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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, STANISLAUS

ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

April 28, 1998

Present: Abukhalil, Alvarez, Borba, Brockman, Bross, Campbell,
Curry, Doraz, Farrar, Finley, Hejka-Ekins, Jacob, Keymer, Klein,
Leonard, Lindsay, Luo, Nemzer, O'Brien, Pandell, Perpich, Sanchez,
Schmidt, Thompson, Tuedio, Tynan, Watson,Weikart, Zarling, Zhang

Proxies: VanderMolen (Fletcher), Erickson (Peterson), Clark (Souza)

Absent: Apodaca, Dinse, Gackowski, Levering, Li, Lindsley, Olivant,
Russ, Schmandt, Thomas

Guest: Demetrulias

Recording Secretary: Diana Saugstad

5/AS/98/FAC--Resolution on Evaluation of
Teaching Effectiveness, APPROVED

6/AS/98/AD H0C--Intellectual Property
Rights Policy, APPROVED

7/AS/98/FAC--Resolution on Defining
Research, Scholarship and Creative Activity,
FIRST READING

WASC REPORT, DISCUSSED

Next Academic Senate Meeting: 
Tuesday, May 12, 1998
2:30-4:30 p.m., South Dining Room

REMINDER: GENERAL FACULTY MEETING FOR
SPRING 98 IS THURSDAY, MAY 14, 2:30 PM, IN
SOUTH DINING ROOM

Campus photographer took a group picture of Senators for inclusion in the Time Capsule. The meeting was then called to order at
2:40 p.m. It was MSP Lindsay/Doraz to approve the agenda as submitted and MSP Farrar/Tuedio to approve the minutes of April 7,
1998 as distributed.

REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS.

Speaker/SEC (Klein)

a. Please elect your Academic Senator for 1998/99 and 1999/2000 by May 15th and send the name to Diana.
b. General Faculty meeting is Thursday, May 14, 2:30 pm, in South Dining Room.
c. The last Academic Senate meeting for 1997/98 is Tuesday, May 12th.
d. 4/AS/98/FAC--Resolution to Create Two Standing Committees of the Senate on Faculty Development will remain tabled. The
FDC substitute resolution will not be brought forward at this time. It was determined that because of similarities in the respective
resolutions, FAC and FDC should hold a joint meeting to work out remaining issues and develop one resolution.

University Educational Policies Committee (Doraz)

a. UEPC continues to discuss student retention and the Assessment Plan.
b. Program Review continues. The program review for French was approved.
c. Catalog revision to the BA/BS Special Major program was approved.
d. Endorsed establishing a School of Graduate Studies with the proviso that no existing academic programs on campus will be
adversely affected by resource allocations in support of graduate program development. UEPC recognized the importance of
improving our library collections for graduate programs.

Faculty Affairs Committee (Fletcher)

a. Have been dealing with the two FAC resolutions on the SEC agenda.
b. PSI Policy for faculty is being reviewed.
c. Post-tenure Review Practices are being reviewed.
d. Policy for Reviewing Administrators is under review.
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e. Sent a memo to President and Provost regarding the proposal to remove department chairs from Unit 3. They have chosen not to
reply because it is a collective bargaining issue.

Faculty Budget Advisory Committee (Lindsay)

a. The Provost reported the campus has received enrollment growth dollars, which should mean an extra $700,000 for academic
affairs (based on average campus distributions across the system). The Provost will meet with FBAC on May 11 to discuss his plan
for requesting these funds from UBPAC and the President's Cabinet.

Graduate Council (Hejka-Ekins)

a. Proposal to MAP has been submitted. After their review and recommendation, it will be sent to the Senate.

Statewide Academic Senate (Levering/Russ)

a. No report

Associated Students (Jacob/Alvarez)

a. No report

MAP (Tuedio)

a. Will discuss ALS proposals concerning Honors, the Signal and KCSS.
b. Academic Technology Report overview.
c. Graduate Council Proposal overview.
d. School of Education overview.
e. Accreditation overview.
f. Support for accreditation and expectations related to accreditation.

