Academic Senate Minutes

May 6, 2004

3:00 – 5:00 Commons

Abstract

Agenda amended and approve. Minutes of 4/1/04 approved. Subject Matter Prep Programs approved. Conflict of Interest Policy approved. Special Guest Vice Mayor of Cotati Lisa Moore. Academic Affairs Strategic Planning document First Reading. APC Statement regarding “A New Path for General Education at Sonoma State” First Reading. Dean Les Adler – Discussion of Summer School Funding. Recommendation to continue electronic voting for Senate elections approved. Reports from Provost and APC. Good of the Order.
Present: Catherine Nelson, Melanie Dreisbach, Noel Byrne, Robert Coleman-Senghor, Rick Luttmann, Robert Karlsrud, Victor Garlin, Birch Moonwomon, Marilyn Dudley-Flores, Steve Wilson, Elizabeth Martinez, Eric McGuckin, Heidi LaMoreaux, Robert Train, Steve Cuellar, Bob Vieth, John Kornfeld, Raye Lynn Thomas, Derek Girman, Edith Mendez, Sam Brannen, Charlene Tung, Myrna Goodman, Peter Phillips, Robert McNamara, Jan Beaulyn, Sandra Shand, Scott Miller, Ruben Armiñana, Eduardo Ochoa, Larry Furukawa-Schlereth, Jason Spencer, Amy Wingfield, Greg Tichava, Elizabeth Stanny, Brigitte Lahme

Absent: Phil McGough, Susan McKillop, Elizabeth Burch, Liz Thach, Steve Winter, Elaine McDonald

Proxies: Murali Pillai for Richard Whitkus, Art Warmoth for Elaine McDonald, Brad Mumaw for Ephriam Freed

Guests: Andrew Krantz, Joshua Schultz, Eileen Warren, Judith Hunt, Katie Pierce, Elaine Sundberg, Bill Houghton, Paul Draper, Katie Pierce, Elaine Sundberg, Bill Houghton, Paul Draper

Report of the Chair of the Senate  - Catherine Nelson

(attached report for Chair’s meeting of 4/1/04)

No report

Correspondences: None

Consent Items:


Approval of the Agenda – amended to include Dean Les Adler at 4:15 – approved.

Approval of Minutes – 4/1/04 emailed – approved

Subject Matter Prep Programs – T. C. 3:10 - approved


Conflict of Interest Policy – 

E. Stanny noted that this policy assures that Sonoma State is in compliance with the policies of the National Science Foundation and the Public Health Service. It provides that the principle investigator and others involved in research disclose any financial interests and those are defined in the document. It was unanimously approved in FSAC. Approved.
From S&F: Recommendation to continue electronic voting-

M. Dreisbach noted a one page handout on Senate electronic voting analysis in the packet. Structure and Functions looked at voting with paper and electronic voting and was charged with bringing back a recommendation to the Senate. Based upon these data and the fact that we’ve moved to electronic use for many things, class schedule, catalog, etc. and required communication with students electronically by A&R, they unanimously recommend that electronic voting continue into the future. It was requested that this item be moved to business on the agenda.

Special Guest: Ms. Lisa Moore, Vice Mayor of Cotati T. C. 3:15

C. Nelson introduced the Vice Mayor to the Senate. 

L. Moore began by saying she would talk about what is currently going on in Cotati. For the past year the Council has been working on campaign reform. They are trying to get that through before the next November elections. They have been working on it diligently to get campaign reform concerning how much candidates can get in contributions. It was an eye opener on our last campaign so we’re trying to figure that out for a small town. Also, they’ve been working on the Cotati Civic Center project which is behind City Hall. That project has been ten years and running. Some money has come through, so they are starting to renovate classrooms. We have a new civic hall. Slowly, but surely it’s coming together. They are at the beginning of a specific plan for the northern gateway. On Redwood Hwy between Williams and George streets up to the Shell station has been run down over the years and that is their redevelopment area. It’s been an eyesore for many people for years. They have a developer interested in buying both sides of the street and doing a mixed use development where retail  is incorporated into apartments on top and St. Joseph’s is going to do some redevelopment on their property and we’ll incorporate them into this project. We’ll be working on that for about the next six years. She asked if there were any questions.

The Vice Mayor was asked about affordable housing in Cotati. Student, staff and newer faculty have all complained about affordable housing in the area. Is Cotati government aware of this problem and addressing it in anyway.

