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ACADEMIC SENATE 

MINUTES

MEETING 11

April 7, 2016, 2:00 - 4:00 p.m.

Towner Auditorium - PSY 150

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: 2:04 pm
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA – Academic Senate Meeting of April 7, 2016: 

A motion was on the floor to remove 8.1 due to the CFA and Chancellor’s Office agreement to have a “blackout period” where neither party speak of the potential strike or items pertaining to the matter. Objection to remove based on the fact that the blackout period is meant for negotiating parties or those impacted by the negotiations. 

A vote ensued to remove the item from the agenda:


Approve: 8


Oppose: 36


The item will remain and the agenda.


The agenda was approved. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND ATTENDANCE SHEET

3.1 Academic Senate Meeting of March 17, 2016: Approved

It was requested we add that the first readings in 8.4 and 8.5 were waived. Secretary Cormack stated that the information was already included in the minutes. 

4. REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND COUNCILS

4.1 Executive Committee – Announcements 

4.2 Nominating Committee:
     Academic Appeals Committee (AAC)


Leslie Andersen, UL, Term 2019


Beverly Booker, CED, Term 2019


Gwen Goodmanlowe, CNSM Lecturer, Term 2017

     Faculty Advisory Committee on Technology (FACT)


Josh Chesler, CNSM, Term 2019


Paul Boyd-Batstone, CED, Term 2019


Teri Yamada, CLA, Term 2018


Shadi Saadeh, COE, Term 2019

     General Education Governing Committee (GEGC)


Elizabeth Eldon, CNSM, Term 2019


Ming Chen, CBA, Term 2018


Tiffini Travis, UL, Term 2019


Cory Wright, CLA, Term 2019

     Educator Preparation Committee (EPC)


Lisa Martin-Hansen, CNSM, Term 2018


Pei-Fang Hung, CHHS, Term 2019

Chailin Cummings, CBA, Term 2018

Kathryn Chew, CLA, Term 2019

     University Awards Committee (UAC)


Editte Gharakhanian, CNSM, Term 2017

     University Library Committee (ULC)


Ruth Piker, CED, Term 2018


Yu Ding, CNSM, Term 2018
Ebony Utley, CLA, 2018

Kip Haggerty, COE Lecturer, Term 2017

All nominations were unanimously approved. 

4.3 Status – Academic Senate Consent Calendar

4.3.1 2016-17 CSULB Academic Senate meeting dates – First Reading
4.3.2 Name Change: BS in Construction Engineering Management to BS in Construction Management (AS-990-16/CEPC) – First Reading
These items were introduced. 

5. REPORTS OF SPECIAL COMMITTEES: None

6. SPECIAL ORDERS

6.1 Report of the CSULB President: Time Certain 2:15 pm

· Senator Pickett asked about information on security. He pointed out that the faculty ID numbers are printed on the SPOT forms. President Conoley will follow up. 

· Senator Hamano asked about increasing faculty spots in parking Lot 10. Senator Cormack expressed concern that clients at PT@theBeach and LifeFit expressed that they do not have enough parking after the last reallocation of spots to faculty. 

· Senator Moreno expressed gratitude on behalf of several CLA faculty for President Conoley’s participation in the five-hour student forum prior to spring break. He also expressed appreciation over her stance on undocumented students. She stated that we are currently seeking legal council regarding becoming a sanctuary. 

· A list of demands from student includes to terminate employment of the Dean of Students. Our employment is protected and thus a person cannot simply be terminated however, concerns may be expressed when that person is undergoing review. The American Association of Blacks and Higher Education had a small demonstration demanding the removal of the current Dean of Students.
· The Student Judicial group has completed their evaluation of the case of the student in the first knife incident. This person no longer works at CSULB.

· A second knife incident: Due to the circumstances, the student in question was immediately arrested and thus no risk assessment was necessary. The difference was that the knives he was carrying were bigger than what is currently allowed on campus. Soon, no knives will be allowed on campus.  There is conflicting feedback from students regarding communication. Some students want the ethnicity of the person in question revealed. In the past, this same group asked for the race to not ever be revealed. Identification of race is not allowed and is against best practices nation-wide.

· Other incidents include: Printers with Anti-Semitic flyers and the Border Patrol was on campus during the student-led career fair. 
· CSULB was recently recognized by the Education Trust as one of 57 universities who have increased graduation rates overall and reduced the opportunity gab between black and white students (24% improvement). 

· Working with different student groups in helping them work together to make a “better beach”.

· Senator Chun asked for the President’s response regarding the recent CFA report on salary gaps based on gender and ethnicity. President Conoley recently asked for a CSULB report. 

6.2 Report from the CFA:  President Douglas Domingo-Forasté:
· Discussed the current negotiations and the blackout, which ends at 6:45 tonight. News received during the meeting that the CFA and the Chancellor’s Office have come to a tentative agreement, and the strike will be averted. A press conference is expected Friday at 10 am.
7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 

7.1 Policy on Unmanned Aircraft Systems (Drones) - (AS-992-16/EC) – Second Reading

Senator Hamano added the following statement to the first paragraph for clarification purposes: “Unmanned Aircraft Systems as defined by the FAA”. This amendment was approved. 
A vote for the policy as a whole:

Approve: 42

Oppose: 2

The policy passed. 

