CSU, SACRAMENTO

2011-12 FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Tuesday, August 16, 2011
1:30-3:30

Sacramento Hall, Room 275
Present:
Buckley, Hecsh, Krabacher, Miller, Peigahi, Russell, Sheley, Sheppard
MINUTES:

1. Minutes from August 3, 2011 – deferred to August 30.
2. Open Forum:

· Hecsh provided an update on the activities surrounding the OneBook “Grace of Silence”, particularly with regard to a convocation. 
· Buckley distributed a handout outlining CSU budget allocations, by campus.

3. Chair’s business – 

· Program impaction and secondary criteria – CSU mentor goes live on 10/1/11, so the secondary criteria needs to be posted for Fall 2012 for students planning on entering the programs of Criminal Justice, Health Sciences and Psychology. Therefore, the Senate must act expeditiously on the secondary criteria. The original plan was for CPC to consider the secondary criteria, and make recommended changes, if necessary, for the Senate to consider. Most standing committees don’t meet until well into September. Sheppard suggested a small ad hoc group to address the secondary criteria in the short time, while CPC will continue considering long term policy implications of further program impactions in the future. The more specific the criteria, the harder it is to administer. Sheley reminded the Committee that the criteria can be applied from year to year. The ad hoc group would need to make recommendations to take to the Senate no later than mid-September. The ad hoc group will be comprised of Russell, Pinch and Van Gaasbeck. Other constituencies can be called as witnesses.
Miller asked how the placeholder status jumped to the Senate having to approve things retroactively. Even though the Chancellor’s Office has approved the 3 programs requests for impaction, the campus could choose to not enact the secondary criteria, rendering the impaction null and void. Or, the President could just choose to act. Sheley stated that the reality is the 3 programs are impacted – is the criteria reasonable? The Committee discussed the lack of a local policy/process for addressing program impaction. The Committee discussed the need for a future policy/process to be able to identify who else is affected by impaction – other programs, constituencies, etc. Buckley expressed concern over faculty from other departments/colleges arguing about another program’s decision and expertise on what’s best for their program and students. Due diligence performed by the various bodies that should be involved may be better than the faculty at-large analyzing and discussing. The battle is between access and numbers – how are students screened at all in or out of programs, impaction or not?

4. Student Rights and Expectations – the Committee reviewed and discussed the presentation of the proposed policy. Miller stated that she and Noel only want to provide the first page of the proposed policy for discussion initially. What comes out of the table discussions will be identified as missing from the bulleted list on the second page. 
5. Academic Priorities – the Committee agreed to present the President’s response as an action item, receiving the memo. A separate item will be introduced as a first reading item on 9/1 either: endorsing; endorsing with recommendations; or endorsing with contingencies. The Committee agreed that background information should be the policy language approved by the 2010-11 Senate; the President’s version, showing tracking; the President’s version, clean. Hecsh and Krabacher described their summary of the changes.
