Academic Senate Minutes
September 27, 2012
3:00 – 5:00, Commons

Abstract

Chair Report. Agenda approved. Minutes of 9/13/12 approved. Information items – End of Year Reports from Senate, APC, EPC, Scholarship, AFS, PDS, 
Graduate Studies, and SDS. Resolution Regarding CSU Board of Trustees’ Committee on Educational Policy September 2012 Agenda item 3, Upper Division General Education Degree Completion, Information [Amended] – amended and approved. CFA Report. Staff Representative Report. Opposition to Proposition 32:  Political Contributions by Payroll Deduction.  Contributions to Candidates.  Initiative Statute. (The “Paycheck Protection” Initiative) 2012 – approved. Associated Students Report. Statewide Senator Reports. EPC Report. FSAC Report. SAC Report. Vice Chair Report.

Present: Margaret Purser, Richard Senghas, Ben Ford, Maria Hess, Catherine Nelson, Brian Wilson, Michaela Grobbel, Sam Brannen, Birch Moonwomon, Helmut Wautischer, Jim Robison, Parissa Tadrissi, John Palmer, Ed Beebout, Jennifer Roberson, Terry Lease, Merlin Hanauer, Karen Brodsky, Tom Buckley, Jean Chan, Sharon Cabaniss, Noel Byrne, Laura Watt, Lena McQuade, Michael Pinkston, Sandra Shand, Marisa Thigpen, Edie Brown, Andy Merrifield, Anthony Gallino, Mary Beth Hull, Deborah Roberts, Armand Gilinsky, Viki Montera, Karen Thompson

Proxies: Mike Smith for Matty Mookerjee

Absent: Marco Calavita, Ruben Armiñana, Andrew Rogerson, Larry Furukawa-Schlereth, Matthew Lopez-Phillips

Guests: Ross Stivison, Elaine Sundberg

Chair Report – M. Purser

M. Purser noted that the initial technical issue with the online election had been resolved and subsequent issues may have been related to faculty not being familiar with the new Moodle interface. She announced the next lunch conversation in the Faculty Center for the upcoming week and said that B. Berkowitz would join them on Oct. 8th to discuss how the curriculum and co-curricular events could work together more. She announced the October 12th diversity workshops and talks with Lee Mun Wah and noted that the morning workshop for faculty was designated as professional development. She highly recommended it. The Chair welcomed Jennifer Roberson as a new representative from Arts and Humanities to the Senate. 

Approval of Agenda – resolution offered from the floor: Opposition to Proposition 32 – added and agenda approved. 

Minutes of 9/13/12 – amended and approved. 


Information items – End of Year Reports from Senate, APC, EPC, Scholarship, AFS, PDS, 
Graduate Studies, and SDS – emailed to the Senators. The Chair thanked all the committees who had sent in their end of year reports. 

Resolution Regarding CSU Board of Trustees’ Committee on Educational Policy September 2012 Agenda item 3, Upper Division General Education Degree Completion, Information [Amended] – final version given at Senate meeting – First Reading – C. Nelson and M. Purser

M. Purser introduced the item by describing the events that brought it about and how dynamic they were. She noted that the Board of Trustees had previously had an item on the Committee on Educational Policy agenda that would have eliminated the nine units of upper division GE in the CSU. There was tremendous outrage expressed about this item and they replaced it with an amended item, which stated that all programs would become 120 unit degree programs, etc. The resolution was in response to the amended item. She recognized Statewide Senator C. Nelson for further introduction. C. Nelson said the proposal for all programs to be 120 units came out of a conversation between the San Jose State President and its faculty about the lack of consultation regarding the previous proposal to eliminate upper division GE.  She reviewed all the committees that had “raised hell” that the upper division GE proposal could have been put on the BOT agenda without any faculty consultation at all. She said that last Wednesday at the Statewide General Education Committee they were notified by a Chancellor staffer that they would be changing the item to the 120 unit proposal and the Statewide Senate did not see that language until the next day. Again, this was without any consultation with faculty. She said that the Statewide Senate was grappling with whether to support the new proposal or not. B. Wilson described the Statewide Academic Affairs committee process of writing a resolution opposing the elimination of upper division GE and then finding out that the new proposal was coming forward. He noted that the new proposal changed the minimum for programs of 120 units to be the maximum for all programs. He noted the Statewide Senate resolution in the packet that was at a first reading and he wanted feedback on it. M. Purser described the creation of the SSU resolution and how she and C. Nelson had taken it around to all the Standing Committees for feedback. She described each Resolved clause in detail. There was substantial discussion. 

