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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

ACADEMIC SENATE
Executive Committee Agenda
November 26, 1 985

Faculty Office Bldg. 24B, 1500-1700

MEMBER: DEPT: MEMBER:
Ahern, James Ag Mgmt . Gay, Larry W.
Bonds, Robert LAC Gooden, Reg. H. Jr.
Botwin, Michael Arch Engr Kersten, Timothy
Cooper, Alan F. Biology Lamouria, Lloyd H.
Currier, Susan English Olsen, Barton
Fort, Tomlinson Jr. Admin Riener, Kenneth
Library Tandon, Shyama

Gamble, Lynne E.
. Terry, Raymond

Copies

I. Minutes: Approval of the November 12, 1985, Executive Committee

II. Announcements:
Interim Vice Provost is Wally Mark

Lottery Funds Update-Lamouria

MmO Owy

II1. Reports
A. President/Provost
B. Statewide Senators - Asilomar Conference
C. State of Women-Conference

IV. Business Items:

Resolution for Senate Assigned Time Update-Lamouria

Recommendation on Contents of Official Personnel Folder-Lamouria
Review of Membership of Cabinet Sub Committees - Lamouria
Administration’s Response to Statement on Collegiality-Lamouria

DEPT:

IT

Political Sci
Economics

Ag Engr.
History

Bus Admin
EL/EE
Mathematics

Baker, Warren
Pohl, Jens
Vix, Marlin
Lewis, George
Labhard, Lezlie
\
oaﬁﬂ,wﬁ
SR O cALq/

g

Minutes

(Pg5-6)
(Pg7-8)

A. Resolution for Removal of Ceiling on Instructional Computer Equipment-Pohl (Pg 9)

(Chair, Budget Committee)
B. Parking Change Recommendations-Vix
C. GE & B-Lewis (Chair, GE & B)

V. Discussion Items:;

(Chair, Ad Hoc Com. on Parking)

(Pgl0-1:
(Pgl3-14)

A. Parliamentarian Procedures - Ahern (Chair, Ag. Caucus)

V1. Adjournment
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State of California California  Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, California 93407

M em o_randum

To - Tomlinson Fort Date: November 4, 1985
Provost '

Copies: Warren Baker
Charles Andrews
Lynne Gamble

From : Lloyd H. Lamouria, Chair
Academic Senate

Subject: Grievance Settlement Recommendations .
Charles Andrews to Lloyd H. Lamouria Date: 25 October 1985

This memo is in confirmation of my telephone conversation with Bonnie on 1 November
1985.

Normal processing of the recommendations would be from my office to the Academic
Senate Executive Committee and finally to the floor of the Senate. In view of the fact that
the RPT process has begun, it is best that for 1985/1986 that the process be shortened.

Please be advised that Vice Chairperson Lynne E. Gamble and 1 support the
recommendations contained in Andrews memo of 25 October 1985. (I was unable to
contact Secretary Ray Terry at the time of writing this memo.) Hopefully the Dean’s
Council will favorably receive these and thereby further improve the RPT process.

Thank you for your inquiry.
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State of California z 7/"7 N ; California Polytechnic State University
l /4' ) ' San Luis Obispo, California 93407
Memorandum F,ﬁg&g:”p(f;ft
7 e S o bR b
: Lloyd Lamouria 205 Date :October 25, 1985

From -

Subiect g

Chair, Academic Senate

File No.: DDH1016

Academic Senate
Copies : Warren Baker

Tomlinson Fort, dJr.

Mike Suess
Personnel Policies Committee PPC Committee
: Academic Senate Members
Charles Andrews, Chairmanf§§9//

Grievance Settlement

At the request of the Deans' Council, the Personnel Policies Committee
reviewed the wording of the Gr1evance Sett]ement and agreed on this

interpretation:

1. A11 evaluative statements shall be signed.

2. If ballots are used, such ballots shall include only a statement of the
question, and "yes," "no," or "abstain."

3. Ballots may be signed, dependent upon departmental policy.

4. The statement of evaluation and/or recommendation is not a ballot -- even
though it may be signed by all evaluating faculty. When ballots are used,
a tally of the vote shall be reported.

