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Faculty Council Meeting  

Wednesday, March 10, 2021 

3:30PM to 5:00PM 

 

1) Call to Order: 3:32PM 

 

2) Approval of Agenda 

 

Motion to approve the agenda 

Moved by: Ilan Mitchell-Smith 

Seconded by: Linda Maram 

 Approved unanimously 

 

3) Approval of Minutes from November 18th, 2020 and February 10th, 2021  

 

Motion to approve the minutes from November 18th 

Moved by: Anand Commissiong 

Seconded by: Michael Eisendstadt 

Approved unanimously 

 

Motion to approve the minutes from February 10th 

Moved by: Tina Matuchniak 

Seconded by: Linda Maram 

Approved unanimously 

 

4) Announcement from Strategic Recruiter, Peace Corps, Cathy Jerome 

Not in attendance 

 

5) Reports 

 

A) CLA Dean’s Report 

 

The report was shared with Faculty Council (FC) members prior to the meeting. Additional 

comments made at the meeting are in italics. 

 

Dean’s Report to CLA Faculty Council 

3-10-21 

 

2021-22 Budget Outlook—Although there will likely not be firm new until the May Revise 

Budget process between the governor and the state legislature, preliminary signs are positive that 

the modest restoration proposed in the governor’s January budget proposal might be increased.  I 

met with the Budget Committee to begin thinking about priorities if these positive signs turn into 

a budget surplus for next year, BUT it is way to early to start counting our chickens. 

 

2021-22 Tenure-Line Search Requests—I received 28 requests for tenure-line searches for the 

2021-22 search cycle, and I have submitted all of them to Academic Affairs, making my best 



 2 

general case for our need as a college as well as for each search.  The provost has indicated that 

there will likely be about 35 tenure-line searches for next year unless there are stronger positive 

signs about the state budget.  Certainly, we will not get all the lines we requested, but given the 

challenges of COVID for budgeting, it is a positive sign that the university will have some 

searches next year. 

 

GE Revision—As may of you are aware, Curriculum and Educational Policy Council will soon 

send a dizzying array of options to the Academic Senate to change the university General 

Education policy to accommodate the Ethnic Studies course required by AB 1460.  My senior 

staff and I have had numerous meetings with CLA department chairs and program directors to 

explore the implications of the various proposals, and I want to thank the chairs and directors for 

their substantive and frank contributions to this challenging discussion.   

 

Based on these discussion as well as some data analysis led by Associate Dean Deb Thien, I am 

recommending that the college support an option that retains all the current GE categories and 

spreads the loss of enrollments most broadly (although affecting the Humanities most heavily).  

Further, there are some steps the college can take to mitigate the effects of such changes if work 

together and avoid efforts that would cannibalize each other’s course offerings.  To be clear, the 

option I recommend supporting is far from perfect, but it or a variant of it is likely the best 

choice from a set of imperfect options.  Those who are well informed may want to skip to the 

end of this long message to the recommendation.  For others, I provide what I hope is a succinct 

summary of an admittedly complex set of issues and proposals. 

 

1. This GE change is necessary to accommodate the new Ethnic Studies course required by 

AB 1460 and which the Chancellor’s Office (CO) has directed must be offered in a new F 

category and must be offset by a reduction of 3 lower-divisions in the D (social science) 

category.  It is important to keep in mind that the college will be offering an important 

new General Education course in Ethnic Studies and will have an increase in enrollments 

overall.  However, because of this mandate from the CO as well as the previous limits the 

CO has put on the many high-unit majors in other colleges, it is likely that the only viable 

options will result in a loss of enrollment in Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences 

courses in our college and in the College of the Arts. 

2. The D (social science) GE category has three lower-division requirements: Two courses 

in American Institutions (D1-American History and D2-American/California 

Government) and D3 (Social Science) course, and the CO’s mandate requires a reduction 

of three units from among these. 

