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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, STANISLAUS

ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

April 29, 1997

Present: Abukhalil, Almy, Bross, Cortez, Curry, Danziger, Dunbar,
Fanning, Farrar, Finley, Gackowski, Hilpert, Jacob, Jasek-Rysdahl,
Kane, Keymer, Klein, Levering, Lindsay, O'Brien, Sanchez, Savini,
Schmandt, Souza, Sumser, Sundar, Thompson, Tordoff, Towell,
Tuedio, Wade, Watson, Young, Zarling, Zhang

Proxies:

Absent: Apodaca, Bowen, Goedecke, O'Donnell, Li, Sedova, Schmidt

Guests: Dias (Signal), Entin

Recording Secretary: Diana Saugstad

Amendment to Article VI. of the G.F. Constitution to
go to a faculty vote.

7/AS/97/FAC--Proposed Changes to PSI Policy and
Procedures, FIRST READING 

6/AS/97/TETF--Teaching Evaluation Task Force
Recommendations, FIRST READING

8/AS/97/SPC--Strategic Planning Framework, FIRST
READING

Information on Intellectual Property Rights,
PRESENTED

Next Academic Senate Meeting: Tuesday, May 13,
1997, 2:30-4:30 p.m., South Dining Room 

Minutes submitted by:

Mark Thompson, Clerk

The meeting was called to order at 2:35 p.m. It was MSP Tordoff/Savini to approve the agenda as submitted and MSP Farrar/Klein to
approve the minutes of 15 April 1997 as distributed.

REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Speaker/SEC (Tuedio)

a. Tuedio explained the rationale behind the five first-reading items.

University Educational Policies Committee (Hilpert)

a. Approved program revision for Single Subject Credential Program and English BA program, Criminal Justice, Forensic Science
Concentration and Liberal Studies Concentration, Management Concentration, and Accounting Concentration.

b. Reviewing school and college Curriculum and Resource committees documents.

c. Will be reviewing programs for the remainder of the term.

d. Still considering the proposed University Hour, time between classes, and a 7:30 beginning class time.

e. Will ask SEC for faculty response to the idea of a University Hour between noon and 2:30 on Thursdays or Fridays.

Faculty Budget Advisory Committee (Goedecke)

a. Engaged in ongoing conversations with the Provost, especially about faculty development and equipment.

Faculty Affairs Committee (Tordoff)

a. Deferred discussion till First Reading Items.

Statewide Academic Senate (Levering/Wade)

a. No report.

Associated Students (Jacob)
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a. Campus pride day was a success.

b. Warrior day will be on May 9th with a reggae theme (BYOB).

c. Officers take office May 1.

Other

a. (Sumser) Task Force on Research, Scholarship and Creative Activity: Report is finished and will be ready for distribution later this
week. Tuedio noted that the Senate needs to decide how to proceed.

INFORMATION ITEM:

a. Amendment to Article VI of the General Faculty Constitution. Tordoff outlined the substantive changes, namely those relating to
UEPC and the Graduate Council. These changes grew out of disagreements over the relative independence of the Graduate Council.
FAC was asked to interpret and clarify. UEPC and Graduate Council recommended changes have been incorporated into the
revisions. The changes establish Graduate Council as the educational policies committee for graduate/postbaccalaureate education
with direct access to the SEC and the Senate. Additionally, the chair of Graduate Council will be a member of SEC. UEPC Chair,
Chair-elect, committee members, and Graduate Council Chair and Chair-elect will become elected positions. Hilpert added that
disagreements among committees would be resolved by the Senate. The amendment will go to a faculty vote on Monday, May 5th. If
the amendment is approved, elections for the chair and chair-elect of the Graduate Council as well as members of the UEPC will be
held in early September.

ACTION ITEM

a. 1/AS/97/SAAC--The Use of Amplified Sound on Campus (substitute resolution). Remained tabled pending student vote.

FIRST READING ITEM

a. 7/AS/97/FAC--Proposed Changes to PSI Policy and Procedures.

It was M/S Tordoff/Thompson:

WHEREAS: The University has now been through two cycles of PSI reviews and has gained a "feel" from the experience of some of
the problems and pitfalls, and

WHEREAS: A comparative review of PSI policies and procedures at ten of the other California State University campuses has been
done and studied, and

WHEREAS: The Faculty Affairs Committee has received input from both individual faculty and PSI committees with suggestions for
improving the process, and

WHEREAS: The Academic Senate recommends to the President that the following changes in the attached draft document be
incorporated to the present PSI Policies and Procedures document adopted 10/8/96:

1. Changes be made in Sections 4.2, 4.5, 4.6, 5.2, and 9.1 to establish dates consistent with the MOU timelines and reflecting that the
Policies and Procedures are adopted and in effect by the beginning of Fall Semester;

2. Change Section 3.2 to recognize that some faculty may not show accomplishments in either scholarly activity or service during the
time period covered in the PSI review because their assigned duties preclude activity in that area;

3. In Section 4.4, add to the Application Form space for the Applicant/Nominee to provide summary information about approved
student evaluation of teaching data;

4. Change Section 4.4 to allow the curriculum vitae to be single spaced and to remove the page limitation on it but to have it cover
only the period of consideration for the PSI award;

5. Add to Section 4.4 a statement that the applicant needs to make a persuasive case for being awarded a PSI and that evidence of
meritorious or outstanding teaching needs to be included;
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6. Add to Sections 5.5 and 6.2 a third recommendation category, "strongly recommended" to allow the committees to achieve more
resolution of the applicants;

7. Add to section 5.6 a statement giving the applicant who receives a negative recommendation from the PSI committee the
opportunity to submit a written rebuttal to the President;

8. Add to section 8.3 a statement requiring the President to report various information and statistics about the PSI process at the end of
each years review process.

