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ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AS-2812-07/FGA (Rev)
September 5-6, 2007

Resolution Regarding CSU 2008-2009 Budget Priorities

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate CSU (ASCSU) urge the Chancellor and Board of
Trustees to adopt the following as their highest budget priorities for 2008-20009:

e implementation of the jointly developed response to ACR 73;

= monies from the Legislature above the Compact for an additional 1%
compensation;

e fully fund enrollment; and be it further

RESOLVED: That this resolution be forwarded to the Chancellor and Board of Trustees.

RATIONALE: At its August 2007 meeting, the CSU Systemwide Budget Advisory
Committee (SBAC) established 2008-2009 budget priorities to recommend to the
Board of Trustees. This resolution is the ASCSU’s response to those
recommendations.

According to the CSU, 2007-2008 enrollments are very close to 2008-2009
targets. Additional enrollment would jeopardize the quality of instruction by
placing unreasonable demands on a faculty already under great workload
pressure. For that reason, the Legislature should not expect the CSU to
accommodate additional students without additional funds to pay for the
increase. In addition, the recent collective bargaining agreement has not
entirely closed the salary gap for faculty; further (because of increased
enrollment) faculty are already carrying additional responsibilities without
additional compensation. The additional 1% above the Compact for
compensation will help close the salary gap and compensate faculty for the work
they are already doing. Larger numbers of permanent faculty would also help
alleviate workload pressure, and strengthen the CSU commitment to a quality
education for all students. ACR 73, which calls for the CSU to work toward a
75%/25% tenure track/lecturer ratio, would help meet those goals. In addition,
the administration is contracted in the current collective bargaining agreement
to join the California Faculty Association in seeking funds to implement ACR 73.

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY - November 8, 2007
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RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:
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ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AS-2813-07/AA/FA/FGA (Rev)
September 5-6, 2007

Textbook Affordability

That the Academic Senate California State University (ASCSU) support the
spirit of the Report of the CSU Textbook Affordability Taskforce (attached); and
be it further

That the ASCSU reaffirm the principles espoused in AS-2747-06/FA Faculty
Role in Mitigating the Costs of Textbooks, particularly high quality education,
academic freedom, and the faculty’s right to set and deliver curriculum; and be it
further

That the ASCSU recommend that the Chancellor’s Office work with the ASCSU
and campus senates, students, and California State Student Association (CSSA)
to use the Taskforce Report as a guide to develop best practices; and be it further

That the ASCSU urge the Chancellor’s Office to work with textbook publishers
in pursuing new revenue models that have the potential to significantly reduce
the cost of textbooks to students; and be it further

That the ASCSU urge the Chancellor and the Board of Trustees to pursue the
sales tax relief option as described in the report.

RATIONALE: In the spring of 2006 the ASCSU passed a resolution which
encouraged CSU faculty to work with campus bookstores to help mitigate the
rising costs of textbooks and course materials. That resolution espoused a series
of principles to govern such efforts. A CSU task force has recently released a
report that outlines in more detail some of the mechanisms which have potential
for cost savings in this arena.

This resolution calls for campus-based analysis of these mechanisms and the
adoption of those that meet the essential criteria. This resolution also urges the
Chancellor and Board to pursue the statewide goal of sales tax relief for course
texts and materials. The CSU Academic Senate continues to be concerned about
textbook affordability and urges campuses to address the issue, in concert with
students, staff, and others. The Senate notes that many of the developing
alternatives show promise for cost-reduction while simultaneously meeting the
needs for accessibility.

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY - November 8, 2007



RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

Attachment to AS-2813-07/AA/FA/FGA (Rev)

ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AS-2747-06/FA
May 4-5, 2006

Faculty Role In Mitigating The Costs Of Textbooks

That consistent with the fundamental right and responsibility of faculty to select
course materials, the principles of academic freedom, and the goal of providing
high quality education, the Academic Senate California State University (CSU)
reaffirm the fundamental right and responsibility of the faculty to set curriculum
and select those materials, either traditional or alternative, that are pedagogically
most appropriate for delivering that curriculum; and be it further

