to me 
every semester, but that is not the case.ó 
 

òHave advisors reach out themselves maybe. A lot of students arenõt aware how to approach advisors or where to go.ó 
 

òHave the academic advisor reach out yearly to make sure students are on track with the necessary classes and see if 
their health and well-being is good.ó 
 

òAdvisors should proactively contact students, especially new students like me, to discuss about academic plan[s] and 
goals and to provide the guide in details fitting each student if possible.ó 
òMake it well known that they are the main people to talk with when things are unclear.ó 
 

òDonõt assume that students are aware of every support system on campus.ó 

 

 

Many students are having difficulty navigating advising resources 
When asked the one thing they would change about advising, CSUEB students also expressed 
having difficulty with navigating advising resources. Some shared that it was challenging to book 
advising appointments online. 
 

òMake the online appointment advising service more accessible and user friendly. I am never able to book an 
appointment online with my Excel counselor for some reason. The system does not allow me to make an appointment 
using the online service page.ó 
 

òéhave an appointment button in MyCSUEB because getting an advisor is difficult to navigate.ó  
 

Others shared that they needed more information regarding whom to reach out to for advising and 
how. These responses ranged from students not knowing who their advisors are, to others not 
knowing how to go about selecting a major advisor. Some students shared that they would prefer all 
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Some students also suggested that resources could be expanded or improved. Some of these 
suggestions were regarding potential changes to the online advising resources, while others focused 
on creating more digestible handouts or checklists for course requirements. 
 

òUnder the ômajorsõ tab, list the advisors for that concentration with their emails. Like you have for the professors.ó 
 

òThe UI/UX on the platform really needs to be fixed. Itõs super confusing and the furthest thing from intuitive.ó 
 

òIt was confusing about the number of units I needed to have to graduate between total and upper division. Maybe 
have something that explains this more clearly available for students.ó 
 

òMaybe giving an initial roadmap to students for both GE and majors, like a rubric. Advising is nice once you get 
into it but just even knowing to do that would be nice coming into the college, rather than finding out halfway through 
the semester.ó  
 

òHaving visuals of what they are discussing. Example is GE/class requirements that is equal what CSU is offering 
if you came from a community college.ó 

 
 

Students expressed concerns about advisor accessibility and responsiveness 
Students shared their concerns about the accessibility and responsiveness of advisors. This theme 
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òTo divide the work amongst the counselors rather than having one person handle it all. It adds so much stress on the 
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òFirst and foremost, by being friendly, and by being genuinely concerned about their students. By taking on initiative or 
provide tips and helping the student set up small goals relating to the studentõs academic major.ó 
 
òOpen communication, showing interests and concerns to students and being approachable and supportive as well.ó 
 
òI understand advisors have a lot of workload, but it is important to show students you remember them and care about 
their success.ó 
 
òThe times I have had to talk to some sort of faculty, they come off as intimidating and make us feel less than because 
weõre lost and it somehow feels weõre expected to know what is happening. This was not about an advisor, but itõs 
experiences like these that at least for me prevent me from reaching out to an advisor.ó  

 
Some also shared that they wished advisors would take personal context into consideration more 
when providing advice to students. For example, some students work full-time or have children and 
need advisors to factor that into their interactions and recommendations. 
 

òI would like the AACE advisors to be more understanding when a student has a different schedule/course load from 
other students due to personal reasons or concerns.ó  
 
òUnderstand that not all students are older and we need more guidance while we complete our program.ó  

 
 

There is a need for personalized support around goals 
Similar to the need that students expressed for more social-emotional awareness from advisors, 
students shared that personalized support could also improve advisor-
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Table 38. General Education (GE) Academic Advising: Primary Sources 

 GE Academic 
Advising 

Major Academic 
Advising 



Prepared by Hatchuel Tabernik and Associates   Page | 51 

Table 40. GE/Major Academic Advising: Satisfaction  

 GE Academic 
Advising 

Major Academic 
Advising 

Q11/28. How satisfied have you been with GE advising 
overall at East Bay/are you with academic advising 
related to your major to meet the requirements of 
your major? 

Percent Percent 

Satisfied 59.8% 64.8% 

Somewhat satisfied 26.6% 24.0% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 7.1% 5.7% 

Somewhat dissatisfied 4.4% 3.5% 

Dissatisfied 2.1% 1.9% 

 
 
Table 41. GE/Major Academic Advising: Primary Advisor for major advising (n=2,397) 

 GE Academic 
Advising 

Major Academic 
Advising 

Q12/29. Who is the primary advisor you see for 
GE/major information? 

Percent Percent 

Faculty in my major/department 31.5% 54.0% 

In my college advising center (e.g., CBE Office of 
Undergraduate Advising, CSCI/CLASS/CEAS Student 
Service Center) 

17.1% 14.4% 

General Studies Faculty Member 16.2% 6.3% 

Advisor from Freshmen and Sophomore Success Team 
(FASST) 

10.9% 8.1% 

Student Success Program (e.g., Athletics, Center for 
International Education, EOP, EXCEL, Renaissance, 
SANKOFA, Transfer APASS, Veterans) 

8.5% 6.3% 

Peer Advisor/Mentor (e.g., Peer Academic Coach) 4.8% 2.5% 

Other 4.0% 3.3% 

Pioneer Success Coach advisor 2.6% 2.5% 

Faculty not in my 
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Table 42. Usefulness of Advice  

Very useful=3, Useful=2, Somewhat useful=1, Not at all useful=0 

 GE Academic 
Advising 

Major Academic 
Advising 

Q14/Q31. GE/Major Related Mean response 
2.31 

Mean response 
2.39 

Obtaining information on Lower Division GE 
requirements
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Is a helpful, effective advisor whom I would 
recommend to other students  

4.48 4.46 

Note: total responses range from; percentages reported are valid percents (missing values and responses of 
“Does not apply” are excluded). 
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