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CALIFORNIA STATE

UNIVERSITY, STANISLAUS

ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

March 28, 2000

PRESENT: Aronson, Cartwright,

Costa, Cruz, Curry, Farrar, Filling,

Fisk, Gackowski, Jaasma, Littlewood,

Luo, Mayer, Olivant, Pandell,

Peterson, Riedmann, Russ, schulz,

thomas, thompson, Tordoff,

Villanueva, Weikart, Wolf, Zarling

PROXIES: Hendricks (AbuKhalil)

ABSENT: Apodaca, Bettencourt,

Bowers, Chu, Clark, O'Donnell,

Finley, Hernandez, Hor, Keymer,

Miller-Antonio, Nelson, Phillips,

Tuedio

GUESTS: D.Bowers, Durbin,

Hughes, Klein, O'Brien

 

 

 

 

Recording Secretary: Diana
Saugstad

5/AS/00/RSCAPC--Research,
Scholarship and Creative Activity
Award, APPROVED

6/AS/00/FAC--FMI Policy and
Procedures, FIRST READING

7/AS/00/FAC--FMI Calendar, FIRST
READING

8/AS/00/SEC--Resolution to End Merit
Pay, FIRST READING

Title V Change, DISCUSSED
_________________________________

Next Academic Senate Meeting: 

Tuesday, April 11, 2000
2:30-4:30 p.m., South Dining Room
_________________________________

Minutes submitted by:

Steve Filling, Clerk

Speaker Tordoff called the meeting to order at 2:42 p.m. The agenda was approved by consensus. The
minutes of March 14, 2000 were amended as follows: page 8, paragraph 2, first sentence to read "Farrar
asked if the planned structure could include flexible space capability and Coffey stated that this proposal is
only conceptual and a committee will be formed to design it." Page 3, f) second paragraph, Tordoff clarified
that since April 1 falls on a Saturday, the report will be sent April 3. It will not be late. Also, on page 3, g)
1) change "Cartwright" to "Villanueva." Page 1, a) 1) to read "The Speaker pointed out that YRO is
probably not going to happen. It will only be used for high demand and impacted programs. With the
exception of Teacher education and some other departments, it probably won't effect us in a major way.
June Boffman asked the Speaker to point out that this does not imply that we can drop the current pilot
study which has been funded by the Chancellor's Office. The study is separate from the potential of our
campus going YRO. Information is still being requested, so she asked that Senators remind their
departments to cooperate." The minutes of March 14, 2000 were then approved by consensus.
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REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

a. Speaker/SEC (Tordoff)

1. Tordoff reported that a new Dean of the School of Business has been chosen and will
start July 8, 2000. His name is Amin Elmallah.

2. A Faculty Development Center Committee has been formed. Members are: Dawn Poole, Steve
Filling, Andy Young, Mary Cullinan, Diana Saugstad, Fred Edmondson, Terri Sanders, and Carl
Coffey. It will be co-chaired by Andy Young and Carl Coffey. This is a space planning committee to
plan the structure. It is not a committee that will determine either the policies for use or management
of the structure. That will come at a later time.

3. A subcommittee of BPAC is looking at the situation with motorpool. The subcommittee is still in
the process of making their decision and recommendation to BPAC. It will also go through FBAC. It
is likely that the least expensive way to solve this problem is for the University to buy vehicles rather
than lease or rent. Costs to users of vehicles are going to go up considerably; from 13 cents to 31 cents
(sedan), 18 cents to 45 cents (van or mini van). Please let your department's know for planning
purposes. One way to subsidize this increase is through course fees. Those must be run by the Student
Fees Committee (approval is not necessary). But, it must be published in the course schedule. The
earliest this could happen is Winter of Spring 2001.