5. It is strongly recommended that departmental peer review committees use
Ferm 109

6. Statements generated by the committee as a whole shall be signed by the
chair of the committee and all committee members.

7. A1l items used in a report are to be supported by a statement signed by an

individual committee member.

The committee voted on October 24 to approve this interpretation and forward
it to the Chair of the Academic Senate for further disposition.



State of California

San Luis Obispo, CA 93407

Memorandum

To

From

Subject :

LTloyd Lamouria, Chair Date : November 19, 1985
Academic Senate
File. No.:

Coﬁrsd Warren Baker

Tomlinson Fort, Jr. 7 '}"ﬁ R F: C g ‘L ol 9

Provost R —
g e I;‘:.?BS

Trustees Statement on Collegiality

A ~aciarnin o b
ACE0eIMIT w2Ne

Thank you for your memorandum of October 31, 1985. :tUpon receiving it, I
reviewed again the Trustees Statement on Collegiality and have also discussed
its appropriate implementation on our campus with the President. I certainly
concur with the statement as written and with the general principle that
governance of the University should be shared among the faculty and the
administration.

With this statement made, I believe that, depending on the subject of concern,
the roles of administration and faculty are different. As an example,
curriculum development and planning should (generally) be done by the faculty.
Faculty have expertise which comes from years of study and continuing
involvement in a given subject. The administration does not have this
background. You will recall that I recently sent to you a great deal of
material relating to electives in the curriculum and asked for the advice and
counsel of -the Academic Senate. I did not request that a joint
Senate/Administration committee be set up to make this review. The role of the
Administration will be to take recommendations of the faculty committee and
Academic Senate and determine whether they can be implemented.

Fiscal and budget issues are different from curricular concerns in that the
expertise 1in these areas resides in administrative staff people who work with
University resources on a day-to-day basis. For this reason, and because of
the Jjudgement and efficiency which derives therefrom, President Baker and I
agree that production of models for resource allocation should begin with the
administration. Advice and counsel of faculty representatives will of course
be sought. There is not any secret about the resource allocation process, and
early participation of a faculty representative from the Academic Senate Budget
Committee on any committees established to review resource allocation
methodology is desireable.

We expect as a routine process to consult with the Academic Senate before
making major decisions about resource allocation prior to formula distribution.
I am sure you appreciate that the magnitude of the resource allocated should be
a factor in determining the extent of the consultation. In general, we would
expect -consultation on these matters to occur routinely through the
administrative representatives on the Academic Senate Budget Committee.
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State of California California Polytechnic = State University
San Luis Obispo, California 93407

Memorandum

To ; Tomlinson Fort Date: October 31, 1985

Provost
Copies : Warren Baker

Jens Pohl

From : Lloyd H. Lamouria, Chair
Academic Senate

Subject: Trustees Statement on Collegiality
Example: Operating Expense and Allocation Model Review

We have just completed an agreement that relative to O/E Review, we would
use two Academic Senate nominees working with three administrators. This
working agreement is limited to the O/E Review and thereby does not include
Technical/Clerical/Student Assistant, As you know, it is my recommendation
that we use the duly constituted Academic Senate Budget Committee for input
to the budgetary process. I respect your reservations that the full Budget
Committee would be unwieldy and that expertise may be lacking. You mention
that it would take time for the Budget Committee to come up to speed. This is
true. However, when we look at Senate participation over the long haul, the
concept of the learning curve diminishes in importance. With respect to an
unwieldly group size, I expect that the Budget Committee chair would use a
sub-committee. = Administrative continuity (Landreth, Lebens, Ramirez) on the
Senate Budget Committee has been excellent. These three men are primary
resource persons in Adminstration and they are voting members of the
Academic Senate Budget Committee. Truely the Senate Budget Committee is
representative,

For matters directly bearing on resource allocations intra faculty and
Consultative Services, it is my recommendation that we use the Budget
Committee of the Academic Senate as the working body.

