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Voting status

Motion: To leave as currently written: non-voting, ex-officio member of Senate

(Note: All members of Senate may speak according to Article 5.1.4. Parliamentarian should be added to
list in Article 5.1.3.)

Seat next to Chair
Motion: To seat parliamentarian next to the Chair of the Senate during both EC and full Senate meetings.

Adpvises Chair during Senate meetings rather than body at-large
Motion: To advise the Senate Chair during Senate meetings rather than body at-large. To serve as a
resource for standing committee Chairs.

This is the intent, but with the understanding that any Senator may consult the parliamentarian outside of
the Senate meeting. The parliamentarian is also given authority to advise the Chair of improper use of
her/his position.

Meeting attendance

Motion: The parliamentarian should attend all full Senate meetings and have access to Roberts Rules
during these meetings. The parliamentarian should also attend the EC meeting just prior to the full Senate
meetings. In addition, the parliamentarian should be present at the EC retreat.

Compensation/Incentive
Motion: Compensation for service will be the same as for faculty Senators in general.

Position requirements

Motion: To include in requirements:

e Tenured faculty member with Senate experience at Cal State San Marcos;

e Must have a good understanding of Roberts Rules or be willing to develop her/his understanding
further;

e Must handle criticism well.

Election/appointment?

The current Constitution & ByLaws simply says the Senate shall name the parliamentarian in the first
meeting. No further guidance is given. Also note that as written, NEAC appoints only to committees
(subtle point, but arguable). :

Motion: NEAC should solicit volunteers and present qualified candidates to the EC. The EC will bring
those deemed most qualified (all from NEAC?) to the full Senate for a vote (or for approval if only one
qualified volunteer is found).

At the final meeting of the Academic Senate in the year in which the outgoing

Parliamentarian is completing his/her term, the outgoing chair shall solicit nominations (or volunteers) to
serve as the parliamentarian for the next two years. Should no nominee come forward for appointment,
the incoming AS chair shall charge NEAC, at the first Executive committee meeting of the following AY,
to solicit nominations for a Parliamentarian to serve a two year term according to the eligibility terms
listed above. A new parliamentarian shall be named at the first full meeting of the Academic Senate each
year.

Motion: Language for the role of the parliamentarian be added to the next referendum concerning the
Constitution and By-Laws. Language concerning the election of the parliamentarian be added to the
Election Rules of the Senate.

Presented by J. Trischman
EC 9/10/03
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Computer Intensive Requirement (CIR) Resolution
Background:

In 2001, the Academic Senate, upon recommendations of the General Education
Committee (GEC), reformed the Computer Competency Requirement (CCR) to include
two parts or levels: an entry-level Computer Basics Requirement, the CBR (later renamed
the CCR for ease of administrative implementation) and a discipline-specific Computer
Intensive Requirement, or CIR.

The first part of this new requirement was implemented in Fall, 2002 and is proceeding as
planned, although some minor adjustments may need to be made as the number of
students grows. This new CCR is in fact more comprehensive in coverage than the
original CCR.

The second part of the requirement, the CIR, was designed to address the “expectations of
computer-competent graduates of CSUSM” which “far exceed those expectations
embodied in the [original] CCR,” expectations which “will vary depending on the
program, department or college granting the degree.” In an attempt to implement the CIR,
the General Education Committee, in the Spring of 2002, solicited information from
programs, departments and colleges about how they intended to ensure that their
graduates had more advanced, discipline-specific computer skills. However, the 2002-
2003 General Education Committee determined that review of these proposals was
outside of the jurisdiction of the GEC, as they involved specific degree programs and not
General Education.

While the GEC supports the goal of enhancing the computer skills of all graduates at all
levels, it does not believe that a named, University-wide requirement, administered by the
GEC, is an appropriate instrument for achieving this goal.

Therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that the CIR established by resolution of the Senate in 2001 be abolished.

