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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, STANISLAUS

ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

October 24, 2000

PRESENT: Akwabi-Ameyaw, Almy, Alvarez-Palma, Anderson, Buell,

Burroughs, Carroll, Cruz, Dunbar, Farrar, Finley, Floyd, Gackowski,

Gerstenfeld, Hernandez, Hilpert, Keymer, Kimyai, Mayer J., Mayer M.,

McLaughlin, Nagel, Nelson, Oppenheim, Pandell, Peterson, Russ,

Souza, Sundar, Thomas, Thompson, Yang, Zarling

PROXIES: Bowers (Curry), Campbell (Johnson), Hendricks

(MacDonald) Souza (Clark)

ABSENT: Chu, Costa, Cross, Kohlhaas, Olivant

GUESTS: Carter, Klein

Recording Secretary: Diana Saugstad

18/AS/00/RSCAPC--Working Definition of
Research, FIRST READING/SECOND
READING

19/AS/00/FBAC--Banner/PeopleSoft, FIRST
READING

Banner Update, DISCUSSED
________________________________

Next Academic Senate Meeting: 

Tuesday, November 7, 2000
2:30-4:30 p.m., South Dining Room

___________________________

Minutes submitted by:

Christine Hamlow Souza, Clerk

Pandell called the Academic Senate meeting to order at 2:35 PM. The agenda was approved as presented.
The minutes of October 10, 2000 were approved with the following corrections: (1) Reports &
Announcements, Speaker, delete the sentence, "This could mean evaluating departments who are over the
120-unit minimum." (2) Discussion Item, Post Tenure Review, delete the sentence, "This effects the CSUS
because the campus was looking at possibly selling off pieces of the Stockton Campus." 

REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

a. Speaker/SEC (Pandell)

Diana Saugstad needs the course evaluation choices by Friday October 26, 2000.

Pandell shared with the Senate that there is no language in the MOU stating "differential FMI". It is also not
Board of Trustee language. He has been unable to find this language anywhere, nor who originally stated
the term.

b. UEPC (Thompson)

Thompson distributed a written UEPC report. The Board of Trustees has enacted the 120-unit minimum. It
is Thompson’s understanding that programs that go above the 120-unit minimum would have to provide
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justification. This could be done in their five-year program review. 

Carter interjected that the Computer Science major can have as many as 130+ units but some of the required
courses can count for GE. There is some ambiguity with establishing a 120-unit minimum.

Thompson replied that UEPC will be discussing this issue. Please send any comments to him. Carroll
advised that the G.E. Subcommittee will also visit this issue.

Farrar stated that transfer students need to be considered. Also, there needs to be a plan for implementation.
Thompson stated that a resolution will be coming from SEC addressing the 120-unit minimum.

c. FAC (Anderson)

Anderson reported that the final review of the post-tenure review draft will be discussed at the next FAC
meeting and should be coming to the Senate in two weeks.

d. FBAC (Oppenheim)

Oppenheim reported that FBAC met last Friday and discussed the Banner upgrade and information received
from the Development Office.

e. GC (Dunbar)

Dunbar reported that GC discussed the following issues at their last meeting: a) proposal for a Graduate
School, b) teaching assistants tuition waiver, c) implications for graduate programs in YRO, d) recruitment
of graduate students and 5) work group looking at graduate internships.

f. Statewide Academic Senate (Hilpert/Thompson)

Hilpert reported that the next Statewide Academic Senate meeting is November 2 and 3. The agenda items
are: 120-unit minimum resolution, Master Academic Plan Report, Accountability Report (role of local
campus), and the Strategic Plan on libraries (Cole Report). 

g. Foundation Board (Dunbar)

No report

h. Associated Students (Alvarez-Palma/Cross)

No report

i. Other

Senator Mayer introduced himself to the Senate as the new Chair of Drama and invited the faculty to the
first production of the drama department, Noises Off. 

FIRST READING ITEM
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a. 18/AS/00/RSCAPC-Working Definition of Research

It was MS Campbell/Thompson

Whereas: to facilitate its mission, California State University Stanislaus promotes excellence in teaching;

Whereas: California State University Stanislaus regards the research and creative activities of its faculty as
important scholarly components of the teaching and learning process;

Whereas: California State University Stanislaus achieves its educational mission through the delivery of
diverse curricula;

Whereas: the prevailing methodologies of research, scholarship, and creative activity are specific to each
faculty member’s discipline or interdisciplinary collaboration which may be enumerated in departmental
elaborations;

Whereas: a working definition of research, scholarship and creative activity is needed for the completion of
critical evaluative processes including accreditation, RPT, and faculty recognition awards; therefore, be it

Resolved: research, scholarship and creative activity are considered to be those activities of an intellectual
or professional nature which extend knowledge, understanding or appreciation of work within one’s
discipline or across disciplines, which includes basic and applied investigation, as well as the production of
creative works.

