1995-96
ACADEMIC SENATE
California State University, Sacramento

AGENDA
Thursday, November 9, 1995
Forest Suite, University Union
2:30-4:30 p.m.

INFORMATION
1. Fall 1995 Schedule of Meetings (" = Tentative):
November 16, 30°
December 7°, 14
2. Academic Affairs Issues: Enrollment Planning -- Vice President Jolene Koester

3. Report on November 2-3, 1995, CSU Academic Senate Meeting

4. Information: President’s Award for Eliminating Irritating Rules (Attachment)

CONSENT CALENDAR

AS 95-70/Ex. COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS--University

lvi clecti ittee, Dean, §
JUDITH NG, At-large Representative
PATRICIA KEARLY, At-large Representative with Diversity Expertise

CAROLYN VAN COWENBERGE, At-large, 1998

Alumni Board, CSUS:
CHEVELLE NEWSOME, Faculty CSUS Alumnus, 1997

S Children’s Center Parents Advisory Board:

HARRIET NEAL, At-large, 1996

Institutional Scholarship Committee I:

BONNIE WALKER At-large, 1997
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MALCOLM WHITE, At-large, 1997

ROLAND DART, At-large, 1998

Select] v e, Associate
JACKIE DONATH, At-large Faculty
SUSAN HOLL, At-large Faculty

REGULAR AGENDA

AS 95-69/Flr, MINUTES

Approval of the Minutes of the meeting of October 5 (#4), October 12 (#5) and October 19
(#6), 1995.

DISCUSSION: CSU BOARD OF TRUSTEES’ PROPOSED POLICY ON REMEDIATION
(Refer to “Executive Summary, Committee on Educational Policy, Report of Subcommittee on
Remedial Education, Agenda Item 2, July 18-19, 1995,” attached to memorandum accompanying
your agenda.)



Attachment
Academic Senate Agenda
November 9, 1995

PRESIDENT’S AWARD FOR ELIMINATING IRRITATING RULES: A CONTEST
FOR ACHIEVING A MORE FRIENDLY, EFFECTIVE UNIVERSITY

Notification to Campus Community:

What is the Award? A prize will be awarded each month for the winning nomination of an
irritating rule, the elimination of which would make the California State University, Sacramento
campus a friendlier, more effective place. The contest is being created by President Donald R.
Gerth in the spirit of improving the friendliness of the university. Rule candidates may be policies,
procedures, regulations, traditions, or cases of “because I said so.” Prize winning rules will be
rules that can be eliminated without violating state law or common decency; and, if removed,
would improve the work and learning experience of the campus community.

Who May Enter the Contest?
Students - Faculty - Staff

How to Enter the Contest:
Please provide the following information for us 500 words or less:
*What is the rule you wish to nominate?
*Why is it irritating, obsolete, unfriendly, or inappropriate?
*Where did you encounter it?
*If it is a written policy/procedure/regulation, where is it written? Do you have a
copy? (If yes, please attach)
*Can you suggest an alternative which would work better than this rule?
*Your name: (will be kept confidential)
* Where may we contact you for further information or if you win the prize?
*If you win the contest, do you wish to remain anonymous?

Where to Submit Entries:
Irritating Rule/Suggestion Boxes will be located in ASI Office, the Lobby of Lassen Hall, and the
Check Out Desk of the Library
Or
E-Mail addressed to: IrritatingRules@csus.edu
Or
Regular Campus Mail Addressed to President Donald R. Gerth, Campus 6022
(Please mark entry: “IRRITATING RULE CONTEST” )

When to Submit Entries:
Monthly deadline: entries must be received by the end of the working day, the last working day of
the month during the fall and spring semesters.

THE PRIZE:
$100 cash each month through May. An appropriate GRAND PRIZE will be awarded at the end

of the contest to the best of the monthly winners



AS 95-71/Flr.

