

CSULB ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING 3

Minutes 


November 6, 2008, 2:00 p.m.

Towner Auditorium - PSY 150

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL:
Academic Senate Agenda for November 6, 2008 

The agenda was moved, seconded and passed unanimously.
3. APPROVAL:
2008-09 Academic Senate Minutes of October 2, 2008 
The minutes were moved, seconded and passed unanimously.

4. REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND COUNCILS

Executive Committee 
4.11 Announcements 

Chair Soni introduced the Senate Office’s new Administrative Assistant, Najia Kaddoura.
He informed the Senate that the Executive Committee has:

· Reviewed and ratified last year’s membership of the Search Committee for AVP for Research and External Support.

· Approved and formed an Academic Senate Task Force on Credit for Experiential Learning. The Task Force’s focus will be evaluating the experience of incoming veterans for the possible awarding of academic credit.
· Approved the faculty members for the Search committee for the new University 100 Director
· Approved the 2010 – 2011 Academic Calendar.  The Fall semester will end well in advance of the Winter Holidays.
Chair Soni also announced:

· There will be a Detailed Budget Presentation by Provost Gould and Vice-President Stephens at the November 20 Academic Senate Meeting. 

· The WASC Lunchtime Symposium will be held on November 18, 11:30 am, in the USU Ballroom.

· Nominations for faculty awards are due by December 5th.
· Evaluations of the last Senate Retreat gave the event high approval ratings, over 90% on most criteria.
Gay Arakawa reminded the Senate that the deadline for the Alumni Grant program was December 5th.
There were no other announcements from floor

4.12 CFA Report – CFA President Teri Yamada

CFA President Teri Yamada yielded the floor to ASI President, Erin Swetland. President Swetland informed the Senate that ASI’s Raise Your Voice voter registration drive had been a huge success. Record numbers of CSULB students had registered to vote. The election night viewing party was heavily attended.

CFA President Yamada reported that:

· 90 faculty members attended the Benefits workshop.

· CFA was active in electing two state legislators with pro-CSU agendas. This effort will be important for passing a good budget.
· The Collective Bargaining Agreement has been opened, and salary negotiations have begun.

· CFA is supporting the New Deal for a New Millennium for higher education. This initiative pushes for higher education support at the federal level. 
· CFA is supporting the Chancellor in his efforts to hold the line in budget cuts in his talks with Sacramento.

A question was raised by Senator Golez about the recent $33.3 million cut for the CSU. CFA President, Yamada, responded that in her view that step was taken for strategic reasons. CFA’s main objection is that the move was made without consulting them. 

4.1 Nominating Committee –Chair  Antonella Sciortino

Chair A. Sciortino presented the following nominations for the approval of the Senate:
GEGC

CBA: Sudha Krishan, Accounting (2011)
CBA: Sophie Lee, Information Systems (2010)
COE: Tang-Hung Nguyen, CECEM (2011)
CED: Hiromi Masunaga, EDPAC (2011)
CED: Shuhua An, Teacher Education (2009)

Writing Proficiency Examination Development Comittee
Cynthia Pastrana (2011)
Instructionally Related Activities Fees Advisory Board
Simon Kim, EDPAC (2010)

The slate was moved, seconded and adopted unanimously
4.3
Councils 

4.31 Status of Policy Statements Before the Academic Senate (Consent Calendar )---None

5. REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEES—None
6.
SPECIAL ORDERS


6.1 Report of the President—TIME CERTAIN (2:15)

The President thanked the Senate for its help in the recent elections. There was a record voter turnout and Measure K, a K-12 funding measure, passed. He noted that any support for K-12 education is good for higher education in the long run.
The President also announced that:

· Fundraising is still above the annual projection despite the markets.

· CSULB is moving this summer to become a direct lending institution.  We can then provide a more stable source of funding for our students
He thanked the faculty for their support of the WASC accreditation process.
There has been a 1% increase in the percentage of the budget allotted to instruction.  That is an increase of $650.00 per student. This is evidence of our strong commitment to students at CSULB.
The state budget crisis continues. The state is in the worst shape it has experienced since the Great Depression. Only New York State is worse off. Spending is shut off. Unemployment is up. California has the highest foreclosure rate in the nation.  All of these problems are affecting revenue streams. The Governor has called a special session to address the 11.2 billion dollar deficit.  He is proposing both cuts and tax increases.  

The Governor has announced an additional non-recurring cut for the CSU. Our campus anticipated it and we should be able weather this particular storm, but we don’t know what the upcoming January budget is going to look like. We have been asked to meet our enrollment target.
Vice-President, Mary Stephens, added that the University’s conservative budget approach to the 08-09 fiscal year has lessened the stress.  Our overall strategy is to try and avoid drastic single-year cuts.

