

CSULB ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING 4

Minutes 


November 20, 2008, 2:00 p.m.

Towner Auditorium - PSY 150

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL:
Academic Senate Agenda for November 20, 2008 

Senator O’Connor moved to reschedule consideration of item 7.2 (the GWAR Policy) to December 11, 2008. The motion was seconded and approved.

3. APPROVAL:
2008-09 Academic Senate Minutes of November 6, 2008 
The minutes from the previous Academic Senate meeting were moved, seconded and approved.

4. REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND COUNCILS

4.1 Executive Committee 
4.11 Announcements 

Chair Soni made the following announcements:

· Ron Vogel, Dean of the College of Health & Human Services, has accepted the post of Provost at CSU, Dominguez Hills. The search has begun for an Acting Dean of the College of Health & Human Services. 
· The textbook adoption rate is up to 65% from 35%, due in large part, to the new Textbook Policy.
· Faculty awards nominations are being accepted and are due in the Academic Senate Office by December 1.

· Candidates for the new Dean of the College of Education are being interviewed
There were no announcements from floor.
4.12 CFA Report – CFA President Teri Yamada

CFA President Yamada reported on the Cuts have Consequences rally held at the Chancellor’s Office. The CFA and the Alliance for the CSU demonstrated in support of the decision of the Chancellor and Trustee to cut back on enrollment in light of continuing budget cuts. The Chancellor spoke to the group. 

She emphasized the need to educate the public on the CSU. People like and support the CSU, but don’t want to pay for it. A CSULB Speakers’ Bureau is being set up as part of outreach. We are looking to do more outreach to the parents of students, especially those in Orange County.
4.2 Nominating Committee –Chair  Antonella Sciortino

Chair Sciortino reported that the Nominating Committee has approved the following nominations:

GEGC

COTA: Chris Miles, Art (2009) [replacement for Craig Fleming]
University Awards Committee

Marilyn Korostoff, EDPAC, (2011) [DFTA]

Mohammed Forouzesh, Health Science (2011) [OPA]
The slate was moved, seconded and approved.
4.3
Councils 

4.31 Status of Policy Statements Before the Academic Senate (Consent Calendar )---None
5. REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEES


5.1 Budget Presentation (Provost Gould and Vice-President Stephens) after report by President.

Vice-President Stephens reported on the current budget situation. She emphasized that the figures were based on the most current information, but the situation was still in flux
	2008-09 CAMPUS BUDGET as of November 20, 2008 (in millions) 

	(includes our share of $31.3M and $66.3M reductions to the CSU)

	
	
	
	
	% of base

	
	
	
	
	$201.9M

	CHANGE IN COSTS
	
	
	

	Unfunded Compensation Costs
	(6.7)
	
	

	08-09 Mandatory Costs (health benefits, energy, etc.)
	(2.0)
	
	

	Share of October DOF reduction ($31.3M for CSU)
	(2.3)
	
	

	Share of Governor's Proposed Special Session reduction ($66.3M for CSU)
	(4.9)
	
	

	
	TOTAL CHANGE IN COSTS
	
	 $  (15.9)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	CHANGE IN REVENUES
	
	
	

	10% Fee Increase based on 07-08 FTE target
	8.0 
	
	

	   Less: set-aside for financial aid
	(3.7)
	
	

	Fee revenue based on 1,420 FTES over 08-09 target
	5.6 
	
	

	   Less: Overenrollment funding to Acad Affairs (1,420 @$1,990)
	(2.8)
	
	

	Net General Fund increase
	0.4 
	
	

	
	NET CHANGE IN REVENUES
	
	              7.5 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	CHANGE IN COSTS / RESOURCES
	
	 $    (8.4)
	-4.2%

	
	
	
	
	

	PRESIDENT'S PRIORITIES ON NON-BASE FUNDS
	
	
	

	Comprehensive Fundraising Campaign
	(1.8)
	
	

	Campus Messaging
	(0.1)
	
	

	Partial funding of current Budget Recovery Plan
	(1.0)
	
	

	Enhanced Classroom Maintenance
	(0.6)
	
	

	
	PRESIDENT'S PRIORITIES
	
	(3.5)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	GROSS CAMPUS BUDGET PROBLEM
	
	 $  (11.9)
	-5.9%

	
	
	
	
	

	
	APPLICATION OF TEMPORARY CAMPUS RESOURCES
	             5.6 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	NET CAMPUS BUDGET PROBLEM
	 
