
 

 
     

  



 

 

 

 

 
 

    

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

to the Senate. Chair Heiden will try and get that vote at the next Executive Committee meeting. 

Q: The President’s review was completed on March 9, 2015.  What can we expect from here on? 
A: The deadline for feedback was March 9, 2015, but that isn’t the full review.  The Chancellor 
and the Board of Trustees must also complete a review.  The review should go to the Board of 
Trustees in June 2015. 

Q: Has there been any conversation in the cabinet or the Executive Committee about what is 
happening in Indiana? The President of San Francisco State University has said no state money 
will be spent on travel to Indiana.  Are there any plans for us to take similar action? 
A: They received a lot of backlash from their own constituents, and modifications were made to 
the legislation. However, the affected community was not happy with those modifications.  Chair 
Heiden will follow-up. 

B. From the President of the University – Not present.

 IV. Executive Committee Report – 

A. Executive Committee Minutes – 
Executive Committee Minutes of February 16, 2015 – No Questions. 
Executive Committee Minutes of February 23, 2015 – No Questions. 
Executive Committee Minutes of March 9, 2015 – No Questions 

B. Consent Calendar – 
The Senate voted and the consent calendar was approved (44-0-0).  
AVC Backer reported the results of the Senate General Elections for 2015-2016.  

C. Executive Committee Action Items: 
Senator Sabalius presented AS 1563, Policy Recommendation, Scheduling of Thanksgiving 
Holiday (First Reading). 

The Thanksgiving Vacation does not serve the faculty or students well.  Other CSUs have the 
whole week off, and we only have Thanksgiving day and the day after off. 



 

 

 

 

 
  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

just shift to the Tuesday prior to Thanksgiving.  However, if we had the whole week off one 
could argue the low attendance could shift to the Friday prior to Thanksgiving.   



 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

   

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

AS has had an increase in rent from the move to the new Student Union.    

AS will host its first annual Spartan Showcase on April 15, 2015, 5 p.m.  

The CSSA will meet this weekend.    

Last month AS President Miller and Senator Amante were lobbying for more funding for the  
CSU.  

Question: 
Q: Doesn’t the Student Union belong to AS?  If so, who are you paying rent to? 
A: This is one of the things we are looking at. 

B. Vice President for University Advancement – Not Present. 

C. CSU Statewide Academic Senators – 
There are four resolutions that were passed at the last CSU Statewide meeting: 

A resolution on the CSU Budget asking legislators to support a higher CSU budget.   

A resolution on legislative advocacy.   

A resolution on accommodation for the CSU Legislative Conference.   

A resolution asking faculty to avoid purchasing John Wiley products for the time being. 

Other resolutions include a resolution on tenure density, a resolution on the CSU Statewide 
Senate Calendar for 2015-2016, a resolution on faculty development around assessment, and 
expectations for upper division GE. 

Other discussions include the new Executive Order on GE, on Statway, and on the movement 
from a faculty-based to a management-based position supported by faculty. 

Questions: 
Q: What is the tenure-density the CSU is aiming for? 
A: 75% 
Q: Where is the CSU at right now? 
A: 56% WTUs, but tenure/tenure-track personnel are outnumbered by lecturers. 

D. Provost – 
Provost Feinstein announced: 

At the last Senate meeting we discussed the Chancellor’s Office pending approval of 
supplemental criteria.  This was approved.   
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Impaction criteria will be implemented Fall 2016. 

You will be receiving an email in the next hour regarding equity.  The university is allocating 
$800,000 for faculty, and $500,000 for staff equities. Two key components are being addressed; 
salary compression and salary inversion.  The university is initially concentrating on 
tenure/tenure-track faculty. The university is not focusing on lecturers or coaches.  The program 
provides a minimum salary for assistant professors of $65,000, $70,000 for associate professors, 
and $75,000 for full professors. This will impact about 36 faculty members.  The university will 
also completely eliminate salary inversion in tenure/tenure-track faculty members.  This means 
there will be no assistant professors making more than associate professors, and no associate 
professors making more than full professors.  This will affect 45 faculty members on this 
campus.  The university will also be addressing those faculty members that are making less than 
10% of the mean salary in their department by rank. The last change will be that full Professors 
that have been in their position for 5 years will receive a 1% increase, 10 years will receive a 2% 
increase, and 15 years will getting a 3% increase.  These improvements will be effective July 1, 
2015, except for the increases for full professors with 10 and 15 years.  The 2% or 3% increases 
for full professors will be effective July 1, 2016.  This will impact over 250 faculty members.   