Resolved:

Resolved:

Resolved:

RESPONSE TO PROPOSED POLICY CHANGES AND ACTIONS
RELATED TO BASIC SKILLS PREPARATION FOR ADMISSION TO AND
CONTINUOUS ENROLLMENT IN THE CSU

The Academic Senate at California State University, Sacramento, endorses the
statewide Academic Senate, CSU's resolution titled, "Response to Proposed
Changes and Actions Related to Basic Skills Preparation for Admission to and
Continuous Enrollment in the CSU" (AS 2302-95; adopted at the November
2-3, 1995 Plenary Session of the Academic Senate, CSU); and be it further

The Academic Senate at California State University, Sacramento, urges other
CSU campus senates to endorse the statewide Academic Senate, CSU's
resolution titled, "Response to Proposed Changes and Actions Related to Basic
Skills Preparation for Admission to and Continuous Enrollment in the CSU"
(AS 2302-95; adopted at the November 2-3, 1995 Plenary Session of the
Academic Senate, CSU); and be it further

The Academic Senate at California State University, Sacramento, instructs its
Chair to inform other CSU campus senates; the statewide Academic Senate,
CSU:; the Chancellor of the CSU, the Chair of the CSU Board of Trustees; and
the Chair of the CSU Board of Trustees Subcommittee on Remediation of its
endorsement of the statewide Academic Senate, CSU's resolution titled,
"Response to Proposed Changes and Actions Related to Basic Skills Preparation
for Admission to and Continuous Enrollment in the CSU" (AS 2302-95;
adopted at the November 2-3, 1995 Plenary Session of the Academic Senate,
CSU).

BASIC SKILLS PREPARATION AT CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,
SACRAMENTO--TASK FORCE

The Academic Senate at California State University directs its Committee on General
Education Policies and Graduation Requirements to establish an ad hoc subcommittee "Task
Force on Basic Skills Preparation at California State University, Sacramento," with the
following charge:

1. To monitor development of systemwide policies on basic skills preparation and
"remediation" in the CSU; review policy proposals and recommend campus responses to
proposed policies;

(3]

To review campus policies on basic skills preparation and General Education

requirements in writing and quantitative reasoning, including those contained in the
Instructional Programs Priority document and the policy statement on General Education;
and make recommendations related to revision or implementation of existing policies
deemed necessary to improve the basic skills competencies of underprepared students and
facilitate the timely completion of writing and quantitative reasoning requirements.
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gl N on "OUTSOURCING" the CSU Sacramento

Basic Writing Program

WHEREAS California State University, Sacramento, has developed a
Basic Writing program to meet the needs of entering Freshmen
who score below the system-wide cutoff of 151 on the Engllsh
Placement Test; and

WHEREAS the CSUS Basic Writing Program, supervised by the Basic
Writing Coordinator, and jointly operated by the English
Department and the Learning Skills Center, is a model
program and highly regarded statewide; and

WHEREAS second language students receive developmental writing
instruction through a highly successful ESL program,
supervised by the ESL Coordinator and involving the English
Department and the Learning Skills Center, which is also
regarded statewide as an outstanding program; and

WHEREAS the CSUS remedial/developmental program is alsco a model
of frugality, costing the University less than the .6 of 1%
of the total budget that the program costs system-wide; and

WHEREAS information has reached this campus of a draft proposal
on the American River College Campus, copies of which have
been made available to the Academic Senate Executive
Committee, which projects "outsourcing" our Basic
Writing and Developmental ESL programs, which are essential
components of the University Writing Program, to American
River College; and

WHEREAS ample evidence exists that the class size of "outsourced"
courses, as well as faculty preparation, selection,
working conditions, compensation, and supervision--as
evidenced by the program between Sacramento City College and
U.C. Davis upon which the draft proposal is based--are not
comparable to what exists in the CSUS program; -and— -/ [/ _

T f, e o AU

_WHEREAS ye’accept the merai?bbllgatlon to provide students we
have accepted as eligible to enroll in the State University
system with University classes taught by University faculty,
with University established and controlled curricula and
academic standards,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Academic Senate call upon the
CSU Sacramento Academic Administration to consult in good
faith with the Academic Senate and with the academic
departments.affected; and be it further

RESOLVED tha; no decision be reached on this curricular issue
w1thout appropriate Academic Senate advice and consent.

Ay
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ATTACHMENT to AS-2300-95/AA Tishn burdd

The California State University
Workgroup on Underprepared Students
Final Report

June, 1995

Introducton

During Academic Year 1993-94, Dr. Peter S. Hoff, Senior Vice Chancellor for
Academic Affairs, appointed a faculty and administrative workgroup to explore the
issue of student underpreparation in basic skills in the California State University.
The issue had been identified by the CSU Executive Coundil as one of six critical
areas for study through the office of Academic Program Improvement. The
workgroup was asked to recommend ways in which student basic skills deficiencies
and the resulting remedizl programs could be improved and reduced.

