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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, STANISLAUS

ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

September 21, 1999

PRESENT: AbuKhalil, Aronson, Bettencourt, Bowers, Campbell,

Cartwright, Christopher, Chu, Costa, Dinse, Farrar, Filling, Fisk,

Gackowski, Hernandez, Hor, Keymer, Littlewood, Mayer, Miller-

Antonio, Moren, Nelson, Olivant, Peterson, Phillips, Russ, Schulz,

Thomas, Thompson, Tordoff, Tuedio, Villanueva, Weikart, Wolf,

Zarling

PROXIES: D.Bowers (Curry), Grant (Riedmann)

ABSENT: Apodaca, Cruz, Finley, Hilpert

GUESTS: A. Carr (student), M.Hughes, Klein

Recording Secretary: Diana Saugstad

6/AS/99/SEC--Procedures for Merit Pay,
APPROVED

Next Academic Senate Meeting: 

Tuesday, October 5, 1999
2:30-4:30 p.m., South Dining Room

Minutes submitted by:

Steve Filling, Clerk

The meeting was called to order at 2:35 pm by Speaker Tordoff. It was MSP Farrar/Phillips to approve the
agenda as submitted. It was MSP Fisk/Schulz to approve the minutes of September 7, 1999 as distributed.

REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

a. Speaker/SEC (Tordoff)

1. Speaker Tordoff will be attending a meeting of the systemwide Senate Chairs on Friday, September 24,
1999. Some issues that will be discussed are: community service, fmi, accountability, year round operation,
articulation. If you have any issues you would like discussed at this meeting, please contact Tordoff before
the 24th. 

2. The last two years, there has been a policy in place to not replace motor pool vehicles. This will have a
serious effect on departments ability to have field trips. Many of the departments that frequently have field
trips are not aware of this new policy. Please take this information back to the members in your department.
If this policy stays in effect, we will wind up with no motor pool vehicles and the only option will be to rent
vehicles for field trips. We need to deal with this now to prevent it from happening.

b. Faculty Affairs Committee (Schulz)

1. Schulz announced a faculty open forum will be held Wednesday, September 22nd to discuss FMIs. It will
be held from 11:45 to 1:00 in South Dining Room. 

2. The transportation issue (above) was discussed at FAC. Plans are to invite the people that are involved.

c. University Educational Policies Committee (Aronson)
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1. Aronson reminded Senators of the poster session to be held on September 29 and 30 so faculty can see
what initiatives and issues are before the campus.

2. UEPC spent most of the first meeting prioritizing their agenda. 

3. Institute for International Studies Program was reviewed.

4. Linda Bunney-Sarhad will attend the next UEPC meeting to discuss the globalization issue.

5. UEPC will discuss the G.E. Task Force recommendations at the meeting on the 23rd.

6. MOU on BA/MA in Communications Disorders will be discussed. It is jointly sponsored with CSU
Fresno. 

d. Faculty Budget Advisory Committee (Fisk)

1. FBAC has scheduled meetings with the four vice presidents. A list of questions have been given to the
vice presidents for their response. After FBAC's meetings with the vice presidents, it will be decided if any
of the issues should go forward to the Academic Senate. If you have any budget issues you would like
answered, please contact Chair Fisk.

e. Graduate Council (Bowers)

1. GC will continue to discuss the Professional Ethics Statement. Graduate students need to be reminded of
catalog requirements as well as additional professional standards. 

2. Linda Bunney-Sarhad attended the last GC meeting to discuss the Globalization Task Force report and
implications it may have on graduate courses.

