CSU, SACRAMENTO

2010-11 FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Tuesday, January 25, 2011
3:00-5:00

Sacramento Hall, Room 275
Present:
Barrena, Buckley, Hecsh, McCurley, Miller, Noel, Peigahi, Piloyan, Pinch, Russell, Sheley, Sheppard, Taylor, Van Gaasbeck
Guests:
Chris Bellon, Maria Dinis, Mike Lee
MINUTES:

1. Minutes from December 21, 2010 – amendments: item 2, 1st bullet – insert quotation marks around the word “placeholders”; 5th bullet – “…Not at all…”; item 4, last bullet – add “should the criteria be incorporated into program review, as part of the campus moving towards a culture of evidence”. The minutes were approved as amended. Barrena suggested that the minutes reflect completed items of business vs. unresolved items. Sheppard suggested that further discussion be an agenda item for 2/1.
2.
Open Forum:

· Van Gaasbeck advised that she will be bringing an updated petition for repeats for 2/1.
· Lee advised that the campus police union approved a vote of no confidence on the new chief of police. The administration is fully in support of the new chief. Lee cited the police departments increased security and increased efforts to disseminate information to members of the campus community.
· Peigahi advised that students used to be entitled to 200 free copies per semester. This has now been changed to 200 copies per academic year. Students seem to be unaware of the change. Who made the decision? Sheley asked Peigahi to provide him more specific details after the meeting. 
· Budget – the Committee discussed the budget situation. Barrena asked Sheley if there have been any discussions about restructuring on campus, either at the college level or department level. Are there cost savings that can be realized through restructuring that won’t affect class sizes and offerings? Sheley stated that he’s heard nothing about closing campuses (at the system level). Some discussions are occurring around offering certain professional programs at a limited number of campuses. This may negatively impact access. At Sacramento State, the College of Education is moving to 3 divisions from 6 departments. It is believed that there should be some cost savings realized through this restructuring. Sheley stated that it isn’t clear that consolidating colleges will realize cost savings, given the history of having multiple associate deans to help manage a larger college. Buckley asked if the campus will institute a hiring and spending freeze. Why wait until June to impose such a moratorium? If the campus waits, money continues to be spent. Sheley advised that faculty hiring has slowed. Very little staff hiring has occurred. 
· Sheley advised that the requests for impaction by Criminal Justice, Kinesiology and Health Science and Psychology will likely be accepted.
· Buckley asked about Sheppard’s report of his conversation with Larry Gilbert about the on-line directory and listing emeriti. After discussion, Hecsh recommended that the issue of the on-line directory be an agenda item on 2/1.
· Noel advised that Sacramento State has received the Carnegie Community Engagement Classification, signifying the university's commitment to the communities it serves. The application required that we show commitment in all areas of the university. Surveys of faculty, staff, and administration found that Sac State has over 160 community engagement projects with community, and that over 50% of those have been in operation for 4+ years, attesting to the university's long-term commitment to community.

3. Committee on Human Subjects/Institutional Review Board – Chris Bellon (Director, Center for Professional and Practical Ethics and member, Committee on Human Subjects) and Maria Dinis (Chair, Committee on Human Subjects) addressed the Committee. The concerns of Dinis and Bellon centered around process – the Committee on Human Subjects had been working on a re-write of the policy. Bellon only discovered the draft of the policy the Executive Committee had been discussing with David Earwicker when it appeared on a Senate agenda as an information item – and how the Institutional Review Board would be populated – why is the Senate involved in the appointment of the members? Barrena explained that the old policy and Committee on Human Subjects was not in compliance with federal guidelines, so the new proposed policy addresses this matter. However, the proposal could benefit from improvement. Executive Committee members provided constitutional authority for the Senate to appoint faculty representatives to university bodies. Earwicker made changes to the proposal in response to recommendations made by the Executive Committee. Barrena added that since the Committee on Human Subjects is not a Senate committee, it is appropriate for the administration to draft a policy in consultation with the Senate. The Executive Committee, however, wasn’t aware that the Committee on Human Subjects was drafting its own policy update. The EC discussed with Bellon and Dinis the appropriateness of the proposed policy remaining on the Senate agenda for 2/3 as a first reading item. After further discussion, the Committee agreed to leave the item on the 2/3 agenda, but in the meantime, have the Committee on Human Subjects review the document and propose amendments. If needed, the second reading could be postponed.
4. Chair’s business – Sheppard distributed information on the WASC Interim Report Steering Committee and CTL Director Search Committee. Further discussion was deferred until 2/1.
5. Committee appointments – discussion was deferred until 2/1. Sheppard asked members to think about faculty for appointment.

6. Program proposals – Master of Science in Biological Sciences – after discussion, the Committee agreed to place the proposal on the 2/3 Senate agenda as a first reading item, contingent on the addition of the word “seminar” to clarify 200-level courses. Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Sciences in Biological Sciences – M/S/C on consent for 2/3.

7. Policy on absences – after discussion, the Committee agreed to place the item on the Senate agenda for 2/3 as a first reading item.
8. Academic Priorities – continued discussion included:
· Data collection as called for by the academic priorities draft is very different than the way program review operates. Program review is formative vs. summative. 

· Buckley recommended that the proposal be given to department chairs, since they will be responsible for a substantial portion of the work.
· Taylor clarified that the task force intended for faculty to review the data and make priorities. Sheley already has the power to prioritize resources. The proposals allow faculty a mechanism for making recommendations to Sheley. 
The Committee will continue its discussion at the 2/1 meeting, when Sheppard’s draft showing how the proposal can be brought to the Senate will be reviewed.

