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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, STANISLAUS

ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

February 27, 2001

PRESENT: Akwabi-Ameyaw, Alvarez-Palma, Bueel, Byrd, Carroll,

Christopher, Chu, Cross, Cruz, Curry, Farrar, Finley, Fisk, Floyd,

Gackowski, Hilpert, Kimyai, Kohlhaas, MacDonald, Nagel,

Oppenheim, Pandell, Peterson, Riedmann, Russ, Souza, Thomas,

Thompson, Yang

PROXIES: Towell (Anderson), Hilpert (Burroughs), Blodgett

(Dunbar), Campbell (Johnson), Dinse (J. Mayer) Souza (Clark)

ABSENT: Costa, Hernandez, Keymer, M. Mayer

GUESTS: Brown, Demetrulias, M. Hughes, Navarro (Modesto Bee), B.

Paulsen, Rhodes, Robinson, Sarraille, Savini, Strong

Recording Secretary: Diana Saugstad

VICE PRESIDENT KEYMER RETIRES

PRESIDENT REPORTS ON SPRING
ENROLLMENT, BUDGET PROCESS,
AND ACADEMIC CALENDAR

ACCOUNTABILITY ITEM 11
DISCUSSED

23/AS/00/FAC--RESOLUTION TO
INCLUDE/NOT INCLUDE FAR IN PAF,
APPROVED

22/AS/00/FAC--POLICIES AND
PROCEDURES FOR POST TENURE
REVIEW SUBSTITUTED FOR
22/AS/00/AS (Sarraille/Savini)
DOCUMENT, APPROVED

2/AS/01/FBAC--INTEREST ACCOUNT,
FIRST READING
________________________________

Next Academic Senate Meeting: 

Tuesday, March 13, 2001
2:30-4:30 p.m., South Dining Room

___________________________

Minutes submitted by:

Christine Hamlow Souza, Clerk

Speaker Pandell called the Academic Senate meeting to order at 2:35 PM. The agenda was approved with
the following reorganization: 8 a) Discussion Item, Accountability Item 11, moved to follow 5 a)
Information Item, Report from Ad Hoc Committee on Assessing Administrative Review and Hiring
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Practices. The minutes of January 30, 2001 were approved as written.

REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

a. Speaker/SEC (Pandell)

1. Pandell reported the results of the No Confidence Resolution vote. Out of 143 ballots cast, 122 agreed and
21 disagreed. 

2. Pandell reported on the Senate Chairs meeting he attended in February. Issues that came up during that
meeting were: concerns about YRO, common calendar, and FMI. Some of the campus senates have not met.
Pandell stated he would give a report at the next Senate meeting on the No Confidence vote around the
system.

b. University Educational Policies Committee (Thompson)

1. The UEPC discussed and approved the proposal for a UEPC Subcommittee on Academic Technology.
The charge will be finalized shortly.

2. The Ad Hoc Assessment Subcommittee has requested that it become the Assessment of Student Learning
Subcommittee of UEPC. Discussion of the request and of the draft charge will continue at the next UEPC
meeting.

c. Faculty Affairs Committee (Towell)

No report

d. Faculty Budget Advisory Committee (Oppenheim)

e. Graduate Council (Blodgett)

1. GC passed a resolution in support of a fee schedule for the CSU system based on the actual number of
credits.

f. Statewide Academic Senate (Hilpert/Thompson)

1. Hilpert reported that SWAS meets next month.

2. Thompson reported that one of the items discussed at the last SWAS meeting was the common calendar.
Information has been distributed over Facnet. 

g. Foundation Board (Dunbar)

No report

h. Associated Students (Alvarez-Palma/Cross)
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1. Alvarez-Palma reported that the campaign for the Student Union is underway.

2. Student Fee Referendum is March 21-22.

i. Other

President Hughes reported that all quarter system campuses will receive 2 million dollars to convert to a
common calendar. Our campus is different and it is unclear how much money our campus will get to
convert to a common calendar.

Oppenheim asked what the time line will be like. Hughes stated that she thinks that campuses can set their
own time lines.

Zarling asked if the Chancellor is imposing the calendar change on campuses. Pandell responded that there
is a proposal coming forward to change from 4-1-4 to semester system from the CSUS administration. The
faculty will have the opportunity to review the proposal and have input. President Hughes stated that there is
no executive order at this time.