The MAP Report will make recommendations concerning academic priorities and rank-ordering of concerns. The report will be sent
to the Provost and to the Academic Senate.

   Other

a. Naming of Campus Buildings: (Paul O'Brien) Received a memo from Diana Saugstad (representing the Senate Executive
Committee) asking for a copy of the draft Policy on Naming Campus Buildings and also to update the Senate on this issue. O'Brien
spoke with VP Strong and President Hughes, and they advised him that the policy is clear. Only the CSU Board of Trustees can
decide what buildings are named and dollar figure involved. Faculty nor administrators have input. Curry clarified that a campus
policy is in the works, and there is built-in shared governance into this process. O'Brien will provide a copy of the draft policy.
Lindsay asked if this policy applies to naming of rooms on campus and O'Brien stated he thought it was only buildings, but he will
follow up. Zarling urged having a campus policy stating what we would like the guideline/policy to be. Tuedio asked if a building
could be named without campus support and Curry replied he would look into this, but thought the answer was yes.

ACTION ITEMS

a 5/AS/98/FAC--Resolution on Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness

VanderMolen explained the changes in the Resolves below:

RESOLVED: The Academic Senate (AS) of CSUS adopt the Student Assessment of Teaching Effectiveness (SATE) for
administration with the IDEA instrument during the 1998/99 academic year. The individual faculty member may elect to use the
information from the SATE with the IDEA information in their RPT file; and

The above language came from concerns voiced at the last Senate meeting as well as from a meeting with Don Bowers.
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RESOLVED: The SATE be one part of a multifaceted approach elaborated by the department; which could include options such as
portfolios, interviews with previous students, peer review, or student outcomes; and

The above language was changed from "this should include, but is not limited to" to "which could include options such as"

RESOLVED: That during the 1998/99 academic year an ad hoc committee of the AS of CSUS will coordinate with the Office of
Institutional Research to complete a reliability and validity study for the SATE instrument; and

RESOLVED: The IDEA instrument be retained for the 1998-99 academic year; and

RESOLVED: By October 1999, the General Faculty will vote on which instrument(s) to retain.

The language was changed from "at the end of the 1998/99 academic year the faculty will decide which instrument(s) to retain" to
"By October 1999, the General Faculty will vote on which instrument(s) to retain."

Borba questioned whether the draft guidelines, attached to the previous resolution, would be adopted if this document was approved.
VanderMolen and Klein replied they are two separate documents. Borba further queried if the Senate would have a chance to provide
input to the draft guidelines and VanderMolen replied yes.

Abukhalil questioned if the study would include comparison with IDEA and VanderMolen replied yes. In fact, the trial last semester
included a comparison with IDEA. Thompson replied he would hope that there would be no correlation between SATE and IDEA.
Clark stated that SATE question 14 "Rate the overall teaching effectiveness of this instructor in this course" and IDEA question 14
"Overall I rate this instructor an excellent teacher", would be the only question you could find correlation.

Abukhalil further inquired about SATE questions 1, 2, 3 and 5. All state the instructor provide clear information to the student. These
questions could discriminate against faculty with accents. Tuedio responded that if a faculty member cannot be understood by
students, we have to decide if this is relevant. SATE could raise that question. Faculty should be aware if they are not speaking
clearly. Clark replied that questions 1, 2, 3 and 5 could be done with a syllabus. Abukhalil clarified that he was not referring to clarity
by the instructor, but students could discriminate against an instructor because of his/her accent only. It was mentioned that students
could do that anyway. There is no way of preventing that.

Tuedio reminded Senators that the committee's report encouraged us to stop looking at the student assessment instrument as the main
thing for measuring teaching effectiveness. There are a variety of strategies a department could apply to evaluate performance.