Questions: 
Q: By delaying some of the increases to July 1, 2016, does this mean they might possibly not 
happen if something comes up? 
A: 



 

 

 

  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

A spring Open Forum on Diversity will be held where the community can meet with the 
President’s Commission on Diversity on April 28, 2015 from noon to 2 p.m. in the Student 
Union Theatre. 

Please complete the Campus Climate Survey.  The deadline is April 17, 2015 for students, 
faculty, staff, and administrators. 

Faculty were encouraged to attend the Angela Davis lecture on Thursday, April 16, 2015. 

VI.  Unfinished Business -
Senator Sabalius presented AS 1563, Sense of the Senate Resolution In Support of AS-3197-
14, The Need for a Comprehensive California State University Policy on Academic Freedom 
(Final Reading). 

The Senate voted and AS 1563 passed as written (39-0-5). 

VII.  Policy Committee and University Library Board Action Items.  In rotation. 

A. Curriculum and Research Committee (C&R) –  
Senator Brada-Williams presented AS 1556, Policy Recommendation, Prerequisite for Writing  





 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

community.” Would the committee consider different language here? 
A: The committee will revisit these items. 

Q: Whenever you decide if you are going to add the Senate Chair, can you then specify if you 
mean for one of the policy committee chairs from the Executive Committee to be the 
Executive Committee member on the board? 
A: The committee will revisit this. 

Q: Would the committee consider whether this should be a Senate Management Resolution, or 
a Policy Recommendation, since it modifies a policy? 
A: The committee will consider this. 

C. Instruction Student Affairs Committee (I&SA) –   
Senator Frazier presented AS 1558, Amendment to S10-6, Academic Standards: Probation 
and Disqualification (Final Reading). 
The Senate voted and AS 1558 passed as written unanimously (44-0-0). 

D. University Library Board (ULB) -- No report. 

E. Professional Standards Committee (PS) – 

Senator Peter presented AS 1561, Policy Recommendation, Appointment, Retention, Tenure 
and Promotion Criteria, Standards and Procedures for Regular Faculty Employees, Rescinds 
S98-8 (First Reading). 

Senator Peter urged Senators to send him any questions, concerns, proposed changes, etc. for 
him to bring back to the PS Committee. 

Senator Peter commented, “Devising a policy for SJSU is more complex and difficult than for 
other universities. We are an urban comprehensive university.  Most faculty aren’t aware of 
everything other faculty are doing.  There are certain disciplines which earn grants and focus 
primarily on scholarship.  There are other departments that teach almost exclusively lower 
division GE students. Then there are other departments that teach primarily graduate students 
and are deeply involved in mentoring students.  We are neither a poly technical un



 

 

 

 

we are in the 3rd year of round 2 trying to reform a 1998 policy. 

I have read all the RTP policies going back to 1966 and in the early years research was not even 
mentioned, and under service there were items such as giving to the United Way.  The nature of 
the job has changed over the decades.  We have added a substantial research component, but 
something that has not changed has been the teaching load.  By and large, unless you get a grant 
and buy yourself out of teaching you are still teaching as many if not more students.  The 
teaching load is as high as it has ever been and the research expectations have skyrocketed since 
the 1960’s. We have added and not subtracted from what we expect from faculty.  Prior to 
1998, the RTP policy was revised regularly, which used to be every three to four years.  We 
have now gone 17 years without a substantial change.  There were a number of reasons the RTP 
policy changed so frequently in the past including changes in the bargaining agreement, 
expectations changed, etc. This is the only 17 year stretch without a major reform we have ever 
had. 

