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San Diego (5)
Grant Goodall
Joanna McKittrick
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San Francisco (4)
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

ACADEMIC SENATE

MEETING OF THE ASSEMBLY OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE
December 10, 2014
MINUTES OF MEETING
I.

ROLL CALL OF MEMBERS

Pursuant to the call, the Assembly of the Academic Senate met on Wednesday, December 10,
2014. Academic Senate Chair Mary Gilly presided and called the meeting to order at 10:00 am.
Senate Director Hilary Baxter called the roll of Assembly members and confirmed a quorum.
Attendance is listed in Appendix A of these minutes.
II.

MINUTES

ACTION: The Assembly approved the minutes of the April 16, 2014 meeting as noticed.
III.

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE CHAIR
 Mary Gilly

November Regents Meeting: The Regents approved a Long-Term Stability Plan for Tuition and
Financial Aid over the objections of the Governor and other elected state officials. The plan will
increase tuition up to 5% annually over the next five years, with the exact amount to be
determined by the amount of support provided by the state. The Governor appointed two new
Regents – Outgoing Assembly Speaker John Pérez and Long Beach City College President Eloy
Ortiz Oakley – the day before the meeting, bypassing the appointment process in the California
Constitution requiring consultation with a 12-member advisory committee that includes one
faculty member. The Governor urged UC to rethink its cost structure and proposed the formation
of a high-level commission to study several specific ideas, including offering three-year degrees,
expanding online education, aligning pre-major transfer pathways across campuses, and
increasing disciplinary consolidations across campuses. UC is already working on some of the
proposals, including a plan to streamline the transfer process; others, like the three-year degree,
were discussed in depth by the UC Commission on the Future in 2010. Assembly Speaker Toni
Atkins brought her own plan to the meeting. It would provide an additional $50 million in
funding for UC, freeze tuition, increase faculty teaching and cut executive compensation and
nonresident enrollment. Student protestors attending the meeting criticized UC for raising tuition
and the state for not providing UC with more funding. The Student Regent also spoke against the
Governor’s three-year degree and online education proposals. The Governor will release his
2015-16 state budget proposal in early January. He has indicated that a 4% increase for UC was
contingent on UC not raising tuition. If the Governor rescinds the 4% increase, UC will consider
other options, including enrollment actions.
Total Remuneration Study: Chair Gilly has asked Senate division chairs to coordinate meetings
between campus EVCs and the chairs of key campus committees to discuss options for allocating
a 3% faculty salary increase in the 2015-16 UC budget and for addressing the 10% gap in UC
faculty total remuneration outlined in a just-completed study. The 3% increase would be in
addition to regular merits. Some administrators are concerned that an across the board increase to
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the salary scales could potentially reward “non-productive” faculty; they want to use at least a
portion of the 3% pool for specific retention and equity actions. Provost Dorr is funding the
Senate’s request to obtain the full study database so that campuses can review campus- and
discipline-specific data. Chair Gilly wants to be able to recommend a long-term plan to the
Regents in early 2015.
Discussion: An Assembly member noted that the UCRP employee contribution ramp-up to 8%
has affected every faculty member and impeded UC’s ability to remain competitive. A
substantial multi-year plan will be needed to address the total remuneration gap to keep pace
with UC’s competitors. A small one time salary increase is likely to be offset by other cost
increases and not reflected significantly in paychecks.
IV.

REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES

A. Academic Council
 Mary Gilly, Chair
1. Discussion with Administrators by Invitation of the Academic Council
 Patrick Lenz, Vice President for Budget & Capital Resources
 Debora Obley, Associate Vice President for Budget & Capital Resources
The Regents’ actions have stimulated renewed state interest in UC. The Governor has proposed
more three-year degrees and online education to reduce the cost of instruction. A five-year plan
proposed by the Speaker of the State Assembly would raise tuition for nonresidents, maintain
existing tuition for residents, and fund the enrollment of 10,000 additional residents. (The
Speaker’s plan would not address the 7,000 enrolled students for whom UC has never received
funding.) A bill proposed by the State Senate pro tem would use money redirected from the
state’s Middle Class Scholarship program to increase funding for Cal Grants, support 5,000 new
resident enrollments, and encourage timely degree completion at UC and CSU through increased
course offerings and support services. A state Senator has introduced a constitutional amendment
that would reduce UC’s autonomy in order to give state officials more control over tuition and
executive compensation. State officials are also concerned about pension costs and have asked
UC to provide a budget with more detail and transparency regarding the university’s cost drivers
and revenue assumptions.
UCOP has considered various scenarios for maintaining flat tuition – including reducing returnto-aid, reducing resident enrollments, and increasing nonresident enrollments. These options
would be unpopular, but the state has placed the university in a difficult situation. UC supports a
three-year plan for increasing resident enrollments that also addresses existing unfunded
students. UC notes that the proposed tuition increases will help sustain the return-to-aid system,
which supports access and affordability for low-income Californians. UC notes that the state is
not treating UC and CSU equally with regard to enrollment or pension funding. CSU is less able
to raise revenue through nonresident enrollment, and has responded to budget cuts by reducing
enrollment. CSU has also been able to add more courses and faculty because the state provides
funding for CalPers. UC could avoid a tuition increase if the state would fund UCRP on the same
basis as CalPers.
Discussion: Assembly members noted that campuses have different capacities for generating
revenue through nonresident enrollment and that increasing nonresident enrollment creates
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additional costs, particularly related to the infrastructure needed to support non-native Englishspeaking international students. In addition, nonresidents tend to cluster in certain (often already
impacted) majors, which shifts other costs across disciplines. It was noted that BOARS expects
campuses to admit nonresidents that “compare favorably” to residents, although BOARS is
flexible with regard to how this standard is defined. It was noted that UCOP should do more to
communicate the egalitarian principles behind the return-to-aid system and should use the
potential reduction of financial aid as a lever in negotiations with the state. It was noted that
students value the four-year experience and the flexibility to explore different educational paths.
An Assembly member moved to express appreciation for Vice President Lenz, who is retiring
from the University. Assembly members gave him a round of applause.
V.

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PROVOST
 Aimée Dorr

Engagement Plan: Provost Dorr delivered a letter from President Napolitano to Assembly
members encouraging them and all faculty to take an active role in talking about the excellence
of the university and how their teaching, research, and public service contributes to that
excellence. She noted that UCOP is undertaking a long-term campaign to engage a variety of UC
constituencies in advocacy around the UC budget and state funding, and to ensure that the public
is receiving accurate information about the details of the plan approved by the Regents. She
noted that UCOP is looking for compelling stories about senior faculty who are actively engaged
in scholarship with undergraduates.
Innovation and Entrepreneurship: The Regents appointed UCSF Professor and QB3 Director
Regis Kelly Senior Advisor to the President for Innovation and Entrepreneurship, for a minimum
one-year appointment. Professor Kelly will focus on marketable opportunities provided by UC
faculty research that are grounded in strong science and oriented toward products and services
benefiting the social good. He will work with campuses to enhance and develop mechanisms that
spur innovation and entrepreneurship and confer with the Innovation Council and the CIO about
investment strategy. In early 2015 following the organizational review of the Office of Academic
Affairs, Provost Dorr will create a job description for the vacant Vice President for Research and
Graduate Studies position.
UC-Mexico Initiative: UC Riverside is the lead campus for the UC-Mexico Initiative, which will
build new academic collaborations and student exchanges between UC and Mexican universities
and research centers. UC is renegotiating an MOU with CONACYT, the Mexican equivalent of
the NSF, to increase funding support for those exchanges, and has committed to upgrading the
Casa de California, a UC facility in Mexico City, for student and faculty use. The UC Education
Abroad Program uses the facility and UC is also trying to increase UCEAP’s engagement in the
initiative. UC leaders are discussing challenges associated with generating interest in the
Initiative, such as visa and language issues and perceptions about safety.
Transfer Initiative: The Transfer Action Team recommended that UC faculty build on existing
efforts to streamline the academic preparation process for community college transfers by
aligning lower division major requirements for specific majors across UC campuses, and also by
aligning when possible, major requirements with the Transfer Model Curricula (TMC) developed
by the CCC and CSU for the Associate Degrees for Transfer. While UC is not under the same
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legislative mandate as CSU and CCC to develop transfer AA degrees that guarantee admission, it
needs to do more to align its efforts so that a CCC student may take a single course and be
competitively prepared for transfer to a similar major at several UC campuses and CSU
simultaneously. In early 2015, UCOP will begin convening groups of department chairs from
five popular majors to discuss next steps and implementation.
Discussion: BOARS Chair Aldredge noted that BOARS recently added a new comprehensive
review criterion for transfer students to the Comprehensive Review Guidelines, recognizing
students who are on track to complete an associate of arts or science transfer degree offered by a
CCC. It was noted that UC has an excellent track record around transfer admission, and that UC
should define its expectations for transfers first, rather than simply adopting CSU’s expectations.
VI.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE REPORT
 Joel Dimsdale, Chair, UCFW