4. There has been a lot of interest on the subject of increased reassigned time for department chairs.
This issue should be on the next Academic Senate agenda, April 11.

b. University Educational Policies Committee (Aronson)

1. UEPC is working on accountability indicators.

2. UEPC met with Vice President Keymer and Ron Noble to discuss student retention.

3. UEPC approved the Concentration in Applied Philosophy (blended program).

c. Faculty Affairs Committee (Schulz)

1. FAC approved the amended FMI Policy and Calendar (on the Senate agenda today)

2. FAC approved the Post Tenure Review Policy and the Range Elevation Policy (on the SEC agenda
next week)

3. UEPC requested FAC review Article VI, Section 2.3 of the GF Constitution to change membership
on the Academic Program Review Subcommittee of UEPC. This will be taken up at the FAC meeting
tomorrow.

d. Faculty Budget Advisory Committee (Fisk)

1. The Provost met with FBAC and discussed academic priorities and the department chair issue.

e. Graduate Council (no report)
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f. Statewide Academic Senate (Russ/Thompson)

Thompson stated he will distribute notes (when available) from the Assessment Conference he
attended.

g. Associated Students (Cartwright/Villanueva)

1. Cartwright reported that elections are forthcoming. It looks like all position will be contested except
one.

2. Cartwright apologized for his opposition to the Faculty Development Center at the last Senate
meeting. It is a good project and the student senate is behind it. He is pleased that a student will be on
the planning committee.

h. Other

1. Thompson asked that the Senate get the charge of the Faculty Development Center Committee.
Further, will the committee report to the SEC? Tordoff replied no, but a member from SEC is on it.
Tordoff will follow up on the committee charge.

2. Schulz noted that he recently attended a function at the Turlock Country Club where Jim Klein
was honored as Outstanding Music Educator of the Year. Schulz expressed his opinion that Klein's
selection was richly deserved. Senators agreed, enthusiastically applauding Klein for his continued
efforts.

3. President Hughes reported that the Board of Trustees recently met taking three hours to discuss
Student Admission Policy as well as Student Fees. The Board reaffirmed forcefully that local students
would be given admission based on their mandate. They also indicated that programs may be
impacted while universities are not. The CSU is still reinforcing its policy of local access. In the past
student fees have been assessed at one-third for student aid. This was reversed.

4. President Hughes further reported that it is a very busy season for the CSU Legislative Liaison
Office. Monday is CSU Statewide Legislative Liaison Day. Federal lobbying day will be in May.

ACTION ITEM

a. 5/AS/00/RSCAPC--Research, Scholarship and Creative Activity Award

O'Brien explained the changes from the last Senate meeting incorporated into the document before
them. This parallels the guidelines for Outstanding Professor Award as well as awards from other
campuses. Specific language added: clarified that the award would be given to one faculty member;
added that the LAC would recommend to the Vice President for Academic Affairs; and that the
award would be based on the recipient's career productivity.

Klein suggested adding "member" to the first Resolved after "faculty." This was accepted by
consensus.

O'Brien further stated that the RSCAPC would be meeting tomorrow to discuss the criteria for the
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award.

Farrar called question. Vote on the resolution passed with one abstention.

O'Brien stated that one thing that has been raised is how to define research. He explained that the
RSCAPC came across 7/AS/98/FAC, approved by the Senate and President. Although Research,
Scholarship and Creative Activity is defined in the Whereas clauses in this resolution, the committee
feels it should stand as defined. Thompson stated that those definitions were specifically put in as
Whereas clauses because they were the Task Force definitions and not because they were accepted as
campus definitions. They were not.

Provost Curry asked it this award could be called the University Research, Scholarship and Creative
Activity Award. Consensus was yes.

FIRST READING ITEMS

a. 6/AS/00/FAC--FMI Policy and Procedures

MS Schulz/Pandell to approve the attached FMI Guidelines and Procedures document.

Schulz, Chair of the FAC, explained that as a result of the charge from the Academic Senate, the FAC
reviewed the FMI document after the award process was completed. As part of the data collection
process, FAC carried out two surveys; one to all faculty and the second to departmental committees
who reviewed the FAR documents. Based on the feelings and comments shared in the surveys, the
FAC amended the document as attached. Most of who responded found the process divisive and
counterproductive. The second most raised issue was "what was the justification for changes made"
and, "why no specific criteria?" As Senators will recall, Schulz stated, FAC did bring the first draft
forward that included criteria and the Senate elected to take it out. It is now back in due to the strong
request by faculty.

The other issue that came up was the sanctity of department decisions regarding faculty awards. One
of the prime concerns is that this system does not build collegiality. The task of the FAC was to bring
a policy and procedure forth with changes and this has been done. One of the most important changes
to the document, he noted, was the addition of a charge to each level of review to offer an
explanation/rationale. Also, a declaration of intent to participate should be solicited prior to the funds
being allocated. Also, we should make sure that things are divisible by 12.

