CSULB ACADEMIC SENATE 

MINUTES
MEETING 8

February 24, 2011 2:00-4:00 p.m.

Towner Auditorium - PSY 150

1. CALL TO ORDER
 The meeting was called to order at 2:07 pm
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
The agenda was approved by unanimous consent.
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES


3.1 Academic Senate Minutes of February 10, 2011

The minutes were approved by unanimous consent.
4. REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND COUNCILS

4.1 Executive Committee

4.1.1 Announcements 

Chair Vollendorf reminded the Senate of the call for nominations for Statewide Senator call for nominations. She also reminded the Senate that one does not have to be a CSULB Academic Senator to be eligible to serve as a Statewide Senator. The deadline for nominations is March 3. Nominations should be sent to the Senate Office to Mary Walker’s attention.

The Chair recognized Senator Hood who said a few words on the passing of formal University President Steve Horn. President Horn was instrumental in taking CSULB from little more than a State Normal School  to a University. President Alexander added that a Campus Memorial Service was being planned in cooperation with Nini Horn. It would be on either March 19 or April 7th. An announcement will go out when the details have been finalized. 

Chair Vollendorf yielded the rest of her time to President Alexander. President Alexander corrected a misquotation in the Daily Forty Niner:  the University will be in dire straits if the taxes are NOT extended.  He also discussed the new Student Excellent Fee which will help to support student success and athletic programs.

There being no questions, the President called on Dave Hood and Doug Robinson to report on final WASC visit. It went very well and we are expecting our reaccreditation notices very soon.

4.2 Nominating Committee: Flora Banuett, Chair
Senator Banuett moved the following nominations:

Panel on Professional Responsibility

· Tang-Hung Nguyen (COE)

· Peter Ammerman (CBA)

The nominations were approved by unanimous consent.

Review Committee for David Dowell

· Kenneth Green (CLA)

· Jessica Zacher-Pandya (CED)

· Keith Freesemann (CHHS)

· Michael Chung (CBA)

The nominations were approved by unanimous consent.
4.3 Councils

4.3.1 Status of Policies before the Senate: Consent Calendar 
Chair Vollendorf informed the Senate that the revised Rules and Regulations currently being worked on by the Executive Committee would allow the Senate Office to update policies to reflect name changes in titles and programs instead of bringing the policies back to the Senate to approve the changes.

4.3.1.1 New Minor in Event Management and Planning (AS-825-10/CEPC/URC)-SECOND READING
There being no objection to the item on the consent calendar, it received its second reading and was passed.

4.3.1.2 University Mini-Grants and Summer Stipends Committee Charge (formerly SCAC) (AS-842-10/FPPC/EC)-FIRST READING
Kelly Janousek pointed out that the University Awards Committee charge needs to be revised to say University Mini-Grants and Summer Stipends Committee rather than SCAC. 

Senator Del Casino objected to the UMGSS Committee Charge being on the consent calendar since he felt the question of voting rights for ex-officio members needs to be addressed.

Senator O’Connor pointed out that the Committee charge had been placed on the consent calendar for editorial changes not substantive.

Because an objection from any voting senator effectively moves an item off the consent calendar, Chair Vollendorf explained the item would be added to the “New Business” section of a future Senate meeting and she instructed the Senate Office to provide the Senate with a copy of the RSCA policy to compare with the UMGSS charge for the next Senate Meeting.

4.3.1.3 Campus Climate Committee Charge (AS-843-10/CCC/EC)-FIRST READING 
There being no objection to the item on the consent calendar, it received its first reading.

4.3.1.4 Policy and Procedures for Supporting Research, Scholarly, and Creative Activity (AS-844-10/FPPC/EC)-FIRST READING

On the objection of Senator Garcia, the item was removed from the consent calendar and will appear as old business (second reading) on the next Senate Agenda.

5. REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEES: None

6. SPECIAL ORDERS: None

7. OLD BUSINESS 

7.1 Discontinuance of the M.A. in Occupational Studies (AS-824-10/CEPC/URC)-SECOND READING 
There being no questions or amendments, the question was called.