Meeting during the spring of 1994, the workgroup developed a series of
recommendations outlining actions and policies that the members believed could
reduce the incidence of underpreparation among CSU students and the concomitant
need for remediation. The group's final report was transmitted in late June 1994 to
Vice Chancellor Hoff by workgroup chair Alexander Gonzalez, Provost and Vice
President for Academic Affairs at California State University, Fresno.

In response to interest by the Board of Trustees in the amount of remedial activity
taking place on CSU campuses, the workgroup report was forwarded to the Board at
their November 1994 meeting. At that meeting a commitment was made to provide
Trustees with current data on the kinds and amounts of remedial activities
conducted on the campuses. This report and accompanying data were presented to
the Board at their January 1995 meeting. At that meeting, a reconstituted
Workgroup was charged with drafting action plans to reduce remediation. A Board
of Trustees’ Subcomumittee was also formed, chaired by Trustee Ralph Pesqueira and
including Trustees Marian Bagdasarian, Bernard Goldstein and Christopher Lowe.
Later a student representative, Oscar De La Torre of CSU Chico, and President
Marvalene Hughes of the Stanislaus campus were asked to participate with the
subcommittee.

A list of the 1994-95 Workgroup on Underprepared Students, including membership
in the workgroup steering committee and individual task group memberships and
charges, is included as Attachment 1. The individual task groups, chaired by faculty
and administrators, met during Spring 1995 and developed recommendations for
action which will have the effect of reducing both the incidence of and need for
remediation in the CSU now and in the future.

Remediation Principles and Task Group Recommendations

Under the guidance of the workgroup steering committee, the workgroup adopted a
set of guiding princioles for remediation to commend to the Chancellor and the
Trustee Subcommittee. The principles siressed both the need to maintain fidelity to
the CSU's commitment t0 access and to serving a culturally and ethnically diverse

NMetting
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California population, and to provide campuses with the necessarv flexibility to
address the remediation issue locally as dictated by local campus conditions. The
principles adopted by the workgroup at their May 19, 1995, final meeting are as
follows:

w

~

The CSU should continue to provide access to its academic programs for
California High School graduates consistent with its historical mission as
outlined in the California Master Plan for Higher Education.

CSU campuses should provide and enforce for entering students an appropriate
and timely sequence (preferably within the first term of enrollment) of
assessment, advising and placement in prebaccalaureate and baccalaureate
coursework. -

CSU campuses should work closely with K-12 education, the University of
California, and the California Community Colleges to ensure that students
preparing for the CSU are assessed as early as practicable and that they are
prepared adequately in basic skills to undertake baccalaureate coursework on
entry to the university.

Once assessment has taken place, CSU campuses should have sufficient
flexibility to structure programs of advising, placement, and instruction in ways
which best meet the needs of a diverse student population and curricular
programs at each campus.

CSU campuses should be encouraged to establish and enforce limits on
remedial/developmental activity and to advise students who are not making
adequate progress in developing their foundational skills to enroll in other
educational institutions as appropriate.

CSU campuses should share with each other information concerning the most
effective practices for imparting foundational skills to students with skill
deficiendies.

The CSU should set forth clearly its entry requirements and consult with all
interested constituencies in assuring that such requirements are known and
disseminated to all levels of education.

CSU campuses should identify prior to placement in CSU English courses those
students whose first language is not English and whose major skill needs are

developmental in nature.

In order to ensure that programs to provide and reduce remedial and
developmental acivity are successful, the CSU should ensure that all efforts
outlined under these principles recsive adequate fiscal and administrative
support, including adequate resources for faculty development activities.



Workgroup Report
Page 3

The individual task groups met several times during Spring 1995 and developed a
series of recommendations for possible system actions which would reduce the
incidence of and need for remedial activity in CSU now and in the future. Those

_ recommendations, also endorsed at the May 19 meeting, are included as Attachment
2 to this report.

Attachments 3, 4 and 5 are copies of individual task group discussions of their
recommendations and provision of rationales for each. Where significant consensus
was lacking for a particular recommendation, the narrative makes that clear.

Conclusion

The workgroup believes that the recommendations offered will improve student
preparation and reduce the amount of remedial actvity the CSU must provide.
Most important, however, is the workgroup's conviction that we should be guided
by principles which can be implemented differently in different campus situations,
rather than by specific, uniform actions which must be accomplished in a uniform
way at all CSU institutions.

As the Trustee subcommittee prepares to submit its plan for consideration by CSU
campuses and constituencies we commend these principles and recommendations to
subcommittee members as those which would have a beneficial effect on our

prebaccalaureate programs and student progress toward degree objectives.