L. Moore said that Cotati is one of the only cities in Sonoma that has affordable housing certified in their housing element. We do a good job on affordable housing. Recently they opened a facility for disabled and mentally challenged people and some for families in crisis. Charles Street Village was opened up three years ago for very low income senior housing. Three projects are going in now. Workforce housing is coming through the Planning commission. Habitat for Humanity has been working on a project at the end of School street. The city of Cotati is aware of it, not so much for students, but for people who are staying for the long haul in Cotati. There was rent control at one time. Before she was on the council it went on the ballot and was voted down. A lot of landlords have raised their rents significantly due to Rohnert Park being next door and everything has gone up to market value. There’s no much we can do except use mixed use housing. We’ve done three projects on that.

The Vice Mayor was asked about students who report not feeling welcome in neighboring communities, especially students of color, who claim to be harassed by police and turned down by landlords. This is a problem for SSU which is trying to draw a diverse student population.

L. Moore said there is an on-going dialogue with the police. Interestingly, all the bar and pub owners in Cotati are women. They have formed a coalition to discuss issues they are having with the police. There’s dialogue going on to balance the issues of not having policy harassment, but also not having rowdy people in town so that the police have to intervene. We are trying to be more sensitive. She had not heard of problems with landlords. 

It was asked if there was anything SSU needs to know about our relationship with the city of Cotati. Are there any problems specifically with the campus or good things specifically about the campus?

L. Moore said that Jen Wong from SSU is on the chamber and has been a wealth of information. Cotati would like to have a closer relationship. There’s a unique relationship since SSU is so close to Cotati, but is in Rohnert Park. A lot of students live in Cotati, but a lot of the activities are for Rohnert Park. She has worked with non-profits to work more with Sonoma State and harness some of the energy and enthusiasm over here with some of the festivals and things we do in Cotati. The Chamber has been really focused on bringing more commerce into town, such as the Lowes Project, and more relationship with Sonoma State students.

The Vice Mayor was thanked for her visit (applause) and was presented with a small token of thanks from the Senate.

L. Moore said it was a pleasure addressing the Senate.

BUSINESS

Academic Affairs Strategic Planning document – attachment – C. Nelson – First Reading T.C. 3:45

C. Nelson introduced the item as the results of the Academic Affairs Strategic Planning committee over the last academic year that incorporates a mission and vision statement, strategic areas, general strategies and specific strategic initiatives. The Academic Senate asked that the Planning committees results be brought forward when the committee was finished. She noted that there were questions about what the Senate should do with the document and stated that the Senate is not in a position to formally amend the document, but can make suggestions for changes. Comments can also be given to the Provost or to herself. Those suggestions and comments will be forwarded to the committee to see if they feel changes need to be made. The Senate is also in the position to endorse or adopt the language or take some formal position on this document. This process has been a partnership with the Academic Senate and thus the document needs the ratification, at the very least, of the Academic Senate. She turned the floor over to Provost Ochoa for comments.

E. Ochoa said that the document before the body was a distillation of nearly an academic  year’s work by the committee. He gave a review of how the committee worked. He stated he felt good about the process and grew himself and learned to trust the wisdom of the group. One thing he wanted to point out is that the challenge now is how to convey a sense of the process and the transforming effect it had on our own dynamic in the group to the larger community. This plan is some ways is quite a contrast with the Long Range Plan that the Senate developed, but that is because it has different purposes and intents. They strove for economy of language. They tried to come up with language that would cover the range of activities that would advance the mission of the university with as few words as possible and avoided making specific detailed points about how to achieve certain objectives that would be unnecessarily restrictive. The committee wants the language to be memorable, clear and understandable for a variety of audiences. On the initiatives, these are not the sum total of worthwhile things that need to be done to advance the general strategies. Rather these are things the group felt needed to be addressed in a concrete way at the divisional level. Many other things will have to be implemented at the School or department level. The document provides a framework for the development of plans and objectives within Schools and departments. 

One Senator expressed his thanks for the two open meetings on the topic. He asked to look at priority number one and asked for an elaboration of its meaning – develop and implement a comprehensive plan for resource generation and allocation. He thought this was the core question of the moment. The chronic and persistent under funding of Academic Affairs on this campus is no longer disputed. He asked for what the plans might be for comprehensive resource generation and allocation.