Motion to waive the first reading. Second. No objection.

Discussion continued. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Motion to amend: Fourth resolved clause – “The SSU Academic Senate strongly opposes the following aspects of the amended proposal:” instead of “That in the event that the amended proposal passes, the SSU Academic Senate strongly urge that. . .” and change the rest of the resolved clause to:

1.  The timelines for review of degrees in the Summary of the proposal are too short to match the calendar of academic program review processes on each campus;

2.   There is currently no indication that language will be added to an executive order implementing the Title V changes that urges programs to maintain the breadth of the degree by maintaining a strong general education emphasis in the required coursework for the bachelor’s degree; and

3.  The provisions for chancellor’s action to unilaterally reduce unit requirements on non-complying programs be excluded;
 
Second. There was discussion. 

Motion to amend amendment:  3.  The proposal contains provisions for chancellor’s action to unilaterally reduce unit requirements on non-complying programs; Second.  No objection. 

Return to amendment. There was discussion. 

Motion to amend amendment: amend the first paragraph clause to read: “The SSU Academic Senate finds the following aspects inconsistent with CSU guidelines” instead of “The SSU Academic Senate strongly opposes the following aspects of the amended proposal:”

Second. There was discussion. 

Question called on amendment to amendment. Second. No objection.

Vote on amendment to amendment – Failed. 

Return to amendment. 

Time certain reached. Motion to extend by 5 minutes. Second. No objection.

Question called on amendment. Second. Approved. 

Vote on amendment. - Approved. 

Return to resolution. 

Motion to include rationale with the resolution. Second. 

Motion to amend above motion to strike last paragraph in rationale. Second. No objection.

Vote on including rationale with resolution - Approved. 

Motion to amend in third resolved clause: Strike – without consideration for curricular integrity as related to students’ future prospects for graduate school, professional accreditation and career; - no second.

Motion to amend in third resolved clause: without full consideration for curricular integrity as related to students’ future prospects for graduate school, professional accreditation and career;. . . Second. Approved. 

Motion to extend by 5 more minutes. Second. No objection.

Question called. Second. Approved. 

Vote on resolution including rationale – Approved. 

Resolution Regarding CSU Board of Trustees’ Committee on Educational Policy September 2012 Agenda Item 3, Upper-Division General Education and Degree Completion, Information (Amended)

Resolved:  That the Sonoma State University (SSU) Academic Senate reaffirm the faculty’s primary responsibility for the curriculum, a responsibility based on the principle of academic freedom, and noted in the CSU Board of Trustees Statement on Collegiality and the American Association of University Professors’ Principles Statement on Collegiality; and be it further

Resolved:   That the SSU Academic Senate condemn the categorical disregard for consultation in the manner in which the proposed requirement change was developed, formalized and made public as a board agenda item without adequate and timely consultation with, or indeed even notification to CSU faculty governance; and be it further

Resolved: That the SSU Academic Senate express deep concern over the disregard for potential impacts to the competitive value of CSU degrees that may result from these hasty and ill-planned reductions to unit count without full consideration for curricular integrity as related to students’ future prospects for graduate school, professional accreditation and career; and be it further

Resolved: the SSU Academic Senate strongly opposes the following aspects of the amended proposal:

1.  The timelines for review of degrees in the Summary of the proposal are too short to match the calendar of academic program review processes on each campus;

2.   There is currently no language indicating an executive order implementing the Title V changes that urges programs to maintain the breadth of the degree by maintaining a strong general education emphasis in the required coursework for the bachelor’s degree; and

3.  The proposal contains provisions for chancellor’s action to unilaterally reduce unit requirements on non-complying programs;

and be it further

Resolved:  That this resolution be distributed to the Board of Trustees, the chancellor, campus presidents, the ASCSU, and CSU campus academic senate chairs. 

Rationale

The Board of Trustees Educational Policy Committee September agenda item “Upper-Division General Education and Degree Completion, Information (Amended)” is a proposal to require, where feasible, all four-year bachelor’s degree programs to require no more than 120 semester or 180 quarter units to complete.  The item started out as a proposal to eliminate the upper division general education requirement for CSU undergraduate degrees.  The initial proposal was put on the BOT agenda with no prior notice to the ASCSU, and no consultation with faculty.  After significant concern expressed by statewide and local faculty governance bodies and campus faculty about the lack of consultation and the potentially significant impact of the proposal on curricula throughout the CSU, the BOT proposal was modified and sent to the ASCSU during its plenary meeting on Friday, September 14, 2012. 