ACADEMIC SENATE

of
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
AS-2302-95/AA /TEKR
November 2-3, 1995
R n Poli n nd Actions'
Related to Basic Skills Preparati
dmission to and inuous Enrollment in the

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of the California State University, now as

in the past, support and assume responsibility for enhancing and
facilitating student learning in the CSU from entrance through

graduation; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU commend the Board of Trustees for

engaging the people of California in an open dialogue about the
writing and quantitative competencies of students in all segments of
education, and support adoption of policies and programs by the CSU
that would contribute directly to student achievement of

competencies in writing and quantitative reasoning; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU affirm its commitment to admit and

educate the upper one-third of the California high school graduating
class as envisioned in the State Master Plan for Higher Education and
oppose any changes to Title 5 at the present time which would
establish new requirements for admission to the CSU based on
specified levels of achievement in writing and quantitative reasoning

as recommended in the Subcommittee's Report; and be it further

1

Report of the Subcommittee on Remedial Education, Committee on Educational Policy of the
Board of Trustees of the California State University, included in Agenda Item 2 of the July 18-19,

1995, meeting of the Board of Trustees.
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November 2-3, 1995

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Board of Trustees not to

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

adopt approaches to remedial education that are likely to reduce
access to the CSU in particular for underrepresented and

economically disadvantaged student groups; and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU encourage campuses to continue and
strengthen efforts to ensure that students needing remedial/
developmental work are enrolled in appropriate courses in a timely
and sequential manner, and oppose the recommendations contained
in the Subcommittee Report to revise Title 5 that would disqualify
students from continued enrollment in the CSU if they have not
completed remedial/developmental or General Education breadth
English and mathematics requirements within a specified time

frame; and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU endorse the nine principles for
remedial/developmental education adopted by the Workgroup on
Underprepared Students in its Final Report, June 1995 (see
attachment); and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Board of Trustees to
incorporate in any policy that it may adopt on basic skills preparation
for admission to and continuous enrollment in the CSU, the nine
principles for remedial/ developmental education adopted by the
Workgroup on Underprepared Students in its Final Report, June
1995; and be it further
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RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

November 2-3, 1995

That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Chancellor to work with the
Academic Senate CSU to develop a comprehensive multi-year plan
to improve the writing and quantitative reasoning competencies of
CSU students which implement the nine principles of the
Workgroup on Underprepared Students in its Final Report, June
1995; and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Chancellor to include, in this
comprehensive multi-year plan to improve the writing and
quantitative reasoning competencies of CSU students, strategies that
enhance thé subject matter and professional education of preservice
and inservice teachers in ways that prepare them to teach

mathematics, reading, and writing effectively; and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Chancellor and the Board of
Trustees to work collaboratively with the Academic Senate CSU,
faculties in K-12 schools, the California Community Colleges, and the
University of California, in efforts to review and standardize basic
skill competencies and methods of assessment of these basic skill

competencies; and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU urge the Board of Trustees to join
with the governing boards of the other educational segments to
engage state government in efforts to identify the costs and provide

adequate support for education in California.
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SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95319-5016

FAX NUMBER (916) 278-7648
OFFICE OF ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

September 6, 1995

MEMORANDUM

T Wiiliam Sullivan, Dean
School of Arts and Sciences

Walter Perlick, Dean
School of Business Administration

Diane Cordero de Noriega, Dean
School of Education

Braja Das, Dean
School of Engineering and Computer Science

Phyllis Mills, Dean
School of Health and Human Services

&«J@y\r& H T
FROM: lene Koester

Vice President
for Academic Affairs

SUBJECT: Enrollment Planning for 1996/97

Last May we discussed a new approach for enrollment planning that involves setting headcount
targets by program for 1996/97.

We agreed at that time that we would establish enrollment targets by program through a process
involving your work directly with your School programs, with support from Academic Affairs.

In the past we have set only FTES targets by school, and schools have set FTES targets by

department. With our increased emphases on recruitment and retention by academic program
and on academic program assessment, it is appropriate that we shift our enrollment planning to a

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
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program-driven approach. In addition, it has been a long-time goal to have “program drive
budget”--something that can only be done by program-based planning. I agreed to send a memo
to the deans describing this new approach in more detail. Our goal is to have a set of approved
headcount enrollment targets for Fall, 1996 by December 1, 1995. This memo outlines how I
believe we need to procesd to accomplish this goal.