3. Three five-year program reviews will be discussed at the next meeting.

4. GC began discussion on the draft document on Accountability (especially quality of program section).
There are serious concerns about quality indicators and implications of time and resources required. We
should take a look at this accountability scheme and the proposed indicators from a cost-benefits
perspective.

f. Statewide Academic Senate (Russ/Thompson)

1. Thompson distributed a lengthy SWAS report over facnet. 

g. Associated Students (Cartwright/Villanueva)

1. Cartwright, Associated Students President introduced himself to the Senate as well as Julia Villanueva,
Speaker for the Associated Students. They will both serve as Academic Senators this year. Cartwright also
introduced student Amanda Carr. 
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Tordoff encouraged the student senators to feel free to ask questions if needed.

h. Honors Program (Tuedio)

1. Tuedio distributed a two-page letter concerning the Honors Program. He asked that Senators review the
report from the task force (on the web). He would like feedback either written or online. A retreat will be
held on September 28th, 3:30-6:30 in South Dining Room. There will be several rounds of discussions. It is
very important to the Task Force that they get your feedback. 

Thompson questioned the part about this having first year composition courses linked to other courses. Since
he is the Comp. Director, he is surprised that he has not been involved in any of these discussions. Who
approves these courses and/or this plan of study? It seems like this is moving ahead and am unaware what
this means about oversight or approval. Tuedio replied that we have in mind courses that stand on their own.
Hopefully faculty can work in conjunction with other faculty to enable a joint 'content (aka learning
community). We will talk to all committees interested, but will be doing it quickly.

Thompson stated that there seems like there is a lot being brought to bear on comp. classes, GE guidelines,
honors, etc. It is hard to teach writing when you have to meet other criteria. Tuedio agreed.

i. Other

1. AbuKhalil stated that the globalization task force has appeared in two committees. Is it possible that we
have Linda Bunney-Sarhad address the Senate on this issue so we can get questions answered? Tordoff
replied yes.

Weikart explained that global competencies is different than globalization. Competencies did get federal
funding and UEPC is now looking at the globalization report. Let's be sure not to confuse them. Aronson
replied that if Senators have questions for Linda Bunney-Sarhad, she will be at the next UEPC meeting on
Thursday. You are welcome to attend. The globalization process basically was a directive from the
Chancellor's Office. Globalization competencies is another aspect and Bunney-Sarhad will be speaking
specifically to that on Thursday. This issue can also be brought to the Senate.

ACTION ITEM

a. 6/AS/99/SEC--Procedures for Merit Pay

Tordoff explained that the item before the Senate is the document that was modified by straw vote at the last
Senate meeting. We didn't get a chance to waive the first reading or vote at the last meeting because of lack
of time. So, because of the short timeline, this document was sent to the President for her review and action.
The President has modified it somewhat and the new version should be in your mailbox tomorrow. The
Senate has copies today. But, what is on the table as a second reading is the version of the document that
was modified at the last Senate meeting.

President Hughes commended the Senate for doing an excellent job under less than ideal situation. Further,
most of the recommendations that were forwarded to her she can live with. A few points were altered as
follows:
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--Page 4, item 3 Senate language: At each level of review, a faculty member may be requested to provide
supporting data. Copies of the data specifically supporting the original FAR shall be provided by the faculty
member within five (5) days of the request. These data shall be used for that review level only. [third
sentence is struck in President's language]

--Page 4, item 3 President's language: At each level of review, a faculty member may be requested to
provide supporting data. Copies of the data specifically supporting the original FAR shall be provided by the
faculty member within five (5) days of the request.

The President explained, the AS language stated when requests are made for additional information at any
level, information would only be forwarded to the level requesting it. The new language states that if at the
next level a request is made for additional information, it should be possible to access that information. 

--Page 4, item 9 Senate language: The award of a FMI shall not be considered personnel recommendations,
decisions or actions which must be based upon a faculty member's PAF pursuant to the Unit 3 MOU.
(31.31) However, this provision shall not preclude review of a faculty member's PAF during Faculty Merit
Increase deliberations. (31.31) Although not officially precluded, a faculty member's PAF will not be used
on the CSU, Stanislaus campus. [third sentence deleted in President's language]

--Page 4, item 9 President's language: The award of a FMI shall not be considered personnel
recommendations, decisions or actions which must be based upon a faculty member's PAF pursuant to the
Unit 3 MOU. (31.31) However, this provision shall not preclude review of a faculty member's PAF during
Faculty Merit Increase deliberations. (31.31) The PAF will be reviewed in rare instances and for compelling
reasons. The faculty member will be notified if the PAF has been reviewed as part of the FMI evaluation
process. [third and fourth sentence new)

The President explained that although she believes the Senate language is the correct perspective, she did
believe that there may be exceptional and compelling reasons where it could be necessary. One example
would be adequate information to make a decision based on the validity of the information could require
access to the PAF. But, it is important that the faculty member know their PAF was being accessed.