In 2012-2013, the PS Committee began this process again.  The committee interviewed 
members of the university community, the Provost, a variety of faculty members, and conducted 
a campus-wide survey of the faculty.  The committee examined the feedback, and then crafted a 
Flexible Achievement Plan that was brought to the Senate in December 2013.  The Senate 
endorsed the plan and the PS Committee then began the task of rewriting the policy.  If this 
policy passes in the Spring or the Fall, it would be implemented a year after the policy is passed.  
One year would be dedicated to informing the campus of the new policy and procedures.  Then 
in 2016, all the procedural elements would begin as well as the criteria and standards by which 
faculty are evaluated would begin to be phased in.  Currently, we are required to send a copy of 
the RTP policy to all faculty that are hired. The PS Committee feels most faculty will want to 
be evaluated under the new policy, but it would be unethical to force faculty to be evaluated 
under the new criteria and standards without a phase-in period. 

The new policy establishes three categories and under the old policy there were only two.  The 
first category in the old policy is academic assignment, and the second category is scholarship, 
creative activity and professional achievement.  In the old policy, service gets subsumed under 
the other categories. The new policy adds service as its own area.  



 

 

  

 

 

 

committee would look at a dossier and determine if the candidate had undertaken a fair share of 
workload to keep the department functioning well: such as activities like work on department 
committees; the creation, revision or assessment of department curricula; or participation in 
department planning, outreach, and advisement.  These are the type of things we would expect 
all faculty to be involved in. If you are going to have a good rating in service—you must do this 
and more.  In addition in the baseline described, the candidate has also participated in significant 
service activities beyond the department.  This will usually include college-level service, 
university-level service, service to the community, and significant activities for professional 
organizations. Getting a rating of “Excellent” in service is harder yet, as the candidate would 
have to do more than even that listed above and this is included in the guidelines.  Over time the 
committees will read the descriptors and begin to match profiles to what is good or excellent. 

In general the PS Committee has attempted to create more clarity, and more organization in the 
policy than it had before. The PS committee also attempted to remove duplicate language that 
had crept up over time in amendments.  In addition, the PS committee attempted to remove 
conflicts with the Collective Bargaining Agreement.  The Collective Bargaining Agreement is 
now 17 years newer than the last time the policy was revised. 

We currently have a 2, 4, 6 faculty performance review cycle where faculty receive more 
extensive reviews in years 2, 4 and 6. The PS Committee is proposing to change this to a 3rd 

year review.  The PS Committee unanimously agreed that the 2nd year review is not very useful 
as it is currently put together.  The 2nd year review begins at the beginning of the 2nd year, and 
the faculty member is judged on only one year of performance.  The fourth year review, which 
is currently the most important review of all because it is the chance for faculty who need to 
change something in order to get tenure to do so, comes too late for some faculty.  Especially for 
those faculty that may need to get more involved in research and raise grants to do so.  The PS 
Committee feels the third year is the “sweet spot” for giving faculty data, but still allowing them 
enough time to make changes.  Another advantage of a third year review is to help determine if 
a fourth or fifth year review is needed. This allows the outcome of the third year review to 
determine when the next review should occur.  Under the contract, everyone gets reviewed 
every year with a shorter “annual summary of achievements.”  The policy also establishes the 
capability of using the outcome of the short one-year review to determine if a full performance 
review is necessary in the following fall. 

The PS Committee will be returning Professor to the university level of review.  In 1998, the 
promotion to Professor was removed from the university-level committee.  The PS Committee 
feels this was a mistake.  Professors usually are expected to undertake university governance 
and service activities and only a university-level committee is equipped to judge if this is the 
case. In 2006, this was a reform the Senate approved. 

In the PS Committee review of faculty surveys, many faculty complained about the misuse of 
abstentions in votes. Some faculty have used their vote to abstain strategically.  They abstain 
from voting and then insist on writing an opinion that justifies their vote giving a very negative 
opinion. The PS Committee feels an abstention vote should only occur if the faculty member 
has a conflict of interest or is not informed on the voting issue.  Under the new policy, faculty 
that abstain must absent themselves from the discussion and will not be allowed to participate in 
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the writing of a decision. 

Finally, dossiers shall be put in an electronic format.  Electronic dossiers will be phased in by 
the time the phase-in portions of this policy are completed. 