Enrollment Target for 1996/97

The University has set 17,300 as an FTES goal for 1996/97. This is about a two percent increase
over the 16,959 that Larry Glasmire is currently projecting for 1995/96 at the end of CASPER.
Larry points out, in his projections, that because our headcount is projected to drop significantly
this Spring compared to last, we will need a major increase in new students for Fall 1996 (about a
six percent increase over this Fall’s new students) to achieve 17,300 FTES next year unless
continuation rates increase significantly. I ask that, as you set headcount targets for the programs
in your school, you and your chairs keep in mind the need to address both the continuation of
students and the recruitment and enrollment of new students. We need to see improvements in
both categories if we are to achieve our target for next year.

The following four-step process should produce the conversion we are seeking from an FTES-
driven approach to a program/headcount approach to enrollment planning:

Step 1; Definition of “Academic Program”

The necessary first step in converting to a program-driven enrollment planning approach is to
agree on the definition of “program” in each school. This is vital because it will affect how
Academic Affairs collects and reports data that are intended to assist you in program-based
planning. When we made our first attempt at enrollment projections by program last spring we
used “major” as defined in SIS Plus to represent “program”. This clearly does not work for the
School of Education, and may not be ideal for others as well. A different approach is to use the
breakdown of programs addressed in the University Academic Plan (UAP). Schools and
departments have alreadv begun academic planning for those programs, so it may be best to
continue to use that grouping of programs. Attached is the breakdown of “programs” contained
in the UAP. Please review this and let me know by September 13 if this is the proper “unit of
analysis” at which to engage in enrollment planning for your school. 1f you would like some
changes to the listing of programs, €.g2., collapsing some programs into a more inclusive category,
we will try to accommodate your request.

Step 2: Data from Academic Affairs

Early in October, after census data are available, Academic Affairs will send each school the
following information for each department:
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Headcount enrollment, by program, for Fall 1993, Fall 1994, and Fall 1995, including
department and school totals. We will break down undergraduate program enrollment by

level (lower division, upper division).

Continuation data, by program, for undergraduate programs. This will consist of the
Spring 1995 headcount enrollment, the number of seniors who graduated, and the Fall
1995 headcount broken down by new versus continuing students. This will give deans

and chairs a basis for projecting continuing students in Fall 1996 as well as an indication of
whether the "drop out" rates from programs are excessive.

Admission rates, by program, over a thres-year period. This is the percentage of
applicants who are admitted to the program.

Enrollment rates, by program, over a three-year period. This is the percentage of
admitted students who enroll.

Step 3: Use of Data by Schools and Departments

Schools and departments should use this information for two purposes, as follows:

L.
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Develop headcount enrollment targets for Fall, 1996.

As a rule of thumb, each school should plan for a headcount enrollment increase of at least

2 percent over Fall, 1995 for the school in the aggregate. This is roughly consistent with

our need to increase our FTES by at least 2 percent for the 1996/97 year. Your overall
task is to apportion this headcount increase across the programs in your schocl. You
should be guided in this effort by the enrollment goals set forth in the University Academic
Plan for each program. The data described above should assist deans and chairs in
projecting both new and continuing students in your programs.

Develop enrollment management strategies for gach program.

Obviously this is largely to be undertaken at the department level. The data prepared by
Academic Affairs should provide the basis for determining whether the strategy for each
program will be primarily aimed at continuing students or new students. For example:

¢ a program with a particularly low continuation rate would likely consider
strategies to retain more of the students it initially enrolls;

. a program with a relatively low admission rate would likely consider targeted
recruitment efforts to increase the likelihood that students who apply are eligible
for admission.

. a program with a low enrollment rate would likely investigate the degree to which
its curriculum and schedule are meeting the needs of prospective students in
comparison to those of its competitors.



Step 4: Submissions from Deans
I ask for the following from each dean by December 1, 1995:

1) a table showing, for each program, Fall 1995 headcount, a target for Fall 1996
headcount, and the change between years. The school total should show an
increase of at least 2 percent; and

2) a brief accompanying text explaining the thrust of the enrollment management
strategy for each program.

