CSULB ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING
 Minutes 10 


April 17, 2008, 2:00 p.m.

Towner Auditorium - PSY 150

1. CALL TO ORDER

Chair Soni called the meeting to order at 2:07 pm.  All voting Senators were present except:  COA: M. Herman, D. Jacques; CBA: K. Lacey; COE: R. Nguyen; CHHS: L. Sarbo CLA: L. Arroyo, A. Sandoval; STD SVCS: P. Ratanasiripong; ADMIN: C. Lindsay; STAFF: F. Neeley, M. Samuelson; STUDENTS: E. Swetland, S. McClinton; DEANS: R. Vogel; EX OFFICIO: F. Golshani, M. Khan, L. Kingsford, R. Kochan, A. Taylor
2. APPROVAL:  Academic Senate Agenda for April 17, 2008 
Senator D. Huckaby moved the approval of the CSULB Academic Senate Agenda. The motion was seconded and approved unanimously.
3. APPROVAL:  Academic Senate Minutes of March 27, 2008

Senator D. Huckaby moved to amend the Minutes by substituting “Minutes” for “Agenda” and “9” for “10.” 
Senator L. Forrest seconded and the Minutes were unanimously approved as amended.
4. REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND COUNCILS

4.1 Executive Committee

4.11 Announcements

Chair Soni announced the recipients of the Distinguished Faculty and Creative Awards and the Distinguished Faculty Teaching Awards: 
Distinguished Faculty Scholarly and Creative Achievement Award:
James Davis (Kinesiology / CHHS)
Editte Gharakhanian (Biological Sciences / CNSM)
Stephen Mezyk (Chemistry/Biochemistry / CNSM)

Distinguished Faculty Teaching Award:
Linda Callahan (Nursing / CHHS)
Marilyn Korostoff (Education / CED)
Kathleen Lacey (CBA)
Sherry Span (Psychology /CLA)
Stacy Young (Communication Studies / CLA)
Provost Gould extended her congratulations to the recipients and remarked on the diversity of the awards.  She announced the First annual all University Research Day.  There would be two new awards associated with that event. For now on, all Faculty award recipients will each receive a $500.00 honorarium from the 
Provost’s Office. Doug Robinson’s (Vice President for Student Services) office will also be awarding a $500.00 honorarium to each recipient of the Staff Awards.

Dean Jean Houck (CED) announced that CSULB’s Teacher Education Program has been selected as one of five universities to be invited to the Congressional Showcase hosted by the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education specifically the Long Beach Neighbor Program directed by F. Golez and L. Symcox.  The program aims to increase the number of Teachers with Masters and improve teacher retention.  It was the program that F. Golez brought to the Senate’s during the discussion of the budget crisis.
4.12 CFA Report

L. Sondhi (CFA President) remarked on the success of Budget Rally on March 26th. Between 1800 and 2000 people attended, the largest turnout of any campus rally to date. She reiterated that the campaign was an ongoing one and urged everyone to become part of Alliance for the CSU. 
She also announced that she will be taking a leave of absence from the University and that Teri Yamada would be the new President elect of CFA to fill the remainder of her term.
CFA President L. Sondhi reported that 1,200 alliance cards have been collected with another 600 since rally, the largest for system.  The Chancellor would like to see ½ million alliance cards system wide. She warned against passivity on campus.  The CSU is the engine of the California economy and if you ignore an engine and don’t do maintenance then one day it’s going to die on you.  The CSU produces most of the fire fighters, police officers, teachers, nurses, etc for the state. We can’t expect others to get behind the CSU if the faculty doesn’t. We know best the value of a higher education.
Kaleidoscope is on April 26, 2008.  It will be a great outreach event for community.  President Alexander added that computers will set up at Kaleidoscope to sign up supporters.  Supporters will also be able to email a message to their elected representatives at the event.
4.13 Nominating Committee

There were no announcements from the Nominating Committee
4.2 Councils

4.21 Status of Policy Statements before the Academic Senate (CONSENT CALENDAR)

a) Schedule for 2008-2009 Academic Senate Meetings (AS-754-08/EC) ---FIRST READING

Chair Soni announced that the schedule was amended by the Executive Committee at its meeting of Tuesday, April 15th. The change was needed to avoid conflict with Vice President Doug Robinson’s Division of Student Services’ meeting.

b) Discontinuance of Joint Ed.D. in Educational Leadership (AS-755-08/CEPC/URC) ---FIRST READING (tentative)

