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Guest: Provost Feinstein 

Senator Peter notes that w



   
   

  
 

 
   

  
  

 

 
 

 
  

 
  

    
 

  
  
  
   

 
   

  
  

 
   
  

 
  
 

 
 

  
   

 
   

  
  

 
  

 

f.  Rod brings up “lack of work in progress” 
g.  Brandon asks whether you can be excellent in two and below baseline 

in a third? Yes Provost answers. 
h.  Provost answers that service is discounted or teaching is so bad but a 

rock-star researcher. 
i.  



  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
  

  
 

 
 

  





  
  
  

  
  

  
  
  

 
  

 
  

  
  

 
 

  
  
  
  
 

  
  

 
  

 
   

  
  

  
 

  
  

  
  

 
 

 
  

   
 

  
 

  
  

a.  Kathy ? Director of School of Nursing 
b.  Colleen, Prof. in School of Nursing 
c.  Ken starts: a draft that has had a few changes since 1998

i.  Kathy corrects: 2003 
ii.  Kathy summarizes: the issue re Rtp guidelines for faculty

1.  How can we maintain excellence in teaching 
2.  Service—been expanded 
3.  Scholarship: many faculty are nurse practitioners and

need to continue practice 
4.  RTP guidelines: issue of leadership expected at this

level: pro organizations with leadership in those areas,
e.g. Board of Directors, etc. 

5.  Quality not only quantity—e.g. prestigious journals or
venues, etc. Depth and breadth of research and prof.
work 

iii.  Colleen describes how they needed to address the doctorate in 
nursing rather than phd.

1.  Rod asks if they’ve looked at the new guidelines. 
2.  Kathy responds that they have skimmed them 
3.  Ken thinks that they would be adaptable 
4.  Sang thinks that some of the guidelines for nursing are 

addressed in the new policy. Sang notes the 
contradictions regarding terminal degree requirements. 

5.  Elna reminds that there is no waiver for a terminal 
degree. 

6.  Comments made about no service credit given for work
done prior to terminal degree (Riley—and Peter
reiterates). Kathy confirms that no service credit was
given for pre-terminal degree work. 

7.  Rocio makes language recs: 
a.  2a: last sentence: grammatical correction or 

point of clarification 
b.  C: “the candidates […] responsibilities are clearly

defined”—Rocio asks where they are defined 
c.  Kathy replies that it is in the Faculty Handbook 
d.  Spell out that they are defined in the Faculty

Handbook 
e.  Rocio asks about Professional Development 

statement: 
f.  Timelines is one word 

8.  



  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

  

 
  
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
  
   

 
 

  
  



    
   

   
  
  
  
 

 
 

18. Vote to restore to original language 7-1-2 (7 in favor; 1 against and 2 absent)
19. Chair entertains motion to approve this draft: 

a.  I move to approve 
b.  Moved by SRR 
c.  Seconded 
d.  Approved 7-1 against and 2 absences 
e.  SRR asked Rod to come up with language for next Senate; he states he 

does not do that work 



   
 

 
 

  
 

 
  

    
   

 
     

   
 

 
 

    
 

   
 

       
 

     
 

  
 





    
    

     
 

    
 

 
 

   
  

 
  

    
 

 
    

   
   

 
    

   
    

 
 

    
    

 
  

    
  

 
   

  

to the Board of Academic Freedom and Professional Responsibility in relation to 
academic freedom. This way, the board can report to PS committee and the 
committee can review the policy along with their report. 

b.  S99-9 BAFPR (Board of Academic Freedom and Professional Responsibility) 
revisions 

Discussed: The current policy is lengthy, which caused slow operation of the 
Board. The policy needs to be more manageable and more effective. Additionally, 
it is currently under Faculty Affairs and would function better as an independent 
agency which directly reports to the Provost. PS committee (Elna, particularly) 
can offer to revise the policy. An idea of splitting PS committee was proposed – a 
half for RTP policy and the other half for BAFPR. This matter will continue to be 
discussed. 

c.  F97-7 Privacy of Electronic Communications and Information. The policy says 
faculty email will be kept private under the law. It was created before the CSU 
system wide guideline, thus, it needs to be revisited and revised. 

d.  Approved “That for AY 2015/16 the Professional Standards Committee shall devote 
itself exclusively to educating the campus in the use of the new policy; any pressing 
policy items within its purview shall be temporarily diverted to the Executive 
Committee.” 

PS committee should implement this clause unless there is an item the committee 
wants to get involved – e.g., review of department guidelines in spring 2016. 

8.  New business 
a.  Michael Kimbarow, Senate Chair, brought to PS committee’s attention that office 

hours policy needs to be reviewed by the PS committee. 