	 $    (6.3)
	-3.1%

	
	     (Base Reduction to all Divisions)
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	LOSS OF PARTIAL TEMP FUNDS FROM BUDGET RECOVERY PLAN
	 $    (2.0)
	-1.9%

	
	     (Effective Reduction to Non-Instructional Budgets)
	
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	TOTAL IMPACT ON OPERATING DIVISIONS
	 
	 $    (8.3)
	-4.0%


University Level Summary
Fiscal Year 2008-09
(Millions)
	Mandatory costs & budget reduction changes
	$(15.9)

	University revenue changes
	7.5

	Presidential priorities
	(3.5)

	President’s one-time augmentation from university reserves
	5.6

	Loss of budget recovery plan funding
	(2.0)

	Impact on Operating Divisions
	$ (8.3)


Deference to Instructional Needs

	Division
	Base Budget
	% Cut
	 $ Cut

	Academic Affairs: Instruction
	$105.5M
	-2.4%
	$2.525M

	Academic Affairs: Instructional Support
	35.3M
	-5.8%
	2.098M

	Division of Administration and Finance
	38.9M
	-5.8%
	2.306M

	Student Services
	12.9M
	-5.8%
	778K

	Athletics
	3.7M
	-5.8%
	223K

	University Relations & Development
	3.8M
	-5.8%
	229K

	President’s Office
	1.8M
	-5.8%
	105K

	
	Total
	
	$8.2640M


Conclusions
1. Budget situation for 2008-09 still not resolved
2. Final cuts anticipated to be almost back to January ‘08 Budget
3. Providing classes for students remains our highest priority
4. The use of temporary campus reserves to mitigate full impact of 2008-09 budget partially defers problem to future years
5. Another challenging budget in 2009-10 very likely
6. Must manage enrollment to funded target
7. Divisions should plan accordingly
8. CSULB better positioned than most
Vice-President Stephens responded to a question from Senator Klink clarifying the distinction between the Academic and Administration and Finance divisions. Vice-President Stephens stated that the Administration & Finance division included such items as infrastructure and utilities.

In response to a question by Senator Colburn, Vice-President Stephens and President Alexander clarified the role of reserves in the budget process, particularly its importance for long-term planning and for possible catastrophes.
Senator Walters asked that the information provided by Vice-President Stephens be posted on-line and included in the RPP report. 

Vice-President Stephens and Provost Gould emphasized that the University’s strategy was to be prudent, but still move the University forward. This meant using reserves to avoid large single year cuts.  Our top priority is and will remain assuring we have adequate courses for the students who are enrolled to ensure that students will get the classes they need to graduate.  Stephens reminded everyone that the cuts we’ve had to make adversely affect the workload of staff on campus, who also must still provide services to students. Vice-President Stephens reiterated her point that planning was complicated by the inability to predict what Sacramento would do next.
6.
SPECIAL ORDERS


6.1 Report of the President—TIME CERTAIN (2:15)

President Alexander announced that the University was publishing information on CSULB’s contributions to public good.  This published information included our high graduation rates in high demand fields.  Not all universities publish this information, and CSULB is trying to set an example.
Regarding the budget, the Governor has called a special session of the State Legislature, but 130 senators were not in Sacramento at this time. Many are abroad. Therefore, he does not expect much to happen during this session. There will be 38 new members in December 1, 2008 and there will be a special session called at that time. He was not optimistic that anything would come out of the December session. He anticipated that there would be no decisions until January 2009 at the earliest. This postponement is not necessarily a bad thing since any new action is likely to be further budget cuts.  California’s situation, while dire, is not as bad as the situations in Florida and New York state.
In response to a question from Senator Forrest, President Alexander confirmed that he had been asked by the Obama team to assist in developing federal higher education policy. Possibilities being discussed included using defense allocations to fund math and science education and changes to federal Title 1 to fund students from first-generation families. 

Senator Garcia expressed concern about media reports of students being turned away while upper levels of administration are receiving pay increases. President Alexander responded that there have been no
salary increases at CSULB and that wages were currently below average.  The high national average salary reported in the media was largely driven by the salaries of private institutions.
The President explained that enrollment and tuition are the only levers we move the Legislature.  Otherwise they will keep expecting more for less. He noted that we cannot afford to keep accepting unfunded students. We can’t keep letting legislators and taxpayers off the hook. The image in the media is that we are turning away minorities.  The restriction on enrollment limits choices rather than access. Tier 1 students are unaffected, but Tier 2 and other applicants may not be able to attend their first choice university.  Unlike many institutions, we advertise our commitment to Tier 1 students.
7 UNFINISHED BUSINESS