The vote was:


Yeas:43 

Nays: 2 

Abstentions 3 

The item passed.

7.2 Department Chairs Policy (AS-AS-806-09/FPPC)-SECOND READING 
Senator O’Connor moved a substitute amendment for the amendment he withdrew at end of last meeting. He moved to insert at the end of section 5.2.: “The department may choose (by a majority vote or via its constitution) to use the University form for the ranking of recommended candidates in its voting procedures.” The University form referred to was distributed to the Senate prior to the meeting and is shown below:

	Names of Candidates 
for Chair/Director
	Required portion. 

(If you do not mark ‘recommended’ or ‘not recommended’ for an individual but turn in your ballot, the vote for that candidate is considered blank and therefore ‘not recommended.’)
	Optional Ranking

	List Names in 
Alphabetical Order
	Recommended
	Not Recommended
	If desired, you may indicate your top three rankings of the candidates you recommended for chair/director by writing “First Choice,” “Second Choice,” or “Third Choice” next to the appropriate names or simply 1, 2, 3, etc. 

	1.
	
	
	

	2.
	
	
	

	3.
	
	
	

	4.
	
	
	

	5.
	
	
	

	6.
	
	
	

	7.
	
	
	


Votes shall be reported to the College Dean in this manner:

	List Names in 
Alphabetical Order
	Total Number of:
	Total Number of Ballots Ranking Candidate As:

	
	Recommended Votes
	Not Recommended
Votes
	First 
Choice
	Second 
Choice
	Third 
Choice

	1. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	
	
	
	
	


 The motion was seconded by Senator Jacques. Senator O’Connor spoke to it.  He hoped the form would provide clarity and uniformity in department chair elections.

Senator Jacques did not speak to the amendment, but asked Senator O’Connor about what the process would be if only some candidates were ranked. Senator O’Connor responded that the form made ranking optional.

Senator Fisher stated that Senate defeated an amendment at the last meeting that allowed the ranking of Candidates. He stated that the amendment made it unclear whether departments or individuals made the decision to rank candidates.  He believed that the amendment would complicate the reporting process as well as creating complications at the department level.

Senator Schürer referred to the Senator to Section 1 of the policy which states that department chairs must have the “confidence of faculty.” He stated that the proposed amendment does not create any confusion. He supported the amendment. Faculty need to be able express a clear recommendation.

Senator Colburn asked if the form would be an official form. 

Chair Vollendorf responded that the form would be implementation issue. 

Senator Colburn spoke in opposition to the amendment. He felt that smooth elections don’t need a rankings option and that it would not clarify difficult elections.

Senator Del Casino stated that much of the discussion on the policy has been cast in terms of department autonomy versus administrative policy and that this may have prevented the Senate from seeing the benefits to faculty of a uniform university policy.   He did not see anything anti-autonomy in having uniformity. He felt that a consistent university wide policy would protect chairs and chair candidates.  A variety of selection methods at local level could create serious local problems. He personally had no problem with ranking. 

Senator Del Casino moved to strike “may….” and insert “shall” in Senator O’Connor’s amendment and delete the parenthetical qualification “(by majority vote….”, Senator O’Connor accepted the amendment as friendly, but Senator Colburn objected. The amendment was substantive.

In response to question by Provost, Senator Del Casino wanted to say that he believed this policy is faculty driven not administration driven. There is faculty driven body that wants uniformity regardless of what the Administration view on the issue may be. 

Senator Kvapil shared his experience where ranking can backfire on a department. He stated that voters use rankings to skew the results. He felt that a record of the tally of total “recommended” and “not recommended” votes gives the dean a good sense of a department’s wishes.  

Senator Miles stated that the policy would need to describe and formalize any form before making it mandatory. 

Senator Schürer shared Senator Miles concern. He asked if it would be possible to table the amendment until the Senate had determined and finalized a form. 

Senator O’Connor suggested that a straw poll be taken to get a sense of the Senate’s view on the ranking of candidates. It would be waste of time to design a form that includes ranking if the majority of the Senate does not support ranking.