3. Some of the proposals at CEP Council propose three units in the D category be reduced 

by making one of the two American Institutions courses into a Graduation 

Requirement (GR).  On the face of it, this option seems like it could preserve all the 

offerings and enrollments that the college has under the current GE policy.  However, it 

is highly unlikely to have the necessary support in the Academic Senate because it would 

mean that the colleges with high-unit majors would need to cut something in their major 

requirements to accommodate the GR requirement.  Further, the changes to the GE policy 

last year in response to EO 1100 demonstrated the GRs are vulnerable to cutting. 

4. Other proposals at CEP Council would combine the two American Institutions courses 

into a single course or allow students to test out of one or the other.  The consensus of 
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the chairs and directors is that such options are not in the best interests of preparing 

students to be informed citizens.  Either of these options could reduce enrollments in 

CLA (History and Political Science) by about 5000 seats per year. 

5. Another option is to eliminate the D3 requirement.  This option would have little effect 

on CLA majors who typically take multiple courses with a D3 designation as a part of 

their courses of study and would have room in their majors to continue doing so.  

However, many students from high-unit majors in other colleges typically take 

introductory courses in in Psychology, Sociology, Economics, Anthropology and 

Geography to meet the current requirement.  Because some of those students need the 

content involved (e.g., College of Business students need to take macro- and micro-

economics to meet accreditation requirements), the likely loss of enrollments in CLA 

courses would be about 2000 seats which is the least loss to CLA of the options.  

However, there are other important consequences of this option; for example, Intro to 

Psychology is an important prerequisite course, eliminating the D3 requirement would 

mean that some CSULB students would not have the chance to take an exploratory Social 

Science course as a part of their GE requirements, and eliminating the D3 category would 

likely mean that community colleges would stop teaching courses like Intro to 

Anthropology and Intro to Geography that provide opportunities for transfer students to 

discover these majors. 

6. Another proposal is to change the American History D1 course to a C3 designation as 

it is at other CSU campuses.  This would reduce the D category but leave D3 intact.  

Most colleges with high-unit majors would likely support this option because it would 

enable them to keep D3 courses needed for content and eliminate C3 (arts and 

humanities) courses that are not necessary for their accreditation.  The effect of this 

change would be a loss of about 5000 seats in arts and humanities courses (roughly 2/3 in 

CLA and 1/3 in COTA)—fairly devasting losses for many humanities and arts 

departments, and it would effectively limit students in high-unit majors to one Arts (C1) 

and one Humanities (C2) course in their course of study at the university. 

7. Some other proposals essentially would eliminate D3 but combine D3 and C3 into a 

new category or migrate D3 offerings into C3 or E (lifelong learning) categories.  

The intent of such proposals is to spread the potential losses across three rather categories 

rather than putting them all in one category, and that effect is certainly worth exploring.  

However, it is unlikely that the CO will allow us to create a new GE category so the 

combination option may not work, and (as I explain in what follows) the mitigation 

option may work better in an option that maintains all the current categories. 

 

Recommended Option:  Co-certify the American History courses that meet the Title V 

requirements as a C3 courses in addition to its current certification as a D1 course.  This 

option is workable because it has been done on other campuses, and it has three benefits: 

• It maintains all the current GE categories (although not all students would take them all) 

• It allows students in high-unit majors to choose how they take the reduction of three units in 

the D category.  For example, COTA students would likely choose to take American 

History as a D1 course and continue taking the arts courses they current take to meet the 

C3 requirement.  In contrast, business students in high-unit majors would likely take 

American History as a C3 course and continue to take the micro- or macro-economics 

courses they need for their majors. 
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• Losses of enrollment would be in both C3 and D3 courses, although the vast majority 

would almost certainly be in Arts and Humanities courses in CLA and COTA. 

 

As I mentioned near the beginning of this very long message, none of the likely viable proposals 

are perfect for CLA; in both the Humanities and Social Sciences we would prefer to have GE 

requirements that guarantee the current level of enrollments.  However, no matter what decision 

is made on the floor of the senate, CLA will have an exciting new Ethnic Studies requirement, 

and there is much we can do internally to mitigate the losses no matter how they come down for 

the departments and programs that are hardest hit. 

