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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, STANISLAUS

ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

October 27, 1998

PRESENT: Apodaca, Asher, Borba, Brockman, Broin,
Cruz, Erickson, Farrar, Gackowski, Hejka-Ekins, Hilpert,
Hor, Jaasma, Keymer, Klein, LeVeck, Lindsley,
Littlewood, Miller-Antonio, Moren, Nelson, O'Brien,
O'Donnell, Pallotta, Peterson, Russ, Sundar, Thomas,
Thompson, Tynan, VanderMolen, Weikart, Wolf, Zarling 
PROXIES: Lindsay (Campbell), Demetrulias (Curry),
Savini (Olivant)
Stone (Phillips)

GUESTS: Barrera (Signal), Blankinship, Patzer, Tuedio 

Recording Secretary: Diana Saugstad

10/AS/98/SEC–STANDING RULES OF
THE ACADEMIC SENATE, APPROVED
12/AS/98/FAC–RSCAP SUBCOMMITTEE
OF UEPC, FIRST READING
13/AS/98/SEC–RESOLUTION ON
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING,
APPROVED

Next Academic Senate Meeting: 
Tuesday, November 10, 1998
2:30-4:30 p.m., South Dining Room

Minutes submitted by:

Marjorie Jaasma, Clerk

The meeting was called to order at 2:35 p.m. It was MSP VanderMolen/Russ to amend the agenda by
moving 5. First Reading Items before 4. Reports and Announcements. It was MSP Farrar/Nelson to approve
the agenda as amended. Savini asked that the minutes of September 27, 1998 be amended to read under
Consent Item a) 10/AS/98/SEC–Standing Rules of the Academic Senate "Senator Savini questioned several
paragraphs for consistency with the General Faculty Constitution, and for consistency of wording" rather
than "Senator Savini questioned several paragraphs that would change the General Faculty Constitution."
Erickson advised that after the last Academic Senate meeting, he met with Associate Vice President Bowers
and received corrected figures under FBAC Report: Budgeted Enrollment Growth Funding. He clarified that
the following information is regarding the mandated costs that were covered out of the new money
($956,000) allocated to the campus for enrollment growth for 1998/99. The $153,975 consisted of:
Retirement benefits reallocation: $103,300; Additional staff benefits costs: $50,000, and additional one-time
funding commitments $675. These items were deductions from our 1998/99 budget which resulted in a
reduction in our enrollment growth monies for the year. It was then MSP Farrar/LeVeck to approve the
minutes of September 27, 1998 as amended.

FIRST READING ITEMS

a. 10/AS/98/SEC-Standing Rules of the Academic Senate

It was MS Klein/Jaasma to approve the 1998/99 Standing Rules of the Academic Senate.



8/13/07 4:15 PMuntitled

Page 2 of 7http://web.csustan.edu/FacultyHandbook/asminutes/9899/102798min.htm

It was then MS Savini/Zarling to substitute as indicated in the attachment.

Discussion focussed on two points: 1) the first was why the term "learning centered" was changed to read
"academic excellence" and 2) the second point was why "resolution" was replaced with the term "item" in
the section "Resolutions and other Action Items." Savini explained that "academic excellence" was a
broader term than "learning centered." Zarling noted that at the end of each year, committees rush to send
their work forward to the Senate. This document is an improvement, since it stipulates procedure for all
items brought to the Senate, not just resolutions.

It was MSP Zarling/Thompson to waive the rules and move to a second reading.

There being no further discussion, the question was called and vote on the resolution passed by voice vote.

