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 ACADEMIC SENATE 

MINUTES 

MEETING 4
October 23, 2014, 2:00-4:00 p.m.

Towner Auditorium - PSY 150

1. CALL TO ORDER: 2:07 p.m.
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA: Unanimously approved. 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

3.1 Academic Senate Minutes of October 9, 2014: Unanimously Approved. 
4. REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND COUNCILS

4.1 Executive Committee
4.1.1 Announcements 
· Next week, October 30th is the Academic Senate Retreat, “Closing the Graduation Gap”, taking place at the Pointe, 2:00-4:00 p.m. Please RSVP per invitation instructions or by calling the Academic Senate Office. 
· Wang Family Excellence Award: The CSU will recognize four faculty members and one staff member throughout the CSU System. Each winner will receive a $20,000 award. Faculty or staff must submit their nominations by November 7th to the Academic Senate Office. The president then makes recommendations to the Chancellor’s Office where the recipients are selected via a committee. 

4.2 Nominating Committee
· Faculty Advisory Committee on Technology (FACT): Ali Rezaei, Term 2016

· International Education Committee (IEC): Karl Squitier, Term 2015

These nominations were approved. 
4.3 Councils

4.3.1 Status of Policies before the Senate Consent Calendar: None
5. REPORTS OF SPECIAL COMMITTEES: None
6. SPECIAL ORDERS
6.1 Report: President Conoley (TIME CERTAIN: 2:15)
· CSULB will be receiving $22.7 million via the Build Grant.
· A committee with faculty, students, staff and tobacco researchers will meet to develop strategies for a smooth transition towards a tobacco-free campus.  

· The CSU at the system level just convened a budget task force for future modifications. The Chancellor heard concerns from our president’s perspective. The budget process change will affect the way the campus interacts with the CSU system. 

· After meeting with approximately fifty lecturers, the President is thinking of ways to communicate their value in our educational mission. They are looking into methods for the development of full-time lecturer positions so they will not have to work in various campuses. 

6.2 Report: CFA, Douglas Domingo-Forasté
· A tentative agreement may be found on CalFac.Org. A summary was recently emailed out so please be sure you are in the mailing list. A series of three meetings will take place in AS-124B. The first meeting is at 11:00 a.m. on Monday.  
· The CFA works with various members of the community to help with improvements in the workforce who are union members. Many of those members are appointed by Mayor, Robert Garcia. 
· Voting on the contract is electronic and may be done November 1-9.

· Items in the contract addresses the Intellectual Property Policy.  

7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
7.1 Proposal: Policy on Education Abroad and Exchange Agreements 
(AS-935-14/CEPC) SECOND READING  
Senators Schürer, Marcus and Dean Joshee met with Chair O’Connor and integrated their amendments to the policy. Chair O’Connor explained the reasoning behind the amendments. A major change to the policy was to replace the word, “agreements” with “programs”. Senator Schürer moved to change this language where appropriate throughout the document. This change was unanimously approved.
Introduction section:

“Protocols for the creation of education abroad and exchange programs...” approved. 

Senator Chun contributed an amendment regarding health and safety for both, physical and mental health. Her amendment included:  “…and, (iv) adequate provisions are made for the health, safety and security of students, faculty and staff”. The amendment was unanimously approved. 
Section 2.0: 

Senator Schürer made the following amendment: “During their time abroad, students must take a majority of their classes as face-to-face instruction”. After speaking on behalf of his amendment, a discussion ensued. Senator Hamano suggested adding “…Or being involved in research or project under supervision of the faculty of the partner institution” to the end of the amendment.
A vote ensued: 

Approved: 43

Declined: 3

This complete amendment was approved. 

Section 2.2: 

Senator Hamano made a motion to strike out “campus” from the end of the paragraph. This change was approved unanimously. 

Senator Soni made the motion to change the sentence to “The president of the campus is responsible for the development…” This is amendment was approved. 

Section 2.4: 

Several amendments that help clarify the language in this paragraph were approved. Including the word “faculty” in the last sentence was approved. 
Section 2.5:

Amendments to included “The Center for International Education…” were approved. 

Section 2.6:

Senator Chun and Senator Marcus included an amendment to add this paragraph regarding health and safety of the students. 
Senator Soni suggested adding “Physical and mental” before the word, “health” throughout the document. The Academic Senate approved. 