Zarling stated that FAC did a commendable job getting information from faculty. He asked if there
was summary data from the administration concerning last year's FMI awards. Filling replied that
CFA and FAC both requested data as we discussed last fall. There was a packet that came out, but it
was distributed only to department chairs, deans and some committees. Associate Vice President
Bowers did attend an FAC meeting where he explained the breakdown.

Schulz further explained that FAC is also suggesting a calendar where it would notify faculty in
spring as well as give the option for departments to form their committees early.

Zarling stated that it would be helpful if we had raw data available. Filling replied that he currently
has a student working on that and he would be happy to share the information.
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Schulz explained that the committee felt that deans should have money of their own to make some
adjustments. In order for them to do it this past year, they had to take from one faculty member to
give to another.

Fisk asked what the obligation on the part of the parties is in the process. Schulz replied that the
Academic Senate recommends to the President. It is ultimately the President's decision. Tordoff
explained that the MOU calls for the appropriate faculty committee to recommend to the President
(not the Senate). She can modify or ignore what is sent to her. This is one of the reasons FAC has
involved Associate Vice President Bowers in the discussions. Tordoff further explained that he and
Bowers have been talking with the President about this throughout the process.

Gackowski voiced his support of the idea that deans have money to make adjustments. Tordoff noted
that during the discussions last summer among faculty and administrators, that topic never came up.
We didn't anticipate that would be a problem. Currently departments have 85%, the President 10%
and 5% for appeals. There are a couple of options available to us. There is currently a proposal on the
table for department 75%, deans10% and president10%. Bowers stated that this is a proposal from
the CSU and is being negotiated with CFA at the present. Schulz stated that FAC recommends that
the President's 10% be divided 5% for deans and 5% for her if the proposal doesn't pass. Aronson
noted that departments really have no money because the deans can overturn their decisions. Russ
advised that this issue needs to be negotiated. If we go with the 75% for departments, that has to be
untouchable. Tordoff replied that this is similar to the PSI language. The President had to go along
with at least 50%. Pandell noted that currently the President has 100%. Further, that it bothers him
to suggest faculty give administration more. We currently have 85% (sort of) and now to suggest we
give them 10% from our 85% seems crazy. If we could negotiate 75% would be untouchable would be
all right.

Bowers explained that this proposal changes the allocation method. Currently we allocate based on
number of faculty, full and part time, in a department. This proposal bases the allocation on number
of applicants per department. The reason is that some departments have a large number of temporary
faculty that didn't apply, so their department's pool of money was larger, so the awards were larger.
The proposal on the bargaining table currently is based on the total salary per department. Russ
noted that on this campus, the President did not overturn the deans recommendations. So, the
President entrusts the deans with the decisionmaking power. In reality, the deans have the 100%, not
the President.

Farrar questioned if anything was being planned to reduce the amount of time it takes to do this.
Schulz replied that the average amount of time was anywhere from 30 minutes to 50 hours. For most
it was between 6-8 hours per form. FAC wished they could somehow fix this problem, but how?
Aronson asked if there was any analysis on the time spent above the faculty level and Schulz replied
that department time ran a wide gamut from days to hours. But, it will probably take more time this
next year because we are asking them to justify their decisions.

Thompson inquired if there were changes made concerning reporting procedures and Schulz replied
no. Tordoff stated that the President made it clear that all she wanted was MOU language, but she
would be willing to report additional information as requested. He anticipates the same for next year.
Further, he stated his expectation that modifications in data would be acceptable. Thompson stated it
might be good for them to reaffirm their commitment to us.
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Thompson asked if the call is for university-wide criteria or for criteria? Schulz stated that faculty
said "tell me what you want me to do," and "let us know what we are being measured against."

Fisk asked about the procedural aspects. Suppose the Senate turns this down. What would FAC do?
If we pass it, what do you do? Schulz stated FAC was charged to study and recommend. Tordoff
replied that the MOU calls for the appropriate faculty committee to recommend to the President. On
this campus that is the FAC. They have always brought the document to the Senate for their input
and action. We currently have a policy in place from this past year. That document will stay in place
until amended. If the Senate decides not to do anything, we would be under the same procedure as
this past year. The President could also modify that document if she chooses. Fisk stated his point
being that the President can do what she wants anyway. We don't need another layer of department
bureaucracy for such a small amount of money. Zarling pointed out that all of this discussion on who
could change this is beside the point. We should recommend what we think should be in place. Bowers
stated that this is currently on the bargaining table and could be modified anyway.