After I recsive headcount enrollment targets from all schools for all programs, we will establish
corresponding FTES targets for departments and schools by using the Induced Courseload Matrix
(ICLM). The ICLM is a record of historical enrollment patterns that shows where students in any
given program take their units through the University. In other words, it shows how enrollment
in programs typically generates FTES in departments. It can be used as a projection tool to
convert headcount targets by program into department FTES. Thus under this new approach, we
will focus first only on headcount enrollment targets and will project their department FTES
consequences only later. In so doing, we avoid the complications of considering the FTES
consequences to departments of enrollment in general education and service courses. The ICLM
will project the pattern of general education and service course enrollments generated by the
distribution of program enrollments that you all set as your targets.

This is a totally new approach to enrollment management that will require corresponding new
ways of thinking about your programs and students. The Academic Affairs staff and I are
prepared to help in any way that we can. I believe that the work will pay off in terms of more
accurate enrollment projections, increased enrollment, and stronger academic programs. I ask
that you remember that although the unit of analysis in this effort is the academic program, the
reason for the analysis is the student.

The Academic Affairs staff who will be most directly involved in the preparation of data to assist

you are Nancy Shulock (extension 5925), Gerry Helland (extension 5952), and Linda Smith
(extension 5298). Please free to give any of them a call.

Attachment



"ACADEMIC PROGRAMS” AS DEFINED N THE UNIVERSITY ACADEMIC PLAN |

ARTS AND SCIENCES

BUSINESS ADMIN

JEDUCATION

|[ENGINEERING AND C3

IHEALTH AND HS

|

Anthrocology BA

Accountaney B3

|Child Develooment BA

|Biomedical Envtnesring

|Crrunal Justice 85

Anthrooalogy MA

Accountancy MS

|Civil Engincering BS

|Criminal Justice WIS
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|Caunseiing MS (Voc Rehab)
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INursing M3
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|BS (Finance)
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1Sacial Work BA

Chemustr 3 A (Biochemustry)
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|Social 'Work MSW
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|Learmung Handicaooed cr=d.

| Spe=ch Path. and Aud. BS

Clicmustry MS

iSeverely Handicapped =rzd.

|Soesch Path. and Aud, MS

Camm. Studies MA

Cambined LH/MS cr=d.

|Spe=ch Path. and Aud. Cred.

Cumm. Ztudies BA (Media)

|Cambined SHMS o=d.

Comm. Studies BA (general)

|Cambined LE/SH (czmous cred.)

Comm. Studies BA (Cra)

|Education MA (Curric 3nd Instr.)

Crzma BA

iEducstion MA (Eary Culdhood)

Cemma MA

|Education MA (Reading)

Ezsnomics BA

|Education MA (Ed Admun)

E=zonomics MA

|Eduestion MA (Soeczal Ed)

Exglish BA

IEducation MA ( Bilingual/Cross)

Englisn MA

IEdusztion MA (Beaavioral Sci.)
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Eawvir al Studies 3A
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|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
I
|
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|
|
|
I
|
i
[
|
I
|
I
I
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Cover Journalism BA
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History MA

Home Sconomics 3A

Humanitics BA

Eumanities 3A (Religious Stud.)

[nt=rior Desion BA

[ntemationai Affairs MA

Journalism BA

Liberal Arts MA

L.oeral Studies BA

Martne Seiencs MS

Mlathemaues BA

Mlsthemaues MA

Nlues 3A

[N fusic 3M

[Niusie MA

|Ptulosopny BA

Fhvmies BA

PYvsics BS

Prvehoiogy BA

Puveniogy MA

Pgiie Poliey 3nd Admin MA

Sociai Seiencs BA

1Sacioloqy BA

12 e A
Sociology MA

|Spamusn BA

[.‘:D:\nuh MA
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California State University, Sacramento

DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

November 9, 1955

TO: Academic Senate
FROM: Vernon T. Hornback, Jr
SUBJECT: "Outsourcing"

Although, apparently, the Los Rios Community College District
draft proposal to subcontract the CSUS Basic Writing program to
American River College--to "outsource™ it, to use the current
jargon--has not been discussed formally on this campus, and there
is as of the moment no intention of getting rid of our program, the
Department of English urges the Senate to assert its role as the
voice of the faculty, and its rightful function in the academic
separation of powers to determine curricula. For in the final
analysis, this is a curricular matter. The budgetary implications
are relatively minor. The Vice President has noted that our
remedial program is less costly than the CSU average--i.e., less
than .6 of 1% of the CSUS budget. Moreover, the $172,000 earmarked
since the establishment of remedial programs in the 1970s for
remedial writing programs in the English Department (I am not
speaking for Learning Skills in this particular) would most
probably be cut from the University budget if we no longer had a
remedial writing program. So "outsourcing" can't Jjust be a
budgetary imperative.

