CSU, SACRAMENTO

2010-11 FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Tuesday, October 26, 2010

3:00-5:00

Sacramento Hall, Room 275

Present:
Barrena, Buckley, Hecsh, Krabacher, McCurley, Miller, Noel, Peigahi, Piloyan, Russell, Sheley, Sheppard, Taylor, Van Gaasbeck
Guests:
Maria Kochis
MINUTES:

1.
Minutes from October 19, 2010 – the minutes were amended to reflect Noel’s attendance and were approved as amended.

2.
Open Forum:

· Barrena stated her concerns over the volume of materials distributed for meetings and the timing of distribution, making it difficult for members to adequately prepare for meetings.
· Barrena asked for the topic of the performance of the endowment fund to be placed on a future agenda so the Committee can review the specifications, performance and discuss the prospects of a new giving campaign. Barrena requested that all appropriate personnel attend and that other interested parties be given an opportunity to attend. Barrena stated that some of the faculty who were instrumental in starting the fund and who have been long-time donors are alarmed. Sheppard tentatively scheduled the item for 11/16.
· In response to Sheppard’s suggestion that the Senate consider having the Writing and Reading Subcommittee report directly to the EC vs. CPC, Barrena stated that she feels the Subcommittee should remain under the auspices of CPC. In her opinion, after reviewing the charge, the Subcommittee is an operational committee much as APC’s subcommittees are, in that it advises departments. Sheppard cited referrals to the Subcommittee from GE/GRPC and GSPC as examples of why its scope is broader than those issues handled by CPC. Miller asked if it might be appropriate for the newly established Select Committee to review the matter. After further discussion, the Committee agreed to place the item on a future agenda.
· Hecsh reminded the Committee that she is the faculty representative to the Alumni Board. In addition to citing the positive things the Alumni Association is involved in, Hecsh stated that it publishes a legislative report of legislation affecting the CSU and suggested that this information might be useful to faculty and should be made more widely available to faculty. Buckley stated that the ASCSU has a similar legislative report that would be useful.
· Sheley reported on a recent CSU Provosts’ meeting. One of the main subjects is what is the appropriate FTEs target? How do campuses meet increased targets while maintaining standards? This campus will need to provide sufficient classes to serve an additional 3,000 FTEs. It is expected that many of these additional FTEs will be community college transfers. Many of the additional classes will be in GE and graduation requirements. Another focus will be on the more popular majors and getting those seniors the classes they need to graduate.
· Sheley reported that David Earwicker has now responsibility over Research Administration and has been revising the policy on human subjects. The policy needs to be revised so that all federal requirements are addressed, as well as provision for protection of the subjects and the campus. The draft policy should be ready by Thanksgiving. Barrena expressed her support for getting a new policy in place as quickly as possible. In addition to a new policy, the way faculty are appointed to the Human Subjects Committee needs to be addressed.
· Hecsh announced that on Friday, 11/5, faculty teaching in GE will be honored for their work. 

· Buckley reported that he and Miller will be attending a meeting of the ASCSU shortly where there will be an update of Early Start and SB 1440. 
3.
Chair’s business:

· Nominations are being accepted for faculty trustee. Nominations will need to be submitted to the Chancellor’s Office in December.
· Van Gaasbeck distributed a document clarifying language for the Curriculum Subcommittee to use in considering the Criminal Justice program proposal. After discussion, the Committee agreed that Van Gaasbeck’s clarification be sent to the chair of the Curriculum Subcommittee, Dennis Geyer, Ed Mills, Kath Pinch and Kris Trigales.
4.
FPC Committee appointment – M/S/C on consent for 11/4.
5.
Recreation, Parks and Tourism Administration program proposal – M/S/C on consent for 11/4.
6.
Academic priorities draft – continued discussion of GSPC and Library amendments: 