President Alexander stated that we are cooperating more closely with the UC and the Community Colleges. Our main problem is that we are trying to cope with the unpredictable budget situation.
7 UNFINISHED BUSINESS


7.1 University Retention, Tenure & Promotion Policy (AS-742-08/FPPC)---SECOND READING
The Senate resumed discussion of Jose Moreno’s amendment to section 2.2, line 122 (the insertion of “scholarship of engagement” to the list of evidence of scholarly and creative activity). Senator Caron spoke to it in the absence of Senator Moreno. He summarized the previous discussion which focused on whether the amendment was necessary, definition of terms, and whether the term was comprehensive enough and applicable to all colleges.

Senator Klink referred to the confusion about term “scholarship of engagement”. She said that community engagement has become more prominent in faculty work, and is more commonly used in research universities.
Senator Viera reiterated her point made at the previous meeting that “scholarship of engagement” was a “term of art.” While she was supportive of the idea, she questioned whether the amendment was needed and, if it was, could it be reworded to be clearer.
Senator Del Casino pointed out that the list was a “not limited to” list so not all examples in the list are expected to be applicable to all colleges and disciplines. He reported to the Senate that he had spoken to Jose Moreno and what Dr. Moreno had in mind were reports to government and non-profit organizations completed by faculty. These papers would be judged by how often they were cited just as in other types of scholarly writing. This change to the policy opens up the possibility of types of writing other than traditional research being used in RTP evaluations even if this did not apply in every case. 

Senator Caron added that Carlos Silveria was an example of the scholarship of engagement in the College of the Arts.  He felt that it was important to include the concept in a University-wide document.  It brings the policy into congruence with the University’s mission statement and demonstrates that the University values these contributions. 
Senator O’Connor reminded the Senate that the University’s presence in the Long Beach had been the theme of this year’s Academic Retreat. The term’s unfamiliarity was a reason to include it and would educate people about the concept.
Senator Hood moved to call the question. The motion was seconded. The amendment was passed.
The insertion of “and enhance” in line 127 and the insertion of “consistent with faculty rank and experience” in line 138 of section 2.3 were accepted as friendly amendments by FPPC Chair Alan Colburn.
Senator Del Casino expressed concern that the insertion at the end of the first paragraph of section 3.0 [“In addition, there may be external reviewers participating in the RTP process. For details on conducting external search evaluations, please see the Academic Senate Policy on External Reviews”]would allow external reviewers to examine the entire RTP file. Senator Torabzadeh and AVP Harbinger assured the Senate the amendment does not in fact allow an external review that level of access. The amendment was included to make the section consistent with rest of document. It was accepted as a friendly amendment.
The amendment to line 161 in the third paragraph of section 3.0 [“are” in place of “shall be”] was originally introduced by Senator Domingo-Foraste who is no longer a member of the Senate and therefore was not present to move the amendment. No sitting senator chose to sponsor the amendment so it died on the floor and “shall be” remains. 

The insertion in line 167 of section 3.0 [“In addition, external reviewers, if any, will have access to appropriate materials for evaluation and recommendation.”] was accepted as friendly. AVP Harbinger clarified for the Senate that external reviewers are only allowed to evaluate the scholarly merit of the candidate’s scholarly work and do not otherwise provide input into the RTP process.
The insertion of “including candidate’s responses or rebuttals if any” at the end of the third paragraph of section 3.1 was deemed substantive. The question was called and the amendment passed unanimously.
The insertion in line 214 of the second paragraph of section 3.3 (“Faculty of lower rank…”) was sponsored by J. Torabzadeh in place of the original sponsor (D. Domingo-Foraste) and seconded by Senator Moreno-Alcaraz. Senator Torabzadeh spoke to the amendment saying it did no harm and was clarifying language. Senator Del Casino said that the amendment was not necessary.  AVP Harbinger said that the language in the Collective Bargaining Agreement was better.  Senator Vollendorf noted that if the policy used the same language as the Collective Bargaining Agreement we might need to revise the policy if the Collective Bargaining Agreement was changed. The question was called and the amendment failed to pass.
The insertion of “ongoing” and the deletion of “over time” in the first paragraph of section 3.4 was accepted as a friendly amendment.

