CSULB ACADEMIC SENATE 

MINUTES
MEETING 10
March 10, 2011 2:00-4:00 p.m.

Towner Auditorium - PSY 150

1. CALL TO ORDER

The Meeting was called to order at 2:03 pm
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Chair Vollendorf moved to amend the agenda to exclude the times certain for the reports under Special Orders. She also moved to remove the first report under special orders because the President and Vice-President Robinson were unable to attend and Provost Para had not expected to be able to attend.  Chair Vollendorf stated that the reports would be given at a future meeting. The agenda, as amended, was approved by unanimous consent.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Chair Vollendorf moved the approval of the minutes. The motion was seconded by Senator Huckabay.
The Vote to approve the minutes was:
Yeas:40 
Nays: 0

Abstention: 1

Hanging Chad: 1
The minutes were approved
3.1 Academic Senate Minutes of February 24, 2011
4. REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND COUNCILS

4.1 Executive Committee
4.1.1 Announcements 


4.2 Nominating Committee: Flora Banuett, Chair
Senator Banuett moved the nomination of Joy Goebel (CHHS) for the Panel on Professional Responsibility. The nomination was approved by unanimous consent. 
Senator Banuett reported to the Senate that it had verified that a nomination for Statewide Senator had been received for David Hood and that he was willing to serve. The nomination was approved by unanimous consent.
Senator Hamm nominated Senator Laura Forrest. The nomination was seconded. Senator Hamm spoke to the nomination as did Senator Forrest. The nomination was approved by unanimous consent.
Senator Hood spoke to his nomination.
4.3 Councils

4.3.1 Status of Policies before the Senate: Consent Calendar 
4.3.1.1 Campus Climate Committee Charge (AS-843-10/CCC/EC)-SECOND READING 

Chair Vollendorf reported to the Senate that the CCC Charge was coming off the Consent Calendar because of conflict with the Senate Rules and Regulation. It will be coming back to the Senate Agenda as new business at a future meeting. In response to a question by Ombuds Decyk, the item will be returning as a first reading, but it is possible for first readings to be waived.
In response to a question by Senator Hamano, Chair Vollendorf reported that the Requirements for the Master’s Degree (AS-821-10/CEPC) was referred back to CEPC by the Executive Committee for review in light of issues raised by the Senate and the Executive Committee.
5. REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEES: None
6. SPECIAL ORDERS
6.1 CFA Update: Teri Yamada (TIME CERTAIN: 2:35-2:45pm)

Kelly Janousek reported on behalf CFA President Yamada who was absent.

CFA is sponsoring the following upcoming events:
· March 16 (Wed. at 12 noon, Anatol Center): AAUP Gary Rhoades “National Crisis in Public Higher Education”

· March 21 (Mon. 7pm Beach Auditorium) La Raza Studies Tour

· March 13 (Tues at 12 noon, Near Coffee Bean) Rally for Quality Higher Education

· (5 pm, Anatol Center) Collective Bargaining update

· May 3 (Tues at 12 noon, Chartroom). Lunch with Mike Rose and Deborah Harrington. 
7. OLD BUSINESS 
7.1 Department Chairs Policy (AS-AS-806-09/FPPC)-SECOND READING 
The Senate picked up its discussion of the policy at section 9 (Term of Office).

Senator O’Connor moved his amendment to change strike “four” and insert “three” in the first sentence of section 9. The amendment would shorten the term of a chair from four years to three.   The amendment was seconded by Senator Schürer. Senator O’Connor spoke to the amendment. He said that the amendment was being made on behalf of the Chair Advisory Committee (CAC).  It was the sense of CAC that a four year term was too long and a three year term was preferable.
Senator Klink stated that support of a three year term in the CAC was linked to the elimination of term limits.
Senator Moreno spoke in opposition to the amendment. He stated that first year of a term is spent just learning the job.
Senator Fisher clarified that the policy as it came from the FPPC does not require term limits. The change from three year to four year terms was done in response to the increased workloads of chairs.
Senator Finney supported the amendment.  Two four year terms is eight years and the length of the commitment might deter people from serving as chair.
Senator Hamano spoke in support of the amendment. He said four years was too long to have bad chair.
Senator Schürer spoke in favor of the amendment. He was not convinced by the learning curve argument. A chair candidate should already know a lot about department operations before starting. He agreed that a four year commitment might deter some people from serving. 

Senator Del Casino spoke in support of the amendment. Two three year terms is six years which is the usual time between sabbaticals. The three year term works in terms of the cycle of an academic career. 

Senator Jacques supported the amendment.  He agreed with Senator Hamano’s and Senator Del Casino’s positions.
Senator Kearney moved to call the question. The motion was seconded by Senator Fradella.
The vote on the amendment was

Yeas: 52 

Nays: 5

The amendment was approved.  Chairs terms will be three years.
Senator Fradella withdrew his amendment to section 9.1.