Health Care: Premium costs for UC Care, UC’s new self-funded PPO plan, are higher this year,
largely due to losses last year brought about because UC Care attracted older employees with
more medical problems. UCFW and its Health Care Task Force (HCTF) are concerned about the
long-term viability of UC Care due to its inability, so far, to attract a significant number of
younger or healthier members, about potential conflict of interest issues associated with a selfmanaged plan, and about a lack of access within UC Care to the least-expensive “UC Select” tier
of health care providers at several UC locations including Santa Barbara. UCFW also believes
that regardless of the future of UC Care, it will be important for UC to retain a PPO plan option.
UCFW worked successfully with UCOP to design clearer information about the plan’s details for
open enrollment, and to forestall certain proposed plan design features, which it felt would be
disadvantageous for faculty and staff. In addition, in the coming year the HCTF will be
considering how well Optum is functioning as a carve-out vehicle for mental health services
delivery. It would be helpful for the divisions to accumulate information regarding the
effectiveness of these services. UCFW was also alarmed by a large increase in premiums for
Medicare enrollees who selected a Blue Shield Medigap plan.
Total Remuneration: UCFW worked with UCOP to shape the latest study of salary and benefits,
which is now posted on the Senate website and available both systemwide and by campus. The
study analyzes UC faculty remuneration against the university’s traditional “Comparison 8”
public and private universities. The main finding is that for active faculty employees, UC lags
the market both in terms of salary (12%) and benefits (7%) for a total gap of 10%. UC’s retiree
health plans continue to compare well to the Comparison 8. The study omits health sciences and
law faculty.
There are two separate but related questions about how to fix the problem. First, should UC
allocate increased money to the salary scales in a way that applies equally to all faculty, or
should it also allocate funds to market or bonus off-scales that recognize a market reality?
Second, should it be the Senate or the Administration that determine how to allocate the money?
UCFW recognizes that UC is one university but that each campus has a different tradition in
terms of answering these questions. UCFW has not yet made a formal proposal, but its initial
suggestion is to focus on total remuneration, rather than on salary vs. benefits; to provide in the
first year an across-the-board 3% increase to all faculty that would apply to both the on- and off4
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scale salary components; and in future years, to explore UCB and UCSD pilot programs for
market-based salary bumps upon successful career promotions.
Discussion: Assembly members noted that a 3% salary increase is not sufficient to address the
total remuneration problem, and that until the revenue streams for the 2015-16 budget are
finalized, there is no guarantee that even 3% will be available. It was noted that the current
situation rewards aggressiveness in the form of seeking outside offers to get a salary increase.
This has a negative impact on overall climate, and perhaps gender equity, as women faculty are
less likely to seek outside offers.
VII.

REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES

B. Academic Council (continued)
2. Report from California Open Education Resources Council
 Randolph Siverson, Professor of Political Science, UC Davis
Professor Siverson is one of three UC faculty representatives to the California Open Education
Resources Council (COERC), an intersegmental committee whose goal is to save students
money by increasing faculty adoption of high-quality, low cost or free open educational
resources (OER). In 2012, the Governor signed SB 1052, which asked the Intersegmental
Committee of Academic Senates (ICAS) to appoint a Council composed of three Senate
members from each segment, to assemble a list of 50 lower division courses for which
affordable, open source textbooks and materials could be developed, establish a competitive RFP
process for funds to produce the textbooks, and promote their use. SB 1053 is a companion bill
that establishes a California Digital Open Source Library administered by CSU. The work is
funded by the Hewlett and Gates foundations.
A faculty survey administered by COERC found that faculty tend to be unaware about available
OER and are relatively insensitive to cost when choosing textbooks for a course. On the basis of
the survey, COERC assembled intersegmental faculty review panels to identify and review OER
options in five initial courses. Those reviews have been completed, leaving 45 courses for the
next phase of the project. Panelist reviews are located at the California Open Online Library for
Education (www.cool4ed.org) website. COERC also surveyed students to assess their
experiences with open textbooks and asked student panelists to review textbooks based on
format and usability.
Professor Siverson noted that changing the culture around textbook adoption may require more
significant institutional changes. He suggested that a phrase could be added to the teaching
evaluation criteria in the APM requiring faculty members to report the cost of educational
materials for a course.
Discussion: Assembly members expressed support for the effort, noting that OER can be better
quality, as well as less expensive options, either alone or as supplements to other faculty-selected
materials. A member suggested that UC join the used textbook market and pursue more
agreements like one the UC libraries made with Springer that allows students to download that
publisher’s e-textbooks for free. A member mentioned the Noba Project, initiated by a
psychology journal editor in which 120 experts collaborated on writing dozens of psychology
modules that are now available as free, customizable textbooks.
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3. Proposed Amendment to Bylaw 125.B.7
 Jutta Heckhausen, Chair, Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs
CCGA has proposed an amendment to SB 125.B.7 that would reduce from 60 days to 30 days
the interval within which Council can give final approval of a new degree title without referring
it to the Assembly. CCGA notes that proposers are sometimes tempted to select a particular
degree title for the purpose of avoiding any additional steps involved in approving a new title. It
wants to reduce this temptation by removing unnecessary delays in the process. New graduate
degree proposals receive a thorough review at each campus as well as a systemwide perspective
at CCGA.
An Assembly member offered an amendment to the proposal that would delegate all approvals to
the Academic Council, but withdrew the amendment after the parliamentarian informed the
Assembly about the need for formal notice.
ACTION: A motion was made and seconded to approve the amendment to Bylaw 125.B.7. The
motion passed unanimously.
4. Doctoral Student Support Recommendations
An all-UC Doctoral Student Support Conference held at UC Irvine in April 2014 generated a set
of proposals and best practices for better supporting doctoral students related to non-resident
supplemental tuition (NRST), competitiveness in net stipends, improving professional
development, and increasing diversity. Although conference participants expressed strong
support for a proposal to eliminate NRST charged to students in academic doctoral and MFA
programs after the first year, the Senate review of the recommendations revealed a general
consensus for maintaining existing individual campus policies and practices around NRST, and
against a systemwide policy. Chair Gilly and Provost Dorr had planned to present a specific
funding recommendation to the Regents in January, but they now plan to submit a report to the
Regents detailing a plan for working with the campuses on the issues.
Discussion: Assembly members expressed concern that NRST and uncompetitive net stipends
impair UC’s ability to attract the world’s best doctoral students, which is critical to maintaining
UC as a world class research university. It was noted that fixing the net stipend competitiveness
gap of $1,400 per UC student would require $30 million, and that increasing support for doctoral
students would involve trade-offs with other priorities like faculty salaries.