President Hughes also announced that Vice President Dave Keymer has retired and will stay till the end of
this academic year. He has taken a position at Zayed University. The plan is to replace him as soon as
possible and hopefully fill his position before the end of the semester. Rosann Hogan is chairing the Search
Committee for Assistant Vice President for Enrollment Management. It is unclear at this time who the new
person will report to.

President Hughes reported the following information on Spring Enrollment:
Spring 2001 headcount = 6,866 students, up 440 (+6.8%)
Final Count for Spring 2000 = 6,497
Target headcount for Spring 2001 = 6,656
Projected Spring 2001 headcount = 6,937

Current FTE for Spring 2001 = 5,002 FTE, up 257 (+5.4%)
Final FTE count for Spring 2000 = 4,759
Target FTE for Spring 2001 = 4,967
Projected Spring 2001 FTE = 5,016

President Hughes stated that achieving the 2000-2001 annual budget FTE target appears assured.

Stockton FTE stands at 490, up 36 (+10.6%)
Projected Spring 2001 Stockton FTE = 492

President Hughes extended her deep appreciation to academic administrators, faculty, staff and those in
Enrollment Services who meet and exceed the targets.

President Hughes presented that following information on the Budget Process:

1. President Hughes gave a background on the development of Budget Planning and Assessment Committee
(BPAC) in 1994 and it’s membership.
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2. A formula was designed with consultation with BPAC and Academic Senate to support Academic Affairs.
The formula calls for 72% of the general fund budget to be devoted to Academic Affairs. Seven percent of
the budget is appropriated for each of the three Vice Presidents and the President.

3. A policy to reward faculty members who acquired grants and contracts was established. Last year
$164,000 in contributions from the auxiliary budget went to Academic Affairs.

4. The Office of Development and University Relations raised $1.7 million in 1996, $5.7 million in 1997-
1998, $4.3 million in 1998-1999 and $3.1 million in 1999-2000. President Hughes reported that the monies
used for academic purposes have included scholarships and the following programs: 
Electronic Music Lab
The Bridge, Library Information Competency Lab
Classroom Renovations (OIT)
Honors Program, Graduate Fellowships
Faculty Achievement Awards, Provost’s Opportunity Fund
Lecture Series
Foundation Professorship ($50,000 recently donated for distinguished faculty)
Magnetic Spectrometer
Gallo Lab

5. Audits are conducted on a regular basis by the CSU system. The Auxiliary and Foundation are audited by
a local CPA firm. President Hughes reported that the audits have found the university’s administration and
management to be adequate to ensure a viable and effective operation within the established policies and
procedures.

Lastly, President Hughes reported that a committee chaired by Professor Cecil Rhodes has convened to
review the university academic calendar. Within the next week, a draft document will be presented to the
university community, senate and faculty.

Oppenheim asked what will happen after consultation. Can the Trustees impose a calendar and is it a
bargaining issue. Hughes stated that it is possible for the Board to make that decision, although they have
not indicated they would.

Oppenheim asked about the searches that are underway and if the candidates will be on campus in the
summer. Hughes stated that no interviews will be conducted during the summer.

Thompson asked about the common calendar committee membership, specifically what faculty are on the
committee. President Hughes stated that she will get the information to Thompson.

Curry asked if there were any questions about summer offering issues. Pandell stated that Demetrulias will
attend the next SEC meeting to update the committee on summer session. Demetrulias reported that there
are 200 regular courses being offered this summer. Extended Education will be offering special courses. 

INFORMATION ITEM

a. Report from Ad Hoc Committee on Assessing Administrative Review and Hiring Practices
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Pandell advised that FAC is working on a proposal based on this report and other documents. This
document came to the SEC in 1999. The document calls for faculty involvement in administrative reviews.

DISCUSSION ITEM

a. Accountability Item 11

Campbell presented the Accountability Item 11 document. She stated that she has consulted with many
groups for their input. The purpose at this time is to get started with a basic framework for measuring
RSCA, with the understanding that each area can be intended in the future. Campbell went over the
recommendation presented in the document. The committee strongly supports RSCA and that it extends
beyond faculty. Student outputs is important. RSCAPC stresses the need to look at RSCA in a broad way
using the four different variables. Many of the measures are currently being collected on the campus.
Christopher asked what exactly goes to the Chancellor’s office. Pandell responded that it is the four areas.