EC 9-10-03
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DAVID S. SPENCE
EXECUTIVE VICE CHANCELLOR
CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICER
May 19, 2003
To: Presidents

Vice Presidents for Academic Affairs/Provosts
Vice Presidents for Student Affairs
Chairs, Campus Academic Senates

From: David S. Spence g .
i Executive Vice Chancellor/Chief Academic Officer

Jacquelyn Kegley /?
Chair, Academid Senate) C

Subject:  Coordination of Efforts to Facilitate Transfer and Degree Completion

Over the past several years, the CSU has been pursuing several independent initiatives that
aim to improve student success in the CSU. These initiatives include the following.

1. Improvement of CSU graduation rates.

2. Expansion of efforts to assist students in graduating without accumulating
unnecessary units.

3. Expansion of lower-division major core alignment to facilitate transfer.

4. Expansion of campus programs to provide Transfer Admission Guarantee (TAG)
agreements for potentially-eligible community college students who seek transfer to
the CSU.

While these efforts have achieved some improvements, none has reached the level of success
originally expected. Because these initiatives are related, there is reason to believe that they
could benefit from better coordination. Therefore, we have jointly created an Ad Hoc
Steering Committee on Student Success co-chaired by Ray Boddy, Professor of Economics,
SDSU, from the Academic Senate and Gary Hammerstrom, Associate Vice Chancellor,
Academic Affairs. This group has been charged with developing a recommendation for more
effective implementation of our efforts to facilitate transfer and degree completion to ensure
student success in the CSU.

401 Golden Shore, Long Beach, California 90802-4210
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The Ad Hoc Steering Committee has presented us with a recommendation (attached) that
would, we believe, effectively integrate existing efforts under a regional and campus focus
reinforced by appropriate system support. While the full implementation of this proposal
would require new funding that will not be available in the near future, we believe that it lays
out an approach that we support and urge you to embrace as you begin to implement the
campus recommendations of the Reporz of the California State University Task Force on
Facilitating Graduation recently adopted by the Board of Trustees.

We have now asked the Ad Hoc Steering Committee to begin planning system efforts to
support your campus work in pursuing improved transfer and graduation. These planning
efforts will include the multi-campus workshops, in the form of a systemwide conference,
proposed in the recommendations of the Report of the California State University Task Force
on Facilitating Graduation. An announcement of this conference will be distributed soon.

We believe that the work of the Task Force on Facilitating Graduation has been extremely
important in refocusing our efforts to improve the success of our students. We look forward
to working with you in implementing the recommendations of the Task Force and in
coordinating our efforts to facilitate transfer and degree completion.

DSS/gah

Attachment:  Proposal for A CSU Initiative for Student Success: Facilitating Transfer
and Degree Completion. -

c.  Members, Ad Hoc Steering Committee on Student Success
Charles B. Reed
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Cal State San Marcos Office of the President
California State University San Marcos = San Marcos, California 92096-0001 = USA
Tel: 760 750-4041 = Fax: 760 750-4033 © rmct @csusm. edu
MEMORANDUM
DATE: September 2, 2003
TO: Cabinet Members
\/ Dick Montanari, Academic Senate Chair
Honey Folk, ASI President
FROM: Roy McTarnaghan
Interim President
SUBJECT: Campus Plans for Improving Degree Completion

Many of you have already seen the May 23, 2003 memo from Vice Chancellor Spence on “Campus
Plans for Improving Degree Completion.” To emphasize its importance, I am providing another copy.

If you have not already done so:

RM/sr

Enclosure

Please share this document with your reference group.
Note the deadline date for each President to submit a plan is November 14, 2003.

Note that our plan should include the six strategies as outlined under
“Recommendations of the Task Force.” Additionally, there are listed three optional
strategies for us to consider, as well as three strategies for the CSU system.

I am asking Terry Allison to work with me to coordinate the receiving of
recommendations and developing the final report.