VIII. BOARD OF ADMISSIONS AND RELATIONS WITH SCHOOLS REPORT
 Ralph Aldredge, BOARS Chair
The Comprehensive Review policy approved by the Regents in 2001 requires campuses to use
multiple measures of achievement and promise while considering the applicant’s educational
context. To implement the policy, BOARS established 14 criteria campuses may use to select
applicants. In 2009, the Regents approved a new freshman admission policy that changed the UC
“eligibility” structure for students who entered UC beginning in fall 2012. (Eligible students who
are not accepted to a UC campus to which they apply are guaranteed an offer of referral
admission to a campus somewhere in the UC system. Merced is currently the only campus that
honors the referral guarantee.) The new policy eliminated the SAT Subject Test requirement,
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expanded the Eligibility in the Local Context (ELC) pathway from the top 4% to the top 9% of
students in each high school, and decreased eligibility through the statewide path (based on an
index involving high school GPA and standardized test scores) from 12.5% to 9%. The policy
also introduced an “Entitled to Review” (ETR) category of students who are guaranteed a
comprehensive review (though not admission) if they meet minimum requirements but are not
identified as eligible for a guarantee.
UC has seen steady and substantial annual increases in applications from both California
residents and nonresidents, which has coincided with decreasing acceptance rates and increasing
selectivity at all campuses. In the years following the budget crisis, all campuses have rapidly
expanded their recruitment and enrollment of domestic and international nonresidents, and in
2014, 20% of new admits were nonresidents. The diversity of the applicant pool and the admitted
classes has also increased.
When BOARS developed the “ETR” admissions policy, it projected that the 9-by-9 would
combine to ensure a guarantee to about 10% of CA high school graduates; in fact, UC admitted
12.1% of public high school graduates who met one or both of the 9x9 guarantees, which grew to
14.9% after adding those admitted through ETR. BOARS is concerned that UC is offering a
guarantee to too many students, and responded by modifying the statewide admissions index to
increase the minimum UC Score required to earn the statewide guarantee. The change took effect
for students who applied in fall 2014 for fall 2015 admissions.
BOARS is also concerned about the system’s ability to honor the guarantee over the long term,
although last year, fewer than 200 students who were not accepted to a campus to which they
applied accepted UC’s offer to attend Merced. BOARS recently considered a proposal to change
the eligibility construct to 7x7, but decided to table it due to concerns about the potential impact
on diversity and a desire to wait to see the impact of the upcoming change to the statewide index.
IX.

SPECIAL ORDERS
A. Consent Calendar [None]
B. Annual Reports

Bylaw 120.D.3 requires standing committee annual reports to be included in the first Assembly
agenda of each academic year. Annual reports are presented as information, only.
X.

REPORTS ON SPECIAL COMMITTEES [None]

XI.