1) 12/AS/98/FAC–RSCAP Subcommittee of UEPC

It was MS VanderMolen/Thompson:

WHEREAS: A faculty body is needed to create and amend University Research, Scholarship, and Creative
Activities policies; and

WHEREAS: There currently is no ongoing faculty body with the responsibility to serve that function; and

WHEREAS: The university community has expressed the need for such a committee; therefore be it

RESOLVED: That the General Faculty Constitution be amended as follows:

Amendment to Article VI. General Faculty Constitution

2.3 UEPC shall, in consultation with the Committee on Committees, establish and terminate working
subcommittees it deems appropriate and necessary. There are four five standing subcommittees of UEPC:
General Education; Off Campus/Distance Learning; University Writing; and Academic Program Review;
and Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activity Policy. The name, function, and membership of all
subcommittees shall be published to the faculty. The Committee on Committees shall appoint subcommittee
members in consultation with the chair of UEPC. The standing subcommittees shall be made up of five
members from the faculty; one from each college/school and the other members appointed at-large. Terms
of the subcommittee members shall be two years, terms to be staggered at the onset by lot. Subcommittee
members may include non-members as well as members of UEPC. Each subcommittee elects its own chair
each year. Unless otherwise specified (the RSCAP chair will be elected from the General Faculty). The
charge of a subcommittee shall be to formulate, review, and recommend to UEPC any policy issue within
its purview. Subcommittees under whose purview is the approval of courses for general education or writing
proficiency credit have the authority to approve or disapprove those courses. Ad hoc subcommittees may be
composed of more or less than five members and the length of service may vary as needed.

Note: RSCAP Subcommittee will deal with policy issues only, not what the Leaves and Awards or Faculty
Development Committees do.

VanderMolen explained that last year several attempts were made by Faculty Affairs Committee to create a
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research policy committee by means of a constitutional amendment. The first attempt was to have the
Faculty Development Committee do this as part of their charge (per the GF Constitution), but they said they
did not want to do this. Then the FAC decided to create a subcommittee of the Faculty Development
Committee. This was sent to the Academic Senate, but they told the FAC that this issue should be discussed
between the committees of FDC, URPTC and GC. After FAC discussed this with the chairs of those
committees, FAC again brought a resolution to the Academic Senate that would create two standing
committee: one titled the Faculty Teaching Committee and one titled the Faculty Research, Scholarship and
Creative Activities Committee. This resolution was tabled, and the Senate said to try again. At the AS
meeting, it was also mentioned that this committee might appropriately be attached to the UEPC as a
subcommittee. It was also noted that the Faculty Development Committee was working on a substitution
resolution. The FDC did bring a substitute resolution to the SEC, but after substantial discussion decided to
not proceed. So, this year the FAC continued the work of last year’s FAC and proceeded on the assumption
that the Senate had no objection to creating a subcommittee of UEPC on Research Policy. This
constitutional amendment will be sent to a faculty vote which requires 2/3 vote. It is FAC’s hope that the
Senate will support this amendment. Further, since FAC consulted everyone that the Senate asked them to
consult, it is now time for the faculty to vote on this issue.

Asher stated that UEPC did not discuss this issue. She suggested tabling the resolution and further that an ad
hoc committee composed of various committee representatives be formed to discuss this.

It was MS Asher/Pallotta to table and create an ad hoc committee that represents various governance bodies
to figure out the mission of this committee, and to determine how it fits into the infrastructure.

This motion was ruled out of order by the Speaker.

Discussion continued.

VanderMolen stated that this issue has been around for a long time and it is time to act and send it to the
general faculty for a vote. It should be their decision.

Pallota stated that the Graduate Council does not believe it has been adequately consulted, and that research
would get lost if it was a subcommittee of UEPC. Hejka-Ekins, past chair of the GC agreed.

VanderMolen advised that the Graduate Council was consulted many times last semester. This is not a
matter of not being consulted, but of not agreeing with the FAC. 

Thompson stated that there was a lot of discussion on this issue in the Senate Executive Committee, and
there was no support in putting this committee under the Graduate Council, especially with the proposed
structure that was presented to the SEC.

Demetrulias recalled that this discussion started two years ago when a Task Force on RSCA was formed.
They recommended forming a separate Research Committee. During last semester, she does not remember
discussion on creating a subcommittee of the UEPC. She advised that she did attend a meeting of the
Faculty Development Committee in which she helped them clarify the language of their resolution, but she
did not make a recommendation.