Zarling asked where this came from and how this relates to accountability. Campbell responded that it is
hard to discuss RSCA without talking about outcomes or productivity. The deans currently generate a report
on Scholarship activity. Demetrulias stated that there was a task force on RSCA in 1994 made up of faculty
because we were under a WASC citation. The task force generated a list of activities that demonstrate
RSCA that would be used as a template to report to the WASC each year

Thompson raised the question of university support and whether we should only report what is supported by
the university. Zarling feels that we are distorting the intent of the indicator by including the faculty
contributions and achievement. Farrar asked what is institutional support and what is off the back of faculty.
Russ asked if we could add a statement regarding university support under number 2. Curry recommended
changing the title of number 2 to Administrative and Institutional Support for Faculty RSCA. Campbell
stated that there is more in this than faculty. Students are included in research support from the university.
Reidmann recommended number 2 be moved ahead of 1 and making number 1 second. Curry suggested
adding other sources of administrative support such as sabbaticals. Campbell replied that the committee
originally sent forth a more inclusive list but SEC asked that it be trimmed down. Souza recommended
adding students. Pandell replied that students are guided by faculty. Demetrulias stated that some funds go
directly to students for research. Zarling stated that although funds go to research, it should be made explicit.

Pandell directed the faculty to send Campbell any comments or suggestions. If there are major changes, the
document needs to come back to Senate.

ACTION ITEMS

a. 23/AS/00/FAC—Resolution to include/not include FAR in PAF

Carroll asked about a default if neither option is marked. Carroll suggested adding a comment about the
default of not selecting a box. It was MSP to add 'the faculty member that circles neither will not have their
Faculty Activity Report inserted in their Personnel Action File. No objection voiced. Passed unanimously.

Resolution reads: 
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RESOLVED: That the following sentence appear on the FAR application immediately above the sentence
that reads "I attest that the information provided..."

I do / do not (please circle one) wish to have my Faculty Activity Report inserted into my Personnel Action
File.

The faculty member that circles neither will not have their Faculty Activity Report inserted in their
Personnel Action File.

The resolution will be sent to President Hughes ten days after the minutes are distributed.

b. 22/AS/00/FAC—Policies and Procedures for Post Tenure Review

Pandell instructed Senators that there are three proposals on to be discussed. The FAC document,
Sarraille/Savini document and Oppenheim resolution. Oppenheim’s resolution was not formerly introduced.
Oppenheim stated he would remove his resolution and would like to move the Sarraille/Savini resolution as
a substitute motion for the FAC document. Zarling seconded.

Pandell presented the ground rules for a substitute motion.

Pandell opened the floor to refinement of the substitute document. Brown raised a question about the
rationale for the substitute motion which stated that the FAC document could weaken academic freedom.
Sarraille replied that the possibility of tenured faculty suffering an unfavorable review or loss of
compensation or any kind of job action is a concern. There is also a concern about the effect on tenure.
Further, the wording of the provisions in the contract are vague about the assignment of the appropriate
administrator and faculty in the department conducting the review. There should be more separation of
powers in the proposal so that the department decisions are carried out. Also, the administrator
responsibilities should be defined more clearly. Savini discussed the issue of PTR being a peer review
process and adding the strong administrator review piece could impinge on academic freedom. These are the
issues the group tried to address in the substitute motion.

No refinement of the FAC resolution were made.

Pandell opened that floor to refinement of substitute motion. Pandell asked if there are any changes to the
substitute motion. Sarraille stated that he submitted a few minor corrections to Saugstad. The content was
not changed.

No changes were offered. It was MSP to substitute the Sarraille/Savini proposal for the FAC proposal.
There was one abstention.

No discussion ensued. The question was called and vote on the PTR document passed with 1 no and 3
abstentions. Resolution is:

PERIODIC EVALUATION OF TENURED FACULTY UNIT EMPLOYEES

WHEREAS: Sections 15.29-15.31 of the MOU mandate periodic evaluation of tenured faculty unit
employees; therefore, be it
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RESOLVED, that, upon recommendation by the Academic Senate California State University, Stanislaus,
every five years tenured faculty unit employees be evaluated in accordance with the process outlined in the
following document entitled Post-Tenure Review; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the policies and procedures contained therein be implemented beginning fall 2001.