The amendment to change “shall” to “may” in line 232 (third paragraph of section 3.4) was moved and seconded.
Dean Riposa spoke in opposition to the replacement of “may” for “shall”.  This change would make department chairs evaluations of RTP candidates optional rather than mandatory. He felt that it was important for department chairs to be involved in the RTP process.
Senator Golez expressed the view that RTP committees were often more independent if the department chair was not involved.
Associate Dean Kvapil spoke in favor of “shall”. The Chair may have a unique perspective that should be heard in the RTP process
Senator O’Connor expressed concern about the risk of excessive influence by the chair and possible conflict of interest.
AVP Harbinger said if the amendment passed chairs would be the only ones not required to weigh in at this point. 

Senator Huckabay spoke in support of the amendment saying that it would give the chairs the flexibility to deal with difficult situations.
Senator Chavez spoke in support of “shall”. It took the responsibility of deciding whether or not to intervene off the chairs and ensure their contribution to the process.
Senator Ammerman supported “may”. There are situations, for example when there is an interim chair, when it may not be desirable for the chair to be involved. 
Senator Caron, speaking as a former department chair, noted that “shall” would increase the workload for chairs, but that he still favored the use of “shall”.  If a chair has the option to write a letter and refuses to do so, that in and of itself, is pretty damning. Everyone in the RTP process is asked to put aside any conflicting interests and the same should be expected of the chair.  The college still has to review a file so the department review is not the end of the process 

Senator Fisher spoke in support of “shall”. He felt it would be derelict of a department chair not to write a letter. 

Senator O’Connor asked about the legal implications if any. Does this issue open up the chair to grievance proceedings?
H. Harbinger stated that there are issues of vulnerability at all levels, not just for chairs of departments. 

J. Torabzadeh informed that Senate that when the policy was being developed it was the authors’ intent to include the chair in the process.
The point was made that “shall” required the chair to put their thoughts in writing. Chairs influence the proceedings in one way or another, and if a formal part of the process, their influence would not be purely informal and unrecorded.
D. Hood moved to vote on the amendment. The amendment was defeated and “shall” remains in the document.
The insertions in line 236 of paragraph 3 of section 3.4 (“level of review”) was accepted as friendly. The insertion of “and college missions” in line 241 in the first paragraph of section 3.5 was accepted as friendly.
The amendment to lines 250-264 (third paragraph of section 3.5) was moved last year by former Senator Jaffe. The amendment was sponsored by Senator Vollendorf and seconded. Senator Vollendorf spoke to the amendment. She said former Senator Jaffe’s concern is that faculty who did not have the same access to assigned time as other faculty were being held to same standard. 

Senator Del Casino stated that the proposed amendment raised a valid point, but that multiple layers of assessment will create complications. 

Senator Chavez agreed that the amendment would create implementation problems
Senator Banuett made the point that in her discipline (Biological Sciences) you earn assigned time by writing grant applications. If the proposed amendment were passed, it might discourage grant writing.
Dean Riposa also opposed the amendment saying that it was hard enough already to evaluate work without taking account of resources.  The RTP process needs to focus on the quality of work.

J. Torabzadeh opposed the amendment as limiting and impractical.
The question was called, and the amendment was voted down.

All the amendments to section 3.6, 3.7, and 3.9 were accepted as friendly.
The amendment to line 320 of section 4.1 died on the floor through lack of a sponsor.
The amendments to lines 331 and 342 were accepted as friendly

The amendment to line 351 died for lack of a sponsor
The amendments to line 364 and to section 5.2 were accepted as friendly. 

The amendment to strike “excellence” from line 389 was moved by FPPC Chair Colburn (original mover,Senator Pavri, no longer sitting) and seconded to allow for discussion. The amendment had been introduced because the word “excellent” had a specific meaning in the context of College of Education reviews and its inclusion in the RTP policy might create confusion.
J. Torabzadeh indicated that the word has been included to encourage quality
After a procedural vote the question was called and the amendment was approved.
It was moved and seconded to move the agenda. Chair Soni proceeded to the first item of new business, the revised charge for the Faculty Advisory Committee on Technology.
8 NEW BUSINESS

8.1 Revision of the Faculty Advisory Committee on Technology (FACT) Charge (AS-768-08/EC)---FIRST READING
P. Boyd-Batstone, chair of the Faculty Advisory Committee on Technology addressed the Senate on the proposed revisions to the committee charge. The revisions were necessitated by changes to the administrative structure of the University, specifically the new Office of Academic Technology and the new Academic Technology Vice-President which meant changes in the ex-officio officers of the committee. The new charge also clarified the roles of the Senate and the Center for Professional Development in the work of the committee. No portion of the original charge had been removed there were only additions and clarifications.
9.
ADJOURNMENT


The meeting adjourned at 3:55 pm.
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