CSU, SACRAMENTO

2010-11 FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Tuesday, November 23, 2010

3:00-5:00

Sacramento Hall, Room 275
Present:
Buckley, Hecsh, Krabacher, McCurley, Miller, Noel, Peigahi, Piloyan, Pinch, Russell, Sheley, Sheppard, Taylor, Van Gaasbeck, Wagner
Guests:
David Earwicker, Don Taylor
MINUTES:

1.
Minutes from November 16, 2010 – under “Chair’s business, SB 1440”, Sheppard clarified that he forwarded a letter from Jim Postma, Chair of the ASCSU, encouraging faculty involvement in implementation.

2.
Open Forum:

· Buckley asked what the status of the convocation was that was agreed upon by the Senate and President Gonzalez. 
· Buckley stated that his perception of the change in the Senate By-laws recently approved in concept on November 18 was not an engaging topic to senators. There was not sufficient context given. The Committee discussed the history behind the spate of proposed changes.
· Taylor asked for volunteers from other Committee members to share in the commencement mace-carrying duties. Various members volunteered for commencement duties.
· Van Gaasbeck has clarifying language for the motion on incompletes. Sheppard advised Van Gaasbeck to bring the clarifying language to EC on Tuesday, 11/30 so that it be introduced as an amendment from the EC.

· Krabacher asked on behalf of the NSM Academic Council about the status of the budget, when it would be approved and then disseminated. Sheley stated that it will be soon after the Thanksgiving break. The main item of concern is how the campus will spend its one-time funds. How does the campus best utilize these funds without compounding its budget situation by making decisions that will create structural deficits (e.g., hiring)? Sheley added that the campus will be close to adding 3,000 FTEs for S’11, but may come 1-2% under. Most of these will be transfer students. As a system, there may be problems in trying to add FTEs, which may add bloat to some campuses who might be more stringent in their admissions.
· Hecsh voiced her opposition to Christmas decorations around campus. 
· Sheley called the Committee’s attention to the Early Start preliminary plan.
3.
Chair’s business:

· Sheppard informed the Committee that the search for the Dean of Arts and Letters will commence soon, so the search committee will have one faculty member appointed by the Senate. Wagner asked that the appointee have a flexible schedule for ease of scheduling meetings. The Committee will continue its discussions and consider possible appointees on 11/30.
· Sheppard reported that there is a vacancy for a senator representing temporary faculty and that a notice will be sent out asking for those who are eligible be given an opportunity to express their interest in serving prior to the Senate naming the replacement.
4.
Internships policies and procedures draft – the Committee provided feedback to Taylor on the draft policy. Discussion included:
· Provide a definition of internships (as accepted by the CSU or other university best practices)

· Specify conditions or exemptions for students who carry their own liability insurance from employers

· Specify conditions or exemptions for students on paid internships

· Specify conditions or exemptions for students who seek their own internships that are not done for class credit or anything to do with the University.

· Indicate that if exceptions are granted they be at the department level and not on the individual student case level

· Will running all service learning through CEC overburden CEC staff?

Sheley and Taylor stated that they tried to include the most minimal guidelines from the Chancellor’s Office, with further clarifications expected to be added on later.

5.
Graduation initiative – Sheley stated that he would like to establish a steering committee for the Initiative comprised mainly of those who had worked on the closing the achievement gap report, but adding a dean and a student. Sheley stated he would bring back a charge and composition on 11/30.
6.
Program proposals – A, B, and C are essentially the same. The Committee discussed whether or not D has any resource implications. The Committee discussed when the issue of resource implications is considered. Doesn’t this discussion occur before a proposal appears before the EC? Doesn’t this get discussed at the department or college level? After further discussion, the Committee agreed to place the proposals on the 12/2 Senate agenda as consent items.
7.
Academic priorities – Sheppard brought attention to Barrena’s e-mailed suggestion of a review after 3 years. The Committee continued its discussion of the implementation portion, qualitative vs. quantitative data, weights, standardization of standards, comparisons, etc. Further discussion was deferred until 11/30.

8.
Campus Centers Policy draft – the Committee discussed the proposal, which is in response to E.O. 751 and an audit. The Committee asked for a list of Centers and what category they’re in. The Committee discussed what the role of the Senate should be: a conduit for seeking faculty input; Senate endorsement; other? After discussion, the Committee agreed to place the item on the Senate agenda for 12/2 as an information item. Faculty would be given an opportunity to provide feedback. A first reading seeking endorsement would be in Spring 2011.
9.
Campus Policy on the Protection of Human Subjects – deferred to 11/30.

10.
Doctoral programs – the initial policy was drafted by CPC in preparation for the campus offering the Ed.D. The current draft was written by GSPC and is in preparation of professional and applied research doctorates. Miller stated that many changes are to make the policy consistent between the independent and joint doctorates. Sheley stated that many things driving doctorate programs are governed by WASC accreditation. After discussion, the Committee agreed to place the item on the 12/2 Senate agenda as a first reading item. 
