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At its meeting of November 1, 1999, the SISU Academic Senate passed the following Sense of the Senate
Resolution presented by David McNeil for the Executive Committee.
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WHEREAS: President Robert L. Caret and Gene L. Dinielli, Chair, StateW|de Academic
Senate have requested the San José State University Academic Senate to provide
feedback regarding the Draft Accountability Process proposed by Executive Vice
Chancellor Spence (August 16, 1999); and

WHEREAS: Opinions have been solicited from all senators and responses incorporated into the
attached response; therefore, be it

RESOLVED: That the SISU Academic Senate approves and adopts the attached response.
RESOLVED: SJSU Academic Senate forward this response to President Caret for attachment

to the campus response to the Academic Senate CSU and Executive Vice
Chancellor David Spence.
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The draft accountability process proposes to establish specific areas of performance review and
indicators for accountability at both the system and campus levels within the CSU. While this
process can have a positive impact on campus' abilities to demonstrate achievement of their
academic missions, the process should preserve the autonomy of the individual campuses. In
addition, this document needs system indicators that demonstrate explicitly what the central
administration is doing to support the academic mission. System performance should be
measured in the context of how central administration's activities result in direct improvements
in teaching and learning.

Our campus already routinely reports the institutional performance areas and indicators for items
2-9 to the System. We are concerned that we will be asked to report them again, in another
format for this project, thus doubling out current workload. In addition, the system needs to
assure campuses that the new CMS (PeopleSoft) software will simplify the collection of the
necessary data.

The proposed items 1 and 10-12 are new, cannot be equally applied among the campuses, and
will require considerable campus variation in order to devise appropriate campus accountability
measures. However, the information provided in the various indicators is only relevant and valid
when viewed in the aggregate, and the level of aggregation can only be at the system level.

The SJSU Academic Senate applauds the System for including accountability measures for the
System, Chancellor’s office, and Board of Trustees in this most recent draft. The entire system
will be strengthened and improved by having the accountability of the central units defined and
measured. However, this draft is incomplete without concrete indicators for the System,
Chancellor’s Office and Board of Trustees. Reciprocal accountability flowing from the System
office to the campuses is an important step forward in improving the relationship between the
System and the campuses in the spirit of Cornerstones Principle 10.
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Indicators need to be added in aII the performance areas for the System, Chancellor’s Office, and
Board of Trustees. A model indicator for the item listed under the second performance indicator:
“Maintaining appropriate balance between system commonality and campus autonomy” is
provided below. Under performance area 2: “Desired distribution of decision-making between
the system and campuses” we suggest the follow



In bullet 3 we suggest changing the word “change” to “strategie



e English or math only vs. English plus math remedial students
e Data should include information on how this affects minorities
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e suggest revising the stem statement as follows: “In order to fully utilize campus resources,
the CSU will increase utilization of facilities in “off-peak” times (including state support and