PETITIONS OF STUDENTS [None]

XII.

UNFINISHED BUSNEISS [None]

XIII. NEW BUSINESS [None]

The meeting adjourned at 3:30 pm
Minutes Prepared by: Michael LaBriola, Academic Senate Analyst
Attest: Mary Gilly, Academic Senate Chair
Attachments: Appendix A – Assembly Attendance Record, Meeting of December 10, 2014
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Appendix A – 2014-2015 Assembly Attendance Record, Meeting of December 10, 2014
Academic Council Members:
Mary Gilly, Chair
J. Daniel Hare, Vice Chair
Panos Papodopoulous, Chair, UCB
Andre Knoesen, Chair, UCD
William Molzon, Chair, UCI
Joel D. Aberbach, Chair, UCLA
Jian-Qiao Sun, Chair, UCM
Gerry Boss, Chair, UCSD
Farid Chehab, Chair, UCSF
Kum-Kum Bhavnani, Chair, UCSB
Donald Brenneis, Chair, UCSC
Ralph Aldredge, Chair, BOARS
Jutta Heckhausen, Chair, CCGA
Tracy Larrabee, Chair, UCEP
Joel Dimsdale, Chair, UCFW
Gary Leal, Chair, UCPB
Berkeley (5)
Kristie Boering
Suzanne M. J. Fleiszig
Oliver O’Reilly
Theodore Slaman
David Zilberman
Davis (6)
Gian Aldo Antonelli
James Chalfant
Gino Cortopassi
Irvine (4)
Sameer Ashar
David Kay
Darryl Taylor

Los Angeles (8)
Roman Koropeckjy
Hanna Mikkola
Ninez Ponce
Christopher Tilly
Merced (1)
Robin Maria DeLugan
Riverside (2)
Mary Gauvain
San Diego (5)
Joanna McKittrick
Susan Narucki
San Francisco (4)
Jacque Duncan
John Feiner
Elyse Foster
Russell Pieper
Santa Barbara (3)
Charles Akemann
Henning Bohn
Eric Matthys
Santa Cruz (2)
Olof Einarsdottir
Catherine Jones
Secretary/Parliamentarian
George J. Mattey
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Justification for Revisions to Bylaw 155: University Committee on Computing and
Technology
Changes in the technology environment, a lack of proactive engagement, and low member
meeting attendance have cast doubt on the continuing relevance of the charge to the University
Committee on Computing and Communications (UCCC). In spring 2012, UCOC endorsed an
Academic Council recommendation to disband UCCC. However, Academic Assembly decided
against dissolving it, voting instead to refer it back to Council with instructions to “consider the
formation of an information technology committee as an alternative to UCCC.” Despite
Council’s efforts to revitalize the existing committee, a proactive UCCC has not emerged. The
University Committee on Committees (UCOC) has therefore proposed the following revisions of
UCCC’s bylaws in order to enlarge, revitalize, and refocus this important Senate standing
committee.
UCCC was created at a time computers were not as ubiquitous in academic life and work as they
are now. UCOC feels the time is right to refocus this committee away from pure technology
issues and directly into all aspects of academic computing and communication. Therefore, this
committee’s enlarged oversight would include matters of academic policy concerning online
education, instructional technology, and academic computing, ensuring that technology is
appropriate for maintaining the academic quality of UC online courses and instructional
technology, as well as the outreach and research mission. UCOC members also feel strongly that
is important to insert “academic” into the actual name of the committee, thereby changing the
name to the “University Committee on Academic Computing and Communications” (UCACC).
Although the UCACC reports to the Assembly and other agencies of the Senate, this name
change is also reflective of the enlargement of consultation with the administration; UCACC
would now be charged with consulting with the Provost and Executive Vice President, and not
only the President.
Over the past decade, and especially during the last couple of years, the importance of online
education has also increased. The activity in this area has occupied a number of standing
committees, but especially the University Committee on Educational Policy (UCEP). As a
committee concerned with technology, UCCC is well placed to take on policies pertaining to
online education, and issues associated with quality assurance of online courses and academic
technology. Although undergraduate education has dominated online education up to this point,
it is likely that online education will continue to make inroads into graduate education.
Therefore, UCOC recommends that UCACC advise, collaborate, and coordinate with UCEP and
CCGA to provide continuing review of programs and policies pertaining to online education, as
well as issues associated with quality assurance of online courses and academic technology.
Therefore, UCOC adds the chairs of CCGA and UCEP to sit on this committee as ex-officio
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members. 1 This ensures integration within the Senate’s structure of standing committees. In
addition, these chairs sit on Academic Council, which will encourage regular reporting to that
body.
Due in part to the multi-faceted nature of this committee, UCOC intends that its membership be
drawn from a diverse number of sources. UCOC recommends that committee members be drawn
from the divisional Senate standing committee of the division’s choosing. Members may also be
named as ex-officio non-voting members of Divisional standing Senate committees. This
arrangement will increase the information exchange between the systemwide committee and the
local technology committee, even if the divisional member of UCACC is not a member of the
corresponding local technology committee.