Abukhalil questioned lack of student input into the process. Tuedio responded that a student had been on the Teaching Evaluation
Task Force. We encouraged her to talk to the ASI. Her input was included in the report. Also, the Senate has two students as
members. We have had and will continue to have student input.

Jacob stated his preference to have a space for written comments. As an example he points out that the departments of History and
Philosophy have very good department evaluation forms.

The question was called and vote on 5/AS/98/FAC was approved with a vote of 22 yes, 3 no and 4 abstentions. This will be sent
forward to the President for approval.

b. 6/AS/98/Ad Hoc--Draft Intellectual Property Rights Policy

Myers explained the amendments to the policy as follows: Under the Preamble deleting "It is recognized that intellectual property
rights of faculty members are appropriately the purview of collective bargaining." Under Specific Assignments and University
Support to now read "A definition of specific assignments refers to creative works produced from administrative work (i.e., in the
course of being an administrator or manager) or when a faculty member is recruited by the University to produce....". Also under
Specific Assignments and University Support to read "In cases of specific assignments ownership of intellectual property rights shall
be discussed in advance of the initiation of work and decided before the work is completed. A standard Intellectual Property Rights
agreement form which licenses to the creator the rights to exercise certain rights, without permission (as outlined in Section V below)
will be..." "This agreement will be completed and filed with the Provost before work is completed." Under V. last sentence "...these
rights of the creator may include the following..." Under VII. Obligation to Disclose Intellectual Property, second sentence "Such
works must be disclosed when it is determined that they have the possibility of being patentable, assigned a trademark, or have trade
secret protection. As discussed above in Section V., certain rights may reside with the creator and need to be disclosed to be
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negotiated." Under VII, Administrator, Staff and Student Rights, second and third paragraph added "In the case of student research,
either undergraduate or graduate, the copyright to completed works reside with the creator, the student. In the case of faculty-student
research projects it is recommended that the parties discuss shared rights when work is begun, when possible, but before work is
completed. In the case of work done by students for the university using university data or equipment, parties will discuss shared
rights when work is begun (or as soon as possible into the project) and a Intellectual Property Rights Agreement form will be
completed and filed per Section III above."

Myers advised that these amendments came from input from the Senate, AVP Demetrulias and various committees.

Hejka-Ekins stated that the Graduate Council supports this policy as a place to start. The GC suggestions have been reflected in this
document.

Abukhalil question VII, last sentence "As discussed above in Section V, certain rights may reside with the creator and need to be
disclosed to be negotiated." Myers clarified that this sentence protects the faculty member from the University coming back and
saying they have rights. We need to make it clear the University has no claim. Klein questioned if this sentence says that. He
suggested the word "respected" rather than "negotiated." Tuedio felt that certain rights reside with the creator even if not disclosed.
Zarling gave an example that if the creative work is not supported by the campus, the University says I want a piece of that, and the
creator had not disclosed what he/she was doing, what would happen? The University could say you were using our computer so we
did support you. Curry suggested removing the new sentence since it is already covered under Section V. It was suggested that the
first two sentences says it all.

Zarling suggested a friendly amendment to read in place of the previous new sentence under VII. "At no time will disclosure or lack
of disclosure abrogate the rights of the creator." Myers accepted this.

Doraz questioned why the sentence "It is recognized that intellectual property rights of faculty members are appropriately the purview
of collective bargaining" was struck from the Preamble. Myers replied that it was redundant. The next sentence captures that issue.

Pandell questioned if this resolution were approved, and the President approves it, is it legally binding? Myers replied as much as any
policy is on this campus. Pandell asked if the CSU wanted a standardized policy and Myers replied no; that they asked each campus to
develop their own policy. This is a starting point and the policy can be reviewed and revised in the future.

Farrar questioned who one would disclose to and Myers replied the Provost. But, that if a Research Committee is formed, it could go
to them. That will have to be decided later.

Question was called and vote on resolution 6/AS/98/Ad Hoc was approved with a voice vote, with one abstention. This will be sent to
the President for approval.