--Page 1 and 2 under Annual Activity Reports, item 1, language in both documents: All faculty unit
employees are required to submit annual activity reports and shall be considered for a Faculty Merit
Increase unless they indicate on the activity report that they decline to participate in the FMI Program
(31.11) At the conclusion of the FMI cycle, faculty annual reports and the notification of all Faculty Merit
Increase decisions may be placed in both the Personnel Action File and any Working Personnel Action File
established for the purpose of conducting evaluations pursuant to Article 15, Evaluation, at the discretion of
the faculty unit employee. (31.30)

D. Bowers had recommended that we include a statement under Annual Activity Report that FARs
WOULD be placed in both PAF and WPAF (for evaluations) That is, this is a means of updating a faculty
member's file. Some files have been non-updated for some time. Allowing use of FARs would expedite
updating files since FARs are mandatory. This language was not put in. But, after the process has been
concluded, a letter will be sent to all faculty notifying them that they will be placing the FAR in their PAF
unless they request this not be done.

Page 8-10 Senate language (charts) The Senate version, page 8, last paragraph reads "In addition, the results
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of the Faculty Merit Increase process for each academic year will be summarized in the following tables and
also reported by amount of increase, gender and ethnicity but without names.

Page 7, VII Publication of Faculty Merit Pay Increases of the President's document reads: "In addition, the
results of the Faculty Merit Increase process for each academic year will be summarized to show changes in
award decisions at each level of review.

President Hughes explained that although the three charts the Senate requested will not be used, the
information will be available. Tuedio stated that the Senate spent quite a bit of time dealing with these
charts. Is your information equivalent? President Hughes replied yes. The intent is to understand decisions
made at the department, dean, and presidential level. The Provost will also be a part of this process at the
Presidential level. But, yes, the data will be provided. D. Bowers advised that on page 7, the last sentence, is
our commitment to provide that data.

Thompson questioned what that sentence meant. Can we get some specific information on what will be
provided? And, what does "summarize" mean? Tordoff explained that when he met with the President and
Associate Vice President, he pointed out that the three tables were the information we feel we need to make
sure at what level the decisions are being made. Bowers stated that commitment to a particular table may
compromise the anonymity of reporting. But, he and the President are aware of the concerns of the faculty.

Thompson further advised that one concern was if the dean takes away as much as was added to others, then
the summary data would not reveal that. Bowers replied that we are looking at identifying that.

Christopher questioned why it was a violation of anonymity since the MOU demands naming and amounts.
Tordoff replied that the process does not demand unsuccessful/altered applications.

Filling asked if he would be able to recreate the three charts with the information given by the President.
Bowers advised he was unsure. Filling then followed up by asking if his statement was that the
administration is committed to providing us the information we need/want. The question then is whether that
means we can get the data to prepare the three suggested charts. Bowers replied he was unsure.

The President concluded by saying that she has given a lot of thought to what is involved in the process.
This is a major challenge and all she can do is promise that she will do her best to ensure the process is fair
and equitable. And understand the first time around we are all learning. Hopefully there will be no glitches.

Tordoff reminded Senators that we have the document before us that was modified at the last Senate
meeting, and it is a second reading. There are a number of things we can do with it. 1) vote the document up
or down (even though the President has changed it, we would at least be on record with what the Senate
wanted to do, 2) table it. 

