

CSULB ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING 5

Minutes (Amended)

December 11, 2008, 2:00 p.m.

Towner Auditorium - PSY 150

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL:
Academic Senate Agenda for December 11, 2008 

The agenda was moved, seconded, and passed.
3. APPROVAL:
2008-09 Academic Senate Minutes of November 20, 2008 

It was moved to amend the minutes as follows so as to clarify statements made by Vice-President Mary Stephens: “Our top priority is and will remain assuring we have adequate courses for the students who are enrolled to ensure that students will get the classes they need to graduate.  Stephens reminded everyone that the cuts we’ve had to make adversely affect the workload of staff on campus, who also must still provide services to students.” The minutes were moved, seconded and passed as amended.
                        

4. REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND COUNCILS

4.1 Executive Committee 

4.11 Announcements 

The Chair had no announcements for the Senate except to wish everyone Happy Holidays.  


The following announcements were made from the floor regarding summer study travel programs in 2009.  Senators were encouraged to inform their students about the following faculty and their study abroad programs.
E. Bernal, Chemistry: Berlin. 

H. O’Gorman, History of French Cinema: Paris. 

M. Burns, Liberal Studies: Florence and Venice

T. Yamada, Modern Asia: Shanghai
J. Van Camp, Philosophy: Prague and Bratislava
Raul Reis, Scientific Journalism: the Amazon

George Zebot, Art: Cambodia
Provost Gould took the opportunity to comment on the work of the new Vice-President for International Education and Global Engagement, Ken Curtis, who has encouraged the development of study abroad opportunities for students.
Dean Ron Vogel was given a round of applause by the Senate for his appointment as Provost at CSU, Dominguez Hills. Dean Vogel was not present when his new assignment was announced at the last Senate meeting.
4.12 CFA Report – CFA President Teri Yamada

CFA President T. Yamada thanked the Senate for its support at the latest Alliance for the CSU rally. Students were heavily involved as organizers. Many contact cards were also completed by students.  She and ASI President Erin Swetland will be delivering these cards to Assemblyman Jim Silva. President Yamada also commended the Daily 49’er on the excellent and accurate coverage of Alliance activities. She emphasized that the Alliance strategy will be a long term.
CFA and President Alexander are co-sponsoring an event with the Gary Rhoades, General Secretary of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), on February 25 at 4 pm in The Pointe.  Dr. Rhoades will be talking about economic issues in higher education.
Volunteers for the newly formed Speakers Bureau are coming forward even before canvass efforts have begun. The current focus of these outreach efforts is Assemblyman Jim Silva’s district.  
President Yamada also updated the Senate on the status of contract negotiations.  The bargaining teams have met three times. The CSU is not offering any pay raises; the CFA is asking for some pay raises even if they are very small. An announcement to the faculty will be made if an impasse is reached.
4.2 Nominating Committee
The Nominating Committee had no new nominations to present, but Dr. Soni reported that the Executive Committee has recommended that Kent Merryfield and Ana Ortiz be reappointed to the Advisory Committee on Enrollment Management.  The motion to approve the reappointments was moved, seconded and passed.
4.3
Councils 

4.31 Status of Policy Statements Before the Academic Senate (Consent Calendar )

4.31.1 Name Change of MA in Psychology (AS-764-08/CEPC)
Chair Soni provide a brief explanation of the purpose and function of the Consent Calendar for the benefit of new Senators.


5. REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEES

6.
SPECIAL ORDERS


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

President Alexander was absent from the Senate Meeting. Vice-President Stephens informed the Senate that the President was in San Diego participating in a joint press conference with representatives of the California Community Colleges and the University of California regarding the budget crisis.
7 UNFINISHED BUSINESS