Senator Fradella advised that the Senate would need to go to a Committee of the Whole to take a non-binding vote.

Chair Vollendorf moved to go to a Committee of the Whole, there being no objection the Senate went into a Committee of the Whole and a non-binding straw poll was taken for or against ranking.

The results of the straw poll were:

In favor of ranking: 

16

Not in favor of ranking: 
35

Abstention/No Opinion:
3

The straw poll indicated that a majority of the Senate did not favor ranking. 

Senator O’Connor suggested a straw poll on whether there should be one university-wide ballot for department chair elections. The Senate began a general discussion on ranking and the desirability of a universal ballot form.

Senator Klink stated that departments are very diverse. She felt that a universal form would be limiting and detrimental to department autonomy.

Senator Miles stated that the proposed amendment to the amendment substituting “shall” for “may” took away flexibility.  It was unclear what departments are free to do and not to do. 

Senator Schürer asked Senator Del Casino to elaborate on his statement that a universal policy would protect chairs.

Senator Del Casino stated that a universal policy would provide clarity and consistency on process and would help to prevent problems, grievances, and misunderstandings. Chairs and chair candidates would know where they stand. 

Senator Rios-Ellis stated the process needed clarity. Uniformity was a good thing for department that are about to experience high turnover because of retirements.

In response to a question from Senator Kvapil, Chair Vollendorf said that the policy requires a reporting of vote tally. Senator Kvapil observed that the policy as it currently stands only says “results” and does not specify a vote tally.

Senator Fisher stated that a lack of uniformity creates a burden for department nominating committees.  He stated that the policy came out of the FPPC, a faculty dominated committee. The policy has been gone over laboriously for seven years. The proposed revisions are faculty driven.

Senator Hood moved to rise and report (for the Senate of go out of the Committee of the Whole). The motion was seconded.

The vote on the motion to rise and report was:

In favor: 44,

Opposed: 4

The Committee of the Whole rose and reported and the Senate returned to its normal session.

Senator O’Connor withdrew his amendment to section 5.2

Senator Schürer moved his alternate amendment to section 5.4: “The nominating committee shall count the ballots and report the results (including the number of votes cast for each candidate) in writing to the department and the dean.  All nominees who received an acceptable vote of the majority of the ballots cast must be recommended to the dean. A department may recommend more than one candidate to the dean.”

The amendment was seconded.

Senator Fisher accepted the amendment as friendly. He stated that it reflected the intention of FPPC’s revisions.

Senator Miles moved to amend the amendment to provide further clarification. He moved to insert “’recommend’ and ‘not recommended’ and ‘abstain’” after “number of” and before “votes cast.”

Senator Schürer accepted the amendment to his amendment as friendly.

After a brief discussion on the details of reporting the results, Senator Fradella moved to call the question.

The voted on Senator Schürer amendment (as amended by Senator Miles) was

Yeas:
48 

Nays:
2 

Abstentions: 1

The amendment passed.

Senator O’Connor moved strike “each of” from the first sentence in section 6.1. The motion was seconded. Senator O’Connor spoke to it. He said the wording was redundant. Chair Vollendorf moved unanimous approval of the amendment. There being no objection, the amendment was passed.

Senator Schürer moved his alternate amendment to section 6.1 which, after revisions, stated: “After meeting with candidate and consulting with the Provost, Dean shall normally appoint the candidate with the most recommended votes as department chair. The designated chair shall receive an appointment letter from the dean. The dean shall notify faculty and staff in the department with a copy to the Provost.”

The amendment was seconded and Senator Schürer spoke to it. He stated that the amendment reasserts departmental autonomy. It states that not just any recommended candidate, but the one with most votes, will be appointed chair under normal circumstances.

Chair Vollendorf observed that section 1.2 already states that a department chair must have the confidence of the faculty.

Senator Schürer stated that his amendment reinforces that principle.

Senator Fisher stated that the original language for the section was taken directly from old policy. Nothing was taken away from the faculty in the new version.