Campbell reported that CSUS does not have a definition of research on the books and WASC found this as
a deficit. The RSCAPC committee is bringing forward the above resolution for consideration. 

Keymer asked if publication is not required in the definition for Research, Scholarship and Creative
Activity. Campbell replied that it is not exclusive. The problem is diversity across the campus.

Peterson responded that there are many examples of research in which publication in a refereed journal are
not the end point of the research. Many times results of applied research get published in newsletter or
presented at conferences. 

Keymer stated that it is easy to put the bar to low in regards to research. He understands the difficulty of
applied disciplines, but believes that publication needs to be stated.

Dunbar stated that we are looking at a document of a definition not how it will be judged. 

Thompson stated that this is like the mission statement of research, scholarship and creative activity. How
these would be evaluated would be addressed in departments and through department elaborations. 

Hendricks replied that "Knowledge extension" in the Resolved clause incorporates publication.

It was MSP Russ/Keymer to waive the rules and go to a second reading.
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Farrar asked why this has come up again? Does this definition meet the needs of the committee? Campbell
replied yes.

Zarling stated that this definition is important and he would like to look at previous proposals.

Sundar thinks the Resolved is unclear. This needs to be digested a bit more.

Finley voiced concern about the word "applied" as used in the Resolved clause.

Oppenheim thinks that publication needs to be included in the definition. Publication in most disciplines is
essential.

Nagel commented that the purpose of the definition is to give direction to departments.

Russ stated that this is the same discussion that occurred last year. The faculty didn’t want the definition to
impinge on RPT. This definition needs to be broad enough to apply to all departments. Elaborations are
already defined within departments. No one wants it to backfire and be used against faculty. This is for
accreditation and a learning centered university.

Sundar commented that this should be a document that means something.

Gackowski stated he had no problem with "extending knowledge". He cannot make the relationship to
"extending one’s understanding and appreciation of work" across disciplines. It is fuzzy.

Keymer stated that what is missing is an active communication. In a university there should be a
requirement of communication of scholarly activities.

It was MSP Russ/Zarling to table the resolution until the next Academic Senate meeting. This will enable
Senators to get input from their department, she stated. Pandell asked that Senators put their
comments/amendments in writing before the next Senate meeting. Input can be forwarded to Diana
Saugstad.

DISCUSSION ITEM

Carter defined his role in relation to the PeopleSoft/Banner projects on two different groups related to
information systems. He is a member of the Administrative Uses Planning and Policy Computing
Committee and also is one of the designated liaisons from the campus on the CMS Project.

Carter stated that the CSUS is upgrading the banner system this weekend and it will look different to the
users. There are various tasks being done to smooth the transition.

Things being done:

1. Aubert's office (Admissions and Records) is running training sessions and working to establish backup
contact persons.
2. OIT is working on developing alternatives for accessing information. OIT is making improvements on the
web-based portion of the upgrade. A web browser can be used to access most tasks.
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Carter advised that trouble is coming down the pike. The information management system is going to have
to be addressed. Banner will not work with the new state system. It is expensive to try to combine the
payroll system change and banner. But, the good thing is the state is delaying their implementation of the
new payroll system. We have two choices: 1) stick with banner and make it compatible with the state
system or 2) use the PeopleSoft system. The CSU has assured compatibility of the PeopleSoft system with
the state payroll and other information reporting processes. Carter stated that he is unsure how CSUS can
take the responsibility ourselves to stick with banner. The CSU System will not pay for it. We are currently
committed to converting everything to PeopleSoft over the next five to seven years. The intention right now
is to start the transition to PeopleSoft next year starting with Human Resources. But, the transition to
PeopleSoft will be expensive. We as a campus are going to have to do serious thinking about how we will
pay for this transition. The campus has to think about choices. Faculty will have to address these money
issues and help ensure that appropriate measures are taken to assure that essential aspects of the university
continue to function. The project of revamping our campus information management system is coming. This
is not an option. We have to think about how we are going to do the transition.

Keymer stated that PeopleSoft has a poor student information system. Other campuses are waiting on
implementing the student piece. CSUS will have to go at some point, but it is very expensive and leaves
little flexibility.

Gackowski asked what the return on the investment is for this system?

Zarling questioned how much the Chancellor's office is giving the campus, and Carter replied that the
money coming from the Chancellor's office this year is minus $98,000. Zarling asked why the Chancellor's
office wouldn't have some responsibility? Carter interjected that the Chancellor's budget is 15 million
dollars this year for this project. This money is to support the promise that the PeopleSoft system will be
compatible with state systems. Conversion will ensure getting a paycheck and registering students.