7.1 University Retention, Tenure & Promotion Policy (AS-742-08/FPPC)---SECOND READING
The proposed amendment to the last sentence of section 6.3 was determined to be friendly. There were no objections and the amendment passed [“The department RTP committee chair prepares an index of the materials submitted during the open period material to be included in the candidate’s file.”]
Senator Harbinger’s amendment---the insertion of “if eligible” after the first comma in the first sentence of section 6.6---was deemed to be friendly. There were no objections and the amendment passed. 
Senator Johnson moved the amendment to section 7.2 proposed by former Senator Domingo-Foraste.  Senator Johnson stated that the amendment was reasonable. (“The candidates rebuttal/response to a committee’s recommendation may include additional file material to support his response within ten (10) days.” inserted after the final sentence of section 7.2)
Senators Harbinger and Yamada pointed out that the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) already protects faculty in this regard.  Senator Harbinger argued that to pass the amendment might cause the submission of documents that would begin the review process all over again. At the request of Senator Schurer, Senator Harbinger cited the relevant sections of the CBA.  Senator Schurer asked why not include the amendment since it does not conflict with the CBA. Senator Torabzadeh stated that it would be redundant.
Senator Banuett asked about the case of an unfinished article.  Senator Harbinger replied that the CBA allows for the submission of the finished article. Senator Klink asked about documents that were absent for administrative reasons. Senator Harbinger replied that the candidate could always apply to submit the documents late.  She did not feel it was wise to include the remedy to an exception in the general policy.
Discussion being completed, Senator Caron moved to call the question. The amendment was defeated.
The amendment proposed by Senator Colburn to strike “in writing” from the first sentence of the sixth paragraph of section 8.0 was moved, seconded, and passed.  It was argued that the change would allow for greater flexibility in how proposed amendments could be distributed.

Senator Johnson moved to strike “policy and procedures for” and “of faculty” from the title of the policy. The amendment was seconded.  The amendment was deemed unfriendly. The question was called and the amendment was passed.
Senator Del Casino moved his amendment to the second paragraph of section 2.3.
 He argued that it required departments to be specific in their criteria for evaluating service and to think about the quality of the service.  Senator Vollendorf seconded Senator Del Casino’s motion to amend.
Senator Francis asked for clarification.
Senator Del Casino argued that standards and criteria can vary based on opportunities available for service. 
Senator Caron moved to amend the amendment to replace the “assessment” with “evaluation”. The amendment was deemed friendly and there being no objection, the amendment was passed. 
No further discussion ensued. The question was called and the amendment passed.

Senator Torabzadeh moved to amend the first paragraph of section 3.1.
 The amendment was deemed to be friendly. There being no objection, the amendment was passed.
Senator Riposa moved to substitute “Periodical review or reappointment review as appropriate” for “periodic review” at the end of the first sentence in the first paragraph of section 4.2. The amendment was deemed to be friendly. There being no objections, the amendment was passed.
Senator Francis moved to substitute “high quality” for “excellence” in the first sentence of the second paragraph of section 5.2.  The motion to amend was seconded by Senator Del Casino. Senator Francis argued that “excellence” was a comparative and exclusionary term that implies “better than most”.  “High quality” still provides a metric.  The amendment was deemed to be unfriendly. The question was called and the amendment passed.
An amendment to substitute “Policy on Range Elevations for Lecturers” for PS02-03 was deemed to be friendly. There being no objections, the amendment passed.
Senator Gould moved to insert “For review of an assistant professor, tenure and promotion to associate professor normally are awarded together” at the end of the last paragraph of section 5.2.  She argued that the amendment defines the normal situation without attempting to cover every possible exception. The motion to amend was seconded by Senator Fradella.  It was deemed to be friendly by Senator Colburn. Senator Torabzadeh informed the Senate that the amendment was supported by the Faculty Personnel Policy Council. There being no objections, the amendment was passed.
Senator Johnson moved to insert “which may result in adopting new teaching methodology” between the words “effectiveness” and “are” in the second sentence of section 2.1.1.  The motion to amend was seconded by Senator Chavez.  Senator Johnson argued that it would encourage people to try new teaching methods. The amendment was deemed to be friendly. There being no objection, the amendment was passed. 
Senator Schürer, speaking on behalf of probationary faculty, moved to substitute “may” for “shall” in the first sentence of the last paragraph of section 3.4 (“Department Chairs may shall provide independent evaluations of all RTP candidates.” Schürer had originally moved to strike the entire paragraph, but revised his proposal after being informed by Senator Harbinger that to delete the entire paragraph would be in conflict with the CBA. 
Senator Schürer argued that mandating that the Department Chair provide an evaluation may be detrimental to some candidates. In his view, it also privileged hierarchy and placed an undue burden on the chairs of large departments.  Newly appointed chairs may not be in a position to write a meaningful evaluation or the chair may not have a good relationship with the candidate.