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, STANISLAUS
POST TENURE REVIEW

Policies and Procedures for periodic evaluation of tenured faculty unit employees who are not subject to a
performance review for promotion (cf. MOU 15.18c)

1.0 Introduction

"For the purpose of maintaining and improving a tenured faculty unit employee's effectiveness, tenured
faculty unit employees shall be subject to periodic performance evaluations at intervals of no greater than
five (5) years" (MOU 15.29).

The principles guiding post-tenure review (PTR) are these: 

1.1 It is an academic peer review process.

1.2 Consistent with the MOU and AAUP guidelines, it must be conducted according to standards that
protect academic freedom and the quality of education. 

1.3 Consistent with the MOU and AAUP guidelines, it must not be used as grounds for dismissal or other
disciplinary sanctions.

1.4 It must be flexible enough to acknowledge different expectations in different disciplines and changing
expectations at different stages of a faculty unit member's career. 

1.5 It should engender collaborative dialogue, discussion, and feedback. 

1.6 Deliberations and recommendations must be confidential, except that the affected faculty unit employee,
appropriate administrator, the President, and the department peer review committee members shall have
access to written recommendations. (cf. MOU 15.10, 15.11)

In a university setting, it is desirable and necessary to foster the self-determination of each academic
department and equivalent unit. A department unit is usually the only body on a campus qualified to
evaluate the performance of its members. In addition, the total amount of work required to perform post-
tenure review (PTR) is significant and so the work must be divided among many groups and individuals.
Therefore PTR will be decentralized to the individual departments and colleges, as outlined in the
paragraphs below.

Every report resulting from the review shall contain coherent rationales for all findings and conclusions.
This includes, but is not limited to, the reports of the departmental post-tenure review committee and the
dean. A faculty unit employee who undergoes review will have the opportunity and option to respond orally
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and in writing to every such report, and to place a copy of any of the written responses into his or her
personnel action file (PAF) (cf. MOU 15.5, 15.8).

The post-tenure review process will in no way abrogate the rights of a faculty unit employee for procedural
protection regarding the terms and conditions of employment.

2.0 Eligibility and Review Intervals

2.1 Faculty unit employees not being considered for promotion are subject to review every five years
following the awarding of tenure (cf. MOU 15.18 and MOU 15.29).

2.2 Tenured faculty unit employees on sabbatical or leave of absence during the scheduled year of review
shall undergo post-tenure review upon return to campus.

2.3 Tenured faculty unit employees who are participating in the Faculty Early Retirement Program (FERP)
shall maintain their five-year review cycle.

3.0 Procedures 

3.1 Each academic department and equivalent unit shall elaborate upon the criteria and procedures it wishes
to use to evaluate its members. The departmental elaborations shall be in addition to the requirements put
forth in this resolution.

Each department shall make and save a written record of its elaborations, give a copy to each of its
members, and give a copy to the office of the appropriate dean. 

The department shall give notice to all parties to the evaluation of a faculty unit employee as to the nature of
all of the evaluation criteria and procedures to be used at least four weeks in advance of the due date of the
employee's report to the post-tenure review committee. (cf. MOU 15.3)

Pertaining to one particular evaluation of one particular faculty unit employee, there shall be no changes
made to any of the criteria or procedures after the notice described has been given. (cf. MOU 15.3)

Departments may modify their elaborations as needed provided they disseminate the revised rules and give
proper notice in the manner described above. Departments, however, shall be vigilant with regard to
providing fair and evenhanded treatment to all their members. 

3.2 The tenured faculty unit employee under review shall compose his/her PTR Report. For those with
teaching responsibilities, the report shall include student evaluations of teaching performance (cf. MOU
15.29). The report shall also conform to the department elaborations. 

3.3 The faculty unit employee shall submit the post-tenure review report to the departmental post-tenure
peer review committee. (cf. MOU 15.29).

3.3.1 The department's post-tenure peer review committee shall be chosen in accordance with the
department elaborations. Only tenured full-time faculty unit employees shall be eligible for membership in
the committee. (cf. MOU 15.2) If the department head makes a separate report on the review, s/he may not
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participate as a member of the committee. (cf. MOU 15.19)

3.4 The departmental post-tenure peer review committee shall review the faculty unit employee's PTR
Report, and draft a PTR committee report according to the criteria and procedures in this document and
also in accordance with the department elaborations. The committee's report shall contain coherent
rationales for all findings and conclusions. (cf. MOU 15.20) If the employee has teaching responsibilities,
the report shall consider the student evaluations of teaching submitted by the employee. (cf. MOU 15.29) A
tenured faculty unit employee who is participating in the Faculty Early Retirement Program (FERP) shall be
evaluated only in the area of teaching unless s/he also chooses to be reviewed in one or more of the other
areas specified in the department elaborations.

