

CSULB ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING 10

MINUTES

April 15, 2010 2:00 p.m.

Towner Auditorium - PSY 150

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL:
Academic Senate Agenda for April 15, 2010

The agenda was moved seconded and passed.

3. APPROVAL:
Academic Senate Minutes of March 11, 2010 

The minutes were moved, seconded and passed.
                  

4. REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND COUNCILS

4.1 Executive Committee

4.11 Announcements 


Chair Soni announced the following Faculty Awards:

Distinguished Faculty Advising Award

· Dawn Kelsey, Communication Studies

· Kent Merryfield, Mathematics & Statistics

· Gwen Goodmanlowe, Biological Sciences

Distinguished Faculty Scholarly & Creative Achievement Award

· Mark Ruwedel, Art

· Marshall Medoff, Economics

· Lijuan Li, Chemistry Biochemistry

· Carl Lipo, Anthropology

Distinguished Faculty Teaching Award

· William Murray, Mathematics & Statistics

· Tim Caron, English

Early Academic Career Excellence Award

· Thomas Alex Washington, Social Work

· Andrew Byrom, Art

Faculty Community Service Award

Betty L. McMicken, Communicative Disorders

Senator Chun announced the Spring PCSW Research Colloquium. It will be held on Wednesday, April 28th at 5:00 pm in the Pointe.

The floor was yielded to Ombuds Decyk who announced that starting this year CSULB will have its own American Cancer Society Relay for Life. The event will be on Friday, April 23th at 4:00 pm to Saturday, April 24th at 4:00 pm at the CSULB track.

4.12 CFA Report – CFA President Teri Yamada

Senator Arroyo gave the CFA report on behalf of CFA President Yamada who was unable to attend.

· There will be no new year of furlough without a faculty vote and the Chancellor’s Office does not appear interested in pursuing that option. 

· The present contract expires on June 30, 2010.  Most provisions of the present contract will stay in effect until the bargaining process is over.

· The status of FERP will be unknown until a new contract is negotiated, but it is a priority for CFA.

· There will be a meeting with statewide CFA officers on Thursday, April 29 at 4:30 pm in the Main Library, room 507.

4.2 Nominating Committee-Chair, Antonella Sciortino

                        There were no nominations.


4.3 Councils- Consent Calendar

4.3.1 Policy on Timely Graduation [Super Seniors] (AS-809-09/CEPC) –Grammarian Edition---FIRST READING

4.3.2 Academic Senate Meeting Calendar for 2010-2011 (AS-817-09/EC)---FIRST READING

5. REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEES—None

6.
SPECIAL ORDERS

6.1 Report of the President—2:15 pm TIME CERTAIN

President Alexander shared a report by the Southern Regional Education Board with the Senate. CSULB is one of fifteen universities singled out for outstanding graduation rates. We are the largest institution on the list.

He reported that that recent legislative activity in Washington should benefit higher education. A Direct Lending provision was in the Health Care Reform Bill that recently passed. A forthcoming Jobs Bill has education funding included as well as Maintenance of Effort provisions. These changes provide both protection for existing funding and sources of new funding.

He thanked ASI for voting down the football resolution.

He and other members of the CSULB community participated in Lobby Day in Sacramento last week.

He and others are working with the Master Plan Committee in Sacramento to draft new language for the Master Plan so that it will focus on issues that really affect Higher Education.

Senator Huckabay asked the President about Doctoral Education at the CSU. The President responded that the plan is to continue with the current strategy to go after doctorates one at a time.  The doctorate in Nursing is the first priority, then Physical Therapy. We are pursuing professional doctorates that the UC system is not interested in providing anyway. 

Senator Torabzadeh asked about collaboration with the UC. The President responded that the system heads are working together more successfully.

Senator Forrest stressed the importance of getting information out to students about using financial aid to pay for summer school so that they can plan wisely.

President Alexander stressed the importance of getting information out to the parents about legal changes. Parents can now write off much of a child’s tuition costs. Under the Health Care Reform Act, Students don’t lose health care at age 23. They can stay on family insurance until they turn 26.

Dean Joshee announced that the State University Grant (SUG) can now be used for summer classes. He reminded the Senate that students during summer session are only charged for the units they are taking. Pell Grants can also be used for summer.