The motion to amend was seconded by Senator Forrest. In her department there had been six different department chairs in a nine-year period.

The amendment was deemed to be unfriendly.
Senator Banuett supported the amendment.
Senator Fradella opposed the amendment. The issue of the chairs’ role in the RTP process had already been discussed and voted on. He argued that department chairs must be part of the process. It would be detrimental not to bring them into the process.
Senator Francis asked what the language of the CBA was on the issue. Senator Harbinger responded that the CBA says “may” not “shall”. 
Senator Ammermann supported the amendment. There have been numerous circumstances where there is a newly appointed chair right before a candidate goes up for review. This may create an unfair evaluation of the candidate.
Senator Gould stated that the proposed amendment was out of sync with existing policy nationwide. Changes in personnel happen at all levels and it is part of the responsibility of new administrators to get up to speed on current conditions. She could live with “may” or “shall”, but did not feel that frequent changes of department heads was an adequate reason to amend the policy.
Senator Huckabay supported the amendment. She argued that it would give department chairs greater flexibility.
Senator Caron stated that he had served as in interim chair in a department to which he did not even belong, but had felt it was part of his responsibility to review RTP files.
Senator O’Connor supported the amendment. He argued that if the chair agrees with the department committee review then there is no value added by a chair review.  If the disagrees then the review does not reflect the peer review process.  It makes the Chair a supervisor and judge rather than a mentor.
Senator Francis asked, as point of order, whether it was possible to discuss the issue when it had already been voted on.
Senator Johnson, as Senate Parliamentarian, advised the Senate that it was legitimate to go back over a policy after going through it ad seriatum. 

There being no further discussion, the question was called and the amendment was passed.
A motion to substitute “may” for “shall” in section 6.6 to make the policy consistent was moved, seconded and passed.
Senator Colburn reminded the Senate that the faculty would vote on the policy after the Senate had approved it.
There being no further discussion the question was called. The policy was approved without dissent.
Senator Forrest moved to recognize Senators Colburn and Torabzadeh for their hard work on developing the new RTP policy.  The motion was seconded and passed unanimously. Senator Torabzadeh thanked the Senate on behalf of himself and Senator Colburn.
Senator Gould congratulated the Senate on its conscientious discussion of the policy.
7.2 Revision of the Faculty Advisory Committee on Technology (FACT) Charge (AS-768-08/EC)---SECOND READING

Dr. Soni reviewed the amendments to the “Purpose and Charge” section. These were determined to be friendly and were passed with no objections.
Senator Sinclair moved to strike “in consultation with the AVP for Academic Technology” from the paragraph describing the selection of staff members to` the committee. She argued that the Staff Council should have full authority to make the appointments. The amendment was determined to be friendly with no objections from the floor and the amendment passed.
A discussion began on whether or not the Dean of the Library or his/her designee should be included on the committee.  Senator Caron moved to table the discussion until the next Senate meeting to allow time for thought and informal discussion. The motion was seconded and passed.
7.3 Graduation Writing Assessment Requirement Policy (AS-761-08/CEPC)---SECOND READING

8 NEW BUSINESS

8.1 Revision of Graduation Writing Assessment Requirement Committee Charge (AS-770-08/CEPC)---FIRST READING
The item was moved and seconded and received its first reading.
8.2 Revision of Writing Proficiency Examination Development Committee Charge (AS-769-08/CEPC)---FIRST READING
The item was moved and seconded and received its first reading.

8.3 Revision of Faculty Textbook Policy 79-08 (AS-771-08/CEPC)---FIRST READING
The item was moved and seconded and received its first reading.
9.
ADJOURNMENT


The meeting was adjourned at 3:58 pm.









� Departments and colleges shall develop their own standards and criteria for the evaluation of quality service. These standards and criteria shall be based on a comparative assessment of responsibility and commitment across service obligations at the department, college, and university levels. The Department The Departments and Colleges shall then make clear to the candidate what types of service are appropriate to department, college, and university missions and goals consistent with  faculty rank and experience.


� “The department shall develop and articulate specific standards and criteria to be applied in the evaluation of candidates in all three areas of evaluation.  Department standards shall not be lower college-level standards.”    