 
Dean Wallace (DW): There is likely to be some migration into the E category. None of the 

options are particularly good for us, but we do not control our own fate in the Senate. It is likely 

that other colleges will vote together. Perhaps we as a College will approve the certification, 

understanding that that will affect the Humanities departments. Departments could work on 

handling the impact. We have no high-unit majors in our College, we will be able to work with 

consequences. The College is working on understanding the implications of this, and potential 

FTEs loses under this new policy. 

 

B) FC Chair’s Report 

 

Barbara LeMaster (BLM): I have a fast update after the Chairs meeting: Eileen Klink and Kris 

Zentgraf from the Academic Senate (AS) Executive Committee met with CEPC to discuss GE. 

This is on the agenda for the AS next meeting. AS meetings are open to anyone, you can go and 

ask a senator to cede you their time if you want to participate.  

 

At our last Faculty Council (FC) meeting we had a discussion about our hope that the College 

would take responsibility for maintaining and updating the information about committees 

membership. This should not be the responsibility of the FC Executive Committee, since our 

positions rotate. I met with Debbie Hildreth Pisarcik to discuss this. She sent a draft of the 

current composition of all committees. Ilan Mitchell-Smith, as the FC Executive Committee 

Vice-Chair, took on the responsibility of working on this. 

 

We want to establish this in the Constitution, that one of the responsibilities of at-large members 

is keeping up the roster of committees. 

 

Last Friday we had the Strategic Plan kick off meeting. We have already received some feedback 

from at least two groups. 

 

C) Standing and Ad-Hoc Committee Reports: 

 

1) Educational Policies and Curriculum:  

BLM: Last year the FC voted to approve on EPCC a temporary provisional due date for new 

programs and new courses to come in April. It seems like that is continuing this year. It is a 

rolling deadline; you can submit from now until the fall. You might want to let your 

departments and programs know. 
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2) Budget  

Steven Rousso-Schindler (SRS): The Budget Committee met on March 3rd. Dean Wallace 

gave the same report he gave here. Terie Bostic mentioned that last year’s SEF-T funds will 

roll over to next year and new SEF-Ts will probably go forward. There will be a call for 

proposals soon. Also, there might be rollover funds for travel to more than one conference 

next year. We will keep faculty updated. CARES 2 (the initial funding we received in 

October/November) was used to help faculty with Instructional Student Assistants and 

training for teaching online. It was short-term assistance to keep instruction going. It must be 

fully spent out by May 15, 2021. For fall 2021, we will be getting a 65-million-dollar 

stimulus. Half of this stimulus will be going to students, half to work on campus (offices, 

putting up barriers). 

 

3) Graduate Council: No report  

 

4) Committee for Pedagogy and Inclusive Excellence 

Ilan Mitchell-Smith (IMS): We are thinking about the committee’s priorities. We do not have 

any events planned this semester. We might have a change in leadership. If that happens, we 

will be making a call for those interested.  

 

5) Technology Committee:  

Rene Treviño (RT): There is nothing to report at the moment. We might be able to discuss 

classroom needs once we know what those issues are. 

 

Caitlin Fourrat (CF): We had a demo for ITS from one of the hyflex rooms and everyone 

there will need amplification. We can discuss it. 

 

Lily House-Peters (LHP) [in chat]: Are there best practices for teaching with masks to help 

students with comprehension? 

 

BLM: BMAC will be providing faculty with masks that are transparent in the mouth area. 

 

6) Scholarly Intersections Committee: 

Michael Eisendstat (ME): We received 6 applications, and all were funded. There are 

ongoing questions about what to do with the leftover money. It is possibly in best interest of 

the College to reserve those funds for next year. If folks are interested in sending an 

application for an event, we can discuss it with the Dean. Also, if there is interest in having a 

second call, please write to me on behalf of your program/department to by March 25th to: 

michael.eisenstadt@csulb.edu. 

 

 

6) Old Business 

 

A) CWL RTP Document – 2nd reading, and vote 

 

BLM shared suggestions of minor changes with Kathryn Chew (KC), mainly about terminology 

used in requirement for RTP or promotion. These observations included the use of the wording 

mailto:michael.eisenstadt@csulb.edu
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about the “leadership role” of the candidate and the use of “peer review” vs. “creative 

material” in the section about publication (lines 162-182). KC committed to making the changes.  