· GSPC – Miller reported that GSPC met the morning of 10/26 and recommended Fall 2010 passage of at least, the following amendment: (Under Section II) “…the University shall maintain a minimum degree-seeking graduate enrollment of 10% of the FTEs of the University. ; an additional 5% of the FTEs of the University shall be maintained In addition, the University shall maintain a minimum of 5% of the FTEs primarily in post-baccalaureate credential and secondarily in certification programs, if consistent with and justified by regional need agency data (e.g., the CA Commission on Teacher Credentialing) consistent with Section II above, second baccalaureate students shall be counted in undergraduate FTEs.” The language shown with strikethrough and underscore were the amendments approved by the EC. Miller urged passage of just the above provision in Fall 2010 because of how it will affect Fall 2011 admissions. Barrena stated that there is a difference between “second bachelors” and “second baccalaureates”. In Section III, it should read “second bachelors”. 
Section IV – adding “and may also be used in the program review process”. Since the phrase is permissive, there is nothing to prevent a program from using the 9 criteria in the proposal. Amendment failed.

Section III, Quality of program, first sentence – “How does the program use its resources to carry out its mission? Are those resources used efficiently and effectively?” Amendment carried.
VI Implementation – GSPC advocated the establishment of an ad hoc committee of an undergraduate team and a graduate team, with representation from CPC and GSPC. Barrena advocated a Senate select committee to initially group programs into quartiles after applying the criteria in the proposal. The select committee would make both undergraduate and undergraduate recommendations to the Senate prior to forwarding the recommendations to the Academic Affairs Budget Advisory Committee. Sheley stated that AABAC’s role should be mapping the findings to the budget, and supported the Senate or some subset of the Senate doing the groupings. Miller stated that quartiles shouldn’t be determined by people whose focus is on budgets. AABAC would implement the groupings. Miller cautioned about the select committee and reminded members about the faculty body (PUIC) that did this grouping several years ago, the process became very contentious and caused fractions among the faculty. In addition, the workload for just one body would be tremendous.
· Library – after the Library faculty met with Taylor, revised amendments were reviewed and discussed. Section II Desired Balance and Mix of Priority Program Categories: “…The Library, and Centers providing resources to students (e.g., Learning Skills Center) are also programs. Non-degree granting academic units such as the University Library, Learning Skills, ATCS and other special academic Centers are also considered programs.” After discussion, the Committee agreed, at the request of Sheley, to remove ATCS from the amendment. Amendment carried.
Section III External Demand for the program: “…What is the local/regional demand for our program? How does the program support community engagement with the campus? What is the national demand for our collections and expertise?” The Committee discussed how it had already accepted GSPC’s amendment to broaden the demand to read “What is the regional, statewide, national and/or international demand for enrollments in and graduates from the program?” After discussion, the Committee agreed to amend “What is the national demand for the program’s resources and expertise our collections and expertise?” Amendment carried.
Internal demand for the program: addition of bullet point “Research resources”. Amendment carried.

Program size, scope, productivity: “…Are the programs’ collections and resources appropriate to support and enhance the breadth and depth of university curriculum?” After discussion, this sentence was amended as follows: “Is Are the program’s’ collections and resources and expertise appropriate to support and enhance the breadth and depth of university curriculum?” Amendment carried.
Revenue and other resources generated by program: “Enrollment and population served” After discussion, the Committee agreed to delete “and population served”, since the later amendment “Value of other services and resources provided” encompasses this idea. Amendment carried. 
VI Implementation of policy: Add to the end of the first paragraph “The analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of non-degree granting academic units will also be based on the evidence presented, although the evidence may address the criteria in different ways. Therefore these program centers will be assessed but not included in the quartile rankings.” After discussion, the Committee felt that this provision was irrelevant because of the prior amendments. The Committee discussed the possibility of the Library exempting itself from the priorities, since it is different than degree-granting programs. Taylor stated that the intention of the Task Force was to include the Library in the definition of a program as a way to protect its future funding.
The Committee agreed to continue its discussion of the academic priorities draft at its next meeting.
7.
APC referrals: The Committee agreed to defer discussion until the next EC meeting.

8.
Next EC meeting: Since the Livingston Lecture is Tuesday, November 2, 2010, there will not be an EC meeting. Without more substantive business to consider, the EC agreed to cancel the Faculty Senate meeting for 11/4. The Committee then agreed to have an EC meeting on 11/4.