FIRST READING ITEM

a. 7/AS/98/FAC--Resolution On Defining Research, Scholarship and Creative Activity

It was MS VanderMolen/Campbell

WHEREAS: The first means listed by CSUS to facilitate its mission is the promotion of academic excellence in the teaching and
scholarly activities of faculty; and

WHEREAS: Research, scholarly and creative activities are of central importance both in keeping faculty members current in their
fields of expertise; and

WHEREAS: Research, scholarship and creative activity enhance the faculty's passion for learning, which is necessary for excellence
and vigor in university-level teaching and learning; and

WHEREAS: The faculty should be involved in research, scholarship, or creative activities, and CSUS should enable every faculty
member to be so involved; and

WHEREAS: Each department is responsible for the research, scholarship, and creative activities of its faculty; and
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WHEREAS: The Task Force on Research, Scholarship and Creative Activities has reviewed definitions, current status and the
procedures concerning research, scholarship, and creative activities; therefore, be it

RESOLVED: That "research" is generally characterized as the discovery of knowledge or the application of existing knowledge,
through the use of established empirical methodologies; be it further

RESOLVED: That "scholarship" is generally characterized as the creation of knowledge through interpretation and conceptualization;
be it further 

RESOLVED: That "creative activities" in the performing and fine arts are generally characterized as those leading to public
performances and exhibits; and be it further

RESOLVED: That each department has the prime responsibility for elaborating, interpreting, and reinforcing requirements for
research, scholarship, and creative activities.

VanderMolen explained that the RSCA Task Force Report defined research, scholarship and creative activities as in the above
Resolved clauses. FAC added the last Resolved clause. This is to avoid excessive decentralization.

Abukhalil stated that the subject of scholarship contains an ambiguity by not including publishing requirement. This should be added.

Some questioned why we were doing this and what would happen after definitions have been approved. VanderMolen replied that the
Task Force recommended this. Demetrulias clarified that during the WASC visit a reoccurring theme from faculty was the ambiguity
of what research was, the role on this campus, and support of research. What was then asked was that we define this. The Task Force
was formed for this purpose. They recommended that we keep the definition of research at the department/program level. What does
this mean now? Each department would be asked to do this. How will this be turned into action? Don't know. Curry stated it is our
responsibility to talk to the faculty we recruit and tell them our expectation of/and role of research at CSUS. Zarling stated that
WASC asks us to know ourselves. What is our standard for research, scholarship, etc? The resolution says nothing unless the last
Resolved is spelled with a capital "E." Leonard questioned whether there is a double standard at the department level and at the
university level. Should have consistency. Borba questioned if department elaborations would still be optional if this resolution were
approved and Klein responded yes. VanderMolen advised that currently, if departments have department elaborations, these can be
changed yearly, which means that their definition on research could change yearly. Doraz replied that whatever set of standards a
faculty member is hired under should hold. VanderMolen advised that although the Teaching Evaluation Task Force states in the
report that "disciplines can provide elaborations" their recommendation is to require elaborations. Pandell stated that we are possibly
talking about a university "minimal standard." This is much more complicated than it appears. Keymer replied that it seems unfair to
faculty not to have minimal standards. Klein reminded faculty that the faculty contract mandates for new hires expectations for
research, etc. Campbell stated that as a member of the Task Force, they were struck by the diversity on this campus in respect to
research expectations. Keymer replied that although we might not be able to compare all disciplines, some areas could do so such as
in the social sciences. Brockman voiced concern having too narrow a definition and stressed the importance of keeping it broad.
Hejka-Ekins stated her support of departments having to have a discussion and come up with department standards and elaborations,
and she would like the resolution changed to reflect that.

A straw vote was taken to request department elaborations: 13 yes, 1 no.

VanderMolen will take this information back to FAC.