Itis my goal that Terry and I meet with each Cabinet member, the Provost’s Council,
the Academic Senate, and ASI, Inc., to solicit their advice and recommendations in the
development of this report during the September-October period, and that each person
or group provide written recommendations to me by October 31, 2003.

Cabinet will review and make recommendations to me on this report draft at their
meetings of November 3 and 10, before final transmittal.

The California State University

Bukersfield * Channel Islands » Chico » Domingucz Hills » Fresno * Fullerton » Hayward « Humboldt « Long Beach « Los Angeles * Maritime Academy « Monterey Bay * Northridge + Pomona
Sacramento * San Bernardino » San Diego * Sun Francisco » San Jose » San Luis Obispo * Sun Marcos » Sonoma * Stunisluus
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DAVID S. SPENCE
EXECUTIVE VICE CHANCELLOR
CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICER
Code: AA-2003-17
Date: May 23, 2003

Response Requested by
Friday, November 14, 2003

To: CSU Presidents
From: David S. Spence @« J .
Executive Vice Chancellor/Chief Academic Officer

Subject: Campus Plans for Improving Degree Completion

At its meeting in March 2003, the CSU Board of Trustees endorsed Facilitating Student Success in

Achieving the Baccalaureate Degree: A Report of the California State University Task Force on
Facilitating Graduation. Hard copies of this report were disseminated to many constituencies on
all CSU campuses in December 2002. The report can also be accessed electronically at the
following URL: <http:/ / www.calstate.edu/ AcadAff/FacilitatingGraduation.pdf>. At the
March 2003 meeting, the Board also requested that campuses submit their plans to address the
Task Force recommendations. These plans will be consolidated for Board review at the January

2004 meeting of the Trustees.

This memorandum serves as a reminder that CSU campuses should be preparing plans to
indicate the strategies they intend to implement in order to help students progress to their
baccalaureate degrees. In the cover memo (see enclosure #1) accompanying the report, we
indicated that campus plans should include some elements common to all CSU institutions and
some elements unique to the specific culture and environment of the campus. The task force
recommendations can be found in enclosure #2.

When your plan is complete, but no later than Friday, November 14, 2003, please send a copy to
Dr. Lorie Roth, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Academic Programs, CSU Office of the Chancellor,
401 Golden Shore, Long Beach CA 90802. You can also reach her at 562-951-4779 or

Iroth@calstate.edu.

c: Chancellor Charles B. Reed
Gary Hammerstrom, Associate Vice Chancellor, Academic Affairs

Lorie Roth, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Academic Programs
Robert Cherny, Chair Elect, Academic Senate CSU

CSU Provosts and Vice Presidents for Academic Affairs
Campus Senate Chairs

Enclosures: (1) Memorandum from David S. Spencé to CSU Presidents (12/5/02)
(2) Recommendations of the Task Force

401 Golden Shore 6t Floor, Long Beach, California 90802-4210 * Phone (562) 951-4710 * Fax (562) 9514986 » dspence@calstate.edu
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DAVID S. SPENCE
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CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICER .
To: CSU Presidents
From: David S. Spence @A g
Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
Date: December 5, 2002
Subject: Facilitating Student Progress to the Baccalaureate Degree

With an overall graduation rate that exceeds 60 percent, we know that the CSU’s
success in graduating students is comparable to—and sometimes even better than— that
of peer institutions. Nevertheless, we also know that almost all undergraduates enter
the CSU intending to get a bachelor’s degree, yet 40 percent never earn a CSU degree
and a third never earn a bachelor’s degree from any college. This failure represents an
unfulfilled commitment of substantial time and money made by tens of thousands of
students and by California’s citizen taxpayers. More positively, improved graduation
rates would significantly benefit students and California’s society and economy. As
noted by Clifford Adelman, one of the country’s top educational researchers, “The
admissions line is not the commencement line.” To help CSU’s commencement lines
more closely reflect the admissions lines, a CSU Task Force on Facilitating Graduation
has been meeting for many months to consider additional strategies that can help CSU
students make progress towards and complete baccalaureate degrees.