That consistent with these principles, which ensure the academic and intellectual
soundness of course materials, the Academic Senate CSU encourage CSU faculty to
consider—when appropriate, pedagogically sound and feasible -- selecting course
textbooks and materials that minimize the cost to students; and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU recommend that the campus academic senates,
where necessary, work with bookstores to arrive at mutually acceptable timelines
for text adoption; and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU encourage faculty to submit their textbook requests
within these timelines to ensure the availability of textbooks through the campus
and other local bookstores; and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU encourage faculty to notify their campus bookstores
as early as possible about re-adoptions of previously used textbooks to allow
current students who wish to sell their copies back to the campus bookstore, which
would also provide a larger quantity of cheaper, used textbooks for future students;
and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU encourage faculty and campus bookstores to
communicate clearly with publisher representatives about textbook pricing concerns
and options; and be it further

That the Academic Senate CSU reaffirm the fundamental right and responsibility of
faculty to select traditional textbooks, alternative formats, and ancillary items with
intellectual content and teaching effectiveness as the prime considerations.

RATIONALE: The Academic Senate CSU recognizes that the high cost of certain
textbooks and ancillaries can adversely affect the affordability of higher education
for CSU students; it also recognizes that the California State Student Association
(CSSA) and the California legislature have expressed ongoing concerns about the
rapid rise in textbook prices for CSU students and about associated cost factors
such as the bundling of textbooks with sometimes unneeded supplements. These
problems have received attention in the national media and in other legislatures as
well. In 2004, the California Legislature and the Governor approved legislation
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Academic Senate
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(AB 2477) urging book publishers to offer lower-price textbook options whenever
possible and encouraging campus faculty and bookstores to do likewise and to
generally pursue more economical textbook pricing practices. Among options

available to faculty are

* adopting the least expensive edition of books they wish to use;

* using the same book and edition as long as it remains appropriate
pedagogically;

e telling students the probable cost of books and materials for their class(es);

* reviewing textbook adoption timelines and procedures with the campus
bookstore;

e working with publishers and bookstores if bundles are necessary to ensure
that they are economically sound;

e adopting texts and materials in a manner that allows students to buy parts of a
bundle;

e developing coursepacks (course readers),

* using e-reserves.

While the Academic Senate CSU recognizes that course packs and e-reserves help
reduce costs to students, it also urges faculty to remember that content included in
such delivery mechanisms must follow federal fair use and copyright guidelines.

Even though they understand the financial constraints with which many students
are faced, the Academic Senate CSU and the CSU must also protect the academic
freedom necessary for and inherent to effective and independent faculty selection of
textbooks. This resolution proposes that faculty can develop ways of both
maintaining their professional and curricular integrity and helping students contain

the cost of their education.

APPROVED- May 4-5, 2006



ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AS-2815-07/FGA (Rev)
September 5-6, 2007

Opposition to the “Community College Governance, Funding Stabilization,

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

and Student Fee Reduction Act”

That the Academic Senate of the California State University (ASCSU) oppose
passage of the “Community College Governance, Funding Stabilization, and
Student Fee Reduction Act” initiative because it would:

a) further reduce the discretionary part of the state budget from which four
year higher education, including the California State University and the
University of California, receives its funding; and

b) reduce state budget flexibility and place undesirable constraints on the
state budget process;

and be it further

That, while opposing this initiative, the ASCSU recognize the need for a reliable
and adequate system of funding all segments of higher education in California,
including the California Community Colleges (CCC); and be it further

That the ASCSU urge the Board of Trustees and the Chancellor to work with the
CCC and the University of California (UC) to seek a mechanism for providing
stable and adequate funding for all segments of California Higher Education; and
be it further

That this resolution be circulated to CSU campus academic senates urging them
to endorse the principles of this resolution; and be it further

That this resolution be sent to the California School Boards Association, urging
that they endorse its principles and circulate it to their members.

RATIONALE: If approved by the voters, the “Community College Governance,
Funding Stabilization, and Student Fee Reduction Act” initiative will do three
things. It will 1) modify the constitutional status and governance structure of the
CCC, 2) reduce community college student fees, and 3) change the mechanisms
by which the community colleges are funded. The second and third provisions
hold potentially negative consequences for both the state budgeting process and
future funding of the CSU.

Currently, California’s community colleges are funded through a combination of
general fund monies as provided for under Proposition 98 and local tax
revenues. The initiative would alter this in two ways:

a. It would change the formula to guarantee the community colleges a
fixed and larger portion of Proposition 98 funds than they have
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generally received in the past (with associated funding formulas that
would, in effect, guarantee that this percentage would never decrease
and very possibly increase over time).

b. It would require the state to backfill any budget shortfalls a community
college district might experience due to declining tax revenues.