Vice-President Robinson congratulated President Alexander on receiving the Robert C. Maxson Award from ASI. ASI President Christopher Chavez thanked President Alexander for his contributions.

Senator Hood gave a brief report on Lobby day. We are pushing the Governor’s budget and stressing accessibility, affordability and quality. The CSU will be able to admit 20,000 more students if the Governor’s budget is approved.

7 UNFINISHED BUSINESS


7.1 Policy on Summer Stipends and Mini-Grants (AS-798-08/FPPC)---SECOND READING
Chair Soni provided an update on the current status of the policy. The policy had been referred back to the FPPC for changes. Parliamentarian Hood recommended that the FPPC be allowed to put forward a motion to substitute the revised policy for the one previously submitted.  Chair Soni recognized Senator Fisher who moved to substitute the revised policy for the policy originally submitted to the Senate. Senator Torabzadeh seconded the motion

After some discussion the motion was carried without dissent and discussion began on the revised policy.

Senator Schürer moved to strike the text in Section 1 between line 12 and the end (“The allocation of funding…creative activity”) and substitute the following text: “The Office of Academic Affairs shall make the amount of money available for MGSS and reassigned time known to the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate. The Executive Committee shall determine the distribution of these funds between the colleges.”

The motion was seconded by Senator Forrest. Senator Schürer stated that his main objective in making the amendment was to prompt discussion about whether decisions about the distribution of funds should be made within the University’s administrative hierarchy or within the faculty governance structure.  Senator Fisher deemed the proposed amendment to be substantive.

Discussion began on how funds should be distributed and by whom. Issues discussed included:

· Importance of transparency, constituency and the elimination of arbitrariness in how funds are awarded.

· How the source of funding may affect distribution formulas given the unpredictability of this funding.

Interim Provost Donald Para stated that while faculty should be involved in decisions regarding the distribution of funds, in response to a question from Senator Schurer, he did not think it was appropriate to leave the ultimate decision regarding allocation of funds to the Academic Senate Executive Committee.  The quality of the proposals, based on established criteria, are evaluated faculty.  He stated that the reasons in support of college-based allocations include giving colleges flexibility to match college priorities with allocations.  Another reason for college-based decisions is to limit the possible negative impact on the evaluation of proposals from faculty whose prime work is not shared or transmitted through academic writing (e.g. areas of the arts or engineering).

Chair Soni shared information provided by Marianne Hata showing the comparative impact of various formulas on each college. Included were models where distribution is 100% decentralized with funds distributed to colleges based on FTEFs, 100% centralized (the Historical Model) and an 80/20 model and 50/50 model with some funds centralized and some decentralized.  This year’s distribution split the difference between historical averages and FTEFs, a compromise solution for this year only.

	Colleges
	Central
	Decentral
	Change
	Change

	 
	University
	Colleges
	Points
	Percent

	CBA
	5.6%
	8.0%
	2.4%
	42.9%

	CED
	9.1%
	6.9%
	-2.2%
	-24.2%

	CHHS
	8.7%
	16.1%
	7.4%
	85.1%

	CLA
	63.8%
	34.6%
	-29.2%
	-45.8%

	CNSM
	7.6%
	14.7%
	7.1%
	93.4%

	COE
	2.6%
	8.3%
	5.7%
	219.2%

	COTA
	2.6%
	11.4%
	8.8%
	338.5%

	Total
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	 

	
	
	
	
	


	Colleges
	80/20
	Change
	80/20
	Change

	 
	Decentral
	Points
	Central
	Points 

	CBA
	7.5%
	1.9%
	6.1%
	0.5%

	CED
	7.3%
	-1.8%
	8.7%
	-0.4%

	CHHS
	14.6%
	5.9%
	10.2%
	1.5%

	CLA
	40.4%
	-23.4%
	58.0%
	-5.8%

	CNSM
	13.3%
	5.7%
	9.0%
	1.4%

	COE
	7.2%
	4.6%
	3.7%
	1.1%

	COTA
	9.6%
	7.0%
	4.4%
	1.8%

	Total
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%


	Colleges
	50/50
	Change
	Change
	 

	 
	 