The SSU Academic Senate is committed to active partnership in shared governance as it upholds the principle of the faculty’s primary responsibility for the curriculum, a responsibility noted in the CSU Board of Trustees Statement on Collegiality and the American Association of University Professors’ Principles Statements.   Of major concern in carrying out that responsibility is the quality of the degree.   Because of its potentially significant impact on the nature and content of degrees throughout the CSU system, the proposal to bring all degrees down to 120 units wherever feasible should be thoroughly evaluated by faculty before action by the Board of Trustees.  

The SSU Academic Senate is opposed to several aspects of the amended proposal. First,
the timelines for compliance with the 120/180 unit goal do not allow campus program faculty sufficient time to evaluate their required coursework against the benchmark unit level set in the BOT proposal or adequate time for the appropriate faculty governance committees to review proposed program changes.

Second, there is no re-affirmation of the CSU commitment to educational breadth by urging programs to maintain a strong GE component.   A significant path to reducing units-to-degree outlined in the Summary is a reduction in systemwide general education (GE) requirements.  GE has long been an indicator of the CSU commitment to provide an education that goes beyond specific major requirements or career skills.  Through GE students are introduced to diverse ways of looking at problems and understanding the world, a skill of lasting value in an interdependent and globalized world. 

Third, the provision for chancellor’s action to reduce unit requirements on non-complying programs is inconsistent with well-recognized tenets of shared governance.  Faculty’s primary responsibility for the curriculum is wellestablished in CSU and AAUP statements.  Providing for the chancellor to act to reduce unit requirements for specific degrees is a violation of academic freedom and undermines the principle that faculty, as experts in their field, are best qualified to determine the appropriate level and extent of knowledge needed to earn a university degree.


CFA Report – A. Merrifield

A. Merrifield noted that an email had come out from the Provost about faculty talking about Prop. 30 in their classrooms. He said it was an incomplete version of a directive that was sent out by the Chancellor’s office. The Chancellor’s version stated that the CSU was sending this message because the Orange County Register was criticizing the CSU on this matter. A. Merrifield said the message also suggests that CFA proposed to dismiss class to discuss Prop. 30 which CFA never proposed. He noted that CFA thought this complicated CFA working with management on helping Prop. 30 pass. He said the Chancellor was saying that faculty could not campaign for Prop. 30 in the classroom, nor could faculty inform students or bring in speakers to inform students about Prop. 30. He said the law actually stated that faculty could discuss Prop. 30, if it was relevant to their curriculum. He noted that at this time, CFA was telling faculty not to discuss Prop. 30 while in the classroom, but they would vigorously defend any faculty member that chose to discuss Prop. 30 in their classroom, if they determine it is appropriate for their curriculum. He said when CFA is not in the classroom, they will continue to advocate for Prop. 30. He said all faculty as citizens could discuss Prop. 30 anywhere, except in the classroom. He said the Chancellor’s directive was a form of pre-censorship. A member who had served on the Academic Freedom Subcommittee cautioned that using “academic freedom” arguments might not offer legal protection for comments in the classroom. A member asked why CFA would discuss changing health care premium costs at all. A. Merrifield responded that he said faculty could determine if they could talk about Prop. 30, if it was appropriate to the curriculum and that he trusted the faculty make that determination. He then said it was an unfair labor practice if bargaining items were reopened and one side refused to discuss it. He said the CSU could not impose take-aways and CFA could not strike. 

Staff Representative Report – M. B. Hull

M. B. Hull said the Administrative Coordinators asked her to bring forward this information. (thanks to Mary Beth Hull for providing her report – LH)

“A few semesters ago the Administrative Coordinators’ access to permission numbers and enrollment caps was eliminated by the Provost Office.  The Administrative Coordinators now must go through the school schedulers for every enrollment cap change and each student permission number.  This is not the practice on other CSU campuses. PeopleSoft is part of the Common Management System.

SSU’s continuing students were limited to the number of units they could register for during the May registration period.   The students had to wait three months until Aug 6 to get their remaining units.  Not many classes were left after the Freshmen were allowed to have 16 units during SOAR.  PeopleSoft crashed on Aug 6.  It was not a workday for faculty or chairs.  Many of the “go to folks” in the Provost Office were on vacation.

The Administrative Coordinators were inundated with phone calls, emails, and walk-ins. We were given a script to read to the students.  Many found that to be insulting and not helpful. The students need 12 units for Financial Aid.  Waiting for 3 months was unnecessary worry. CSU students on other campuses did not have to wait.  