Further discussion ensued and the amendment to this section was tabled for the next meeting. 

7.2 Proposal: Policy Revision, Faculty Contact Hours
(AS-937-14/FPPC) SECOND READING
8. NEW BUSINESS: 
8.1 Proposal: Policy on Intellectual Property (TIME CERTAIN: 2:30)
(AS-944-14/FPPC) FIRST READING

Suggestions for this policy derived from the Provost Task Force on Intellectual Property who researched policies in other universities. 

Associate Dean, Library, Tracy Mayfield provided a PowerPoint presentation with the changes and background information on Intellectual Property. This presentation may be found next to the minutes in: http://www.csulb.edu/divisions/aa/grad_undergrad/senate/about/agendas/
Chair O’Connor introduced the Academic Senate with the current Intellectual Property Policy and provided general information for each section.
Senator Jacques indicated that some faculty do not agree with this policy because they feel they will lose Intellectual Property rights and because they feel it does not protect the faculty. They have concerns that the University may continue to use the materials even after the faculty is no longer employed in that institution. He suggested this policy is rejected until administration modifies it so it is more faculty friendly. 
Senator Lacey stated: as a lawyer and as someone that teaches intellectual property law, she feels this policy is aligned with Federal Law. There is an exception for educational purposes which aligns with the University being able to continue to use the property. We all can use materials that are copyrighted as part of our own pedagogical materials under that exception.  
To answer Senator Zitzer-Comfort’s question, Associate Dean, Mayfield clarified that any time there is a work for hire, such as is the case for CCPE, the employer may choose to forego their ownership. Our Provost recently announced that we will be forgoing ownership for that particular CCPE program. 
Senator Caron stated he will be providing additional information to be posted on our website to add context behind the content of this policy. In addition, he does not think it is effective pedagogy to simply give a new instructor materials and expect them to deliver nor does it place us in a good position pedagogically if only one person is able to teach a particular class. Another concern he has is that the policy refers to the University as one integrative unit but there are some important distinctions such as CCPE. He also pointed out that the policy is unclear as to who decides how works get licensed in the University.   

Senator Slowinski said she is unclear as to what happens to her materials if she were to begin the patenting process. This is a gray area because faculty create their work using the university resources. Conversations regarding these gray areas are to be discussed with ORSP when going through the patenting process. It was clarified that patents are different from Intellectual Property and these distinctions are included in different sections of the policy. 
Senator Dick asked if he wasn’t using any University resources or on University time he wonders if the University have rights to his property. 

To answer Senator Banuett’s question, Associate Dean, Mayfield clarified that student research is not owned by the University, only their final product.  
Senator Schürer believes the language indicating that faculty as well as the university own the intellectual property is problematic. This is particularly problematic for lecturers because they have virtually have no protection if they create materials for a class but are then no longer hired to teach that class—they can take their materials with them, but the University can continue to profit from their work by having other instructors use their materials. 
Senator Jaffe is concerned about the extent the University will go to access the materials made by the faculty. She wondered how far the University go when trying to access hard material such as books, papers, notes, etc. 
Senator Klink pointed out that whenever a new course is to be approved, it has to go through a curricular process which includes various University entities, handing items such as standard course outlines to the new instructors. She is not sure how this will be included in the policy because this gives the University ownership. Associate Dean, Mayfield clarified that it gives the University a right to use the materials to continue instruction.
To answer Senator Chun’s question Associate Dean, Mayfield stated that 99% of the time, the university owns anything submitted for publication unless it is rejected. If anything falls under a gray, it remains the faculty’s property. 
Senator Domingo-Forasté believes it should be clear as to what materials the University has the right to use. He believes the university does not have right to use your notes, PowerPoints or quizzes even if it is on their version of BeachBoard and will look into this further. 
Senator Huckabay asked about patents and trademarks. These questions must be directed to ORSP Associate Vice President, Kim for clarification.
Senator Caron suggest the University should think about and discuss what constitutes extraordinary support, especially when dealing with online and hybrid courses. 

Senator Colburn thinks this policy is geared toward traditional copyrightable work and suggested having a separate policy for Intellectual Property alone. Associate Dean, Mayfield clarified that you cannot separate Intellectual Property and copyrightable work and is thus on the same policy. 
8.2 Open Discussion: None
9. ADJOURNMENT: 4:01 p.m.