Chair Soni announced that this item was no longer tentative having been approved by the URC and CEPCC

5. REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEES—None

6. SPECIAL ORDERS

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

President Alexander reiterated L. Sondhi’s (CFA President) points about the importance of the Alliance for the CSU.  Kaleidoscope is coming up and there will be an open house for 3,500 freshmen that day, with parents, and also transfer students.  There is a big volleyball game that Saturday so there will be a lot of people on campus.
There was no good news on the Bond referendum. There were protests in Sacramento on Monday as well as visits with state legislators. We have received good press in the Los Angeles Times and San Francisco Chronicle.  
At the federal level there have been a lot of media reports of banks backing out of student loan industry. This is not true.  They are just not making as much money as they have in the past.  Current situation could lead to more direct lending by Universities, something the banks don’t want.  For profit schools and banks are screaming because they not making enough profits, but nothing in the student loan market is affecting us. We have plenty of resources for our students. This market may help get us to direct lending and take out the middleman in student loans.
There is a downside in that it does put pressure on the capacity loans cap and may lead to greater unsubsidized loans.
The President thanked the campus community for its patience during the emergency shooter drill. It was a good learning experience. The new messaging system was tested. The President reported that he got his text message alert in New Orleans. 

He was happy to report that the volleyball, softball, water polo teams were all excelling this year.
He reported that there would be expansion of the Nursing Buildings. The plan is to breakdown fence between CSULB and the Veterans Administration Hospital.  There is a plan to operate a joint day care facility.  The VA would provide the facilities and we would provide the people.  This will create an increase in the number of slots available both to the campus community and the VA.  This is just the start of increased cooperation between the two organizations.

Senator L. Forrest reported hearing that there had been glitches in the emergency shooter drill.  The President responded that there had been two debriefings since the drill.  As far as he knew the only problem was confusion over the signage. The signs said “live fire”, but only blanks were used. Drills such as these will be done periodically.  It was a good learning experience especially on how to work with the city police.  

He also drew attention to the online ASI elections. He hoped it would make for greater student participation.
7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS AND MATTERS POSTPONED FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS 

7.1 University Awards Policy---SECOND READING (AS-740/FPPC)

Chair Soni turned the floor over to Senator H. Harbinger (Associate Vice President - Academic Personnel) who had been asked to report on the legality of allowing students on faculty awards committees.
AVP H. Harbinger reported that the documents that were required to be submitted for awards were not confidential, except for student evaluations for teaching. There is nothing in the collective bargaining agreement to prevent it.  Faculty awards are awards not a part of the RTP process.  The Senate may place students on faculty awards committees if it chooses.
Senator A. Colburn asked if there were any faculty on ASI awards committees.
Senator Mark Andrews (ASI President) replied that they have faculty position available on ASI awards committees, but no one has been appointed for this year. The ASI lacks written guidelines for its awards process.
Chair Soni called the question for the vote on the amendment allowing students to be appointed to the award committees for the Faculty Teaching and Faculty Advisor awards.
The motion carried with 1 nay, and no abstentions. 
Chair Soni than called the question on the Policy as amended. The policy passed unanimously
7.2 Revision: PS 96-12 Retention, Tenure and Promotion Policy (AS-742-08/FPPC) —SECOND READING

Senator M. Viera moved an amendment to section 3.5 allowing for the creation of teaching and teaching/scholarship tracks.  The motion was seconded by Senator M Costa.   Senator M. Viera yielded the floor to Guest/CSU Faculty Trustee Craig Smith to speak to the amendment.  He thanked those who had provided input for the final draft of the amendment.

