
 

Senators were present.  
   

Ex Officio:  
       Present:  Frazier, Van Selst, Curry, 
                      Parent, Mathur  
       Absent:   Rodan  
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C:  We have graduate programs that have varying GPAs for admission into a graduate 
program.  It is a little bit concerning to me that students are being held to a higher 
standard in order to do that in their last semester than it would require to get into the 
graduate program.   
A:  This policy is about students who want to earn credit in a course that will get 
graduate credit. There are different places on the transcript for different types of 
courses.  You can take a graduate course and not have it count as part of the graduate 
record.  This policy will allow undergraduates to take a limited number of courses that 
could be used for graduate credit should they go on for their master’s degree.  This 
policy is about courses taken for graduate credit.  The GPA requirement and unit limit 
are interpreted to protect the undergraduate student from biting off more than they can 
chew. 
 
Q: There is confusion between the title and number 1.  Earning graduate credit is 
different than petitioning to take graduate level courses.   Is there a way to simplify 
some of this to get to the point, clean up number 3?  The larger issue is what is credit.   
A:  The committee will clarify. 
 
C:  Under the old policy students could only take gradua
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don’t meet our standards even when students are saying they are effective.  What 
kicked this off is that there are effective teachers who are falling below the norm who 
are then not eligible for promotion to Professor.  We need to find a way to stop the 
harm.  PS did consider a baseline without a norm, but did not go that way.  As we 
began to look at the problem overall, we also became aware teaching is not always 
being evaluated as holistically as the policy calls for.  There is a tendency to focus 
almost exclusively on SOTEs.  We were looking for ways to redo this descriptor to 
make this clear that faculty are being evaluated for their teaching in a wide variety of 
different forms of information.  The rewrite adds a few things.  It adds kind of an 
either/or for qualifying for baseline.  The evaluations will either be within the norms 
or otherwise there is a preponderance of evidence of teaching competence and 
effectiveness.  While almost all of you who have been through the process have 
submitted syllabi and other materials, the policy doesn’t actually require it.  We 
wanted to insert that into the baseline descriptor not to make the process more 
onerous, but to impress upon the committees that when they evaluate teaching they 
need to take account of things beyond the SOTEs.  We also wanted to insert in the 
descriptor itself, the same phrase that appears in the teaching evaluation policy about 
a holistic judgment of teaching effectiveness.  There could be some more changes 
over the next month as we keep crafting this. 
 
Questions: 
Q:  On line 80, would the committee consider changing, “or otherwise offer a 
preponderance of evidence…” to “or otherwise offer materials that show a 
preponderance of evidence…”.   
A:  I see what you are saying.  The surveys give evidence beyond those 13 questions.  
There are subjective answers.  We need a better phrase than preponderance of 
evidence to communicate that.  What we want to communicate is that committees 
need to look at the entire survey instrument, objective and subjective, not just 
question 13.  However, we will find a different phrase to say this.  Looking only at 
question 13 is a shortcut many of the committees take, but it is a bad shortcut.   
 
Q:  The narrative might be really glowing in the evaluation, but when it comes to the 
score it sometimes doesn’t reflect that.  Reviewers are a little more conservative with 
the scores as opposed to when they are writing the narrative.  Is there a way to have 
language that guides the reviewers regarding this in the policy? 
A:  Let me be sure I understand.  You are saying the reviewers might say this is an 
excellent candidate, but then vote baseline? 
Q:  Yes.  I’m not sure how this can be addressed, but it is an issue. 
A:  The committee will consider it. 
 
Q:  Is the goal of this policy to tell evaluators to look at a broader sample, or is it that 
they didn’t achieve the norm so now reviewers need to go a little more in-depth?  I’m 
just curious how we should view the policy and how it is currently phrased? 
A:  There are two goals for this particular amendment.  First, the policy does talk 
about a holistic evaluation of teaching, and the teaching evaluation policy, which is 
referenced by the RTP policy and emphasizes that, every measure passed by the 
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Senate for 30 years has declared that SOTEs are but one component.  However, the 
way in which the descriptors get put together and the way in which committees look 
for shortcuts can result in a tendency to rely too much on the results of one question in 
one part of the total evidence assembled, so making it clearer that teaching needs to 
be judged holistically is a part of the reason for this amendment.  There was a very 
specific problem that kicked it all off.  There are effective teachers, at least judged 
effective by their students, that are falling below the norms and they were not eligible 
for tenure.  That seemed inappropriate to us.  We had a positive goal of creating a 
holistic evaluation, but also wanted to get out of this trap with this weird interaction 
of norms and the way the instrument is phrased.  We have to change this aspect so no 
one is harmed. 
 