Enclosed with this memorandum is the report of the CSU Task Force on Facilitating
Graduation. The Task Force was composed of students, faculty, and administrators
and was co-chaired by Jacquelyn Kegley, Chair of the Academic Senate CSU, and
Louanne Kennedy, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs at CSU
Northridge. In preparing the report, the Task Force examined research on the factors
associated with degree completion as well as information on strategies used to improve
degree completion at universities across the nation. When an early draft of the report
had been developed, the Task Force met with four members of the CSU Board of
Trustees, all of whom had indicated a strong interest in the topic and announced it to be
a major initiative for the upcoming year. With feedback and guidance from the
Trustees, the Task Force conducted further research, discussed, deliberated, and made a
commitment to place the responsibility for graduation on both the institution and the

student.

401 Golden Shore 6% Floor, Long Beach, California 908024210 * Phone (562) 951-4710 + Fax (562) 951-4986 dspence@calstate.edu
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individual CSU campuses, some to the CSU system, and some to the CSU Board of
Trustees. The most significant of the recommendations is that each CSU campus
prepare an individualized campus plan for facilitating student progress to the degree,
with the plan containing some elements common to all CSU institutions and some
elements unique to the specific culture and environment of the campus.

Because one campus has already developed a plan much like the one described in the
report, I have asked President Jolene Koester of CSU Northridge for permission to
disseminate the Northridge plan more widely so that others can see one possible model
for addressing the recommendation of the Task Force. That report is also enclosed with

this memorandum.

The CSU Task Force on Facilitating Graduation has done considerable research,
consulted widely, held intensive discussions, and debated forcefully the merits of
various strategies to improve students’ chances for graduation. The report is not as
bold as some would have liked, and it will be found, no doubt, to be too prescriptive for
some others. It does, however, try to present the strongest possible case for why we
should undertake a significant initiative on facilitating graduation and suggests the best
methods, based on research, for achieving that goal.

We welcome any comments and feedback on the report that you may wish to offer. We
will receive written remarks until January 20, 2003. The report “Facilitating Student
Success in Achieving the Baccalaureate Degree” will be presented to the CSU Board of
Trustees at their meeting on January 28-29, 2003.

An electronic copy of the CSU Task Force report can be found at:
http://www.calstate.edu/Acad Aff/RelatedDocs.shtml

c: Chancellor Charles B. Reed
CSU Provosts and Vice Presidents for Academic Affairs
Campus Senate Chairs
Jacquelyn Kegley, Chair, Academic Senate CSU
Susana Gonzalez, Executive Director, CSSA
Artemio Pimentel, Chair, CSSA
Members, CSU Task Force on Facilitating Graduation

(1) “Facilitating Student Success in Achieving the Baccalaureate Degree”
(2) “California State University, Northridge Graduation Rates Task
Force Report”

Enclosures:
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In making these recommendations, the Task Force has reviewed the research on degree
completion and the many “possible future actions™ listed in “Section II: On the Path to
the Baccalaureate Degree.” We understand that we have limited influence over the most
important factor: exposure to a rigorous curriculum in secondary school. We understand
that, given a diverse student body, imposing standardized requirements—such as full-
time enrollment—is not possible. We understand that we cannot markedly affect
students’ decisions about the relative priorities of family, work, and school. Hence, in
offering these recommendations, we focus on aspects of students’ experiences and
aspects of the CSU that are realistically subject to intervention and change, and, as
indicated below, recommend only some of the “possible future actions” listed earlier.

For CSU Campuses:
Develbp a plan, based on local institutional research, to improve graduation rates. The
plan should include these strategies:

1. The development of 4-year, 5-year, and 6-year graduation roadmaps for all
academic degree programs. These roadmaps should be term-by-term depictions
of the courses in which students should enroll over the entirety of their academic
careers (general education and major) and should address both day and evening
programs when program size is sufficient to support both patterns. After the plans
have been developed, they should be shared with feeder community colleges and

high schools.