Provost Rogerson commented in his speech that he wants more students at Seawolf Decision Day. After Aug 6th’s Facebook posts, that is unlikely to happen unless the University makes changes. The posts were not kind.  In my 29 years of working as educational support, I have never experienced anything like it.  My colleagues’ experiences were the same.  

A couple of weeks ago, Lisa Wyatt sent an email inviting the staff and faculty to Suicide Prevention Training.  Staff was grateful to be included.  The Administrative Coordinators see many students in crisis. The fiasco of the Fall 2012 registration process did not need to happen.  This caused the students undue stress.  Long Beach and Chico had open registration on Aug 6 and their systems did not crash.  

During the first days of the semester, Freshmen and transfer students needed help with registering.  There was not a help lab available during the add/drop period of Fall 2012.  Admissions and Advising sent the students to the departments.  I personally helped students register; understand the 16 unit cap, the waitlist rules, and conflicts by putting a laptop on my counter and watch them register while juggling other duties.   A normal semester start-up is chaotic. This Fall was pure insanity. After the Student Affairs reorganization, many balls were dropped and the Administrative Coordinators were left to handle the issues. “

She said the Administrative Coordinators asked for the following:

· Reinstate PeopleSoft access of enrollment caps and permission to departments

· Have a two week registration lab at the beginning of each semester

· Publicize in advance when orientation dates are occurring either on-campus or online. Students accepted at orientation are not advised and call the departments.

· Do not have rolling enrollments when faculty is not available for advising. 

· Seek input from the Administrative Coordinators when changes are made so staff can compare. Veteran AC’s believe this situation could have been avoided. 

The student rep noted the Associated Student Senators were on retreat during August 6th and they experienced a tremendous amount of chaos trying to register on that day. The Chair of SAC offered to help with this issue. 



Opposition to Proposition 32:  Political Contributions by Payroll Deduction.  Contributions to Candidates.  Initiative Statute. (The “Paycheck Protection” Initiative) 2012 – First Reading - C. Nelson
C. Nelson introduced the resolution. She said the initiative would ban corporate and union contributions to state and local candidates, ban contributions by government contractors to the politicians who control contracts awarded to them and prohibit unions, corporations, or government contractors from using payroll-deducted funds for political purposes. She thought the initiative affected many at the university and was a direct threat to free speech in a democracy. She argued that it attempted to silence a major avenue of participation for people who did not sit on corporate boards or have a lot of money. She moved that the first reading be waived. Second. Approved. 
There was some discussion. A member asked that the second resolved clause include the Statewide Academic Senate. 
Question called. Second. Approved. 
Vote on resolution – Approved. 
Opposition to Proposition 32:  Political Contributions by Payroll Deduction.  Contributions to Candidates.  Initiative Statute. (The “Paycheck Protection” Initiative) 2012
BE IT RESOLVED:  That the Sonoma State University Academic Senate oppose Proposition 32 on the California November 2012 ballot; and be it further
RESOLVED:  That this resolution be distributed to the “No on Proposition 32” campaign, the Board of Trustees, campus presidents and campus senate chairs, the Statewide Academic Senate, the California Faculty Association, the governor and the California legislative leadership.

Associated Students Report – A. Gallino

A. Gallino noted the Associated Students event on Wed. Oct 3rd at 5:30pm regarding Prop. 30 information. He discussed other events the AS was sponsoring regarding the election. He noted the AS had passed a resolution on endorsing Prop. 30. He updated the Senate on the AS voter registration drive. 

Statewide Senator Reports – B. Wilson, C. Nelson

B. Wilson asked for feedback on the resolution in the packet to take back to the Statewide committee. A member asked that they table the resolution in the packet and bring something forward with stronger language. 

EPC Report – A. Gilinsky

A. Gilinsky reported that EPC approved a revision to the MBA program and an experimental course form from the GE subcommittee.




FSAC Report – V. Montera

V. Montera reported that FSAC was visited by Chair Purser regarding the resolution passed at this meeting and they were also visited by R. Senghas who gave them background on the Instructional Course Materials Policy that they will be working on. 

Motion to extend by 5 minutes. Second. Approved.

SAC Report – K. Thompson

K. Thompson reported that they approved their end of year report that would come to the next Senate meeting. They also met with Chair Purser and C. Nelson regarding the resolution. They also met with E. Sundberg as part of their ongoing adjustment to and support of the Student Affairs/Academic Affairs merger. 

Vice Chair Report – R. Senghas

R. Senghas reported that three service opportunities were still available for faculty: Campus Planning Committee, Copeland Creek Committee and Web Advisory Committee. Nominations were due the next day. 

Adjourned.

Respectfully submitted by Laurel Holmström
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