When you get to a college-level committee dossiers must be reviewed in a locked room.  This is 
very difficult for faculty.  The PS Committee believes electronic dossiers will allow faculty on 
committees to do a more thorough review than is currently possible.  Also, the dossiers should 
be prefaced with a narrative statement and give guidance on what the candidate should say.  As 
we move to an electronic format, faculty may use hyperlinks.  One reason for the narrative 
statement is that it gives faculty an opportunity to show the synergy between their teaching and 
their research. 

The PS Committee has not determined the timeline for next steps.  They are waiting for input. 
The committee has received some input from the Provost.  The scope of the revision and how 
many revisions need to be made will determine whether it comes back in the spring or the fall to 
the Senate, but the committee does want a year to prepare the campus. 

Questions: 

Q: Line 1025 states probationary credit may not be awarded for achievements received before 



 

 

    

 
 

                                                                                           

 

            
 

              

  
                                          

                                                                                                                                               

proposal to define baseline achievement in such a way that a candidate achieving baseline in all 
three areas earns tenure? In the interest of fairness and clarity for all candidates, would you 
consider modifying the proposal to prohibit or at least discourage departmental guidelines in 
those cases except for librarians and others that have special assignments? 

A: With regard to guidelines, the guidelines have been very controversial since 1998.  We will 
never get a unanimous decision with regard to all for or all against guidelines.  The concern that 
some faculty have is that if individual departments devise their own guidelines, one department 
may edit their guidelines to be substantially easier in some category, or substantially harder in 
some category and this may create a disparity between people doing similar kinds of research.  
This is a concern.  The PS Committee will discuss this further at the next meeting.  The PS 
Committee may consider having the college curriculum committee approve the guidelines in the 
policy. 

With regard to the teacher-scholar model, it assumes if you do the baseline in both the teacher 
and scholar area you should get tenure. However, just achieving baseline in all areas may not be 
someone we want to tenure.  We are looking for someone that has more to offer than just basic 
competence.  With regard to the three criteria, please read the verbal descriptors.  One problem 
constituents in the College of Science expressed to the PS Committee is that these guidelines 
would permit someone that excelled in service, but was poor in teaching and/or scholarship, to 
earn tenure. If you read the verbal descriptors you will see this is not true.  

Q: On line 309, section 2.3.1.4, it says that “external reviewers should not have personal or 
professional relationships with the candidate that could compromise their objectivity.”  Can you 
define where this concern came from? 
A: This came from Faculty Affairs and one example is that they had people asking their 
dissertation advisers to write special letters, but there were also cases of spouses and others that 
clearly had personal relationships that clearly had a conflict of interest.  The PS Committee will 
revisit this and be more specific about it. 

Q: In section 2.3.3, it appears the requirement in the artistic area also seems to require 
traditional research.  The end of that statement concludes that, “… and the mastery of a skill in 
addition to research.” 
A: That was certainly not intended.  The PS Committee will revisit this. 

Q: 



 

 

                                                                                                                        

 

               

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

A: This is a typographical error, the committee settled on “may,” but the minutes will be 
checked to verify this. 

Q: Would the committee consider having all candidates have an independent review either in 
the third year review when all dossiers are reviewed by an independent committee, or by a 
separate committee? 
A: Your suggestion is then to have two university committees. 

Q: Can you explain why librarians and counselor who aren’t professors are considered tenured?   
A: Part of the Collective Bargaining Agreement, in 1992 I believe, included librarians and 
counselors as part of unit 3 faculty. For the first six years after librarians became considered 
faculty, they had their own RTP policy, but later they were included in the overall RTP policy. 