For matters indirectly bearing on resource allocations, e.g. "management
decisions" which preceed the division of resources, it is my recommendation
that the Academic Senate be represented as part of the shared decision making
process.

Both of the above recommendations are in full conformity with reason,
courtesy, and the Trustees Statement on Collegiality.

In the event that you find it difficult to provide the degree of consultation
outlined above, please let me know so that we retain effective, up-front
communication.
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California Polytechnic State University

State of California San Luis Obispo, California 93407

Memorandum

To

From

Lloyd Lamouria, Chair Date : November 14, 1985

Academic Senate File No.:

Copies :

[

YA ¢ 'l
Jens Pohl, Chair = - °
Academic Senate Budget Committee

Subject: Proposed Academic Senate Resolution

Please find attached recommendations from the Budget Committee for a possible
Academic Senate resolution.

The proposed resolution addresses an apparently arbitrar11¥ imposed $200,000
1imit per CSU campus per year on computer equipment expen@1ture§. from the
Instructional Equipment Replacement (IER) allocation. This 1imit has a .
particularly negative impact on the Cal Poly campus where obsolete equipment is
more 1ikely to be replaced by new computer-based equipment in our many
technical degree programs.

Thank you.

Attachment PROPOSED ACADEMIC SENATE RESOLUTION

BACKGROUND

Historically, budgeting practices by the Chancellor's Office have
restricted total computer equipment expenditures to $200,000 per

CSU campus per year, from the Instructional Equipment Replacement
(IER) allocation, regardless of the amount of the IER allocation

to the campus (see Attachement B, p.2, August 27, 1985, Instructional
Replacement Allocation Memo).

WHEREAS, Existing faculty and students must have adequate
opportunities to develop, refine and exercise computer
information processing skills; and

WHEREAS, A significant amount of existing instructional and
classroom/laboratory computer hardware is inadequate
to meet the challenges of computer technology; and

WHEREAS, An increasing proportion of replacement egquipment is
computer-based; and

WHEREAS, An artificial ceiling has been imposed upon CAL POLY
and other campuses within the CSU syustem as to the
replacement of obsolete and inappropriate instructional
computer equipment; therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Academic Senate requests that the Chancellor's
Office remove the ceiling on replacement of instructional
computer equipment within the IER allocation.
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~=garaing: Farking Lhange rFRecommenaations
ime committee ra2commends The +0L1i0owing: I

increasea TNne numoer cf spaces aillocated 1n 1ot H—-2 faor
taculty ang stat++ +trom 49 to 3Ju—-2uu,.

—
.

Justification: LOT H-3 t(the lot to the south o+ the rood
FProcessing ouirliging) will become the site ot tne
Agriculture cliassroom. lagoratory and oftice complex.

Ie 1S anticipated that thnls 1ot will pe lost aue to
SonsStruction DY as early as tne beginning ot the winter

guartear, fne taculty anag staft+ will lose &2 critical
parking sSpaces. \Althocugn we nave tocused on tnLis
particular lot, every Tlime Construction beglins on a new

nuiloing, 1t seems a parking lot 1s lost.)

~e inCraase Tne number ot Clty Duses servicing tne Ccampus at
Tr1tilical hours.

L IT appoea&ars tnat tN1s problem 1s pei1ng ramegl:=a. )
- Increase patrelilng o+t the parking Lots.

tcacion: fne numpber o+ pecple Datrolling tne oars1ng
TS Nas Nnot peEen agdequata to 1nsure that students are
nct parking 1N tacul Ty anc stat+ spaces. Last  year
tTnere wera three pecple 9on scooters. L was 1ntormed oy
M1Chnarg sSrug. pir=sctor ot Fuplic Satetv. ThNat  sSiX
STUgents nave peen acdea to the stat++ this vyear. MF .
prug informs me thnat the student patroimen have been very
2+t+tective 1n  regucing the number of 1ilegally parxea

cars.