E. Ochoa said that initiative is fairly broad and multifaceted. The next stage of the process will be to operationalize the initiatives that would have some identifiable measurable outcomes within a time frame. If resources are needed to actually do the work, we need to determine where are they coming from, what level should they be set at. He thought the objectives need to be concretized more than what is written down as well. One big part of it is to understand what resources are truly necessary for developing and maintaining the quality academic program that is now the general consensus that we want to have at this institution. Then we need to compare that with the resources we get, to get a sense of what the challenge is right now. That has to become part of the overall issues that the university is dealing with. That ties in with the WASC visit we had recently in which they were appreciative of the planning that we’ve done in Academic Affairs and recognized very effective planning in other parts of the university and saw the next step as linking these all together. We included resource generation as well as allocation as new resources need to come to campus in addition to what comes from the state.

It was noted that the Academic Senate has the campus responsibility for academic instruction. The speaker was concerned that the document was coming before the body and that we could not add to or make corrections to this. He didn’t recall anywhere along the line that this body agreed to that condition.

The Chair responded that since the Academic Affairs Strategic Planning committee was the body that developed this document, they have the responsibility to formally change it. This does not mean that the Senate cannot suggest recommendations or refuse to endorse it if those changes are not made. If the Senate chooses not to endorse it, the body is well within its right to do that.

E. Ochoa said he needed a plan to guide his resource allocation decisions for the Division. He wanted broad support for the plan from faculty and administrators. He thought that a plan that did not have the support of the faculty would be meaningless. Thus he reached out to the Senate to jointly develop the plan. As with any representative group, there may be a gap between the representatives and the larger group. So we bring the document back to the Senate to see if its representatives did a good job for the Senate as whole. If there are big gaps, then we will take those into consideration and revise the document where appropriate. If this body does not ultimately endorse, he would consider the exercise a failure. 

Concern was voiced that, understanding all that had been said, the document should still be able to be amended by the Senate.

It was noted that according to the Senate Constitution, this body is the one that looks at documents dealing with curriculum and approves or disapproves. This responsibility cannot be abrogated or assigned to representatives. The document should be open to discussion and amendment. 

It was noted that in the Strategic Planning committee there was broad support for the first initiative brought up by a previous Senator and the speaker was looking forward to its implementation.

APC Statement regarding “A New Path for General Education at Sonoma State” – attachment – R. Coleman-Senghor – First Reading. T.C. 4:00

An update on the document was passed out. 

R. Coleman-Senghor introduced the document. The statement is the product of the work of a task group of APC. The task group looked at the alignment of the GE initiatives with the Long Range Plan. The document before the body is APC’s assessment of the status of the process that is presently going on, moving us forward to general education. The first step was the passage of the Mission, Goals and Objectives of General Education by the Senate. After that there was considerable effort in GE labs and visits to other campuses to look at GE and came back with the idea that we have to take a serious look at our general education offerings. What is before you is a statement from APC saying that as a committee of the Senate, we have vetted this effort and share the conclusion with the Chair of the General Education subcommittee that we now to put ourselves as a university on a pathway to developing a proposal that then this body would look at, whether the body wants change or doesn’t want change. What is important is that the committee will not be working in a vacuum without some sense that this is of serious import to the university. APC would like the Senate to support the process and asks the Senate to charge EPC and the GE subcommittee to continue to develop these pathways and come up with a GE proposal within a defined timeline. The motion to charge EPC and the GE subcommittee was seconded. 

A. Warmoth standing as proxy for the Chair of EPC read a statement of support from EPC regarding this matter. “EPC unanimously approved the following statement: EPC endorses the original APC statement regarding a New Path for General Education at Sonoma State without the final paragraph written in bold in the current version. Particularly its endorsement of the comprehensive consultative process that has occurred thus far and further EPC asks the Senate to charge EPC and its GE subcommittee with developing a general education program proposal.”

A Senator noted that the School of Social Sciences Department Chairs have some questions about the blueprint for change plans, items two, three and five. We’ve formed a subcommittee on GE within the Council of Department Chairs which will be addressing these concerns and making recommendations. 

It was asked that any recommendations or concerns be shared at the next Senate meeting and also with APC.  

The proxy for EPC said that the points under the blueprint for change are open to discussion and amendment and if there are any major concerns, the committee would like to know them before they proceed.

R. Coleman-Senghor urged the Senators to become involved with the process as it will be a defining moment in the history of the institution. Whether Senators accept the new proposal or reject it, the important thing is that they have something in mind about what they think/believe the nature of this university is in regards to general education. He urged the Senate to think about the significant shift in the demographics on the campus and the role that general education will play and the way we have to think about general education with respect to our disciplines and balancing the needs of our disciplines with the needs of general education. 