Senator Schürer reiterated that the concept needed clarification and reinforcement.

Senator Kvapil asked if the amendment conflicted with the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA).

Provost Para responded that section 20.3.0 of the CBA includes the “confidence of faculty” concept.  He stated his opinion that the reporting of results and vote counts will clearly indicate who has confidence of faculty and will strengthens the existing process. 

Senator Fradella spoke in opposition to the amendment. He argued that it contradicts section 1.2 which also states that the candidate must of the confidence of the dean as well as the faculty.  The dean should be able to pick someone they can work with regardless of who received the majority of votes.

Senator Green supported the amendment. He believed that Senator Fradella’s concern is addressed by the word “normally.”

Senator Schürer stated that his attention was to make the selection of majority candidate normative. Deans would need to explain themselves if they did not select the majority candidate.

Senator Miles stated that sometimes get elections produce results where a candidate received a plurality of the votes, but not a majority. He believed that the language needed to be clearer.

Senator Hood moved to call the question.

The vote on Senator Schürer alternative amendment to section 6.1 was:

Yeas: 
14

Nays:
29

Abstentions:
4

Hanging Chad: 
1 

The amendment failed.

Senator Miles moved to amend the first sentence of section 6.1 to strike “recommended candidates” and insert “all candidates who received a majority vote of ‘recommended.’” He also moved to strike “the” and insert “these” at the end of the same sentence.  The amendment was seconded and Senator Miles spoke to it. He felt the changes would clarify the meaning of “recommended.”

There being no questions or amendments the question was called.

The vote on Senator Miles amendment was:

Yeas: 
41

Nays:
3

Abstentions: 1

Senator Miles moved to insert “or if none of the recommended candidates has the confidence of the dean” after “majority vote” in first sentence of section 7. The amendment was seconded.

Senator Fisher stated that the proposed amendment was substantive, but he felt that issue it raises should be discussed.  He supported the amendment.

Senator Forrest asked for about the old resolution procedure as a point of information.  Provost Para responded that the old procedure was for the Academic Senate Chair to mediate between the dean and the department.

Senator Schürer observed that the revised policy seemed to be writing the Academic Senate Chair out of the process.

Chair Vollendorf agreed, but believed that it was also writing the department faculty in.

Senator Fradella raised a point of order, objecting to continued discussion on matters pertaining to section 7.2 when a motion concerning section 7.1 was pending on the floor.  Chair Vollendorf sustained the point of order and called the question of the pending amendment.

The Vote on Senator Miles amendment of section of 7.1 was:


Yeas:
39 

Nays:
5 

Abstentions:
3. 

The amendment was passed.

Senator O’Connor moved to change “national” to “external” throughout section 8. Senator Fradella seconded the motion.

The amendment was adopted by unanimous consent.

Senator Fradella moved to insert “If there are fewer than three tenured full professors in the department, tenured faculty from other departments of related disciplines may be elected to serve” before the last sentence of section 8.4. Senator O’Connor seconded the amendment. Senator Fradella spoke to it. He stated that not all departments have 3 full time tenured professors and this change would provide those departments with an alternative.

Senator Del Casino asked if it was necessary for the faculty to be full professors. Was this proposed amendment consistent with the CBA?

The Senate discussed the question of rank versus tenure and its impact on chair selection process. It was pointed out that the awarding of tenure needs to be consisted with the RTP policy.

Senator Fradella withdraw his amendment and proposed the following alternate amendment to section 8.4:  “If there are fewer than three tenured associate or full professors in the department, tenured faculty from other departments in related disciplines may be elected to serve.” Senator O’Connor seconded the amendment as rephrased.

Senator Forrest moved to call the question on Senator Fradella’s modified amendment to Section 8.4.

The vote was:


Yeas:
36 

Nays:
3 

Abstentions: 5

The amendment was passed.

Senator O’Connor moved to go to a Committee of the Whole to discuss section 9. There was no second.

8. ADJOURNMENT
Senator Klink moved to adjourn and was seconded by Senator Schürer. There being no objection, the meeting adjourned at 3:59 pm.