No revenue sources are identified in the initiative to offset the costs such changes
would produce. It is estimated that the provision to reduce community college
student fees from $20 to $15 per unit will cost the state $71 million.

These changes are likely to have a detrimental effect on both the state’s
budgeting process and on the stability of future funding for the CSU as these
increased costs would place an additional burden on the discretionary portion of
the state budget. The discretionary portion of the state budget, which funds the
CSU, the UC, Health and Human Services, and Corrections, among others, is
estimated at only 8% of the total state budget. The constitutional budget
requirements contained in the initiative would reduce this portion, placing even
further pressure on those agencies, including the CSU that are funded from it. A
spokesman for the CCC has acknowledged that this indeed will likely make it
harder for the CSU to compete for its share of the state general discretionary
funds.

One consequence of this is that, during times of a state budget downturn, the
CSU would be forced to raise its own student fees even further than it might have
to otherwise, due to reduced general fund availability. This, in turn, could
further reduce student accessibility to the CSU. In addition, the initiative will
make it extremely difficult for the state to change any of the provisions of the new
funding formula once it is in place. The initiative would require in the future a
supermajority vote (four-fifth’s) of the Legislature, for example, to raise
community college fees above the newly mandated $15 level. In the words of one
analyst, such ““ballot-box budgeting” would lock the state into a flawed spending
formula.

It is important that all segments of higher education in California have access to
stable, reliable and adequate funding. This needs to be accomplished, however,
in a way that does not further complicate an already cumbersome state
budgeting process and that does not advantage one segment of higher education
at the expense of another. This initiative does not meet those standards.

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY - November 8, 2007



ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AS-2819-07/FA
November 8-9, 2007

Board of Trustees and Chancellor Office Attention and Response to

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

Faculty Votes of No Confidence

That the Academic Senate California State University (ASCSU) reaffirm its support
for AS-2305-96/FA “Investigation of a VVote of No Confidence,” and urge the
Chancellor to apply the procedures and act in the spirit of that resolution to the
votes of no confidence that occurred in spring 2007; and be it further

That the ASCSU express its serious concern about public statements by the
Members of the Board of Trustees or others in CSU system leadership positions
that could be construed as both dismissive and condescending toward faculty votes
of no confidence, as occurred in Spring 2007; and be it further

That the ASCSU encourage the Chancellor’s Office to work with the ASCSU to
develop a systematic assessment of faculty satisfaction with their administrative
leadership across all CSU campuses in an effort to mitigate the need for the
extremely serious measures reflected in a vote of no confidence.

RATIONALE: The rationale for AS-2305-96/FA, “Investigation of a Vote of No
Confidence,” clearly sets forth the seriousness of a no confidence vote and its
potentially negative impact on the integrity of campus educational programs and
campus morale. Subsequent to adoption of that resolution, the Chancellor’s Office
did conduct investigations on votes of no confidence and shared results of those
investigations with the ASCSU.

In spring 2007, votes of no confidence occurred at two CSU campuses, both of
which were supported by a significant majority of faculty. Subsequent to these
votes, statements were made by certain members of the Board of Trustees that
appeared to dismiss and even denigrate faculty and their concerns before any
reasonable fact-finding had occurred (Board of Trustees Public Comment, May 16,
2007; “CSU Trustees Express Support for Campus Presidents at Sacramento and
Sonoma,” Press Release California State University, Public Affairs, May 16, 2007;
“SSU Faculty Approves “No-Confidence’ in President,”” Santa Rosa Press
Democrat, May 19, 2007). The faculty on both campuses still await an informed
response from the Chancellor’s Office to their concerns, one that fairly represents
the perspectives of all constituencies.

The Academic Senate, therefore, calls upon both the Chancellor and the Board of
Trustees to reflect upon the seriousness of concerns expressed by faculty in the
recent votes of no confidence and those that subsequently may occur, to investigate
such votes of no confidence prior to public statements being made, to report
findings to the campus community and the ASCSU, and to consider any actions
which may be taken to address those concerns. In addition, given the seriousness of
a vote of no confidence and the negative impacts it may have on the campus
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programs and community, we urge the Chancellor’s Office to consider strategies
for assessing faculty satisfaction on individual campuses with the goal of resolving,
whenever possible, disputes between faculty and administration before they reach
the level of a no confidence vote.