VanderMolen stated that it started out by FAC first reading the Constitution and finding out that this was
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part of FDC’s duties and they should do their job. The FDC said they wanted to do only part of their job.
So, FAC proposed a subcommittee of the FDC. This didn’t fly in the Senate meeting, so FAC took it back
and came back with a proposal for two standing committees. That resolution was tabled. Then the FAC
Chair brought up the possibility of this committee being a sub committee of the UEPC. In that way it would
be university wide–since all of us do research, and it would give standing status to that committee. The idea
is not to bury this committee. Our other subcommittees of the UEPC are not buried, e.g. Writing Committee,
GE Committee, Academic Program Review Committee and Off Campus/Distance Learning Committee.

Klein suggested that this issue should be taken away from the FAC and given to the UEPC and GC.

Sundar noted that the LAC has not been involved in these discussions.

Demetrulias clarified that she critiqued the FDC resolution, but did not take sides.

Hilpert stated there are several options for this resolution: 1) withdraw the resolution, 2) motion to table at
the next meeting, and 3) vote as is.

There being no further discussion, this issue will be discussed at the next SEC meeting and will be on the
next AS meeting agenda.

2) 13/AS/98/SEC–Resolution on Collective Bargaining

It was MS Russ/O’Brien:

WHEREAS: the Board of Trustees has declared impasse in negotiations with the California Faculty
Association; and

WHEREAS: CSU faculty are beginning the 1998-1999 Academic year without a new collective bargaining
contract; and,

WHEREAS: significant issues of concern to all faculty remain in dispute; therefore, be it

RESOLVED: that the Academic Senate of California State University Stanislaus calls on CSU management
to:

1) return this year’s compensation package to 6%;
2) commit in writing to the faculty a plan to address fully the faculty salary gap over the next three years;
3) modify its demand that 40% of compensation dollars be allocated to merit pay;
4) provide at least one full step (2.4%) for an SSI for all eligible faculty; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of California State University, Stanislaus support progress on other
key noneconomic contract issues; including family leave, domestic partner benefits, lecturer job security and
benefits, parity for counselors, the continuance of department chairs in the faculty unit, and the maintenance
of the current Faculty Early Retirement Program (FERP); and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of California State University, Stanislaus urge both the CSU and
the CFA to bargain in good faith; and be it further
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RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of California State University, Stanislaus recommend that this
resolution be communicated directly to the Chancellor, the CSU Trustees, and the CFA.

Russ reported that throughout the system, eighteen campuses have already approved similar resolutions.
This is pretty standard.

VanderMolen inquired about the second Resolution "key noneconomic contract issues." What does this
mean? Isn’t everything in the resolution related to economics? 

It was MS Klein/Sundar to waive the rules and go to a second reading.

It was MS Weikart/VanderMolen to amend the first Resolved clause by adding a 5) all faculty raises are to
be retroactive to July 1, 1998.

Question was called and vote on the amendment passed by voice vote.

It was MS Weikart/VanderMolen to amend the second Resolved clause to delete "noneconomic" and
everything after the word "issues." It would then read "That the Academic Senate of California State
University, Stanislaus support progress on other key contract issues;".

Russ explained that the list is what is currently on the table.

Some felt that if the list was deleted, the Resolved clause would say nothing, but some felt leaving them in
might prevent a unanimous vote which many thought was important.

Question was called and vote on the amendment failed by voice vote.

Klein suggested a friendly amendment to delete "noneconomic" from the second Resolved clause. This was
accepted by the maker and seconder of the resolution.

Question was called and vote on the amended resolution passed by voice vote.

REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Speaker/SEC (Hilpert)

a. Armin Schulz has been elected Chair-Elect of the Faculty Affairs Committee.

b. With the agreement of the SEC, Paul O’Brien, John Sumser and Harold Stanislaw were appointed to an
Ad Hoc Committee to complete a reliability and validity study for the student assessment of teaching
effectiveness instrument. The charge of the committee is to 1) coordinate with the Office of Instructional
Research a research design which will best inform the faculty of the reliability and validity of the SATE
instrument as compared to the IDEA instrument; 2) prepare a written report by early Spring 1999, which
describes the research design, interprets the findings of the study, and makes specific recommendations
regarding which instrument(s) to retain, and 3) attend a meeting of the AS in the Spring semester to respond
to any questions regarding the report raised by members of the AS.
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c. Cornerstones document (distributed to AS members). We will discuss this document at the next AS
meeting.

University Educational Policies Committee (Asher)

a. Reviewed calendars for the next three years.
b. Discussed the Research Subcommittee.
c. Working on questions for SNAPS Survey.
d. Will discuss resolution extending time between final exams.
e. Received Cornerstones document and will review.

Faculty Budget Advisory Committee (Erickson)

a. Discussing budget process as it exists on campus and determining areas to pursue for review which have
not been reviewed in the past.

Faculty Affairs Committee (VanderMolen) 

a. Discussing RPT Policy as it relates to first year review.
b. Working on RPT Policy with a view toward amending language to require written department
elaborations as it relates to research. Will consider the suggestion of mandating elaborations on the teaching
aspect.

Graduate Council (Pallotta)

a. Discussed Research Subcommittee.
b. Have funds statements for MDIS 7000 Continuing Enrollment for Thesis.
c. Five new course proposals approved.

Statewide Academic Senate (Thompson/Russ)

a. SWAS Report will be sent out electronically.

Associated Students (Starkey/Alvarez) No report

OPEN FORUM

a. Office of Information Technology

O’Brien asked that the Academic Senate look at the Office of Information Technology and see what it’s
doing. Faculty and staff seem unhappy with their services. Given its budget, why doesn’t it work?

Tuedio advised that the WASC team also commented on this.

Demetrulias stated that no written report has been received by the WASC team, but they did highlight some
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issues. One was the RSCA issue and the other was instructional and academic computing and support by
OIT. She thanked Senators and all faculty for their role in making the WASC visit a success.

Hilpert stated he would take this issue up with the Provost and President and try to identify specific
problems.

Wolf suggested it was more of an attitude. Further, that OIT has never gone to faculty to ask them what
their needs are, what do they want to do with computing on campus.

Savini questioned the academic impact of this issue.

Hilpert stated that concerns can be brought up at Senate meetings. The Senate does have a certain amount of
power in resolutions that are brought before us. Also, our committee structure and ability to meet with
administrators for consultation on issues is important.

Savini questioned, for example, capital outlay. Administrators say this money can only be spent in this
particular way. But if faculty were designing a plan, it would look completely different.

O’Brien asked if we should micro management the entire campus? Savini suggested that faculty members
priorities are different than administration.

Hilpert advised that just recently a matter was referred to the COC to work with FAC to develop a policy
that administrators would use in appointing faculty to administrative committees. This would also deal with
length of term. Currently, we have no consistency with how faculty are appointed to administrative and ad
hoc committees, nor is there a length of term. Faculty can serve indefinitely. The Provost and President are
in favor of such a policy.

Wolf inquired about a faculty advisory committee on computing. Do we have one and has it met? Hilpert
replied that there is one. Tuedio advised that it is a standing committee under Associate V.P. Manoharan that
meets regularly. They, in fact, presented a plan to MAP last year. There are about 12-13 people on the
committee, composed of mostly faculty. Wolf asked how faculty were appointed and when? Hilpert will
follow up.

b. Food/Beverages in the Classrooms and Labs

Klein, a faculty representative on the University Facilities Planning Committee stated this committee is
looking at a policy statement that will not allow beverages or food in classrooms or labs. It seems that OIT
has had problems of students spilling on the keyboards. He asked for input from the Senate.

Consensus was that the restrictions could be placed on labs but not classrooms.

Meeting adjourned at 4:14 p.m.