 

KC: Regarding publications, there are six categories and candidates will decide under which one 

they go up. 

 

Justin Gomer (JG): I have a comment about the feedback that American Studies got from 

Faculty Affairs about our RTP document. One of the things that Kirsty Fleming wants is an 

adjective of “quality” or “high quality” before each mention of “peer-review.” That is likely to 

come up down the road.  

 

LHP: The “quality” of “high quality” issue is subjective. Who defines that? Department 

colleagues are more likely to know the quality of publications.  

 

KC: The College document says that candidates can prove quality by mentioning impact factor, 

but that does not apply to all disciplines. 

 

LHP: This came up in CFA, we had a long discussion about how standards for RTP continue to 

ramp up. 

 

BLM: One of the things we wanted to do this year was to look at our College RTP document. 

Because of the current situation, we had to put this off. Once we work on the College document, 

departments should work on their documents too. 

 

Adam Kahn (AK): The “high quality” refers to the work itself or to the journal? Quality is 

defined by virtue of peer-review.  

 

BLM: That is an important issue to take into consideration. 

 

Motion to accept changes to CWL RTP document 

Moved by: Anand Commissiong 

Seconded by: Gabriel Estrada 

 

Approved by majority (34 members present) 

No one opposed or abstained  

 

B) RGRLL RTP Document – 1st reading 

 

Motion to move the RGRLL document to discuss now 

Moved by: Maulana Karenga 

Seconded by: Ilan Mitchell-Smith 

 

Aparna Nayak (AN): We hired a faculty member last fall whose research is very different from 

what we do in our department. Her research is more aligned with psychology. In her area 

research can be multi-authored, which is not the case in literary studies. She came here with 

service credit, so she will go up for reappointment next fall. She is also a professional translator, 
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and was precisely hired to teach in the Translation Studies program. We are just addressing the 

issue of publications now, but eventually will work on the whole RGRLL RTP document.  

 

In terms of language, we changed the previous statement about “3 or 4 publications,” which was 

ambiguous, now it says: “Three (3) high‐quality, original, substantive, peer‐reviewed articles or 

book chapters––published, in press, forthcoming, or accepted (thus not in progress) ––in 

different high‐quality, prestigious venues.” 

 

Also, we added language about research in LOTE. Some candidates recently ran into issues 

because their research was in LOTE. It is unfair to penalize candidates for doing research in the 

language they were hired to teach at CSULB. 

 

BLM: I do know that some candidates have not been able to go up under new documents. I am 

happy to see these changes about LOTE. 

 

KC [in chat]: The deans said that our new hire would have a choice between this new RTP 

document and the old one from 2011. 

 

Kevin Johnson (KJ): I think candidates should not be forced to use one document unless it is a 

condition of employment. They should be given a choice, I was.  

 

BLM: The College document is a different thing than the department document.  

 

KJ: Whenever there is a new and old document, candidates should be given the opportunity to 

choose. You can opt-in to the new standard. You cannot force a new policy on candidates.  

 

AN: I was hired in 2006 and my department edited the document in 2007 or 2008 and we were 

given the choice. 

 

AK: My department is revising the document and we have not been able to find anything in 

writing about one way or the other.  

 

KJ: The norms of the collective bargaining agreement should take precedent.  

 

JG: I hope what Kevin and Adam say is true. The opposite has been true in my case. When I was 

hired, I was as told the American Studies document would be ready by the time when I went up 

for tenure and that I would be evaluated by that document. Then I was told I had to be evaluated 

by the History document because that was the document used in my hire. I never had the choice. 

I encourage you to be proactive about this. The experience seems to not be uniform across 

departments. We got revisions back from Faculty Affairs for the American Studies document. 

We had language similar to yours regarding standards for different ranks. They said we had to 

have higher standards for Full than for Associate.  

 

AN: Is what happened to you because the American Studies document was not complete when 

you were hired? 
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JG: There was an effort to get the document approved earlier, but there was no urgency because 

I was told I would be able to choose. And then was told that I would not be evaluated with the 

American Studies document. 