Q:  Given that the published research recently suggests that SOTEs should not be 
used in RTP guidelines, would the PS Committee consider eliminating the word 
“norm” from the policy completely and just saying that SOTEs should be provided in 
the dossier? 
A:  One of the various options that PS has looked at with regards to the baseline was a 
normless description.  It was not the option that the PS Committee chose to go with 
today, but if you consider the way this amendment is phrased being within the norm is 
more than one way to establish you are being effective.  In a sense, there is no 
requirement to meet a norm SOLATE to be judged worthy of tenure, so it kind of is a 
little bit of both.  Norms can be a little protective of faculty too.  If students have a 
voice at all, it should be one component and norms are one way of expressing that 
component. 
 
Q:  If norms are going to stay in, would PS consider being a little bit more normal 
with the norm and indicate that norms are calculated from the entire faculty body.  
Also, 55% of the faculty are lecturers and that should be referenced in the norms of 
the tenure/tenure-track. 
A:  Interestingly, there is nothing in the RTP policy that says which norm should be 
A, B, C.  SERB could establish 100 norms.  There could be different norms for lab 
classes and GE classes.  SERB can do as many as they think appropriate and I would 
encourage them to create norms that reflect the different styles and kinds of teaching.  
I do believe the SOLATEs are normed differently than the SOTEs.  You could have 
different norms for departments, colleges, and the whole university.  There is nothing 
in the RTP policy that says which of these norms is referenced.  We could have lots of 
different options for this and we probably should. 
 
Q:  On line 77, where you say, “take into account the nature, subject, and level of 
classes taught, …,” could you add “size of classes” also? 
A:  That’s a good idea.  That’s a phrase that comes from the teaching evaluation 
policy. 
 
Q:  If you are saying the teachers are receiving 4’s, but we are saying you are not 
good enough if you are a 4, but the students are saying we agree with the statement it 
is such a mismatch.  I’d like to see student voices heard, but is there some way to 
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and paper containers about 10 years ago and these have disappeared.  Then we used 
to have cardboard boxes and they are gone now too.  Can we get them back? 
A:  All recycling is being put together now and is separated later so all is well. We are 
utilizing single stream recycling. 
 
Q:  Can you say a little more about the theatre? 
A:  It is a 120-person two-story classroom theatre.  There will be easel boards and 
academic areas in there.  The business school is talking about moving their operations 
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Occupational Therapy.  I’d like to know if the ASCSU has been discussing this and 
what that means for our Nursing program at SJSU? 
A:  The original pilots were executed without CSU consultation.  The newer proposal 
is to expand that.  The answer was that we already have a CSU system to offer 
Bachelor’s degrees, all we need is funding to expand.  There are ways to share 
resources to offer CSU degrees through community college campuses.  That is the 
most recent proposal I’m aware of. 

 
Q:  I’ve been following the media attention around the quantitative reasoning 
proposals.  What entity proposed the Quantitative Reasoning proposal? 
A:  The Quantitative Reasoning Taskforce Report from three years ago recommended 
two changes.  One was to remove Intermediate Algebra and the other was to trade 
that for a broader experience on data communication units.  That should have been a 
one-on-one trade, but the CSU dropped the Intermediate Algebra then waited two 
years, and then decided to ensure we have numeric fluency.  The fourth year of 
quantitative reasoning is really the replacement to Intermediate Algebra, so the origin 
of that comes from the Quantitative Reasoning Task Force Report. 
 

F. Provost:   
Thanks to everyone for getting through the semester.  Thanks for a great and very 
kind welcome.   
 
A few key things that are going on and where we are going are tied very much to 
things I’ve been learning in my first semester.  There has been a lot of conversation 
going on around the faculty and its organization and how we are going to do that over 
time.  I have some opinions about that.  We have to operationalize and to sit down 
and really have some conversations.  What I mean by that is what are the ratios 
between our tenure/tenure-track faculty and our lecturers.  I think this is something 
we really have to think about.  I’ll talk about more of this is a second.   
 
I never expected how much time Golden Shores of the CSU would take out of the life 
of the Provost. I think, by the way, we can drop new now from Provost.  I’ve been 
worn down some by the CSU system in the sense that I spend a couple of nights a 
week once a month at least out of town.  I did have an opportunity to go to an 
interesting summit this past week on climate change literacy.  I have some strong 
opinions, having been a K-12 teacher in this state about adding one more thing to the 
curriculum of the K-12 educators.  I’m not a big fan of unfunded mandates even if 
they have the best intent, so I think there could be some more conversation coming 
out of that.  
 
One of the big things for me is the investment in the faculty here.  I want to 
acknowledge and hope people are paying attention that need to bring the Op-Ed 
project here this spring to next fall with the Public Voices Fellowship.  I sent a lot of 
information out on it.  If people haven’t really looked at it the deadline is in January 
2020.  This is a really amazing project.  This is a whole year where we will pick 20 
fellows who will sit down in four day-long workshops over the course of a year and 
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Success which we are launching this spring and I don’t want a think tank to talk about 
what our problems are, I want a strategy and planning group on how we can better 
support Associate Professors, because I think we identified the core crux of our 
challenge here. 
 