APPROVED WITHOUT DISSENT - November 8, 2007



RESOLVED:

Attachment to AS-2819-07/FA
ACADEMIC SENATE
of
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AS-2305-96/FA
January 18-19, 1996

Investigation of a Vote of No Confidence

That the Academic Senate of the California State University urge the
Chancellor to investigate the circumstances leading to a vote of no confidence
when the Chancellor is notified that a campus president has received a vote of
no confidence (or its equivalent) from the faculty or Senate of that campus and
to share the findings of the investigation with the campus senate and inform the
Academic Senate CSU of the completion of the investigation.

RATIONALE: Although many circumstances may contribute to a vote of no
confidence, such a vote, ipso facto, is significant. Whenever a majority of the
faculty, or their representatives, conclude that a situation on their campus is
sufficiently serious to warrant voting no confidence in their president, the
Chancellor should be concerned about the conduct of administrative leadership
and the effects on the integrity of campus educational programs and campus
morale. The Academic Senate calls upon the Chancellor to make that concern
known to the campus and inform them, and the Academic Senate CSU, of steps
s/he will take to ascertain the circumstances surrounding the vote of no
confidence.

APPROVED -- January 18-19, 1996



RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

RESOLVED:

ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AS-2821-07/EX
November 8-9, 2007

Response To Access To Excellence Draft

That the Academic Senate of the California State University (ASCSU) express
serious concerns about the Access to Excellence draft, as it is not yet a visionary
document and does not yet adequately state clear goals for academic excellence
or strategies for how excellence is to be achieved; and be it further

That in order to become a document that will guide the CSU over the next
decade, the ASCSU strongly recommend that the next draft of Access to
Excellence:

a. define academic excellence far more broadly than workforce training
and provide a clear plan of how to achieve excellence;

b. provide a roadmap for securing necessary funding for academic
excellence;

c. serve as an effective vehicle for advocacy of the CSU that builds upon
the public’s existing esteem for higher education;

d. provide a realistic plan for growth; and

e. draw on faculty disciplinary expertise and involvement in the
discernment of multiple appropriate performance quality indicators; and
be it further

That the ASCSU appreciate recognition of the following points and view them
as essential to include in subsequent drafts of the strategic plan:

a. the value and importance of individuality among the universities
comprising the CSU to meet the needs of California; and

b. the increased need for college education including graduate and
professional training to ensure the quality of civic and economic life in
California; and

c. the importance of investing in the faculty and staff, a goal that was not
accomplished under Cornerstones; and

d. the need for a plan to meet both the state Master Plan goals and for
financing higher education; and be it further

That the ASCSU urge that these concerns and other issues elaborated in the
responses from CSU East Bay, Fullerton, San Diego, and San José campus
senates as well as Teacher Education and K-12 Relations Committee to the
Access to Excellence draft be carefully reviewed and reflected into the next
draft; and be it further

That the ASCSU forward copies of this resolution to the Chancellor, the Board
of Trustees, and the Access to Excellence Steering Committee.
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RATIONALE: As written it is not clear who the intended audience is for the
Access to Excellence document. The audience should be our external
constituencies and the electorate, who can be mobilized to create the climate for
increased funding, and the internal constituency, who can be motivated to
continue their quest for academic excellence.

To that end this should be a visionary document with clear goals for excellence
and guidelines for how to achieve it. As such it could vastly improve morale in
the CSU and provide a rallying point to create a movement of our constituencies
and the electorate to help us out of the current funding crisis. This state needs a
strong voice for higher education which, rather than accept the current political
climate as a given, provides leadership to change that climate into one that will
support adequate funding for quality education. This document should be the
basis for that leadership.

Rather than address the “accountability movement™ critics, Access to Excellence
should trumpet the many strengths and the many accomplishments of the CSU. It
should build upon the very positive views that the American public has about
higher education. The New York Times recently surveyed alumni five years after
they left their institutions: 93% described their undergraduate experiences good
or excellent (Jacques Steinberg: “Don’t Worry. Be Students.”” The New York
Times Magazine. September 30, 2007 p73ff. Also at nytimes.com/magazine).
Additionally, the Public Policy Institute of California
(http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/survey/S _1007MBS.pdf) reported in October
that 92% of respondents thought “that getting a college education was money
and time well spent,” and that 82% would recommend California public colleges
and universities to a friend or family member.