1

The Chair of the University Committee on Library and Scholarly Communication (UCOLASC) is
already an ex-officio member.
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Bylaw 155 (existing)
155. Computing and Communications [formerly Bylaw 181 - Information Technology and
Telecommunications Policy (Am 30 Jan 2008)
A. Membership shall be determined in accordance with Bylaw 128 and shall
include the Chair of the Library Committee who shall serve as ex officio
member. One undergraduate student and one graduate student shall sit
with the Committee. [See Bylaw 128.E.] The Vice Chair shall be chosen
in accordance with the Bylaw 128.D.2. and 3. (Am 7 May 87; Am 28
May 2003)
B. Duties: The Committee shall represent the Senate in all matters involving
the uses and impact of computing and communications technology, and
shall advise the President, consistent with Bylaw 40, concerning the
acquisition and usage, and support of computing and communications
technology and related policy issues at the University either at its own
initiative or at the President's request. (Am 7 May 87; Am 28 May 2003;
Am 30 Jan 2008)

Proposed revised Bylaw 155 (redline)
155. Academic Computing and Communications [formerly Bylaw 181 - Information
Technology and Telecommunications Policy (Am 30 Jan 2008)
A. Membership shall be determined in accordance with Bylaw 128 and shall include the
Chairs of the Committee on Librariesy and Scholarly Communication Committee,
Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs, and the University Committee on
Educational Policy, or their designees, who shall serve as ex officio members. One
undergraduate student and one graduate student shall sit with the Committee. [See Bylaw
128.E.] The Vice Chair shall be chosen in accordance with the Bylaw 128.D.2 and
3. Committee members shall be drawn from a Divisional standing committee with
jurisdiction over related matters. Members may also be named as ex officio nonvoting members of Divisional standing Senate committees per Bylaw 128B. (Am 7
May 87; Am 28 May 2003)

B. Duties: Consistent with Bylaw 40, Tthe Committee shall:
1. Represent the Senate in all matters related to the uses and impact
of academic computing and communications technology - including, but not
limited to, online education, computing infrastructure, security, privacy,
analytics, and intellectual property as they pertain to the University’s

12

academic mission.
2. The committee shall consult with and advise the President, consistent with
Bylaw 40render timely advice to the agencies of the Academic Senate and to
the President, the Provost, and the Executive Vice President consistent with
Bylaw 40, concerning the acquisition and usage, deployment, and support of
computing and communications technologyies and related academic and
technology policy issues either at its own initiative or at the President's request.
(Am 7 May 87; Am 28 May 2003; Am 30 Jan 2008).
3. Consult with representatives of the relevant standing committees and the
Chair of the Academic Council to identify policy issues related to computing
and communications technology that affect the academic mission of the
University, including quality assurance of online courses and academic
technology.
4. Consult with the Provost and Executive Vice President in matters of
academic policy and infrastructure related to online education, instructional
technology, and academic computing to ensure that technology is
appropriate for maintaining the academic quality of UC as well as the
outreach and research mission.
5. Submit an annual report to Academic Council on all matters concerning
academic computing within its jurisdiction.

Proposed revised Bylaw 155 (clean)
155. Academic Computing and Communications [formerly Bylaw 181 - Information
Technology and Telecommunications Policy (Am 30 Jan 2008)
A. Membership shall be determined in accordance with Bylaw 128 and shall include the
Chairs of the Committee on Libraries and Scholarly Communication, Coordinating
Committee on Graduate Affairs, and the University Committee on Educational Policy, or
their designees, who shall serve as ex officio members. One undergraduate student and
one graduate student shall sit with the Committee. [See Bylaw 128.E.] The Vice Chair
shall be chosen in accordance with Bylaw 128.D.2 and 3. Committee members shall be
drawn from a Divisional standing committee with jurisdiction over related matters.
Members may also be named as ex officio non-voting members of Divisional standing
Senate committees per Bylaw 128B. (Am 7 May 87; Am 28 May 2003)

