CSU, SACRAMENTO

2010-11 FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Tuesday, February 1, 2011
3:00-5:00

Sacramento Hall, Room 275
Present:
Barrena, Buckley, Krabacher, McCurley, Meyer (for Sheley), Miller, Noel, Peigahi, Piloyan, Pinch, Russell, Sheppard, Taylor, Van Gaasbeck
Guests:
William Dillon, Ed Jones (Associate Vice President, Student Affairs), John LaRocco, Chevelle Newsome, Don Taylor, Pat Worley (Executive Director, ASI)
MINUTES:

1. Minutes from January 25, 2011 – amendments: item 2, add a 6th bullet regarding Noel’s announcement that the campus received the Carnegie Community Engagement Classification. The minutes were approved as amended. 
2. ASI Appellate Council and ASI Elections Complaint Committee – LaRocco and Dillon explained the roles of the ASI Elections Complaint Committee and the ASI Appellate Council and their views of structural flaws in the way the ASI election laws are currently written as a judicial process. They asserted that the proceedings and consequently, decisions, are political in nature and that there aren’t sufficient protections for due process. Dillon has served on the Council as the faculty representative in the past, while LaRocco is the current faculty representative. Both LaRocco and Dillon stated that if the rules remain without revision, they advocate that the Faculty Senate discontinue the practice of appointing faculty to either the Elections Complaint Committee and to the Council. LaRocco and Dillon invited the Committee’s attention to recommendations they have made to rectify the flaws, in their view. One of their recommendations calls for ASI to hire an outside mediator. 
Worley stated that subsequent to Dillon’s final term on the Council, an extensive review of ASI’s elections process was conducted. Outside legal counsel was utilized and a task force examined the issues in 2004-05. Worley stated that Dillon’s concerns and suggestions for changes were taken under advisement during this review. Worley stated that ASI does not have sufficient funds to hire an outside mediator. Dillon refuted this assertion based on public statements by ASI officers of how much compensation they receive. Jones stated that he believes the changes that were made address the issues. 

An area of significant disagreement is the view by LaRocco and Dillon that the rules be written as a bona fide legal process/trial. Worley and Jones stated that the process is not supposed to mirror a trial and many students have expressed concern that the process is too onerous. 
Committee discussion included the following:

· Is the problem the policy vs. implementation vs. people involved?

· Have the latest revisions of the rules (dated 12/10) been tested to see if they resolve the concerns?

· Barrena: is the Senate doubtful of the fairness of the process of the Committee and the Council? Does the process provide students due process? Is any judicial process (at any level) without political influence?
· If the Senate wishes to not appoint faculty representatives to Elections Complaint Committee or to the Appellate Council, ASI would have to change its rules to reflect these changes. Changes to the Elections Complaint Committee could be changed by ASI. Changes to the Council would have to be changed by a vote of the student body, as the Council handles matters other than elections.

· The Committee discussed the purview of the Senate in appointing faculty representatives to university bodies vs. the appropriateness of the administration independently recruiting faculty (in the event the Senate decides to discontinue appointing faculty representatives to the ASI bodies in question).
The Committee agreed to defer further discussion until 2/8.

3. Open Forum:

· Miller asked for clarification on the composition of the WASC Interim Report Steering Committee. There was a question over whether or not there will be a representative from GSPC on the committee. The EdD is denoted in the WASC issues to be addressed. Miller also reported that she understands there will be a separate group dedicated to looking at the EdD. If this is true, why? How will this separate group’s findings be folded into the main report? Miller stated that a GSPC member should absolutely be a member. Newsome confirmed the desirability of GSPC’s inclusion. Taylor confirmed that there is a separate group to respond to WASC’s questions regarding the EdD because there will be a separate visit for the EdD, requiring special focus. The main report will have a general focus, i.e., strategic planning and budget allocation, General Education vis-à-vis the baccalaureate learning goals. WASC won’t be looking at EdD outcomes. Sheppard recommended that the Executive Committee be added as one of the consultants, since all policy committees are represented.
· Buckley stated that AITC is reviewing the matter brought to the Senate last spring regarding the usage and assignment of computer lab space for testing. In addition, changes are being made by IRT affecting security without consultation, despite the resolution approved by the Senate calling for a process for consultation. Barrena asked about the development of guidelines for who, what, when, where, etc., for IRT staff in monitoring information gathered via Kboxes. Buckley stated that Kboxes don’t monitor/gather data – some software providers are concerned with licensing issues on campus. Kboxes will help address these concerns by decreasing illegal downloads. 
4. Chair’s business – 
· WASC Interim Report Steering Committee: Barrena nominated Kelly McDonald

· CTL Director Search Committee: Janet Hecsh; Noel stated she will ask FPC for a recommendation; Dan Melzer; Jennifer Lundmark; Gerri Smith; Mark Stoner. 
Sheppard will make announcements about opportunities for faculty to serve on these committees at the Senate meeting on 2/3.

5. Program proposals – Noel sought clarification on whether or not EDBM 172 is a requirement or not. The language between the Multiple Subject and Single Subject are different. The Committee agreed to postpone the matter until clarification is received.

6. Senate pending vs. completed list – The Committee continued its discussion about developing some sort of tool, e.g., “To Do List” to keep track of referrals to people or entities. Krabacher stated that many governance bodies have a brief review of action items at the end of a meeting. The Committee agreed that these items can be added to the end of the agenda. Sheppard asked committee chairs to send their list of open referrals from the EC to Johnson to help populate the list.

7. Committee appointments – discussion was deferred until 2/8. Sheppard will make an announcement about the vacancies at the Senate meeting on 2/3.
8. Academic Priorities – continued discussion included:
· Miller stated that GSPC advocates a mechanism for programs to appeal the collection of data or the findings of data – is the data collected accurate?
· Buckley stated that there is no metric for gathering certain criteria – this will need to be developed.

· Van Gaasbeck expressed concern about programs having to rely on data provided by the Office of Institutional Research, citing structural impediments. 
· Barrena advocated the review be done every 5 years vs. 3. 

· Delete the last sentence of the last paragraph (Sheppard’s implementation draft)