3.4.1 All faculty unit employees under review shall have an opportunity to work with the departmental
committee in a collaborative effort (cf. MOU 15.30). The tenured faculty unit employee shall be provided a
copy of the peer review committee's summary report (cf. MOU 15.30). Before it is finalized s/he shall have
an opportunity to review it and provide an oral and/or written response (cf. MOU 15.5, 15.8)

3.5 The post-tenure peer review committee chair and the dean shall meet with the tenured faculty unit
employee for a collaborative discussion of the PTR report (cf. MOU 15.30). 

3.5.1 The dean shall consider the written report of the review committee and the written response(s), if any,
of the faculty unit employee. The primary responsibilities of the dean shall be firstly to verify that the peer
review has been conducted according to the requirements of the contract and college-wide standards,
secondly to verify that the peer review has been fair and evenhanded, and lastly, in the case of a review of a
faculty unit member with teaching responsibilities, to determine that an evaluation of teaching has been
performed by the peer review committee.

3.5.2 The dean shall draft a written summary report of the dean's findings (cf. MOU 15.31). The report shall
not make findings on departmental peer-review issues or on other issues that require academic or discipline-
specific expertise. The dean's report shall contain coherent rationales for all findings and conclusions. (cf.
MOU 15.20) Except for rare and compelling reasons, the dean's summary report shall reflect the views of
the peer review committee as expressed in the committee's report.

3.5.3 The faculty unit employee shall have the opportunity to read and make oral and written responses to
the dean's report before the dean's report is entered into the employee's personnel action file (PAF) (cf.
MOU 15.5, 15.8).

3.6 A copy of the peer review committee's summary report and the dean's summary report shall be placed in
the tenured faculty unit employee's personnel action file (PAF) (cf. MOU 15.31).

3.6.1 The faculty unit employee may choose to add his or her written response to any of the review reports
placed in the PAF (cf. MOU 15.5, 15.8). 

4.0 Criteria for Evaluation

4.1 In his or her PTR report to the departmental post-tenure peer review committee, the faculty unit member
will furnish the items required by the departmental elaborations. 
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4.2 If the faculty unit employee has teaching responsibilities, the employee's PTR report shall include
student evaluations of teaching performance for the preceding five years. For years that the employee taught
full time, there must be a minimum of the two mandated IDEA course evaluations per academic year (or in
lieu of that, in case the University requirement shall change, there must be the required number of the
required evaluation instrument).

5.0 PTR Calendar: Spring Semester

Mid February: Notify the following persons as to what criteria and procedures will be used for the review:
the tenured faculty unit member to be reviewed, the members of the department post-tenure peer review
committee, the dean, other persons charged with placing reports in the member's PAF in connection with the
evaluation. 

Mid April: Submission of tenured faculty unit employee's post-tenure review report to departmental post-
tenure peer review committee.

Mid April: Departmental post-tenure peer review committee's review of faculty member's post-tenure
review report. Consultation with faculty member under review and with departmental colleagues.
Collaborative effort between faculty member and peer review committee on the latter's summary report. 

Mid April: Submission of departmental PTR summary report to faculty member.

End April: Submission of faculty member's written response, if any, to departmental post-tenure peer review
committee.

End April: Submission of departmental post-tenure peer review committee's summary report and faculty
member's written response, if any, to dean.

End April-mid May: Collaborative meetings between faculty members under review, peer review committee
chairs, and deans.

Mid May: submission of dean's summary report to faculty member.

End May: Submission of faculty member's written response, if any, to dean.

End May: Placement of peer committee's and dean's summary reports in personnel action file (PAF). also, at
faculty member's option, placement of his/her written responses, if any, in the PAF.