Dean Les Adler – Discussion of Summer School Funding

L. Adler said at this moment summer school for 2004 will be able to go ahead as planned. He gave background on the situation that Extended Education is in. Four years ago the CSU decided to move in the direction of year round operations (YRO). This campus was positioned as third phase YRO campus. What began happening is the last couple of years as the state budget collapsed, the state money that was to become behind YRO became unavailable, so the process was delayed. We were positioned as a buy down campus. We were held to charging the state fee for students instead of a self-support fee. The buy down campuses were given money to make up the difference. We received for the first three years a $253,000 buy down on the campus, so we went ahead with summer school and were told to pay faculty the same summer schedule rate. This was the operating principle until March of this year an arbitrator’s ruling came down based on a grievance filed by CFA which said that the pay scale had to be at the same scale that faculty would have been earning in any normal semester. If any campus was YRO or on the path to YRO, there was no distinction. Suddenly, we discovered we are on schedule now to be held to retroactive pay for faculty for three years of summer school teaching. That’s one of the things that has come up. We did a quick analysis of last summer, this is not official yet, but it was near half a million dollars in back pay owed. Extended Education does not have that kind of money. That’s the past situation that has come unglued. There was a side agreement between the CSU and the CFA for summer 2004 and we can go ahead with our plan. For summer ’05 and beyond is what is at stake. If we have to pay the state rate for faculty and we can only collect the state university fee, even if buy down money continues to come which is questionable, we can’t field anything like the summer school we’ve done the past couple of years. His estimate is that they could only put out classes of 30, 40 or 50 people in them depending on the status of the instructor. The future is really up in the air. That is why he wanted to bring this forward to the Senate.

One Senator asked when the retroactive money might be available. (considerable laughter) The Dean responded that “the check is in the mail.” (more laughter)

It was clarified that CFA filed the grievance, not based on what was happening at Sonoma State, but because other campuses were enforcing YRO type regulations where faculty members were “strongly encouraged” to teach during the summer and being paid according to the pro rata piece work rates that are traditional in summer school. Most of the people who teach in summer school in the CSU are the lowest paid and need to augment their salaries through summer work. As it turns out the arbitrator’s decision to applies across the board, including SSU even though we did not fit the fact pattern. The speaker did not consider the decision a disaster that our low paid junior faculty will get compensated eventually for the work they’ve done. 

It was pointed out that YRO was originally thought of as a third semester when it was presented to the Statewide Senate. As some campuses did implement that, what happened was that faculty teaching a course here were paid significantly lower than faculty teaching the exact same course elsewhere. The speaker asked if the coming summer would be the same – that students would be subsidized and faculty would not.

L. Adler said that was correct and was agreed to by CFA statewide. He also noted this was an example of the law of unintended consequences as the grievance wasn’t about Sonoma State, but we still have to pay. If Extended Ed doesn’t have the money, then it will come from some other aspect of the university. The Chancellor’s office mandated that we do this, it was not something we chose to do. Following all the rules, we’ve ended up in this situation. It was noted that the side agreement between CFA and the CSU was a public document and could be made available.

President Armiñana was asked his thinking on where the million and half dollars Extended Education needs for back pay would come from and our ability to offer summer programs in the future.

R. Armiñana said the money will come from somewhere in Extended Education. What will happen to summer school in ’05 -’06 – he thought L. Adler put it very well. We will have very few courses, large classes unless the state makes all the universities into year round operations. That solves the problem of having a summer program. 

It was noted that the retroactive pay may not come for years. Are we really looking at this as problem for ’05? Will the decision be implemented by then?

L. Adler said that for ’05 we know the general guidelines will be state university fee, possibly with buy down money and faculty paid at the state rate. Those are the only things we know.

It was noted that the only thing that could change for 2005 would be new negotiations. The arbitrator has made a decision and we have to follow it.

The Vice President of Administration and Finance said that once payroll determines what the back pay is, then we are legally required to pay that to the faculty. It will come from the Extended Education reserve funds, and if they don’t have the funds then they will have to borrow.

L. Adler said that’s the back pay part of this and to put it in real terms, a risk of bankrupting Extended Education because once our reserve is gone we lose our capacity to run our programs. It is a real problem for 2005. We may not be able to offer many classes. Students who couldn’t get classes in the Fall or Spring won’t be able to get classes in the summer either and the faculty who teach in the summer won’t have those jobs either.

It was asked whether money would come back to the departments for faculty teaching in the summer. What will happen next year in terms of the fact that departments have made curricular plans made and approved by the Senate depend upon summer classes. What is going to be the curricular impact on programs?