C. Smith:  The purpose of the amendment was to give more flexibility for workload relocation. The university is in danger of losing top faculty researchers because we can’t’ give them more time. For people to be eligible for workload reallocation under this amendment, they would need to have a track record. Track selection would be done at the time of retention not at the time of hiring. The Departments and Colleges would have time to learn the faculty member’s strengths first. The Provost and Deans would work together to determine the proper balance of workload.
Dr. Smith cited the example of SDSU where lecturers often get overloaded with classes so regular faculties can research.  Faculty who select the teaching track would need to provide proof that staying current in field. He wants to value lecturers and not create an academic caste system.
Senator A. Colburn, Chair of FPPC, stated that the amendment was substantive and therefore unfriendly.
Provost Gould addressed the Senate on the issue. She indicated that she had spoken with Dr. Smith. She appreciated the spirit of the amendment, but opposes its inclusion in this policy. She believes that the amendment is addressing the workload issue and this is an RTP document. The RTP Policy is intended to be an umbrella document with specifics left to individual colleges and departments. The amendments would muddy the waters in significant ways.  The philosophy behind amendment good, but it is not in best interest of new tenure track faculty. A similar RTP policy is not found at comparable universities. The new amendment would also blur the line with lecturers.
Provost Gould emphasized that we do need to have a discussion on tenure/tenure track faculty and lecturer workloads. We now have a 3/3 workload for tenure track faculty started this year. The process must be done in steps, not all at once.  We must value all contributions and make shifts in emphasis at appropriate points in an instructor’s career.  This is the wrong place for discussing this issue, though it is a terribly important issue.  The Provost did support permissive language in the document that would allow colleges and departments to experiment with workload reallocation without going into specifics.
Senator D. Nelson asked if there would be a permanent division into tracks at the start of a faculty member’s career.
C. Smith replied that no one would be put in a track until retention. He also stated that we was happy with Provost Gould proposed language. His main concern was that the existing RTP document contained no addressing the issue of workload allocation issue.
Senator J. Torabzadeh, Chair of RTP subcommittee of FPCC, provided the Senate with the background to the new policy.  The subcommittee had been charged with modifying the policy because, at that time (two years ago), the current policy was 8 years old. There had been a wave of new hiring. Since 2000 there have been 600 new faculty hired.  The mission of the University and the demography of the faculty have changed.  The new policy was drafted in consultation with the College Deans, the AVP for Academic Personnel, and faculty (6 fora were held for gaining faculty input). The policy has been discussed at various campus levels and with the CFA. 

The main problem with the current RTP policy is the lack of a university level RTP review. We want the RTP process to be decentralized, but still achieve some consistency across campus.  We also want consistency with related University documents.  It is not a hiring, workload, or resource allocation document.
Senator G. Riposa (Dean, CLA), stated that the workload issue was the most important issue facing the faculty. He had three reservations about the proposed amendment.
1) The college needs faculty to have a 3 course load.  The College of Liberal Arts had 350 tenure or tenure track faculty. If 90% opted for the research track it would cost the college and departments money. 

2) A research track faculty with a poor record could shift to teaching.

3) If Teaching gets a 4 course load and Research track gets a 3 course load, but the researchers would be responsible for research out of the University.
Senator G. Pickett was generally favorable to the amendment. It would allow someone to be tenured just for teaching, an idea he supports.  He pointed out that according to the amendment no would be able choose a track without action by the colleges, departments, and academic affairs.  

Senator T.  Caron moved to substitute Provost Gould’s language for the proposed amendment if Senator M. Viera and C. Smith (Guest and CSU Trustee) were amenable. Senator M. Viera regarded the motion as friendly.  Senator Laura Forrest seconded Senator T. Caron’s motion.  Senator A. Colburn stated that Provost Gould’s amendment was still substantive and therefore unfriendly.
Provost Gould’s amendment: “This policy should not be construed to prevent innovation or adjustment in workload with respect to teaching, research (SCA) or service based upon faculty expertise and accomplishment, department and college needs, and university mission”
Senator T. Caron spoke to the amendment. He felt that the real value of Senator M.Viera/C. Smith’s amendment is that it addresses the most serious issue facing faculty.  He only has implementation concerns if included in the RTP policy.  He thanked C. Smith for moving the conversation forwarded and raising an issue long overdue for discussion.  

Senator L. Forrest suggested that the workload issue might be made the focus of the next Academic Senate Retreat.

Senator D. O’Connor recognized Chair Soni and others for their work in restructuring and streamlining the conduct of senate business before speaking to the amendment. He said he was confused by Dr. Smith’s ready acceptance of Dr. Gould’s amendment.  He agreed that workload and RTP were separate issues, but still closely related.
Senator D. Huckaby indicated his support of Senator T. Caron’s motion.

Senator A. Jaffe reiterated the point that there is relationship between RTP and workload and the evaluation criteria is not currently linked to workload. There are great differences/inequities in workload across the University.
C. Smith rose to address question asked by the Senators. In response to Dean Riposa, he pointed out that under his amendment a faculty member cannot just elect into a track. The dean and the chair must concur.