7.2 Task Force on Internships (AS-996-16/EC) – Second Reading

This task force is to develop campus policies and procedures for internships in accordance with EO 1064, which does not include clinical internships or teacher preparation. Several senators indicated their interest in making various amendments to the task force including clarifying ambiguities.  

Motion and second to table item until next session to allow Senators time to craft amendments. 

A vote ensued to table this item:

Approve: 36

Oppose: 6

This item will be tabled for the next meeting.
7.3 Interpretation/Implementation of the Policy on Nepotism (PS 05-10) – Second Reading

A discussion ensued regarding how to interpret current policy and also how current policy should be rewritten. Two questions were presented to the Senate regarding this topic: 

Q 1.  As per existing policy, should an employee who is an immediate family member, vote, make recommendations, or in any way participate in the election of the chair of the department if another employee who is an immediate family member is standing for or running for the position of chair of the department?  Yes or No

Q 2.  As per existing policy, should an employee who is an immediate family member, vote, make recommendations, or in any way participate in the election of any position in the department, including but not limited to graduate advisor, undergraduate advisor, internship coordinator etc. if another employee who is an immediate family member is standing for or running for those positions?  Yes or No

Discussion ensued, primarily on the first question related to voting for Department Chair.

· Those who argued YES on the question said some of the following things:

· Since an MOU was produced interpreting the policy, there appears to be a need to interpret the policy (i.e., there is some confusion about the meaning of the policy). The interpretation should be done by the Academic Senate as a whole, not just by individual members and Faculty Affairs.

· The current policy talks about votes that “directly affect” things like electing a chair—but faculty only vote to recommend, and the ultimate appointment of chairs is made by deans, so the vote isn’t directly affecting anything.

· The current policy defines two specific circumstances in which family members should not vote. Neither of these circumstances applies for regular chair elections.

· The current policy isn’t really about nepotism (i.e., using power to confer favors on subordinate family members), but about conflict of interest.

· Faculty have a right to vote that should not be superseded. This is also a matter of inclusivity—we want to be as inclusive as possible.

· The principle of the right to vote should supersede the potential of a conflict of interest.

· In other (non-university) elections, family members are allowed to vote—nobody is saying that Bill shouldn’t be allowed to vote for Hillary Clinton.

· Not allowing family members to vote could stop other family members from winning positions they need for professional advancement.

· It is offensive to imply that family members are incapable of making independent decisions.

· Those who argued NO on the question said some of the following things:

· The current policy clearly says that family members should not be allowed to vote. Therefore, an answer of YES to the question would be changing the policy, not interpreting it.

· The tradition on this campus has been that family members are not allowed to vote.

· Allowing family members to vote would give one candidate an immediate advantage.

· Allowing family members to vote could give the impression of favoritism, and it could stop other faculty members from winning positions they need for professional advancement.

· Allowing family members to vote will result in a slew of grievances.

A straw poll vote ensued to show if everyone, including family members should be allowed to vote for Department chair:

Approve: 27 (64%) Family members can vote when family members are running. 

Oppose: 14

This straw poll shows that senators believe family members should be allowed to vote. 
The Academic Senate approved to send the policy to FPPC to make a changes to clarify what this policy is meant to convey along with the recommendation that family members should be allowed to vote.   

After further discussion, a binding vote ensued to indicate that the interpretation of the current policy should indicate to allows everyone, including family members, to vote for Department chair: 

Approve: 22
Oppose: 21

The Academic Senate interpreted the current policy, indicating that everyone should be able to vote for Department chair. 

8. NEW BUSINESS:

8.1 Endorsement of the San Jose State University Resolution: Time Certain 3:00 pm – First Reading

Senator Scott-Hayward moved to table this to the next meeting, after the blackout period. A discussion ensued to determine if this should be tabled or not. 

A vote ensued to table this item:

Approve: 11
Oppose: 35

This item will not be tabled.
A vote to endorse this item:

Approve: 39

Oppose: 6

This item was endorsed by the Academic Senate.

8.2 Recommendation from the Campus Climate Committee (AS-999-16/EC) – First Reading

CCC Chair Barnes introduced the recommendation: “The CSULB Campus Climate Committee recommends that The Academic Senate and President prioritize providing the resources and administrative support to conduct a comprehensive campus climate survey that will identify and assess specific and measureable actions on issues relevant to improving Inclusive Excellence and faculty, student and staff climate experience.”  
The CCC is asking for the buy-in of the university administration to allow for more resources and thus improve the ability to measure the campus climate. 
8.3 Revision of Certificate Policy 85-08 (AS-976-15/CEPC)
The policy was not address in this meeting. 
8.4 Other: None
9. ADJOURNMENT: 4:00 pm