Senator Klink moved to reintroduce Senator Fradella’s amendment.
Senator Fisher moved a point of order. He stated that the Senate should be cautious how we write the policy. The intent of the FPPC was to streamline and clarify the policy.
Senator O’Connor moved for the Senate to go into a Committee of the Whole for five minutes to allow for a general discussion of term limits unfettered to a specific amendment. The motion was seconded by Senator Hamano. There being no objection, the Senate went into a Committee of the Whole for five minutes.

Provost Para spoke in support of three year terms. He shared with the Senate the results of a poll of the CSU. Three year terms with no term limits were usual. On average, most chairs served six years. He spoke in support of policy language that states that chairs will “normally” serve only two terms. 
Senator Strauss stated that a future amendment would allow departments to decide on term limits. Chair Vollendorf stated that the outcome of the current amendment would not prevent her from moving that amendment when we arrived at that section.
Senator Kearney spoke in support of term limits. She has known a case of a chair who served for five terms. Some would argue that the chair could always have been voted out, but many faculty are resistant to change. Younger faculty might not have known any other chair. Chairs can also influence voting. The chair controls the schedule, a primary issue for most faculty. The chair also controls the hiring of lecturers. 

The five minute period expired. Senator O’Connor moved to extend the Committee of the Whole for another five minute. Senator Colburn objected.
The vote on the motion to extend the Committee of the Whole was:

Ayes: 43 
Nays: 14 
Abstentions: 1

The time period for the Committee of the Whole was extended for five more minutes.
Senator O’Connor said there was a lot of support in the CAC for no term limits. The policy should not exclude incumbents. The Dean can also step in and remove a chair if there is concern about a department becoming stagnant. We have already have term limits. They are called elections

Senator Del Casino supported the “normally” policy language. It sends a signal without tying a departments hands if it really needs someone to serve a third time. It protects chairs and encourages the development of department leadership.
Senator Hamano supported the language provide in his amendment: “A department chair may serve consecutive terms.”

Senator Zacher supported Senator Kearney’s position. She stated that there should be term limits with the option to waive term limits rather than other way round.

In response to a question by Senator Soni, Senator O’Connor informed the Senate that the CAC was elected by the chairs and served in an advisory capacity to the Provost.
The five minute time period expired. There was a motion to extend the till 2:55 (the time certain for new business).  The extension was approved by unanimous consent.
Senator Huckabay opposed term limits. If a chair is unsatisfactory the chair can always be voted out. There is a steep learning curve.  Having a chair in place for a long time can allow for long term planning. Mandatory term limits would limit faculty voice.

Senator Jacques favored term limits. Chairs have a lot of power in RTP process.  They have a lot of influence on junior faculty. People know how people voted especially in a small department.

Dean Riposa opposed term limits. In practice, few chairs serve more than two terms. If a department needs to do an external search for a chair, term limits might reduce the pool of candidates.
Senator Torabzadeh reminded the Senate that the RTP policy support leadership growth and emphasized the need to support the development of department leadership.
Senator Miles stated that hard term limits were problematic, but no term limits was also not without difficulties. There was a need for a structural compromise.
Senator Fradella moved to have a straw poll on the question “should there be term limits?” Senator O’Connor seconded the motion.

The straw poll vote on the question “should there be term limits?” was 
Yes: 26 (Supports term limits)
No: 31. (Opposes term limits)
The time certain for new business (2:55 pm) having been reached, the Senate went out of the Committee of the Whole.
When the Senate returned to the Chair’s policy after the completion of new business, Senator Schürer moved to call the question on Senator Klink’s amendment. Senator Kearney seconded the motion.
After revision, Senator Klink’s amendment read: “There is no limit to the number of terms a person may serve as department chair.”  It was clarified that amendments to the final sentence of the section (“Normally a chair shall serve no more than two terms.”) were a separate amendment. The sentence “Normally a chair shall serve no more than two consecutive terms.” is the original language as it came from the FPPC. 
The vote: 

Yeas: 23 
Nays: 28 
Abstentions: 1

The amendment was voted down and the sentence was struck.
Senator Hamano moved to insert “Department chair may serve consecutive terms” into section 9.1.  The amendment was seconded by Senator O’Connor. After Senator Hamano spoke to it, Senator Fradella moved to call question. 

The vote on the amendment was:
Yeas: 13 
Nays: 36 
Abstentions: 4

The amendment failed.

