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CERJ was asked to give advice on the issue of management of the undergraduate senior residency 
requirement specifically concerning re-delegation of authority to colleges to waive the senior residency 
requirement. 
 
The legislative basis of suspension (or “waiver”) of the systemwide Residence Requirement 
(Regulation 630) lies in Davis Division Bylaw 73(C)(6), which authorizes the Executive Council: 
 

To act on behalf of the Davis Division in recommending to the President of the University 
candidates for degrees and honors in a school, college or graduate division subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Davis Division. At its discretion, the Executive Council may recommend 
candidates under suspension of Divisional and Senate Regulations, provided that each such 
petition submitted by a candidate has been approved by the appropriate faculty or the Graduate 
Council. Such petitions may include those for the awarding of posthumous degrees. The 
committee, after forwarding its recommendations to the President, shall maintain in the 
Academic Senate Office a record of its actions, including separate lists of the names of 
candidates recommended under suspension of the Regulations.  
 

The Bylaw requires that the appropriate college Faculty (in the case of the undergraduate Residence 
Requirement) approve any petition for suspension before the Executive Council may recommend 
suspension.  It does not impose any conditions on such approval.  Presumably, each college Faculty has 
in its Bylaws provisions for the handling of student petitions, e.g., by referring them to one of its 
committees.  It is then up to the committee to decide upon its procedures, e.g., the automatic approval 
of waivers falling within a certain range of units. (Of course, these “approvals” are only necessary and 
not sufficient for a waiver to take effect—this is beyond the power even of the Executive Council, 
which only recommends candidates to the President.)  
 
In consequence, the Executive Council has no legislative authority to impose constraints on the college 
waiver-approval process.  Moreover, the Executive Council cannot “delegate” authority to the college 
Faculties; the basis of their authority is found in DDB 73(C)(6) itself.  In turn, the Faculties cannot 
“delegate” authority to the deans of the colleges, unless by explicit Bylaw provisions.   
 
There are some practical consequences of this advice for the goal of achieving more uniformity in the 
processing of waivers.  The Executive Council can set parameters for automatic waivers if it so 
chooses.  (However, according to its Bylaw, every such waiver still must be recorded and kept in the 
Divisional office.)  It is also in the power of the Executive Council to refuse to consider waivers 
beyond a fixed number of units, though this might have the consequence of excluding from 
consideration some special hardship cases.  The appropriate Faculty committees may also take such 
actions (if they have not done so already).  Beyond this, the only way to improve the uniformity of the 
process is through communication between the Executive Council and the Faculties of the colleges. 
 
In some cases, agreements with students that the requirement will be waived may be desirable.  Such 
agreements should not be made until after Executive Council approval of the waiver.  Agreements 
should not be made at the college level, since college “approval” is only a necessary and not a 
sufficient condition for Divisional endorsement of the waiver.  Students should be made aware that 
even at the Divisional level, the endorsement is only a recommendation to the President of the 
University. 