Those are important results. Higher education may be the most highly regarded
institution in America today and rather than being defensive this document
should be reaching the public with our successes. We must not rest on our
laurels, but we do have laurels and future drafts should emphasize these.

This draft focuses on access to the detriment of excellence. It lacks a blueprint
for academic excellence and does not provide a strategy to achieve it. It does not
provide insight into how increased funding will be obtained. It does not call for a
plan for growth or acknowledge the need for new campuses. It focuses too much
on global competition to justify internationalization without recognizing the
importance of developing an educated global citizen. It appears to envision
obtaining academic quality through a centralized management approach based
on “clearly defined and readily measurable indicators of performance,”

ignoring the reality that academic excellence comes through the work of
students, individual faculty, and local campus administrations

It does recognize the uniqueness of individual campuses, the need to strengthen
the faculty, the importance of service and research as well as teaching, and the
need for funding, and these must not be lost in future drafts.

However, this is a system document and the role for the centralized CSU
management and Board of Trustees in providing for excellence is first and
foremost to assure adequate funding. Current funding is not adequate to
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maintain excellence, much less strengthen it. This document should lay out the
strategy for providing adequate funding. Lacking that, this document is primarily
a management—not a leadership—document. What the CSU and higher
education in California needs is that leadership.

Time prevents a more detailed response. We would encourage the drafting
committee to pay close attention to the submissions from the East Bay, Fullerton,
and San Diego campuses, which have received a positive response from many
senators.

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY - November 8, 2007



Attachment to AS-2821-07/EX

Comments on Access to Excellence Draft from CSU, East Bay Academic Senate

On October 23, the Academic Senate at CSU, East Bay held a general discussion of the Access to
Excellence draft. Although no resolutions were approved or votes were taken, a clear consensus of the
Senate emerged around the following concerns:

1)

2)

3)

The plan in important respects reads as if it were two different and differing documents. The
first, more substantive part presents a relatively clear vision of the context in which the plan
unfolds and the challenges that the CSU must address. Although there was much concern that
this section does not adequately address faculty and staff workload issues and the critical and
desperate need to invest in new faculty and staff and in their development, its general approach
did not engender opposition and senators complimented those sections that situated the CSU in a
broader societal context. However, the section on “Core Performance Goals and Accountability
Measures” and the “Strategies for Implementation” that follow this were highly criticized and
deemed seriously inadequate. The Senate was concerned that these sections read only like a
“laundry list” of goals of varied importance, with little or no attempt to outline genuine plans to
achieve them and clear priorities among them. In other words, the goals are accompanied by
*accountability measures” but not by any substantive indications as to how, when, and by whom
such measures will be reached.

Many senators noted as well that the “accountability measures” are far too numerous and too
vague. The measures repeatedly talk about “increases” or “strengthening” but never set clear,
measurable goals. Moreover, the “strategies” at the end are in the main not strategies at all but
statements of intent, with no clear plans for achievement. The frequent references to assessment
and accountability also convey an impression that the CSU is not already using evidence to
improve student learning and increase efficiency. One senator noted that the disproportionate
emphasis on accountability and assessment threatens to become interminable, with both campus-
based and system planning goals and measures; national accountability projects like the VSA and
CLA; and WASC, AACSB, NCATE and other accreditation efforts all combining redundantly to
place increasing burdens on faculty, staff, and administrators to the detriment of what we’re
actually supposed to be doing. In this light it could be noted that the statement in the draft that
“the challenge ahead will be to implement regular assessments of effectiveness” in meeting
educational goals is simply wrong. The real challenge is not doing the assessments but actually
meeting the educational goals.

There was a broad sense in the discussion that both parts of the document, but especially the
Performance Goals/Accountability Measures, place too much emphasis on Access and not
enough on Excellence. While the document clearly articulates the need to expand access to the
CSU, its measures of quality do not fundamentally address what is meant by excellence and how
we will achieve it. In particular, notably lacking were such widely accepted measures of genuine
excellence as student-faculty ratios, average class size, teaching and advising workloads, and
ratios of full-time to part-time faculty. While it is true that investments in quality are not by
themselves guaranteed to produce results, the Senate was united in the belief that without a
measurable increase in resources any talk of “excellence” is merely an empty public relations
gesture.
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