The Trustees are apparently backing off from the Pesqueira
proposal due to the massive opposition it has met around the state.
We know that it is being completely rewritten. We don't know, of
course, what the new document will look like, but I seriously doubt
that it will mandate "outsourcing,” which is being abandoned as a
failure in San Diego after a four-year trial, and is demonstrably
not working well at UC Davis, despite administrative claims.



Public opinion appears to be running against the Pesqueira
proposal, with only MALDF supporting it, and most minority groups
opposing it. So apparently there are no strong political or public
relations arguments for doing it.

The only reason why it might be attractive to turn over
remedial writing to ARC would have to be that it made good
curricular sense, or so it would seem. But when we look at the Los
Rios Disgtrict's program with UCD, and the above mentioned Draft
Proposal which is essentially the same, we find enormous evidence
to the contrary, much of which has been documented in
correspondence with the administration, the Senate Executive
Committee, the English Council of the California State University,
the Trustees, the Chancellor's Office, and the statewide CFA. As
it becomes necessary, we will take further steps to educate those
who may become players in this game. We intend to make it
manifestly clear that outsourcing the CSUS basic writing program is
bad economics, kad politics, bad public relations, and worst of
all, bad academics. It will not save money in the long run, it
will be politically inflammatory, it will send a negative message
to the students we are trying hardest to recruit, Most
importantly, it will not provide comparable quality education to
our CSUS students, who will, however, be paying State University
fees for community college courses taught by new part-time faculty
who are paid only for 48 hours of actual classroom contact
(substantially less than regular community college part-time
faculty, who can not afford to teach the course), with no office
hours; they are inexperienced faculty without in-service training
or supervision by our Composition Coordinator, who has no control
of the curriculum, of hiring and evaluation of faculty, or of
course standards. This is a formula for substandard education.

I am appealing to the Senate to take a strong stand in
opposition to any future '"outsourcing" of our Basic Writing
program, which is one of the State's best. It ain't broke, so we
shouldn't try to fix it. We further urge the Sen-te to reassert
its primary role in curricular matters. No curricular decisions

should be made that were not first approved by the Senate.



RESOLUTION
on "OUTSOURCING'" the C8U Sacramento
Basic Writing Program

WHEREAS California State University, Sacramento, has developed a
Basic Writing program to meet the needs of entering Freshmen
who score below the system-wide cutoff of 151 on the English
Placement Test; and

WHEREAS the CSUS Basic Writing Program, supervised by the Basic
Writing Coordinator, and jointly operated by the English
Department and the Learning Skills Center, is a model
program and highly regarded statewide; and

WHEREAS second language students receive developmental writing
instruction through a highly successful ESL progranm,
supervised by the ESL Coordinator and involving the English
Department and the Learning Skills Center, which is also
regarded statewide as an outstanding program; and

WHEREAS the CSUS remedial/developmental program is also a model
of frugality, costing the University less than the .6 of 1%
of the total budget that the program costs system-wide; and

WHEREAS information has reached this campus of a draft proposal
on the American River College Campus, copies of which have
been made available to the Academic Senate Executive
Committee, which projects "outsourcing" our Basic
Writing and Developmental ESL programs, which are essential
components of the University Writing Program, to American
River College; and

WHEREAS ample evidence exists that the class size of "outsourced"
courses, as well as faculty preparation, selection,
working conditions, compensation, and supervision--as
evidenced by the program between Sacramento City College and
U.C. Davis upon which the draft proposal is based--are not
comparable to what exists in the CSUS program; and

WHEREAS we accept the moral obligation to provide students we
have accepted as eligible to enroll in the State University
system with University classes taught by University faculty,
with University established and controlled curricula and
academic standards,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Academic Senate call upon the
CSU Sacramento Academic Administration to consult in good
faith with the Academic Senate and with the academic
departments affected; and be it further

RESOLVED that no decision be reached on this curricular issue
without appropriate Academic Senate advice and consent.



California State University; Sacramento

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95819-6036

ACADEMIC SENATE

MEMORANDUM _ 14
DATE: October 12, 1995 %
TO: Academic Senators | ‘N i \

s et U
FROM: Sylvia Navari, Chair
Academic Senate
278-6593; FAX 278-5358

SUBJECT:  Special Senate Meeting: Performance Salary Step Increase (PSSI)--AKA: Pay for
Performance, Thursday, October 19, 1995, 2:30-4:30, Forest Suite, University
Union

The purpose of this meeting is two-fold:

1. for Senators to educate themselves regarding the contract language and the role and
responsibility of the Senate; and

2. to give direction, by straw vote or “sense” of the body, to the Faculty Policies Committee
regarding several key concepts (standards and criteria from the Senate must be received by the
President no later than December 15, 1995).