I.Bowers stated that the Senate put a lot of thought into the document. We should not table it. Fisk replied
that we could refer the document to an appropriate committee to come back with a refined document
(factoring in experiences this year). The FAC could do this. Tordoff replied that actually the appropriate
committee is not obvious. In the past FAC has dealt with PSIs, and usually it is an information item at the
Senate. The current MOU calls for the appropriate Senate committee, and technically FAC is not that. But,
his feeling is that FAC is the appropriate committee. Zarling reminded Senators that the document already
specifies that FAC will report to the Senate in April, so it seems a bit redundant.
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Aronson supports I.Bowers position. This should be moved to a vote. There are significant differences
between the Senate's document and the President's. We should be on record.

There being no further discussion, the question was called by D.Bowers/Thompson. Vote on 6/AS/99/SEC
was approved unanimously.

Weikart questioned when departments would receive the data so we know how much can be distributed?
D.Bowers replied hopefully by October 1. We still aren't sure of the $$ pool. The SSIs have to be subtracted
from the second pool of money . And, allocation is based on FTE faculty and we're still dealing with that.

Weikart advised that in doing both reviews at the same time, we have to assume what happens during the
first review. We could end up slightly off? D.Bowers replied that that is what worries him. 

OTHER BUSINESS

a. Remarks by the President

President Hughes commented that lately it is a rarity she has the extra time to be able come before the
Senate. As the year begins, she has been conducting performance reviews of her cabinet. She and the
cabinet are excited about what they read and see of the direction being taken now and in the future at
CSUS. FTE is up 129 (4902). Headcount is up 134 (4663). MCRC headcount went from 942 last Fall to 972
this Fall. That is very good. Groundbreaking for the Mary Stuart Rogers Educational Services Gateway
Building took place this past weekend. December 2001 is the completion date. She hesitated to mention
another building, but special attention is being paid to the Science Building. The Board of Trustees and the
Chancellor's Office are discussing it. Our goal is to try to create a new structure. The MCRC initiative is still
on the Governor's desk. We need a permanent augmentation of $3 million to conduct the business plan that
has been designed. $1.7 million for 5 years will be up soon. The bill received unanimous support from the
Assembly and Senate. An additional $300,000 for an extensive study on how to utilize the space has been
requested. 

She stated that there are so many system priorities from the Board of Trustees meeting last week. Progress
on remediation was discussed. We have sent our draft document on year-round operations to the
Chancellor's Office. Cornerstones accountability will be acted on in November. We will prepare a specific
accountability plan. She is trying to maintain a balance between the system and campus priorities

Thompson questioned the status of the remediation plan. President Hughes explained that it was decided last
spring that campuses would have autonomy in approaching remediation. We have a draft, and have had
broad consultation with faculty and superintendents. That draft will serve as the campus contract for
remediation.

I. Bowers stated she was not familiar with the document. Will it be going to UEPC. Associate Dean Klein
replied yes, next Thursday. Aronson, Chair of UEPC stated she was not aware it would be on the UEPC
agenda. Klein replied that the campus will fine tune the document and will get it around this Fall. Thompson
asked what "will get it all around this Fall" means? 

The President asked if Senators had received the Strategic Plan yet, and Senators replied yes.
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b. Other questions: 

Fisk commented that FTE student count is up 140 or so. Our new enrollment $ are budgeted on 254. Will we
get there? Keymer replied that he didn't know. We started with 6,600 students and we now have 6,400+. We
are flat on continuing students. Fall figures aren't final because of Winter Term. We're still scuffling. Our
target was very aggressive. The President replied that we are alerted do this.

Thompson asked how remediation is linked to FTE. Keymer replied in two ways. We have worked to keep
students in remediation rather than removing them from the school. However, we have looked generously
upon various categories of exceptions (re-entries, vets, etc.). We've brought in more remediational students
who won't stay if we don't provide sections of remedial courses for them. We are trying to deal with this as
we go.

Farrar asked if we look at this 3-year merit pay experiment, are we likely to face sudden change halfway
through the process or is this a set 3 years? President Hughes stated that the current Board of Trustees is
really committed to merit pay. But, there are several pending changes due to vacancies on the Board, so it is
a bit uncertain. D.Bowers reminded Senators that we do have a 3-year contract.

Meeting adjourned at 3:35 pm.