Second, I will work with Senior Deputy Provost Carl Kemnitz and Dr. Deanna Fassett 
on additional programming for Associate Professors in professional development.  Of 
course, Dr. Wong(Lau) will continue to work with Dr. James Lee, Senior Director of 
Faculty Affairs to ensure comprehensive training on the RTP process.”   
 
I was silent during this conversation today, but I actually think this training needs to 
be mandatory.  We cannot just let people go into the RTP conversation with no 
training.  If you cannot contextualize a SOTE then you shouldn’t be evaluating your 
colleagues.  I say that with all seriousness.  If you can’t look at 25 SOTES and say, 
“Wow, three people hammered this person—probably because they didn’t like him,” 
and you can’t figure out how to do that then you really need some help.  We have got 
to do this work with intention.  We have to look at mandatory training on unconscious 
bias.  We have named it, we’ve talked about it, and we need to confront it.   
 
We have got to do this work with intention.  We need to invite everyone that gets 
promoted and say, “What is your five-year plan?  Where are you going and what do 
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(Provost-Yes, it is! Which is OK!  Laughter.)  One of the things you talked about was 
recognizing challenges.  There are a number of successes reflected in the COACHE 
survey.  There are also a couple things about governance in the survey such as 
“governance is a shared sense of purpose that is faculty perceptions of actions that 
foster or undermine relationships between faculty and administration,” and then 
“faculty perceptions of actions taken by senior leadership as well as how senior 
leadership engages in shared governance.”  Again, this speaks to before you got here. 
 
A:  Yes, first, the perception of senior leadership is actually pretty clear in the survey.  
There are chairs and deans and then everything above that and that is senior 
leadership.  When I presented this to the senior leadership of the campus, I told them 
they had better own it.  We have to own this.  There is a great distance between how 
we operate and that is a problem.  The COACHE survey, in my opinion, was 
intentional to that radical transparency.  It is out there.  We have a gap so that is the 
first thing in terms of where we are.  It is pretty bold of senior leadership to say we are 
going to do the survey, but when it shows a gap we are going to acknowledge it.  The 
next step is what do you do about it.  That is the big question.  To the other point 
which was shared governance and general initiative, I think the point is we need a 
dialogue and conversation.  I’m trying to be incredibly active as far as the Executive 
Committee and in being here.   There is a very big event happening right now, but my 
job is to be in the Senate.  I’m all for that dialogue.  I came here for a number of 
reasons and not the least of which was to work with the senior leadership team that I 
like very much.  I’ve never been given more flexibility in my job in my entire life.  
There have been so many times the President has said, “You’re the Provost.  Make 
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and we can have a larger conversation.   
 
Q:  Thank you so much for doing the diversity analysis for promotion.  Would you 
consider doing a diversity audit for the RSCA grants?  I think the mentoring is 
helpful, but many of us aren’t suffering from lack of mentoring.  It is more structural 
inequities.   
 
A:  Yes, I think we have to look at all of this stuff.  We have to look at it in context 
and in relation.  This is why I’m excited about hiring a new Director of Institutional 
Research and Vice Provost of Institutional Effectiveness and Analytics, because we 
don’t have a good understanding of faculty data.  I’m all for looking at all these 
pieces.  I have not yet gone through a tenure and promotion cycle as Provost here, so 
it will be an interesting year as I look at that in relation to the new standards and the 
way they are written.  It does provide some flexibility around the three categories that 
could produce spaces for some of the things people in this room are talking about.  
Again, when I sit back and think about this, we could spend the rest of our lives trying 
to rewrite the RTP guidelines, but what kind of conversation are we having on the 
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Q:  The CFA conducted a survey of lecturers last year and had over a 40 percent 
response rate, would you be interested in seeing it? 
 
A:  Yes, absolutely.   
 
Q:  I understand that it isn’t fair to ask you about the COACHE Survey and what 
happened before you were here. 
 
A:  That’s okay, you can ask me. 
 
Q:  The COACHE Survey did not include lecturers and is there a reason it was not 
sent out to all faculty? 
 
A:  I actually thought it was.  That was probably just a mistake.  All the data in on the 
web and we are not taking it down.  I can send out another message.  That was an 
oversight that was not intended.  Thank you for pointing that out.   
 
Q:  Thank you for your presentation today and for the communication you will be 
sending out tomorrow.  It has been decades since we’ve had data on our RTP rates, 
especially data that is available in the categories provided.  This has been a subject 
that Professional Standards has asked numerous administrations for help with.  This is 
the first step of a lot of steps that need to be taken to fix some pretty deep-seated 
problems that we have here.  I’m very encouraged that you are taking that step today.   
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up to the plate and say I believe in the institution and take on service responsibility, 
and then what happens is their RSCA 
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G. Associated Students President:  
AS President Parent announced that applications for Student Trustee on the Board of 
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