CSU, SACRAMENTO

2011-12 FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Tuesday, September 13, 2011
3:00-5:00

Sacramento Hall, Room 275
Present:
Buckley, Cortez, Hammersley, Hecsh, Krabacher, Miller, Noel, Peigahi, Pinch, Russell, Sheley, Sheppard, Van Gaasbeck, Wagner
Guests: 
Juanita Barrena, Frank Lilly, Mary McCarthy Hintz, Sheree Meyer
MINUTES:

1. Minutes from August 30, 2011 – The minutes were approved as published. 
2. Open forum – 

· Peigahi reported that the GE/GRPC is considering moving English 20 courses into area A3. Preliminary meetings have been conducted with stakeholders. Peigahi also reported that GE/GRPC will recommend suspension of the periodic review of syllabi so that learning outcomes for the baccalaureate learning goals can be completed and incorporated. After brief discussion, the Committee agreed to revisit the matter on 9/20.
· Buckley reported that AITC is receiving complaints about video streaming problems. There appear to be no campus standards for streaming. There are also problems with faculty using Dreamweaver that derive from a licensing issue with Adobe (system-wide). 

· The Curriculum Subcommittee needs a member from NSM.
· Noel asked who selects faculty to teach courses through CCE? Who decides who’s qualified to teach? Who controls the content of syllabi? Pinch stated that the program owns the curriculum. Miller stated that GSPC, concerned about issues surrounding CCE, is forming a workgroup to frame questions/issues. Sheley stated that practices of selecting of faculty to teach in CCE are unclear. Sheley asked Noel to forward him the specific questions that have arisen, and he will formulate a response. Sheley stated that the selection of faculty should focus on principles versus who gets overload funds. Sheley reported that the CCE dean search is continuing. Sheppard stated that once the dean is selected and on campus, the EC may invite the new dean to a meeting to discuss issues the Senate has.
· Peigahi asked if Frank Lilly’s appointment to the University Committee for Persons with Disabilities was a replacement to complete the term of a faculty member who left the university in ’10-11. Sheley confirmed it was a replacement, so if Lilly wishes to continue, he will need to be re-appointed.
3. Chair’s business:

· WASC Ed.D interim report committee – the Committee agreed that the representative should be the Chair of GSPS or a designee.
· A UBAC appointment is forthcoming. Sheppard advised that the President will be requesting the Senate’s endorsement of a revised composition. The revision is in the form of the length of terms and term limits. 
· Academic dishonesty policy – there is a gap in policy if a student is found to not have cheated, and the professor refuses to assign a grade. The student’s recourse is through the program/department, not through the grade appeal process. The Committee discussed the various reporting requirements, the varying degrees of compliance, and suspicion that cheating may be underreported because it is perceived as burdensome. How can faculty be compelled to follow university policy?
· Early start implementation – after brief discussion, the Committee agreed to place the item on the consent agenda for 9/15, amending the existing advisory group’s charge to cover implementation and not just coming up with a plan for implementation.
4. Program impaction (Criminal Justice, Health Science, Psychology) – discussion included the following:
· Barrena stated that while the revisions were an improvement, she was still opposed to ranking by GPA. Barrena recommended that the programs submit annual reports (for 3-5 years) on the median, average and range of GPAs, demographic information and changes in demographics, transfer versus native students, etc.
· Programs need to justify their impaction annually and will be keeping baseline data. The proposals at issue are for just 2012-13.

· Secondary criteria, especially “…for a small percentage of applicants, eligibility may be weighted alongside other criteria such as: first generation college status, socioeconomic factors or historically disadvantaged status”:

· How will the above provision be applied? Will it be applied equally/consistently? How can programs avoid legal complaints? What does each of the factors mean?
· The language is from the campus’ secondary criteria. Are the above provisions actually criteria for appeals?

· Barrena advocated for a holistic review and cited the Physical Therapy procedures as a model. Barrena stated that a student’s GPA doesn’t tell the whole story about the student. Did the student have to work? Which units? Most recent? Were the units accumulated in a discipline they were suited for? The Committee expressed doubt that the programs could develop some type of holistic review in time for the opening of CSU Mentor.
· Sheley stated all of the other criteria (besides the above parenthetical language) are clear, unambiguous and not open to legal interpretation. However, given the concerns raised by Wagner and EC members, Sheley stated that it would be unlikely he would recommend adoption of the language without details on how these criteria would be implemented. 