4, Increase the +1ines ang revise the metheod o+ collecting fines.
Justification: Thne present fine does not apopear to be a
geterrent to Darkina 1liegaily. I+ the Ffine were
supstantially 1ncreasead, parking violations snoula bpe
reaqucea. Llkewlse, 1t 1S suggeted tnat the metnoa of
contesting parking violiaticns De revised. Currantliv.
tines are 21ther pala on campus or chnallenged 1N
Municlibal Lourt. 1t 1S the committee s feeling tnat tne
ZourTt ra2cognizss tme parking proepltem  oOon Sampus ana
TCArOWS DUT T many oO+F tnNe CAasSSes 1T reviews. fne taliure

TC Cay a parkilng +1ine sNoulc De consligerad as serious &
CropLem as the +aliure To pav a liloraryv fine. I* the

Jniversity coula aevelop 1TSS N reviaw préeoceaurs



(possibly .a student/+aculty review panel tnat met weekly
+or an nour or two to nanale "walk—in" cnallenges to tne
ti1cKkets students or facultvy/staff receive) then there
would be better control of tnhne parking problem.

3. Evaluate <the pDasls for and use of tne parking permit over-
sell ratio.

Justifications Currentiv the over—-sell ratic (the numper ot
permits s0l0 Q1viged by the2 numpber o+ spaces allocatea)
1s essentially tne same for students a&as 1t 1S tor
taculty ana stat++. s there a reasonable pasis ftor tnis
parity wnean facuity/sta++ are more likely to pe on
campus +or B8 nour perliods and students are nere tor tar
rewer nours per gay”? I+ this asseartion 1S trua,

more sSpaces shoulg be allocated ta the faculty ana
sta+f. It 1s suggested that tne use of this ratio be
examined more carefully by the rarking anda Trat+ic
subcommittee of the Public Health and Saftety Comm:ttee.

5. Develop a reasonable method by which visitors to the cambpus
can acguilre a visitor parking permit.

Justification: Currently thne method of obntaining a Vv1sS1tor
permit regulres that the visitor run the risk ot gettinag
a parking cilitati:on while they are trying to get a
permit. This 15 1nefticient and bDreeds 111-will.

What do vou want us to do next?

1 nave enclosead & Copy o+ a memo L wrote ta Doug Gerarag
reguesting tnat many Ot TtNe DolNtsS mentioned apove be 1ncludeg on
the agenaa ot tne Traffic and Farking Subcommlttee meeting to De
neLa sn Nov. 2V, Hopetully., these toplcs wlli De 1ncluged.

A1S0O. an interesting D1t o+ 1NtOormation +or vour Consigeration.
reter Fnillips, the Arcnhitecture Cooraginator (I think thls 1s Ni1s
ti1tie) pericdically congucts what 1s callea a vacancy Farking
<ate Lount and n1s MOsSt recent study disclosed the following:

Lo Un a Wegnesday at lO:Q0 a.m. there were 3I3% parking
spaces vacant. This represents 7.6% of the total
spaces avalliable on campus.

2. On a Thursgay of the same week at 2:00 p.m. there were
794 parking spaces vacant. This represents 17.77% of

the total spaces avallable on campus.

(I think tne inference 1s that there 1S No parking problem at Cal
Folv.)

rage 1i
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tReegaroing:

Doug

I nave

Moy .

=0

1.