Senator Kearney moved an amendment to strike “normally” from the final sentence of section 9.1 and insert “a department chair shall serve no more than three consecutive terms.” The amendment was seconded. Senator Kearney spoke to it. She offered the amendment as a compromise that would allow for continuity and long term planning, but also create the opportunity for turnover.
Senator Fradella opposed the amendment. He understood the concept behind it, but he was opposed to mandatory term limits.  He stated that it was micro-management of departments.
Senator Jacques supported the amendment. Nine years is plenty.
Senator Schürer agreed with Senator Fradella. He stated that people were speaking from personal experience. Some senators had had bad experiences with long term chairs, while others had had very positive experiences.
Senator Forrest opposed the amendment. We can’t have a one size fits all policy. A high turnover in chairs can be disruptive to junior faculty.
Senator Cummings stated that she liked Senator Toossi’s amendment which provided for the term limits, but gave departments the option to waive them.
Provost Para stated that he understood Senator Kearney’s concern but that most chairs only serve 6 years or less, and departments should have the choice.
Senator Miles said very few chairs serve longer than 6 and of those who serve longer only some were a problem. The Senate should not draft the policy around a rarity.
Senator Kearney yielded her time to Professor Plax.  He stated that long term chairs were not such an anomaly. Chairs voting against term limits were voting their self interest.

Senator Chavez spoke in favor of Senator Toossi’s amendment. He moved to amend Senator Kearney’s amendment by inserting the last sentence of Senator Toossi’s amendment (“The department faculty can vote to waive the term limit requirement”).
Senator Kearney accepted the amendment as friendly.
Senator Hamano opposed term limits. He had a chair that served for 21 years and did a good job.

Senator Jacques reminded the Senate that the Senate is only talking about consecutive terms. He moved to amend the amendment to two rather than three consecutive terms.

Senator Del Casino objected to Senator Jacques’ amendment to the amendment being treated as friendly.
Senator Moreno spoke in opposition to term limits. Senate needs to encourage the development of academic leadership. He said that allowing departments to waive term limits would create a slippery slope.
Senator Fradella moved to call the question. 

Senator Del Casino moved to divide the question. He wanted the Senate to vote first on “a department chair shall serve no more than three consecutive terms” separately from   “The department faculty can vote to waive the term limit requirement.”
Senator Zacher objected to the motion to divide the question. She felt the two parts of the proposed amendment should be voted on together.
The vote on the motion to divide the question was:

Yeas: 20 
Nays: 27 
Abstentions: 3. 
The motion to divide the question was defeated.
Senator Miles objected to Senator Fradella’s motion to call the question. 
Associate Vice President Harbinger agreed with Senator Moreno. Allowing departments to waive term limits could create a slippery slope. 
Senator O’Connor stated that the whole point of the new policy was to create greater clarity across campus.

Senator Schürer foresaw problems of implementation.
Senator Fradella again moved to call the question. There were no objections.
The vote on Senator Kearney’s amendment was:

Yeas:14

Nays: 35 
Abstentions: 2

The amendment was defeated.

Senator Toossi’s amendment was moved in his absence, but there being no second the amendment died.
Senator Strauss withdrew her amendment to section 9.1.

Senator Fradella moved to amend section 9.2 to read as follows:
“Sabbatical leave: Department chairs who have served two or more consecutive terms without a sabbatical leave shall receive a  100% reduced workload for one semester in the year following their terms as chair to allow for professional development without their needing to produce a proposal for such a sabbatical leave or to produce any subsequent report.”
The amendment was seconded by Senator Del Casino. 

Provost Para sympathized with the amendment but stated that it commits resources with without specifying where the resources would come from. He would oppose the amendment unless it was modified to make it not mandatory. 

Senator Kearney asked if the amendment was really necessary. It is possible to do research and chair a department at the same time. Chairs should have to submit a sabbatical proposal like everyone else.
Senator Forrest said that she preferred Senator O’Connor’s propose amendment to 9.2 (“Sabbatical Leave: Department chairs who have served a minimum of two consecutive terms without a sabbatical leave shall receive a sabbatical leave in the year following their terms as chair to allow for professional development.”) She agreed with Provost Para that the amendment needed to provide more flexibility.
Senator Fradella was persuaded by Senator Forrest. He withdrew his amendment in favor of Senator O’Connor’s.
Senator O’Connor moved his amendment to section 9.2. The amendment was seconded by Senator Schürer. Senator Schürer spoke to the amendment. He stated that we needed to reward the chair’s commitment to the department. He stated that a chair cannot do serious work while also being chair in most departments. It is also difficult to develop a sabbatical proposal while also being chair. He did suggest, however, that it might be called something other than “sabbatical leave.”
Senator Janousek agreed that we needed new language. “Sabbatical Leave” could create conflicts with the Collective Bargaining Agreement.  She suggested “Paid Professional Leave” in place of “Sabbatical Leave.”
Senator Klink supported the amendment. She was concerned about chair workloads.
Provost Para moved to amend the amendment to read “assigned time” instead of “sabbatical leave.” It would be left to the colleges to work out the resource issues. Senator O’Connor did not accept the amendment to his amendment as friendly. 