2. The development and implementation of projected class schedules designed to
accommodate these roadmaps and ensure that required courses will be available

during the specified terms.

3. A mandatory progress-to-degree audit at a specific checkpoint (such as when a
native freshman accumulates 65 semester units or upon entry for a transfer
student), followed by the requisite advising.

4. The review of policies for course drops, withdrawals, incompletes, and repeats in
order to reduce the number of these student actions.

5. The improvement of online and hard copy university catalogues so that they are
well designed, well organized, readable, useful, and usable.

6. The utilization of summer term to promote student progress to degree by
analyzing student course needs so as to offer a class schedule that enables
students to enroll in bottleneck courses and required courses in GE and the major.

The plan should include other strategies appropriate to the individual campuses. These
could include such strategies as:






[image: image10.png]7. Expanding faculty professional development for improved instructional
effectiveness.

8. Offering new students an intensive first-year experience.

9. Improving advising practices.

For the CSU System:
10. Ensure that there is an infrastructure and funding to allow each campus to
establish on-demand, online graduation progress reports and progress-to-degree
audits.

11. Sponsor multi-campus workshops for the sharing of effective strategies for
facilitating graduation.

12. Convene a group to consider the need for CSU systemwide policies on course
drops, withdrawals, incompletes, and repeats.

For the CSU Board of Trustees:

10 13. Review campus plans and progress annually.

14. After four years, assess the improvements in graduation rates, and consider if
more incentives and disincentives are needed. These might include fee surcharges
for excess units, fee incentives for students who graduate with close to the
minimum number of semester-credits needed to earn the degree, fee rebates for
graduating students who attended summer school, mandatory summer school
attendance, and performance funding based on improvements in graduation rates.
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From: George Diehr <gdiehr @csusm.edu>
To: "'Dick (Dick)" <montanri @csusm.edu>
Cc: Keith Trujillo <keith@csusm.edu>, Fritz Kreisler
<kreisler @csusm.edu>,
Janet Powell <jpowell @csusm.edu>, Mayra Besosa
<mbesosa@csusm.edu>,
"'davalos@csusm.edu" <davalos @csusm.edu>,
"'mloughran@calfac.org" <mloughran@calfac.org>
Subject: Class size, quality, writing requirement
Date: Wed, 21 May 2003 17:55:20 -0700
X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2653.19)

Dear Prof. Montanari,

I am writing to you in your position as chair of the academic senate to express the concern of CFA about the impact
of the current budget cuts on quality of education at CSUSM.

CFA has received numerous e-mails from faculty regarding increases in class size limits for the coming academic
year. Some increases are modest. For example, one CA&S department decided to address the need to meet a higher
FTES target by increasing the class limit by five for every section. While such class size "creep” is bothersome, and
such increases must be reduced when the budget situation improves, this level of increase will not have a significant
impact on either workload or education quality.

‘What is troublesome is the very substantial increases in enrollment limits in some classes. Class sizes in some
‘Women's Studies sections have gone from an already too-high 45 to 60. Class sizes in some computer science
classes have been increased from 30 to 47.

CFA has filed a grievance over these increases because of the unquestionable increase in workload this will cause.
But, we are also concerned that instructional quality will suffer because of the larger classes and because faculty are
receiving no consideration (e.g., additional WTUs) or assistance (e.g., reader/grader) to offset the greater student
load. We believe it is inevitable that faculty teaching large sections will spend less time per student on such
activities as assessment, evaluation, individual consultation, etc.

In addition, discussions with faculty and some students and academic administrators strongly suggest that the
university's writing requirement is not being complied with in many classes. Large class sizes may be the culprit, but
the cause is not important. Because of our writing requirement our students receive something quite special at
CSUSM. But, if the requirement is not being carried out, in even a modest number of sections, the word will quickly
get out that our writing requirement is more for show than go.