B. Duties: Consistent with Bylaw 40, the Committee shall:
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1. Represent the Senate in all matters related to the uses and impact of academic
computing and communications technology - including, but not limited to, online
education, computing infrastructure, security, privacy, analytics, and intellectual
property as they pertain to the University’s academic mission.
2. The committee shall consult with and render timely advice to the agencies of the
Academic Senate and to the President, the Provost, and the Executive Vice
President concerning the acquisition, deployment, and support of computing and
communications technologies and related academic and technology policy issues
either at its own initiative or at the President's request. (Am 7 May 87; Am 28
May 2003; Am 30 Jan 2008).
3. Consult with representatives of the relevant standing committees and the Chair of
the Academic Council to identify policy issues related to computing and
communications technology that affect the academic mission of the University,
including quality assurance of online courses and academic technology.
4. Consult with the Provost and Executive Vice President in matters of academic
policy and infrastructure related to online education, instructional technology, and
academic computing to ensure that technology is appropriate for maintaining the
academic quality of UC as well as the outreach and research mission.
5. Submit an annual report to Academic Council on all matters concerning academic
computing within its jurisdiction.
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

BERKELEY • DAVIS • IRVINE • LOS ANGELES • MERCED • RIVERSIDE • SAN DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON RULES AND JURISDICTION (UCR&J)
Anne Slavotinek, Chair
slavotia@peds.ucsf.edu

SANTA BARBARA • SANTA CRUZ

Assembly of the Academic Senate
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor
Oakland, CA 94607-5200
Phone: (510) 987-9466
Fax: (510) 763-0309

January 26, 2015
GARY HOLLAND, CHAIR
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ELECTIONS, UC BERKELEY
RE: Conforming Amendment to SBL 50.A (School of Public Health)
Dear Gary,
The University Committee on Rules and Jurisdiction has considered your request for a conforming
amendment to Senate Bylaw 50.A (School of Public Health), and agrees with your reasoning. Since
the implicated school is now solely under the Berkeley division’s authority, and consistent with the
repeal of SBL 235 and Senate Regulation 712, UCR&J finds that this proposed amendment is
consistent with the Manual of the Academic Senate and, by way of copy, we forward it to the
Assembly for action.
Sincerely,

Anne Slavotinek, UCR&J Chair
Encl.
Copy:

UCR&J
Mary Gilly, Chair, Academic Council
Panos Papadopolous, Chair, Berkeley Division
Hilary Baxter, Executive Director, Academic Senate
Andrea Green Rush, Executive Director, Berkeley Division
Michael LaBriola, Academic Assembly Analyst
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December 18, 2014
CHAIR ANNE SLAVOTINEK
University Committee on Rules and Jurisdiction
Re: Request to amend Senate Bylaw 50.A
Dear Chair Slavotinek,
On behalf of the Berkeley Division of the Academic Senate, I write to ask that the University
Committee on Rules and Jurisdiction (UCR&J) approve a conforming change to Senate Bylaw 50.A.
In 2004, the Assembly of the Academic Senate approved the repeal of Senate Bylaw (SBL) 235 once
the Berkeley Division completed its establishment of a Berkeley Faculty for the School of Public
Health (independent of a joint faculty with UC San Francisco). In 2005, the Berkeley Division did so,
and SBL 235 was repealed. In the spring of 2014, UC R&J endorsed the repeal of Senate Regulation
712, which referenced the Berkeley-San Francisco Faculty of the School of Public Health.
It has come to my attention that Senate Bylaw 50.A also retains a reference to this erstwhile joint
faculty. I write now to ask that UCR&J approve the following conforming change (deletion noted by
strikethrough).
50.

Authority
A.
Source of Authority. The government of each college and school is vested in its Faculty,
except as limited by the authority of the Divisional Graduate Council and the
Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs. Each Faculty is directly responsible to
the Division of which it is a committee. The Faculty of the School of Public Health
(Berkeley-San Francisco) is directly responsible to the Assembly. The Division or the
Assembly may impose specific duties on a Faculty.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Gary B. Holland, Chair
Committee on Rules and Elections
Cc:

Panos Papadopoulos, Chair, Berkeley Division of the Academic Senate
Andrea Green Rush, Executive Director, Berkeley Division of the Academic Senate
Kenneth Feer, Committee Analyst, Academic Senate
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Update on the Proposed Governor’s Budget
for 2015-16
Executive Vice President Nathan Brostrom
January 22, 2015
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The Governor’s Budget Reflects a
Strengthening State Economy
Total State Expenditures
$164.7 billion
• State General Fund
• Special Funds
• Bond Funds

$113.3 billion*
$ 45.5 billion
$ 5.9 billion

* Increase of 6.1% over 2014-15 State General Fund budget
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Overview of 2015-16 Governor’s Budget:
General Fund Expenditures by Agency
(Dollars in Millions)