 

KC: I have it in email from the Dean that our candidate will be able to choose. 

 

LHP: Speaking from a Union point of view, this could be a lawsuit. The experience should not 

be uneven across departments. That is the reason why we are unionized. 

 

JG: The Dean’s office said the same, but then Faculty Affairs said no. 

 

KJ: Justin, was your case because it was between two different departments? 

 

JG: I was the first TT in American Studies and the program was housed in History. There was no 

RTP doc when I was hired. I was told the RTP doc would be developed quickly after I arrived. I 

was hired technically under the History document.  

 

BLM: The Dean declared AS is an independent program. Being housed in History does not mean 

they are in History. 

 

Linda Maram (LM): American Studies is an independent program but all faculty teaching in it 

are tenured in their home departments, so before Justin came there was no reason to have an 

American Studies RTP document.  

 

CF [in chat]: Yousef Baker and I wrote our new RTP policy in our first year. And that's what we 

went up under. My understanding is that if a dept/program does not have its own document, then 

the person goes up under the college doc. Not another department's document. 

BLM [to AN, about RGRLL document]: I have a couple of things that I noted. I was not sure 

what this sentence means: “Candidates should expect to provide the same information about all 

foreign language publications that they provide in English, and shall arrange to have translations 

done of any significant correspondence (acceptance letters, descriptions of editorial policy 

provided by editors, reader reports, etc.).” 

AN: Candidates have to provide translations of correspondence with editors, email messages, 

acceptance letters, etc. 

 

BLM: It is confusing, perhaps you can rewrite the first part of that statement. 

 

Are people comfortable voting today on this document with minor changes or do people want to 

think more about it and come back next month for a second reading? 

 

Motion to table the first read and move to vote 

Moved by: Ilan Mitchell-Smith 

Seconded by: Anand Commissiong 
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KJ: I have a suggestion to clarify the difference between the requirements for promotion to 

Associate versus promotion to Full. 

 

Shae Miller [in chat]: Question re: correspondence translation— do faculty have to pay/arrange 

for translation out of pocket or translate themselves 

 

Jeannette Acevedo Rivera (JAR): The question She Miller brings up in the chat is important. We 

recently got a survey from the Academic Senate regarding revisions to the University RTP 

document. The focus at that level seems to be on equity. Requiring candidates who publish in 

LOTE to invest time or money translating their correspondence with editors does not support the 

equity goals of the University regarding the RTP process. 

 

AN: Yes, this is a question of equity. I was one of the candidates who ran into this issue. The 

College-level committee said they did not read French and could not evaluate the quality of my 

publications. A department colleague had given a detailed evaluation of the value and quality 

and publications. The College RTP document states this, that candidates need to provide 

translations of correspondence with editors. 

 

Vote on motion to table the first read move to vote: 

Approved by majority 

 

Motion to accept the document with the minor edits and clarifications 

Moved by: Anand Commissiong  

Seconded by: Linda Maram 

Approved by majority 

 

C) Reunification/Repopulation in Fall 2021 discussion 

 

BLM: Any issues for agenda of our April meeting? 

 

RT: I have a question about the memo from Dean Wallace regarding the College 

recommendation on GE. Was that his personal recommendation or the College’s? 

 

AN: I believe it was his recommendation. 

 

RT: I want people to understand that it was not a recommendation from CEPC. A co-certification 

between a requirement and non-requirement is not a choice. 

 

BLM: This proposal has been promoted by certain folks. If that were the proposal going forward 

it would highly impact RGRLL, RST, CWL, Philosophy, it might wipe out Classics. In my view 

that is a proposal that is affecting smaller departments in CLA and harming them.  

 

AK: Is CEPC making a recommendation? 

 

RT: No, we sent a list of options with pros and cons to AS, but we did not put forward a 

recommendation. 
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Motion to adjourn 

Moved by: Anand Commissiong  

Seconded by: Gabriel Estrada 

 

 

Meeting adjourned: 5:00PM 

 

Minutes taken and respectfully submitted by  

Jeannette Acevedo Rivera, Faculty Council secretary. 

 

These minutes are not official until approved. 

 