Akwabi-Ameyaw asked what needs to be done by faculty. Carter responded that faculty have a
responsibility to keep their eye on what's going on with the University and ensure that the university
functions effectively. Part of that is infrastructure. Further, if money is taken out of Academic Affairs in
future years to support the transitions, the faculty will have to work to understand and respond effectively to
the reallocations of budgets.

Oppenheim requested that our state academic senators voice our concerns in Long Beach at the statewide
senate, and ask the Chancellor to seek money from the state for this purpose. Oppenheim thanked Carter for
bringing forward the problems to SEC and FBAC. 

Oppenheim then distributed a resolution regarding Banner upgrade.

It was then MSP Oppenheim/Russ to amend the agenda and bring forth this resolution as a first reading
item. 

It was then MS Oppenheim/Russ:

19/AS/00/FBAC--Resolution on Banner/PeopleSoft
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WHEREAS: upgrades to the Banner system, and the coming implementation of the PeopleSoft system, are
essential to the functioning of CSU Stanislaus, and are being required by external changes and the
requirements of the CSU; and

WHEREAS: academic units--already underfunded--should not be required to pay for their ability to access
the new system from their already meager budgets; and

WHEREAS: this upgrade should, further, not detract from any part of the budget of Academic Affairs; and

WHEREAS: the estimated cost of making current computers compatible with the new system, although
large for individual units in comparison with their available budgets, can reasonably be estimated at about
$250 per machine, or about $25,000 for 100 machines; and 

WHEREAS: the new system is to be implemented on Monday, October 30, so that time is of the essence;
therefore, be it

RESOLVED: that all Banner users' costs to access the updated Banner version (added memory, new
interfaces, operating system additions, additional and/or new browsers, etc.) be funded from a special fund
established by the Office of the President from her discretionary funds, with no costs whatsoever for the
compliance coming from any part of the budget of Academic Affairs, the offices of the Academic Deans,
OIT, or the individual academic units/departments.

Oppenheim explained that FBAC reviewed and approved this resolution at its' meeting last Friday. 

Almy stated that the money usually comes out of new enrollment funds. This is just another bill. We need
this money to support the influx of new students. He stated his hope that the statewide academic senators
will voice that we really don't have the money to implement the system.

Pandell restated that part of the issue is that this will be a problem with Macintosh users. Carter replied that
that is primarily the problem.

Zarling questioned where the money will be coming from since the campus has known about this
conversion for some time. Oppenheim stated that he understood that individual departments would have to
come up with the money. This resolution is designed to try to save those departments from this expense.

Keymer voiced his understanding of Oppenheim's concerns, but doesn't think that the resolution is that
pressing. The activity will take place in one week but there is a possibility of back filling money.

Carter interjected that with the work OIT has done to assure alternate means of accessing banner, this
resolution would largely serve to set a statement. It is not appropriate to implement unfunded projects. There
are other pieces that department secretaries will have access to. Do we want to tell the President to make it
easier? The general principle is not to hide unfunded mandates.

Dunbar was concerned when she was told she had to come up with the money, but she doesn't understand
what the intent is by the university. Is the system being capricious? Carter stated that there will be expenses
with any information systems. The state funding for growth FTE is based on marginal cost of instruction.
That means growth FTE puts no money into infrastructure, staff, etc. This year our campus cost per FTES is
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over 10,000. The general fund funding is at 5,800 per growth FTES. Is the state being capricious--in a
sense, yes. They aren't funding us in full. CSUS has had to pare back on infrastructure and administrative
personnel. So much of our FTEs is funded at this marginal rate. This is especially hard on growth campuses.
How do we deal with it? Increase productivity? Maybe.

Keymer responded to the upgrade of the banner. The cost to maintain the old system is up to us. We are
forced to upgrade for service. Macs require virtual PC and more memory. The cost to departments is Virtual
PC and Memory at a cost of about $250 per.

Oppenheim asked Pandell if he as the Speaker could talk to the President and see what her feeling is on the
issue. Pandell stated that he wanted to see what happens in the next two weeks. Keymer suggested that
Aubert and/or Manoharan be invited to the next meeting to answer questions about the upgrades and money
issues. 

Consensus was to wait to see what happens in the next two weeks.

OPEN FORUM

1. Pandell requested that all senators talk to their departments about the definition of research and come to
the next faculty meeting with suggestions, amendments or new resolutions.

2. Zarling requested an update on the resolution regarding FMI’s. Pandell stated that a memo with the
resolution was sent to the President as information. The President is not required, nor expected, to respond.
The deans FMI recommendations are due by Friday. After the process is over, we will see what did occur
and can follow up.

Meeting adjourned at 3:48.