Q: Would the committee consider limiting e-dossiers?  The moment after you allow e-dossiers, 
the candidate can put link-after-link in their dossier and this could make the workload 
impossible for any committee to review.                                                                             
A: Yes 

VIII. Special Committee Reports – 
A. Petitions to the Senate Regarding LOFT by Bruce Reynolds: 

“Over the past several months, many faculty have been concerned about the future of our 
library and specifically the rescinding of library policy.  Our ad hoc faculty/student 
group, Save Our University Library (SOUL) ha



 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

that this in part reflects the fact that we are buying very few new print books, it also 
reflects, no doubt, the reluctance of the current generation of students to read much of 
anything, but I don’t think we should cater to this proclivity of current students.  Also, the 
evidence suggests if students are going to read something they prefer to read print books 
and moreover there are more and more studies that show learning is more effective from 
print books than e-books. It is true, of course, that many books in our library are seldom 
checked out, but it doesn’t mean just because they are seldom checked out that they are 
not potentially valuable for particular research needs.  Browsing the stacks is still one of 
the very best ways to discover sources that might otherwise elude a researcher and also it 
is a good way to quickly assess what is available on a particular subject. 

We have no shortage of space in the MLK Library, which was promised to provide 
adequate space for 30 years of collection expansion, and now not only is the print 
collection not expanding as it should be, it is proposed to decimate it and make it less 
accessible. I would particularly appeal to those of you that represent disciplines that do 
not rely heavily on books, not to ignore the needs of those of us from Humanities and 
Social Sciences and our student



 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

B.  Report on Recruitment, Retention and Hiring of Faculty in various Demographic 
Groups by the AVP of Faculty Affairs, Senator Elna Green. 

This is the annual report to the Senate on the recruitment and retention of faculty and our 
attempts to diversity the faculty. 

The number one reason we get turned down for recruitment at SJSU is due to the cost of 
housing. Our salaries are competitive until you l



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Up until recently, Faculty Affairs was using data from the IEA website, but they have 
recently learned that the data on the IEA website is specific to what the CSU asks for and 
includes the number of people teaching in a given semester, but it leaves out 
librarians/counselors, leaves of absence, and 1.0 chairs.  This makes it incomplete for our 
purposes. For instance, this data left out 85 people for Fall 2014.  Faculty Affairs is now 
running their own reports. 

For Fall 2014, we hired 628 Tenure line faculty.  Of the 628, about 362 were White, 54 
Other, 37 Hispanic, 18 Black, 152 Asian, and 5 American Indian.   

Questions: 
Q: With the losses, it appears we need to hire more than 40 faculty a year with 
retirements. 
A: Yes, we need to hire about 45 tenure/tenure-track faculty per year. 

Q: Can you tell me how the 66 hires were budgeted? 
A: I’d be happy to have the Provost answer that.  Provost Feinstein responded, “If you 
remember last year, we received additional resources of about $9 million that was 
untethered to FTES. These funds were allocated to the colleges.  We won’t see that kind 
of increase this year. Our FTES only increased by .7% this year.  What you will find 
with the colleges is that while we are aggressively trying to hire 66 faculty members, the 
chance is slim we will hire that many faculty.  The money is sitting in the colleges and 
being used to hire part time faculty to teach the classes that need to be taught.  Other 
strategies we are considering include base funding with non-resident students.  As we 
grow non-resident students those resources are considered base funding.  We can utilize 
those funds to hire additional faculty members, but as many of you know we grew by 
30% last year and that is not a sustainable model for growing resources at the university.  
We are also getting pushback that somehow we are removing opportunities for CA 
resident students by having more non-resident students.  This is not true, but is perceived 
this way by many.” 

Compared to our sister campuses, we have more Asians, less Hispanics, and slightly less 
Whites. 

Looking at all tenure and tenure-track faculty for 2013/2014, we had 50.8% male, 49.2% 
female, 44.3% White female, 57.6% White male, 41.1% minority female, 33.8% minority 
male, 8.6% unknown male, and 14.6% unknown female. 

A lot of work is done to recruit a diverse faculty, but then we lose the faculty over time. 

Questions: 

Q: Seven years ago when I was hired, there was a program to help new faculty get loans 
to buy homes, can we do something like this again? 
A: The redevelopment funds are now gone.  This was what funded the program. 
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Q: How do we compare to the other CSU campuses as far as retention? 
A: The CSU does not report that data. 
A: This was talked about in the Senate Chairs’ meeting, but there are campuses that 
struggle as much as we do and they tend to be the urban campuses. 
A: 