This will be an action item at the next Senate meeting.

b. 7/AS/00/FAC--FMI Calendar

It was MS Schulz/Aronson to approve the 2000/2001 FMI Calendar as attached.

Schulz explained that FAC wanted an earlier calendar so faculty could have more time to complete
the form. FAC has suggested two calendar options for departments to choose from. Option 1 starts
the process May 8 and Option 2 starts the process September 1. Please take these two options back to
your respective departments. Schulz reminded Senators that departments can select the committee
however they want. FAC did not want to set criteria, only encourage early setup of departmental
committees. Included in this calendar are all relevant dates such as SSI.

Bowers stared that SSI recommendations should be completed before the decisions on awarding FMI.
We couldn't do this last year because of the limited time. Thompson asked why SSI-eligible faculty
would be required to turn FAR forms in early. Tordoff replied that for eligible faculty, the FAR form
would also serve as an SSI application. Also, FAR forms would be the same as last year, so regardless
of the deadline date, all faculty know what needs to be included on the form.

Weikart asked if we could find a way for faculty to opt out of the non-interest bearing savings plan.
Bowers replied that there have been discussions about the length of time for faculty to get their
awards. Unfortunately, the Legislature allocates funding July 1. The only solution seems to be
retroactivity, unless we can be a year ahead.

Fisk inquired as to who makes the determination to use Option 1 or 2 and Tordoff replied that is a
department decision. Russ asked if Bowers would send a notice to faculty regarding SSI eligibility and
Bowers replied yes.

Hendricks asked why the FAR form is to be used for SSI since it wasn't last year. Bowers replied that
because of the lack of time, we didn't want to complicate things. But, that is the directive we were
issued by the Chancellor's Office this year. Tordoff stated that FAR, SSI and FMI are three different
things. We are mandated to submit FARs regardless of merit raise status. Russ reminded Senators
they could check the box on the FAR form to not participate.
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Cartwright noted that from a collective bargaining perspective, this is a very unwieldy process. Can
you make it less enormous?

Thomas asked if the SSI was tied to the FAR. Russ replied that in the past, the SSI was a given if the
budget allowed it. But language has been removed in the budget. It is no longer a given. Faculty have
to request it. She questioned if it was grievable and Bowers replied SSI is appealable.

Cruz questioned the difference between the Appeals Panel and Appeals Committee. Tordoff explained
that every department elects a tenured faculty member to serve as a member of the Appeals Panel.
From the Appeals Panel, 5 faculty names will be drawn by lot to serve as the Appeals Committee
after completion of the process.

Thompson asked how the SSI dates got into the document. Is it MOU language? Is it linked to the
FAR? If not, FAC should bring another option to us. Schulz replied that it was FAC's understanding
the language was in the MOU. Thompson suggested having the MOU language as a handout at the
next Senate meeting.

Pandell suggested not combining SSI and FMI in a common calendar. It is too confusing. Tordoff
replied we want to make sure people don't miss a deadline because they haven't been informed.

Thomas inquired as to the timeline when faculty would receive the money and Bowers replied that a
deadline is not built into the MOU, but it should be less time this year. Tordoff suggested that for
faculty not appealing the decision, maybe start at the end of November. For faculty appealing, it
would be the end of December. Bowers agreed that it could possibly be done.

Russ noted that the MOU speaks of SSI criteria as "satisfactory performance" and is separate from
the merit increase. 2.65 is based on the budget. This is separate from the FAR and should be
separated out.

Costa asked if we could get a statement telling us our salary. Many don't know what it is. Tordoff
replied that all you have to do is multiply your monthly salary by 12. Costa noted that formula doesn't
work for some faculty.

Jaasma asked if faculty could submit their application for SSI first then hold the FAR document.
Tordoff relied that the FAR is to be used for SSI per the Chancellor's Office. Bowers stated it seems
easier to use the same form. The interpretation at some campuses is if you don't turn in a FAR, you
don't get a SSI. Russ replied that all eligible faculty got SSIs here.

Fisk asked if this calendar is from the FAC and what is it based on? Schulz replied that FAC and
Bowers worked together on developing the calendar. Fisk asked if the committee could be consistent
regarding spreadsheets being made available. Bowers agreed with the recommendation. It will be
added to the January 18 deadline.