Tordoff noted that the document is a set of recommendations to the President and outlined the substantive changes proposed: section
3.2 explains why some faculty may not be involved in all three areas of faculty activity yet still be performing satisfactorily in all
assigned duties. Section 4.4 recommends summary of teaching evaluation data, removes the page limit and line spacing directives
from vitae requirements, and recommends that the applicant/nominee make a persuasive presentation. Savini questioned the use of
IDEA since there is some consensus that IDEA is not a valid assessment of teaching. He pointed out that the processs was

discredited primarily on the basis of explicit prohibition of its use in determination of money, promotion, etc.

Sections 5.5 and 6.2 add a category: "strongly recommended." Section 5.6 provides opportunity for rebuttal to PSI committee
decisions, and section 5.6 outlines information to be provided by the President regarding the numbers of positive and negative
recommendations at each level of review, number of awards, and number of steps. He added that FAC is unanimous in its disapproval
of PSI. Keymer requested that his position be listed as administrative reviewer for counselors. Abukhalil questioned whether any other
campuses include students on PSI review committees. They do not. Savini questioned whether the aggregate statistics would allow
determination of awardees not recommended by faculty review committees. They will. Tordoff added that every person who receives
a PSI must have been reviewed by faculty committees. Sundar questioned whether faculty could be alerted as to how much money is
available. Curry will report the information to the Senate. Savini asked about the consideration of time limits, specifically about the 3-
year limitation. Tordoff explained that of the 10 CSU campuses that replied to our query, 7 have a 3 year time frame and 3 have a 5
year time frame.

b. 6/AS/97/TETF--Teaching Evaluation Task Force Recommendations: (Report distributed.)

It was MS Tuedio/Thompson:

WHEREAS: The Teaching Evaluation Task Force has completed a study of teaching evaluation practices on our campus and
submitted a report with recommendations to the Academic Senate in response to the charge outlined in 23/AS/96/SEC; and

WHEREAS: The recommendations in the report encourage adoption of new practices intended to increase the credibility and
functionality of our teaching evaluation practices; therefore, be it

RESOLVED: That the Faculty Affairs Committee be instructed to consult with departments to determine whether or not these
proposals have merit, and to coordinate the implementation of any recommendations deemed acceptable as a result of their analysis of
department feedback, to become effective at the outset of the 1998/99 academic year.

Tuedio summarized specific recommendations: that departments identify and assess objectives; that faculty consider various measures
including objectives, portfolios, peer review; that a new student assessment form be adopted; and that faculty develop mentoring
practices. Abukhalil questioned whether allowing departments to guide parts of the assessment of teaching effectiveness might dilute
the quality of instruction. Gackowski questioned whether the proposed student form is still too susceptible to the likes and dislikes of
students that may not be related to learning. Savini noted the lack of time given to reflection and the routiness that typifies student
response in the current student assessment format. Finley questioned the goals of the evaluation and whether the intent was to use all
the evaluations in RPT and PSI. This question will be referred to FAC. Curry asked that it be clarified that student input remains part
of teaching evaluation. Tuedio stressed the need for a balance between student input, peer review, and other measures, especially since
we do not have an instrument that we consider valid and reliable. Danziger added that the complexity of the assessment requires a
complex approach and a compromise among viewpoints.

c. 8/AS/97/SPC--Strategic Planning Framework: (Report distributed.)

It was MS Tuedio/Thompson:

WHEREAS: The Strategic Planning Commission has solicited campus-wide participation in the formation of a strategic planning
framework and has evaluated a broad range of input received from different constituencies in response to formal surveys, retreats, and
Academic Senate debate; and

WHEREAS: This planning framework includes a statement identifying the University Mission, Goals, Objectives, and Strategic
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Actions that should guide our academic and University-wide planning efforts over the next five to ten years; and

WHEREAS: The next stage of planning requires a broad commitment from all campus constituencies, but especially from those
academic areas that will be charged with implementing core elements of the strategic plan; therefore, be it

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate endorses the Strategic Planning Commission's statement of Mission, Goals, Objectives and
Strategic Actions as a framework for academic and University-wide planning efforts over the next ten years; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate directs the academic departments, Schools, and College to initiate strategic planning efforts
consistent with the framework provided by the Commission, for the express purpose of facilitating qualitative improvements in
teaching and learning while improving our responsiveness to the educational needs of the region.

Entin noted that the SPC agenda will guide specific planning for decision making. The core features are that it is a comprehensive
plan and includes interests of faculty, staff, students, and administration while taking into consideration trends in higher education and
in California. The plan is guided by themes of the centrality of teaching and learning, the fundamental nature of the teacher/student
relationship, as well as the driving force of the undergraduate component of the campus. He encouraged Senators consult with their
departments. Tuedio noted that the key areas of the document are the Strategic Agendas. Savini questioned whether moving the item
to a second reading at the next meeting would prematurely foreclose discussion and asserted that there had been no proper first
reading. After much discussion the sense of the house was that the item should move to a second reading at the next meeting.

d. 5/AS/97/SEC--Cornerstones Principles: Deferred.

e. 4/AS/97/ATF--Academic Assessment Plan: Deferred.

DISCUSSION ITEM:

a. Intellectual Property Rights: (Myers)

Myers reported that the Chancellor has asked each campus to come up with a policy for intellectual property rights. She distributed
the MOU language regarding intellectual property rights and reported that the Intellectual Property Rights Task Force will be drafting
a policy. The Task Force believes that property rights are under the purview of collective bargaining and that intellectual property
rights reside with the creator of the work. They will devise a policy the University and faculty can agree on and present their work as
an agenda item in the fall.

It was MSP Dunbar/Savini for adjournment at 4:50 p.m.

 

 