6.0 Implementation: 

Because in many departments there is a "backlog" of faculty members eligible for post-tenure review, it will
be impossible to review all candidates during the program's early years and still maintain the integrity of the
PTR peer review program. Therefore, each department will be expected to apportion the reviews so that it
can catch up within a maximum of five years. The first tenured faculty members to undergo PTR shall be
those who have been in rank the longest.
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Each year the Office of Academic and Human Resources shall issue the PTR calendar by September 1.
Upon receipt of the calendar, each department shall submit to said office the names of those faculty
members who are to be reviewed during the spring term of the current academic year.

This resolution will be sent to President Hughes ten days after distribution of minutes.

FIRST READING ITEM

a. 2/AS/01/FBAC—Interest Account

It was MS Oppenheim/Reidmann

WHEREAS, according to the California State University, Stanislaus University Policy Manual Trust Fund
Investments, effective July 1, 1994, established a policy "for investment of University trust funds and set
forth guidelines for the expenditure of the interest earned on these funds;" and

WHEREAS, this was done by the authority of the California Education Code Section 89722, State
University Administrative Manual Section 2813; and

WHEREAS, according to the document, "interest earned will be used to partially [sic: split infinitive]
mitigate essential unfunded instructional needs; and

WHEREAS, this has been a large account, with a beginning balance of $408,856 on 7/1/95, and an ending
balance of $543,864 on 6/30/99 (but only $112,854 on 6/30/00, after an expenditure of $545,646 to
Development and University Relations for "Comprehensive Campaign/Mktg" during AY 99/00); and

WHEREAS, this is a large sum of money; and

WHEREAS, the "Trust account application" for this funds says, unlike the document quoted in the third
whereas clause above, that the funds are "to be used at the discretion of the President to meet University
needs," which may or may not be "essential unfunded instructional needs;" and

WHEREAS, of the $884,514 spent from this fund as of 11/30/00 only $100,000 (11.3%) has been used for
instructional needs (and that for instructional television/CODEC, in 1995/95); and

WHEREAS, the FBAC believes that "essential unfunded instructional needs" should refer to such things as
urgent, one-time classroom space, modernization and instructional equipment, library resources, faculty
development, etc.; and

WHEREAS, the documents quoted above appear to be contradictory as to how the money is to be
expended; and

WHEREAS, the concept of shared governance would indicate that faculty and administration work together
to spend the funds of the University wisely; therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that the Academic senate calls upon the President to expend these funds, effective April 1,
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2001, only after consultation with and receiving the advice and consent of the faculty as represented either
by its Academic Senate or the Senate Executive committee; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate establish a separate committee, or instruct the Faculty Budget
Advisory Committee, to work with the administration to bring the trust account stipulation (1991) into
compliance with the University policy dated July 1, 1994; and be it further

RESOLVED, that this committee report back to the academic Senate before the end of the 2000/2001
Academic Year on the status of these talks and any agreements that might have been tentatively reached by
the committee subject to the approval of the Academic Senate.

Oppenheim presented the history of the resolution formation as follows. FBAC asked questions about the
interest account on this campus. There was a difference in the purpose of the interest account listed on the
Trust Account Application (...To be used at the discretion of the President to meet University
needs...4/16/91) and the wording on the President's Trust Fund Expenditure Policy (...will be allocated to the
President and will become part of the University reserve. They will be used to partially mitigate essential
unfunded instructional needs...7/1/94). FBAC reviewed where the money has gone and FBAC did not feel
that the money really met the purpose of interest accounts. When other faculty were asked about their
knowledge of the interest accounts, no one seemed to know that interest accounts existed. FBAC found that
only a small amount of the money has gone to fund essential unfunded instructional needs. The resolution is
attempting to get more of the money to go toward the academic side, as per the original criteria and to
develop a more meaningful shared governance discussion on the use of this money.

President Hughes asked if the documentation includes information from Mary Stephens and Oppenheim
replied yes. The President registered concern about the narrow definition of "instructionally related"
expenditures and indicated that she disagrees with the fundamental assumptions driving the resolution.

Oppenheim stated that the largest expenditure was allotted to Development and University Relations. The
President responded that Development and University Relations works for the good of the entire University
as has been demonstrated by the significant increases in donor contributions. Oppenheim stated that FBAC
describes examples of essential instruction needs as part-time faculty, instructional TV, library needs, etc.
Since FBAC is a faculty committee, Oppenheim stated that they might view things differently than an
administrative committee. FBAC feels that essential unfunded instructional needs should relate directly to
the academic program. Thompson stated that this issue came to SEC and the SEC members agreed with the
interpretations of FBAC.