The administration should be concerned about this and should be taking action to ensure that the writing requirement
is effectively implemented in every class. Instead, we are of the opinion that compliance is being left strictly to
individual choice; the administration is not exercising its responsibility to ensure that our students are receiving the
education which is promised to them in the catalog and by our policies.

In terms of shared governance, issues of quality education are, at best, at the periphery of CFA's domain. While
CFA is making great efforts both within and external to the CSU to help improve quality (e.g., ACR-73), primary
faculty responsibility for issues of quality falls to the academic senate (and, of course, to the faculty members
themselves).

Therefore, we hope that the issues and concerns we raise here will be viewed as important ones for the academic
senate during the coming academic year.

Sincerely,

George Diehr
CFA Chapter President

EC 9/10/03
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September 4-5, 2003

Opposition to Proposition 54: Classification by Race, 

Ethnicity, Color, or National Origin  

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of the California State University (CSU) strongly oppose Proposition 54: Classification by Race, Ethnicity, Color, or National Origin a proposed amendment to Section 32 of the California Constitution; and be it further,

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate CSU transmit copies of this resolution to the CSU campus senate chairs, to the Chancellor of the CSU, to the Chair of CSU Board of Trustees, to the Governor, and to the Legislature.

RATIONALE: Since the 1960’s, energized in part by the Master Plan for Higher Education, the California State University has been deeply committed to the principle of making higher education available to historically under-represented students, many of them from ethnic or cultural minorities, and to the goal of expanding the cultural and gender diversity of its faculty.  If passed, Proposition 54 would significantly inhibit the CSU’s progress toward realizing these goals.

Proposition 54 would inhibit the ability of agencies such as the California Post-Secondary Education Commission (CPEC) to carry out their work, thereby reducing the ability of the CSU to make informed decisions or reach reasoned judgments about matters of policy.  Lacking data collected by the state, CPEC would have no factual basis on which to determine success of publicly-funded colleges and universities in providing access to all ethnic/racial groups, or to ascertain whether some lack equal opportunity in the high schools to complete the admissions requirements for the CSU and University of California (UC).

By prohibiting the State from collecting data on ethnicity, Proposition 54 would restrict the ability of faculty and students to analyze such data to the benefit of the State and its citizens.  It would deprive faculty and students of data compiled by the State, data used for scholarly research, for analysis of trends in California society, economy, and politics, and for policy planning.  The Academic Senate CSU shares the concerns of the Academic Senate of the UC about the potentially deleterious effects of Proposition 54 on this primary function of the academy (its statement is online at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/senate/reports/crecnoresp.pdf).

Proposition 54 would significantly inhibit the ability of the CSU to realize its goals of making higher education available to historically under-represented students, many of them from ethnic or cultural minorities, and the goal of expanding the cultural and gender diversity of its faculty.  By prohibiting all agencies of the State of California from collecting or maintaining data on race or ethnicity of employees and other individuals (e.g., students and staff), Proposition 54 would prevent the CSU from measuring the extent to which it is succeeding in providing access to all ethnic and racial groups and in diversifying its faculty and staff positions.  If the state of California were unable to collect data on the race and ethnicity of high-school graduates, there would be no basis on which to identify which racial or ethnic groups are underrepresented.

Proposition 54 would similarly obstruct the CSU’s efforts to gauge the success of efforts to recruit and retain a diverse faculty.  The ways that the University addresses its goals of opportunity and diversity will change as the racial and ethnic composition of California changes‑‑a group that is underrepresented today may not be in 10 or 20 years.  But it is, and will be, possible to know who is underrepresented only if data are available.  Proposition 54, if passed, would deprive CSU of these data.  Proposition 54 would therefore weaken efforts to expand educational opportunity for prospective students from under-represented groups and to increase diversity of the faculty and staff.

APPROVED – September 4-5, 2003