Higher Education
Corrections and Rehabilitation
$10,160
9.0%

$14,063
12.4%
Other
$7,412
6.5%
Natural Resources
$2,561
2.3%

K-12 Education
$47,173
41.6%

Health and Human
Services
$31,929
28.2%
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Overview of 2015-16 Governor’s Budget:
Education Funding

Increases in:
• K-12 Education
• Community Colleges
• California State University
• University of California
• Student Aid Commission

$1.9 billion
$600 million
$128 million*
$119 million
$312 million**

* Includes funding for debt restructuring
** Includes funding for Middle Income Scholarship Program
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Governor’s Budget Proposal for UC
• Base budget adjustment of 4%, or $119.5
million, with funding contingent on:

– Regental action to ensure no increase in tuition,
NRST, or PDST
– Nonresident enrollment remains at 2014-15 levels
– Concrete actions in response to recommendations
coming out of advisory committee

• Submittal of sustainability plan in November
2015
• $25 million in one-time deferred maintenance
funding, not dependent on achieving any level
of funding
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Governor’s Budget Proposal Does Not
Cover UC’s 2015-16 Mandatory Costs
• The Governor’s Budget proposal would
effectively limit UC core funding to the
equivalent of a 1.7% increase
• Half of UC’s budget has no identified source of
funds to support mandatory and high priority
cost increases
• After years of severe budget cuts, the
Governor’s budget proposal will require UC
campuses to make further cuts in order to meet
basic obligations
22
Display 6

UC’s 2015-16 Budget Plan
Revenue Assumptions - $459 million
•
•
•
•
•
•

State funding
$119.5 million
$127.9 million
Tuition and fees
PDSTs
$8.7 million
Tuition for financial aid $72.9 million
UC General Funds (NRST) $50.0 million
Alternative Revenues
$80.0 million
$459.0 million
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UC’s 2015-16 Budget Plan
Expenditure Assumptions - $459 million
•
•
•
•
•

Mandatory Costs
High Priority Costs
Academic Quality
CA Enrollment Growth
Financial Aid

$125.4 million
$178.7 million
$ 60.0 million
$ 22.0 million
$ 72.9 million
$459.0 million
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Current Legislative Proposals:
SB 15 (Block/de Leon)
• Would provide $340 million to UC and CSU in
2015-16
• UC’s share would be $125 million
– $82 million from our own NRST increase, and
– $43 million from repurposed MCSP funding and
increased State General Funds

• Holds tuition and PDSTs at current levels
• Raises NRST by $4,000 (17.5%)
• Calls for 5,000 new resident undergraduates
in 2015-16
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Current Legislative Proposals:
SB 15 (Block/de Leon)
• Targets:

– $50 million for new enrollment (none for
currently unfunded students)
– $25 million for additional class offerings and
– $50 million for increasing student services aimed
at improving timely graduation rates

• Eliminates the Middle Class Scholarship
Program

– UC’s middle class families would lose $100
million by 2017-18 when MCSP would be fully
phased in
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Current Legislative Proposals:
Speaker Atkins’ Plan
• Holds tuition at current levels
• Increases NRST by $5,000 (about 22%) in 2015-16
• Provides $50 million of State funding above 4% base
budget adjustment proposed in Governor’s plan
• Increases California enrollment by 2,000 a year
(10,000 over 5 years), with growth at all campuses
• New funding to be used for enrollment growth and
to expand student services to reduce time to
graduation
• Caps nonresident enrollment at 2014-15 levels
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Current Legislative Proposals:
Speaker Atkins’ Plan
• Proposes pension reforms for new UC employees
contained in the Public Employees’ Pension
Reform Act of 2013
• Proposes increases in amount of teaching
required of faculty and limits increases in
executive compensation
• Increases Cal Grants to lessen the financial
burden of higher education on lower income
families
• Accelerates implementation of the Middle Class
Scholarship Program to cut fees for middle
income families by more than 20% in 2015-16
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Other Opportunities:
Proposition 39 and AB 32
• Proposition 39 – Possible allocation of funds
for energy efficiency programs
• AB 32 - Cap and Trade Revenues
– State auction revenue will likely be significantly
higher than what is in the Governor’s budget –
$2 billion versus $1 billion
– 40 percent of funds will be distributed through
legislative appropriations
– UC’s climate neutrality initiative proposes
programs with goals similar to programs
receiving funds in 2014-15 under AB 32
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Other Opportunities:
Proposition 2
• Augments State’s Rainy Day Fund
– Will end budget year at $2.8 billion

• Pays back previous borrowings and
unfunded liabilities
– Loans from Special Funds
– Settling up Prop 98 requirements

• UC liabilities — UCRP and retiree health —
are listed as liabilities but receive no
funding
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