DISCUSSION ITEM

a. WASC Report-Standards

Stryker introduced Standard 4-B Undergraduate Programs. Question of release time to deal with 5-year program review. Will the
deans be able to fund this? Would need 12 units of release time to make this work. Can departments afford to have someone do this?
Tuedio suggested we might be able to allocate uncompensated release time if we take advantage of how we use our resources to meet
enrollment targets. Currently, ALS and the campus as a whole typically exceed their targets. We could perhaps free up some release
time and still meet these targets. Stryker reminded senators that work on 5-year reviews starts a year ahead of the deadline for
completion of the self-study.

Curry suggested putting a package together for departments, conceptual planning exercise. Maybe community advisory boards.
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Emphasize on finding ways to assure that program reviews are thorough and meaningful.

Standard 4-C Graduate Degrees. Farrar asked if the committee talked about the graduate programs not taking resources from other
areas, and Stryker replied no. Curry stated that currently a proposal on graduate education is before the MAP committee, and
decisions about graduate education will be coming to the Senate.

Stryker commented on Teaching and Learning, bullet 4 --faculty workload needs to be adjusted; bullet 3 suggests providing resources
to departments starting one year prior to their five-year reviews; bullet 4 refers to the importance of upgrading the five year review by
giving faculty time to do a thorough report.

Standard 4-D Research. Stryker directed attention to the first paragraph under RPT dealing with the call for all departments to
develop RPT elaborations. He asked if this would be acceptable and Klein stated the Senate had just had a discussion on the subject
and had taken a straw vote which endorsed the concept of mandatory elaborations.

Second bullet concerning RPT recommends that new faculty not be required to participate in the RPT process until the fall semester
of their second year at CSUS, rather than the first year as is currently policy. Stryker inquired as to the feeling of Senators about this.
Perpich noted that it seems excessive to review during the first year and every year thereafter. Maybe every two years. Demetrulias
advised that the faculty contract states annual reviews, but that the hiring process might be substituted as the first year's review.
Perpich noted the annual review is at the department level only. The last two bullets ask that we establish a campus Outstanding
Faculty Research Award with a monetary prize, and establish through the Senate a research committee charged with recommending
policy and procedures related to the definition, role, and support for research on campus. The latter bullet is currently being addressed
but the bullet related to the Outstanding Faculty Research Award is new.

Some felt this award should be done at the school/college level. Some thought it would be difficult to compare and if there is extra
funds available, they should be put into making resources more available. Curry suggested if this idea was accepted, it could be
endowed.

Standard 5 Faculty and Staff, bullet 4 proposes allowing individual faculty members to define their personal priorities through
individualized contracts with their departments, rather than being required to be equally outstanding in three separate areas. Each year
could be different. Curry noted that teaching should be the primary mission and then we can go from there.

Standard 4-E Special Programs and Courses for Credit, under School/College, Department, and Faculty Priorities. Bullet one calls for
clear guidelines for all Stanislaus faculty on their roles and expectations regarding off-campus sites. Brockman noted that Stockton
faculty have to deal with going back and forth from the home campus to Stockton. This should be taken into consideration.

Tuedio reminded Senators that this report contains only recommendations from individual groups that reflect the expectations or
recommendations of that group. We are not affirming these recommendations at this time.

Stryker advised that the last chapter will give a sense of how different areas have been addressed and come up with 8 or 9 major steps
the campus should take to become learning centered. Will look at the Strategic Plan and try to identify those recommendations made
here that are stated in the SP and tie to commitment.

Demetrulias stated that we should not have two recommendations and two plans. The Strategic Plan is our Plan. Tuedio asked if the
recommendations in the WASC self-study would be our starting point. Curry replied that some recommendations will be
implemented and some will not. Stryker assured the body that these recommendations are compatible with the Strategic Plan. Stryker
will provide the final chapter of 10-12 pages of this report to the Senate at its next meeting on the 12th of May.

It was MSP Tuedio/Lindsay for adjournment at 4:45 p.m.