]

& f2w fLopmics that mayvy be appropriate
meeting.

serard. decutive Dean

Marlin Vi

Tratr+ic ang rHarking suocommlttes Mesting

for giscussion at the

wavs we could 1morove the methnod Dy which
parkling pDasses’y

Are theres
W1S1hors To the campus acaulre visitor

the new
there to
+acul ty

lot H=3 18 closed gue to construction ot
what 1mmedlate DLans are
the

Urce
agriculture building.
oFYset  the lose o+ o6& parting spaces for
and staf+™

sta++

MAas The Darking orotlem +or Gar t—Ti1me ol Um T RIS Y

(M., =2 1n Lam U—; been Fescolved !
Louid We d1isSCcUssS tne haslis +or and use o the oarking

ocEFmLEL over-sell ratio? Lanm tnis ratlio De uses as &
ciLanming Toood [l 13 1t mereiv an srter—-tne—+act
calculration® Is therse a4 basis to hnave thge over—zgl
FaTL o Yirtual Ly the sama +or ftacul tv/stat+ as +i5
students™
Coula we the currsnt

nave a qQeneral discussiaon cor

guidelines given to the poliilice rslative to Lne 1ssuance
=t parking  tickets., 1.8. . their pricraity of lots
patrolled, number =f tickets issued daily, =tc. MLsin.
what 18 the percentage ot tickets that are contestsd 1n
Municipeal Court and what 1 the policy of e
University 1+ students do not pay parking +ines?

Ara we golng to discuss the Student Senate resclutian
regarding the reevaluation o+ the bus scnEaule? It
seams to be fsirlv sensible.

Im&nk vou for considering these possliols aaenca 1temns.
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State of California

Memorandum
To : Executive Committee
From : George Lewis, Chair

GE & B Committee

Subject : Catalog Recommendations

The GE & B Committee has completed business on the items carried over
from 1984-1985. Our recommendations

I will be happy to discuss the details of our recommendations
interested Senator or Executive Committee

in the General Education and Breadth requirements.

routine.
1. TH 220
2. FR 101, 102, 103
3. FR 201, 202, 203
4. FR 305
5. GER 201, 202, 203
6. GER 405
7. MU 404, 405, 406
+8. SPAN 101, 102, 103
9. SPAN 201, 202, 203
10. SPAN 405
11. TH 327, 328
12. DFA/HE 210
13. PSY 304
14 DPT 230
15. Ss 121

California  Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, California

93407

Date: November 20, 1985

Copies:

are attached.

Member.

[number ]
[description]
[descrption & mode]
[units]

[description & mode]
[description]

[may be repeated]
[description]
[description & mode]
[title & description]
[description]
[description]

[title & -description]
[description] -

[description]

with any

The Committee recommends retention of the following courses

Page 13

The changes
in the courses for the 1986-1988 catalog are perceived as

Cule
C.3.
Cade
C.3.
Cude
C.3.
Caudm
Ce3s
Ceda
Cs3s
Cx3s
E.2.
E.2.
F.2.
F.2.



IT. The committee recommends as indicated on the following courses proposed for inclusion

in the General Education and Breadth requirements:

O 00 N & U1 B W N =
.

[
o
L]

—
(o
.

=
N
.

1)
2)

3)

HUM 301X.
HUM. 305X.
ART 208.
NRM 101.

AE 340.

FOR 201.
NRM 201.
GEOL 202X.
AE 121, 124,

ENGL 362.

HUM 302.

EL 339.

SS 121 is a prerequisite,

The Renaissance in Italy.
Latin American Culture.
Scuplture.

Natural Resources of America.
Irrigation Water Management.
Forest Resources.
Environmental Management.
Earth History.

131, 134, 141, 142,
231, 315; 321,335, 337

Myth and Symbol in Literature
for Youth.

Human Values in Agriculture.
Electrical Engineering: Its

Development and Impact on Our
Society and Culture

C.3:
C.3.
C.2.
F.2.
F.2.
F.2.
F.2.
B.l.a.

F,2.

* % k %k *x * * *x *x % % %k *

GE & B failed to approve by a 5-5 tie vote.

and is already in F.2.

Area C subcommittee has not had sufficient time to consider.

Subcommittee
Recommendation

against
for
against
for
for
for
for

for

against

against

not ready to
recommen

against

GE & B Comm.
Recommendation

against
for
against

for

1)
2)

against
against
for

for

against

against

3)

likewise

against

GE & B Committee concurs.
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