This will be an action item at the next Senate meeting.

c. 8/AS/00/SEC--Resolution to End Merit Pay

It was MS Schulz/Fisk:
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WHEREAS: There is overwhelming research evidence (according to the Final Report of the CSU
Academic Senate Merit Pay Task Force) that merit pay systems do not produce the desired result of
increasing meritorious performance among college faculty members. Of the roughly 3000 studies of
merit pay done in the past two decades, only about 100 claim positive results; and

WHEREAS: The CSU system has not yet devised, nor is it likely to devise, a merit pay system that
results in an allocation of merit raises that comes close to reflecting the true distribution of merit
among the CSU faculty; and

WHEREAS: Research has shown that merit pay systems that do not accurately reflect merit will
result in lower faculty morale, which in turn reduces meritorious performance; and

WHEREAS: Any faculty merit pay system that seriously attempts to evaluate the faculty’s merit
would have to require an enormous amount of work in the preparation of applications, their
evaluation at various levels, the adjudication of grievances and appeals, and the processing of
differential raises. All of this work diverts resources and productive energies from instruction,
research, community service and the other work of the university; and

WHEREAS: By pitting faculty members against each other, any merit pay system discourages
cooperative and collaborative endeavors among faculty, which also has the effect of reducing
meritorious performance; and

WHEREAS: Numerous studies as well as experts consulted by the Merit Pay Task Force agree that
the further an institution’s regular pay scale lags behind that of similar institutions, the harder it is to
make merit pay effective. In view of the long-term salary gap identified by the California Post-
secondary Education Commission (CPEC), merit pay seems particularly ill-suited to the CSU; and

WHEREAS: Many studies show that merit pay, like other financial incentives, cannot produce lasting
changes in employees’ attitudes and behavior, only temporary compliance - this according to a major
article in the Harvard Business Review; Therefore, be it

RESOLVED: that the Academic Senate of California State University, Stanislaus, urges the
California State University system and the California Faculty Association to negotiate a
Memorandum of Understanding that does not include a provision for merit pay; and be it further

RESOLVED: that we support other, more effective and efficient means of promoting meritorious
performance by faculty, such as:

Across-the-board raises to attract and retain a high-quality faculty; faculty development programs;
mentoring systems; well-designed promotion, tenure, post-tenure, and range elevation reviews; and
strong supervision of lecturers. A merit pay system that is not integrated with the promotion, tenure
and retention system undercuts the effectiveness of promotions as an incentive in that system.

Tordoff explained that CSU Hayward passed a resolution recently calling for an end to merit pay.
This is essentially the same except that we have deleted the statements on rationale. We incorporated
rationale as Whereas clauses and offer this for your consideration. The question was asked at SEC
why do we amend procedures and offer a resolution for ending merit pay at the same time? The
response to that is that calling for the end of merit pay in all probability will not happen and so we
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need to prepare to go into the third year of the MOU. But, making our voices heard is still important.

Aronson noted that this contract would end so we should have a strong voice on this.

Tordoff stated he recently found out that other state agencies can deal with cents e.g. PERS does
calculate pension in cents. Having to allocate FMI divisible by 12 seems unnecessary.

Cartwright asked how the SWAS is dealing with this and Russ replied that a task force has been
formed. CFA has been invited to participate. CFA is about to declare a moratorium on merit pay and
use that at the bargaining table. Management of the system didn't work this year. Their own people
were complaining about it. Also, data showed that each president rewarded 80% of the department
chairs with FMIs. 90% of faculty in administrative positions received FMIs. There is no data on
ethnicity or gender. But, it seems that departments shorted low-totem junior faculty.

This will be an action item at the next Senate meeting.

DISCUSSION ITEM

a. Title V change

Tordoff explained that the system has been asked by the Governor and Legislature to reduce the
minimum number of units for degree from 124 to 120. The Chancellor's Office has asked local senates
to respond. Distributed is a sampling of high unit majors at CSUS. We are soliciting input, given that
this is likely to happen. UC has already got a 120 unit minimum. This is only a minimum and
programs can be above the 120, but would need to justify that (most would be able to).

Pandell stated that the total number of units is tricky. Some courses count for GE as well as for the
major. Tordoff explained that on the sampling, it includes the minimum to complete GE,
prerequisites and the major. It does not include electives. All the sampling is showing is that most
programs do not exceed 120 units.

Meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m.

 

 