7.1 University Retention, Tenure & Promotion Policy (AS-742-08/FPPC)---SECOND READING
Discussion resumed on the revision of the RTP policy. Vice-President Harbinger’s amendment to section 3.0 (striking of the word “please” in the final sentence of the first paragraph) was accepted as friendly and approved.  
The amendment to the third paragraph of section 3.4 was moved and seconded.
 A discussion ensued over whether the amendment created a contradiction. There were also questions raised about the mandatory, as opposed to permissive, character of the amendment. Concerns on this score were raised by Senators Klink, Schürer, and Vollendorf. 
Provost Gould argued that this policy would not be the only “diverse practice” on campus and does not disadvantage the candidate. It made the section consistent with other policies on campus.

Vice-President Harbinger stated that the amendment was intended mainly to clarify the policy.
Senator Torabzadeh reminded the Senate that the Chair---if not of equal or higher rank to the RTP candidate---can still provide input during the open period regardless of rank.

Senator Del Casino stated that the amendment represented a culture shift at university.
Senator Hood moved to cut off debate and call the question. The motion was defeated, and discussion resumed.
Senators Francis, Reis, Schürer, Klink, and Vollendorf brought the Senate’s attention to difficulties in the wording of the amendment and possible exceptions to the amendment.
Provost Gould argued that a policy cannot cover every exception. To attempt to do so was a bad way to write a public policy document. Many of the exceptions cited were already covered by other policies and documents.
Rene Castro, Director of Academic Employee Relations, pointed out that the amendment made the policy consistent with the CBA. 

The vote was called and the amendment was approved.
Senator Colburn moved an amendment to section of 5.4

Senator Del Casino opposed the amendment on the grounds that it weakened post-tenure review.
Senator Colburn responded that it, the amendment, only applied to promotion to full professor not to post tenure review. He felt the amendment allowed for greater flexibility and allowed people to play to their strengths.
Senator Caron agreed with the spirit of the amendment, but said he would vote against it. He believed that it would be better to include it in a post-tenure review policy.
Senator Fradella opposed the amendment. He felt that a candidate for full professor should show mastery in all areas.

Senator Burke supported the amendment.  Some people are outstanding in two of the three areas and deserve recognition.
Senator Francis argued that the department document could allow this flexibility.  
Senator Johnson supported the amendment. The amendment would make the RTP policy less of a cookie cutter and allow for the promotion of faculty who don’t follow the usual path.
Senator Fisher argued that the amendment was inconsistent with the previous paragraph. 

Senator Del Casino argued that the amendment made the criteria for promotion more nebulous.
Senator Torabzadeh opposed the amendment.

The question was called, and the amendment was defeated.
Amendments to the first paragraph of section 5.5 (the insertion of “early” before every occurrence of “promotion” in the paragraph) were accepted as friendly and passed.

AVP Harbinger moved her amendment to section 5.5.2. This amendment essentially relocates a paragraph from the end of section 5.2 to the end of section 5.5.2. with the deletion of some of the wording. After some discussion Dr. Harbinger agreed to restore all the original wording.

Senator Johnson supported the amendment. The issue of promotion is different from tenure. Tenure represents a big commitment. We should allow one without the other.

Senator Burke felt that the amendment was redundant.
Senator Van Camp felt it would provide a way to give someone a quick pay raise.
Senator Klink suggested that it may encourage people to go up for early promotion.
Provost Gould emphasized that promotion without tenure was the exception and not the rule. Occasionally faculty may be promoted before they are eligible for tenure to prevent them from being hired away by another university.
Senator Colburn stated that the text was needed to distinguished tenure from promotion.

AVP Harbinger stated that the amendment was not enacting anything new. It was just clarifying language. 

Senator Francis called to end debate and call the question.  The motion was seconded by AVP Harbinger and carried.
The question was called and the amendment carried 28 to 8.
9.
ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 pm










� “However, in promotion considerations, a department chair must have a higher rank than the candidate being considered for promotion in order to contribute to a review or participate on a review committee.”


� “A professor’s post-tenure contributions may be somewhat more specialized in teaching, scholarly, or service realm than they were pre-tenure. These candidates are still worthy of promotion, if they can provide convincing evidence that they made significant contributions to the University’s mission.”


� “Candidates for early promotion to associate professor are normally also candidates for early tenure. In rare instances, the University may that a candidate’s achievements merit promotion to the rank of associate professor without a concomitant awarding of tenure. This decision represents the belief that a candidate has produced a body of work sufficient for promotion, but has not yet fully demonstrated the sustained record upon which tenure is based.”