	Points
	Percent
	 

	CBA
	6.8%
	1.2%
	21.4%
	 

	CED
	8.0%
	-1.1%
	-12.1%
	 

	CHHS
	12.4%
	3.7%
	42.5%
	 

	CLA
	49.2%
	-14.6%
	-22.9%
	 

	CNSM
	11.2%
	3.6%
	46.7%
	 

	COE
	5.5%
	2.9%
	109.6%
	 

	COTA
	7.0%
	4.4%
	169.2%
	 

	Total
	100.0%
	0.0%
	 
	 


	 
	Decentral
	80% Dec.
	80% Cen.
	50/50

	Colleges
	Change
	Change
	Change
	Change

	 
	Points
	Points
	Points 
	Points

	CBA
	2.4%
	1.9%
	0.5%
	1.2%

	CED
	-2.2%
	-1.8%
	-0.4%
	-1.1%

	CHHS
	7.4%
	5.9%
	1.5%
	3.7%

	CLA
	-29.2%
	-23.4%
	-5.8%
	-14.6%

	CNSM
	7.1%
	5.7%
	1.4%
	3.6%

	COE
	5.7%
	4.6%
	1.1%
	2.9%

	COTA
	8.8%
	7.0%
	1.8%
	4.4%

	Total
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 $      925,600 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 $      691,443 
	 
	 
	 


The following topics and issues were raised in discussion:

· Whether the choice of an allocation formula should be decided unilaterally by Academic Affairs vs. via a Senate-based process.

· The desirability of a purely merit-based competition vs. one in which the total number of available awards per college is set by an allocation;

· The need to address the underlying issue of teaching workload and its uneven distribution across colleges in either a merit or allocation model;

· How to best meet the goal of minimizing duplication of effort (and thus workload) by college and university SCAC committees: decentralization of the process vs. adjusting how the University committee does its work (including reducing numbers of readers per proposal giving a higher weight to college committee input and/or delegating a percentage of final award decisions to the college committees and having the university committee adjudicate fewer numbers of awards);
· Other factors to consider in the allocation of funds between colleges (many of which were already listed in the Task Force report from several years ago), e.g., FTEFs (including or excluding lecturers), FTESs, historical averages, and numbers of applications filed.
Senator Hood moved to call the question. The motion was seconded. Senator Schürer’s motion was defeated.

Senator Vollendorf raised a question about the provision in section 2 excluding faculty (such as department chairs) with 12 month appointments from receiving summer stipends.  Was this provision required by the Collective Bargaining Agreement? If not she moved to strike that clause. Associate VP Holly Harbinger said she would investigate and report back.  The Senate was amenable to striking the clause if it was not inconsistent with the contract.

Senator Jaffe moved an amendment to Section 3.2 dealing with awarding of assigned time and integrating the awarding of assigned time into the rest of the document. This amendment would revise the policy to more closely resemble the old procedure. that would apply the same evaluation procedure to assigned time (evaluation at both college and university levels) as the policy applies to Minigrants and Summer Stipends in which there would be no allocation of assigned time award money to colleges from Academic Affairs and in which the final distribution of awards would be based on merit. 

The ensuing discussion included the following issues:

· The proposed amendment would not deal with the original problem of the heavy workload of University committee. 

· Some questioned whether the old system’s dependency on written applications privileged some colleges over others.

· There is a need to encourage fund raising and getting money from outside sources

After discussion of the language of the proposed amendment, the question was called.

The amendment was voted down: 16 ayes. 27 nays, and 8 abstentions. 

After further discussion it was moved to call the question on the policy as written.

The policy was passed: 27 Ayes, 12 Nays and 6 abstentions 


8 NEW BUSINESS 


8.1 Committee on Athletics Charge and Composition (AS-816-09/AS) ---FIRST READING

The item was moved by Senator Vogel and seconded by Senator Francis. Senator Vogel spoke in support of the motion. The existing charge is very old and does not reflect the real work the committee is currently doing. The revised charge also adds the Director of Bickerstaff Center as an official member. 

Senator O’Connor moved to waive the first reading. Senator Viera spoke against waiving the first reading. She had no objection to the current item, just the waiving of first readings on general principle since things tend to be missed when first readings are waived. The motion to waive the first reading was voted down.

The item received its first reading.

9.
ADJOURNMENT




The meeting adjourned at 3:55 pm.
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