L. Adler said that the allocation agreements to Schools are still agreements. But if we are not in the position to pay them because we don’t have any money, then the agreements will not be able to be honored which would hit the departments and Schools directly if they are counting on summer school revenues for their budgets. 

The Vice President of Administration and Finance said that this would be the first time in modern memory we would have a fund in bankruptcy, so we would have to analysis how we would honor commitments. First, the direct costs and then the indirect. It would be uncharted territory. Probably the Schools would be in the last position.

The Provost answering the question about curricular impact said that either we would need to go to YRO and get the marginal cost for those courses and generate FTE or forgo the buy down money and go full self-support. Then the arbitrator’s decision wouldn’t be applicable. 

The President was asked what the political will was in the CSU to go forward with YRO. At this point in time what is the sense of the Chancellor’s office toward YRO and its implementation especially in light of the arbitrator’s decision and the problems being created.

The President said there has been some success with YRO enrollment on campus and they tend to be the urban campuses that happen to be typically over-enrolled. Humboldt was an campus to go YRO early and their performance has been mediocre and they feel YRO has taken enrollment from the regular year. If YRO is funded at a level of a third semester it can be helpful for some campuses and for the system in terms of enrollment, Tidal Wave II, and some students would be able to go through their degree in a faster time. The interest continues, but it is very clear that it is dependent on the state marginal cost funding to allow us to cover all the normal costs. That what has been questioned in the last couple of years and why this campus couldn’t do it as the state did not give us the money. What YRO tells him is that Extended Education which is dependent on summer school is a dead business. Unless summer school is YRO, Extended Ed is a dead business. 

It was pointed out that the timing for decisions about summer 2005 is critical because the summer time is a time when some programs have pre-requisite courses and the students coming in the fall need to know if they will be able to take those pre-requisite courses or it upsets everything in the program. The earlier we have some kind of guidance, the better.

A concern was noted that if we are talking about the bankruptcy of Extended Education, we are jeopardizing a number of programs and special session and continuing education that are of fairly significant importance to the mission and reputation of the university. We need to be thinking of implications that go well beyond the summer session.

It was noted that the workload of Academic Professionals in the summer was very high and that the idea of YRO is distressing. They are curious what else they may be called to do in a YRO environment.

Return to Electronic Voting recommendation

There was a discussion whether the data presented in the packet on electronic voting supported continuing electronic voting.

Vote on recommendation to continue electronic voting for Senate elections – approved.

REPORTS 

President of the University – (R. Armiñana)

Passed.

Vice President Academic Affairs/Provost – (E. Ochoa)

E. Ochoa regretted to inform the Senate that the search for a Dean of Business was unsuccessful. The two finalists, after reviewing our offer, turned us down. They had good things to say about the school and the region, but when they looked at the real estate they couldn’t afford to live here in the style they’d grown accustomed to in their current positions. The search committee will meet in Friday and talk about how to go about it next year so there is a different outcome. He also mentioned that the President has made a commitment to secure $1.2 million to be devoted to instruction. We moved on that right away and the people in the Schools and ESAS did a fantastic job recreating the schedule of classes for fall that will factor that additional money in and restore the quality that the previous schedule had degraded. He thanked the staff who did this great job and President Armiñana for recognizing that the magnitude of cuts falling to our division would have fatally compromised the quality of instruction and character of our university. (applause) He also said that with the President’s strong encouragement we will resume searching for tenure track faculty in ’04 - ’05 with a view to strengthening the presence and role of tenure track faculty in the life of our institution. (applause)

Vice President/Admin. and Finance - (L. Furukawa-Schlereth)

No report.

President of the Associated Students - (J. Spencer)

No report

Chair-Elect of the Senate - (M. Dreisbach)

Passed.

Chairs, Standing Committee 

APC

R. Coleman-Senghor reported that APC is also discussing the Multi-Disciplinary Use building. (rest of report unintelligible)

EPC 

Passed. 

FSAC

No report.

SAC

Passed. 

Senate Budget Committee

Passed.

Good of the Order

The Provost was asked if he could reveal the source of the $1.2 million that will come to instruction.

The Provost answered that the President has made clear to him that he recognizes this gap we’re plugging with one time money is actually a permanent gap that we are facing. There is also a commitment to find ways gradually over time to shore that up on a permanent basis. 

Adjournment 5:05

Respectfully submitted by Laurel Holmstrom
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