He reassured Senator D. O’Connor that his ready acceptance of Provost Gould’s amendment had nothing mysterious behind it. He has been pushing this issue since 1989.  He sees the need for workload flexibility and the rejection of a one size fits all workload model. He accepts Provost Gould’s amendment because it does what he wants: it gives the colleges and departments explicit authority to experiment with adjusting workload allocations. 
Senator A. Colburn emphasized that the RTP document was not about what a faculty member had to do to get tenure.  It directs the Colleges to write document on what a faculty member has to do to get tenure.  The University RTP document can’t change anything in the Collective Bargaining Agreement which already provides flexibility.  The details of RTP implementation is for the Colleges and Departments to determine and is not the purpose of this document. 

Senator G. Pickett liked the specificity of Dr. Smith original amendment, but willing to live with Provost Gould’s amendment.

Provost Gould agreed with Senator A. Colburn (Chair of FPPC)  that it was for the Colleges and department to develop explicit guidelines. This RTP document not about that. She supported the idea of having the Fall 2008 Academic Senate Retreat focus on the workload issues. No universities in the CSU or comparable schools nationally, had a track system like the one described in Viera/Smith amendment.  She reiterated that the RTP policy was not a workload document. The Viera/Smith amendment would create more problems than it solved.  Workload documents should be developed at College and department level.

Senator E. Klink moved to call the question.
Senator G. Riposa stated that implementation issues do not have to be addressed in the policy. He supported Provost Gould’s amendment.
After some discussion about the language of Dr. Gould’s amendment Dr. Soni called question and the amendment was approved unanimously.
President Alexander addressed the Senate with additional comment regarding the RTP document. He said that some think that the CSU trying to be the UC. We don’t want to be the UC.  The UC has plenty of problems. The UC is not serving as much of the public good as the CSU. We have to develop a new model of a great public institution and pursue that and not emulate Research 1 Universities. Research 1 institutions are getting most of flack directed at higher education. These institutions are not publicly engaged.  We are not chasing other institutions. We are defining for ourselves what a great public institution of higher education should be. 

After some discussion of friendly amendments involving the use of and/or or “or” by Senators W. Johnson, H. Harbinger, and D. Huckaby, Chair Soni suspended discussion of the policy until the next academic senate meeting and moved to the next item on the agenda.
7.3 Masters of Arts in Applied Sociology (AS-753-08/CEPC/URC)---SECOND READING
Besty McEneaney, Associate Professor of Sociology, representing the Department of Sociology spoke to the degree proposal.  The proposal was a 30 unit program. Sociology is one of the largest departments on campus with no graduate program.  There were jobs for M.A.s in Applied Sociology working with government and nonprofit organizations providing program evaluation and other services.  Sociology is a growing Department with new faculty so they have the academic resources to support the program. There was a strong demand from majors for the program.
Senator G. Riposa (Dean, CLA) stated the college could afford the program.

The policy was moved, seconded and approved unanimously.
8. NEW BUSINESS
8.1 Proposal: Elevation of BFA in Art, Option in Interior Design to Bachelor of Arts in Design. (AS-743-08/CEPC/URC)—FIRST READING

Senator D. Huckaby moved the first reading. The motion was seconded.
8.2 Proposal for Academic Senate Grammarian (AS-757-08/EC)

Senator A.  Colburn moved the first reading and the motion was seconded. Senator A. Colburn then spoke to the motion.  The proposal was part of the movement to streamline Academic Senate business.  Too much senate time was wasted talking about clauses and commas. The Grammarian would be equivalent to the Parliamentarian: a trusted colleague to whose judgment we would refer uncontroversial technical matters. If Senate wanted to see a corrected document after the Grammarian had edited it,  then the document could be place on the consent calendar.
Senator A. Burke moved to strike “clarity and style” but the motion was not seconded.
8.3 Range Elevation for Lecturers (AS-756-08/FPPC)---FIRST READING
Senator W. Johnson moved the first reading. Changes in range for lecturers are analogous to promotion for tenure/tenure track faculty. The policy updates the existing policy to make it conform to the Collective Bargaining Agreement. A. Colburn seconded the motion.
Senator D. Hamm raised concerns about section 1.2.  She said that it was an issue with many lectures that they were not notified of their eligibility for range changes. She felt that the existing language was inadequate to address this concern.  Since lecturers are not allowed on peer review committees it wasn’t really a peer review.
Chair Soni suggested that she develop appropriate amendments. 

9. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 3:55 pm.
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