Note: As you might recall from the Senate Retreat, the Executive Committee established (in
the summer) an ad hoc group to begin working on PSSI. They have completed their work and
are submitting a working proposal to the Faculty Policies Committee (Faculty Policies will
take it from here, but Faculty Policies needs to hear from the Senate about direction).

To this end, please find attached hereto the following:

1. MOU Articles 31.18-31.36--guidelines for PSSI.

2. October 19th Discussion Framework (draft form)
The discussion framework lays out (in overhead format), six (6) key concepts/decisions points
and the options within each. Each concept and possible options will be discussed at the
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Special Senate Meeting:
Performance Salary Step Increase (PSSI) 2 October 12, 1995

Senate meeting. Straw votes will be taken on each option within each of the six concepts:
1) Basis for Evaluation--what variables should be used to evaluate faculty and what
/= constitutes meritorious?
2) Levels of Review
3) Period of Review
4) Role of Department Chair
5) Required Vote of a Committee
6) Supporting Documentation

Where possible, within the “overhead” pages, I have identified the option being proposed by
our ad hoc group and, for purposes of comparison, I have also identified the options being
proposed by two other campuses, San Jose and San Diego. Larrry Takeuchi, chair of the ad
hoc group and a member of the Faculty Policies Committee, will inform the Senate as to the
rationale underlying (or the committee’s thinking on) each option proposed for Sacramento.
Discussion will proceed, concept by concept, with straw votes taken on each option (each
concept has a time certain). The Faculty Policies Committee cannot proceed without a sense
of the body, so please do your homework.

Thank you and see you on October 19th.

SN:jlm
cc: Department Chairs via e-mail without attachments
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DISCUSSION FRAMEWORK - DRAFT

BASIS FOR EVALUATION

»  What should be evaluative variables?

»  What constitutes “meritorious’?

EVALUATIVE MODELS:

»  Single Variable (san jose Proposal)

(San Jose Model provides for four separate award
categories: teaching, scholarship, service and
oresidential)

WHAT CONSTITUTES

MERITORIOUS?

Definition not required; faculty
limited to applying in one
category only.

»  One or a Combination of

Variables (San Diego Proposal)

(San Diego allows for faculty to be evaluated in one
or a combination of the three traditional categories.)

San Diego does not specify
what constitutes meritorious.

»  Multiple Variable Model

(Sacramento Proposal)
(Sacramento variables are performance in the primary
area of professional responsibility plus scholarly and
creative and activities and service.)

Meritorious performance is
outstanding in the PA +
outstanding in either of the
other categories (and
satisfactory in the third).

[Nature of the evidence and standards, i.e., operational criteria and
standards for each variable will be developed by Faculty Policies

in a timely manner. ]




LEVELS OF REVIEW

Application/Review process must be completed
by January 1 of each year.

A. One Level
, _ Applications =» University Committee =¥ President
Applications =» Department Committee =% President

Applications =» School Committe =% President
(San Diego Proposal)

'/ B. Two Levels

Applications =% Department =% School =¥ President
(San Jose Proposal)

Applications =» Department = University =% President

2 Applications =* School =» University =» President

(Sacramento Proposal)

' C. Three Levels

Applications =?Department =*School =*University =#President



PERIOD OF REVIEW

(How far back should we review?)

3 years preViOUS (Sacramento Proposal)
5 ycars previous (San Jose Proposal)

6 years previous

." Up to 3 years (san Diego Proposal)

ROLE OF CHAIR

None

Certify evidence (factual nature of) provided by applicant (san

Francisco, Sacramento and San Diego proposals)

Require letter of support certifying outstanding performance
throughout tenure of chair.



REQUIRED VOTE OF A COMMITTEE TO
RECOMMEND /NOT RECOMMEND

- A. Majority

B. 2/3 (Sacramento Proposal)

Procedures from other campuses are silent on this matter.

APPLICATION AND SUPPORTING EVIDENCE

A. Limited to 3 PagES (San Diego Proposal)
B. Limited to 5 PAagES (San Jose Proposal)

C. ?
Not specified in Sacramento proposal.