Senator Del Casino opposed the use of “Sabbatical Leave” in the amendment. A retired chair may need the time for class development, for example, rather than research.
Senator O’Connor stated that the intent of his amendment was to obtain the equivalent of leave for one full semester.
Senator Del Casino stated that as the amendment stands now a chair could apply for a sabbatical and get both assigned time and a sabbatical.

Chair Vollendorf pointed out that not all chairs are full time (1). Some are .2 .4. 6. or .8 time. The amount of a chair’s leave should reflect their time status.
Provost Para agreed with Chair Vollendorf.
Senator O’Connor stated that an amendment to add ““will received at a minimum assigned time equivalent to the chairs previous assignment in the year following their terms as chair to allow for professional development” would be accepted as friendly.

Senator Fisher stated that the original language of the policy, as it came from the FPPC, said “reduced workload.” The intention of that policy section was to reward the chair and to allow him/her to think of life beyond being chair.

Senator Kvapil echoed Senator Del Casino’s concern that the proposed amendment, as it now stands, would allow a chair to receive assigned time and still apply for a sabbatical. 

After a brief discussion on possible language, Senator O’Connor moved to go into a Committee of the Whole for the purpose of taking a straw poll on the principle of awarding release time to chairs who have served two consecutive terms. There being an objection, a vote was taken on whether to go into a Committee of the Whole.
The vote was:

Yeas: 29 
Nays: 13.

The Senate went into a Committee of the Whole to take a straw poll.
Senator O’Connor stated that he supported some kind of professional leave support in the year after the end of two consecutive terms as chair. He did not want leave in addition to a sabbatical.
Senator Moreno expressed concern that the amendment might appear self-interested on the part of chairs. 

The straw poll vote was:

Yeas: 27 
Nays: 15 

Senator O’Connor said that he would revise the language of the amendment and bring it to the next senate meeting.
7.2 University Mini-Grants and Summer Stipends Committee Charge (formerly SCAC) (AS-842-10/FPPC/EC)-SECOND READING

No action was taken on item.

7.3 Policy and Procedures for Supporting Research, Scholarly, and Creative Activity (AS-844-10/FPPC/EC)-SECOND READING

No action was taken on item.

8. NEW BUSINESS (TIME CERTAIN: 2:55 p.m.)

8.1 Policy on Course Syllabi and Standard Course Outlines (AS-839-10/CEPC)-FIRST READING
The floor was yielded to Professor Brazier to spoke to the first reading. The new material in the policy is in section 9. It is a response to a Senate request made during last year’s discussion of the Faculty Textbook Policy (Multi-Section) Policy (AS-771-08/CEPC).  
The revision states that every course should have a Standard Course Outline (SCO), but the policy keeps the requirements broad and flexible. Departments are free to develop their own templates. Just a few basic minimum elements were required by the policy.
In response to a question from Senator Zacher, Professor Brazier reported that the changes do not address ADA requirements since that question is address in other policies. The Policy on Course Syllabi and Standard Course Outlines is for the guidance of departments and faculty and not directed as students.
Senator Schürer spoke in support of the revisions to the policy. He asked if departments will be required to develop SCOs for all courses that currently do not have them.
Chair Vollendorf stated that SCOs are usually developed when a course is changed or updated, for example for GE recertification.  Professor Brazier stated that CEPC very deliberately chose the word “should” rather than “must” to avoid placing an undue burden on departments.

Senator Del Casino stated that having a SCO for every course is very desirable. They are important for a new person coming in to teach a course for the first time. Professor Brazier agreed, but reiterated that the policy as is stands does not makes the development of SCOs for all courses mandatory.
Chair Vollendorf reminded the Senate that if anyone wishes to make the development of SCOs mandatory for all courses that objective may be the basis for an amendment at the time of the second reading.

In response to a question by Senator Nelson, Chair Vollendorf stated that upper administration does not review course syllabi. Senator Nelson shared a story about her response to an upper administrator’s letter to her on one of her syllabi.

The item received its first reading. The Senate returned to its discussion the Chair policy.
9. ADJOURNMENT


The meeting was adjourned at 3:59








� Revised second sentence of section 9.1: “There is no limit to the number of terms a person may serve as department chair; however, to prevent departmental stagnation and to promote the professional growth and development of other faculty members in a department, chairs should normally serve no more than three consecutive terms.” 


� “The term of office is three years.  Normally, a department chair shall serve no more than two consecutive terms.  The faculty of each department or college shall have the freedom to vote on term limits for its department chair(s).”





� Her response is probably why upper administrators now know better than to review course syllabi.