Carroll asked how the administration is defining essential unfunded instructional needs. President Hughes
stated that her definition of essential unfunded instructional needs relates broadly to the improvement of
activities and programs that promote academic excellence. 

Thompson asked what would be excluded under that definition. Pandell responded that Schedule 25
software program probably fits under the definition of instructional needs. 

Sarraille asked for a description of "comprehensive institutional marketing" and how does it relate to
instruction? Vice President Strong stated, as an example, that this is seed money to support the instructional
programs with their equipment needs. This can help secure funds for specific equipment. This type of
support comes forth due to marketing efforts.
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Christopher asked for clarification of the $540,000. Was it used to solicit donations or directly to buy
equipment? Strong clarified that these dollars are also used to secure enrollment targets and donors to
support academic programs. VP Strong stressed that he sees these related to instruction. Anything that
enhances development in the classroom is instructionally related. When we secure equipment for instructors,
our students are benefited. All of these funds are looked at to support instructional enhancement of this
institution.

Curry stated that it is important to understand that these funds help to secure money into the general fund. 

Oppenheim stated that this is a different perspective. FBAC and all faculty acknowledge that university
support is needed for instruction to take place. It appears that the interest account money went into typical
DUR operations. If these funds were distributed correctly or not, there was no consultation and shared
governance. Maybe this issue could have been cleared up if consultation had occurred. Nevertheless, faculty
did not have a chance to bring any proposals forth for the spending of this money. This resolution addresses
a distinction in the definition and the whole question of shared governance. This also clears up the language
in the two documents.

Zarling responded that unfunded essential instructional needs seems to be different than activities that occur
on this campus. The language is trying to make a distinction between normal operations and unfunded
needs. 

Farrar stated that 'essential' is a matter of opinion and the fact that there are essential unfunded needs
conveys that the system has a problem. There needs to be a clarification of what is considered unfunded.
Strong stated that these funds were not used for normal DUR operations. There is a campaign for $25
million to fund underfunded priorities. In order to raise money, you have to invest money. Fundraising
provides for our unmet needs.

President Hughes asked for a definition of the terms 'advice and consent' on page two of the resolution.
Oppenheim responded that when large expenditures are made, the decision should be made jointly by faculty
and the Academic Senate. If the Academic Senate feels it is not wise to make a particular expenditure, then
it should not be done. Oppenheim stated his belief that the President should go along with the wishes of the
faculty. The President stated her agreement that collaboration and consultation should take place, but she is
ultimately responsible and accountable for all budgets. Thompson stated that central issue is what is good for
the University, but the real issue is consultation. The resolution is about definitions and consultation.
Oppenheim stated that the wording in the document is unclear. It is being defined differently and he
believes there has been no consultation. No one in the University had a shot to make their case for this
money. Hardly no one knew about this fund. Although the President used this account for what she felt was
important to the University, there was no consultation. The President respectfully disagreed and reminded
him of the composition of BPAC and of the recommending authority of BPAC to the President. She stated
that this account was used for the most important and critical needs of the University.

Sarraille stated that there is a clear pattern of administration going around the faculty to make decisions and
set priorities. It seems like this violates the idea of shared governance and the AAUP statement. 

Farrar suggested we have a lawyer define the terms.
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President Hughes responded that there is consultation in place with the Chair of FBAC, the Speaker and
Speaker Elect on the BPAC. There should be no surprises around the table if people make a genuine effort
to communicate. Pandell replied that he is a member of BPAC, and this issue has not been discussed.
Peterson replied that the wording is ambiguous and it is now important because there is more money in the
fund. If the priorities are agreed upon then we really don’t have to manage each account.

Oppenheim clarified that the faculty did not know the money existed, so they should not be blamed for not
talking about it. Further, he stated that he just found out about the existence of this account in his role as
FBAC Chair. But, the Administration has known about it. To blame faculty for not asking strikes him as
unfair he stated. Now we know and can ask about it.

Hilpert stated that we have to look at the historical reasons for the language regarding the interest accounts.
Hilpert agrees that administrators should have some flexibility in dispersing the funds but there needs to be
consultation.

b. 1/AS/01/FBAC—Resolution on Budget Priorities

Deferred

c. 4/AS/01/UEPC—Amendment to Academic Calendar Preparation Policy

Deferred

Adjourned 4:33 PM