9.  Adjourn at 4:05pm 



   
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

    
 

   
 

 
    

 
  

 
 

 
   

   
    

  
 

  
       

    
   
    

 
  

     

   
  

 
  

   
      

   
 

  
 

 



  
   

      
   

   
  

   
 

 
 

 
     

     
  

    
   

 
 

 
 

     
 

   
 

  
 

 
 

Clarification of 2-4-6 Cycle 



  
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
   

  



 
   7. Adjourn at 4:00PM 



 
 

    

 

 

  

  

      
 

  
 

    
  

  
 

    
    

  
 

 
  

  
   

 
   

 
 

 
      

   
   

    
     

   
 

  
 

SAN JOSE STATE UNIVERSITY PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS  
COMMITTEE  

MEETING MINUTES – October 19, 2015 2:00PM-4:00PM  

Clark 445  

Chair:  Ken Peter 

Present: Cuellar, Green, Kauppila, Lee, Peter, Riley, Virick, White 

Absent: Dresser 

1.  Minutes of the Sept. 21 meeting were approved. 

2.  Demo of electronic dossier platforms set for Oct. 30, 12:15pm. 

3.  Discussion of BAFPR (Board of Academic Freedom and Professional Responsibility.) 
Should BAFPR be moved from Faculty Affairs to the Provost’s office?  BAFPR 
members will talk to faculty at other CSU campuses for input. 

4.  Elections to RTP committees – are faculty obligated to serve even when they do not wish 
to?  Can faculty be taken off the ballot or refuse to serve? New RTP policy affirms 
importance of serving on RTP committees.  Unwillingness to serve can cause problems, 
especially in small departments.  Use new RTP policy language in response to those 
unwilling to serve. 

5.  Declaration of intent for new or old RTP policy.  Candidates may need to examine both 
policies.  Does the declaration need to be included in both the Personnel Action File 
(PAF) and the dossier? Should there be an earlier deadline for the declaration to be 
included in the PAF?  Not addressed in official RTP policy.  Faculty Affairs needs a “wet 
ink” original document.  If deadline was earlier, committees would have advance notice 
of which policy candidate intends to use.  Many dossiers may have structure of old policy 
even though candidate will be evaluated under new policy. 

6.  The committee reviewed the Quick Facts Power Point slides.  Will 4th and 5th year 



   
  

  

  
   

   
  

 

   
   

 
  

    

 

 

be workshops for each college?  Should the committee use the University Council of 
Chairs and Deans as a communication channel? 

It was suggested that the questions from the workshop be divided into categories. 

The committee discussed the section of the new policy on resources.  It is designed to 
provide guidance to candidates regarding the resources that may be needed to reach 
desired levels of achievement.  Are the resources supplied by the department or by the 
candidate?  Some disciplines need extensive resources, others not as much. Larger 
question: Are the guidelines mostly for candidates or are they designed mainly to educate 
committee members on disciplines they may not be familiar with? 

8.  Can professional service be included in the same category as RSCA (Research, Scholarly, 
and Creative Activity)? It is now in the service category unless it is defined as RSCA 
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in terms of scholarship. In cases where professional service will fall under 
service, the Dept. should be encouraged to establish clear guidelines for 
establishing baseline in scholarship in that area. Peter, Riley, Dresser, and 
Green agree with this. General consensus on making more general 
guidelines over all. What about College guidelines? Rarely—language 
about Dept. Guidelines as only official document is excellent. 

d.  On “Timelines for New Guidelines”: Old guidelines never apply to the 
new policy. If no new guidelines put in place, they operate without 
guidelines until the point when some are produced. The new hires starting 
next year will never have old guidelines for a choice. 

e.  Guidelines must be approved by full-time faculty. FERP faculty get to 
vote in their active semester. 

f.  We must approve these questions for distribution by 11/9 or earlier by 
email. 

6.  Any new business? None. Adjourned at 3:52pm. 



 

  
 

     

  

  

 

   

 

  

 

   

 

  

   

    

    

   

   

   

    

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

   

    

    

  

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 
    

 

 

Professional Standards Committee 

Minutes for November 16, 2015 

In attendance: 



   
 

 
 

  
 

 
    

 
   

    
 

   
    

 
     

 
  

 
  

  
   

  
   

 
  

   
    

     
  

   
 

   
   

    
  

  
    

   
  

 
   

   
  

Professional Standards Committee  
Minutes  

February 1, 2016 
Clark Hall 445 
2:00-4:00 

1.  Call to order and roll- Quorum was met. 

Present: Ken Peter (Chair), Sang Lee (Note taker), Shannon Rose Riley, Brandon White, 
Meg Virick, Grecia Cuellar 

Membership update: Rocio Dresser (Education) resigned; and a representative from 
Engineering will join the committee after confirmation. 

2.  Approval of minutes of Nov 9 (Elna Green)- Unanimously approved 

3.  Updates 

a.  Appointment of the PS committee member to the exceptional assigned time 
appeal committee. 

� Two members are needed. Three appeals have been submitted. A meeting 
in March is anticipated. 

� Brandon and Sang volunteered. 

b.  Scott Heil’s suggestion regarding faculty office hours. 
� Scott wants to broaden the scope of the survey/focus group including other 

campus issues such as campus climate and student retention and success. 
� PS committee wants to make sure that faculty office hours topic is still 

central when other topics are added. 
� Ken will discuss the matter again with Scott. 

c.  Electronic dossiers. 
� Elna updated that it is in procurement process. A committee of faculty will 

review the bids- both written proposals and demonstrations. This process 
is in compliance with procurement process. Final decision by the first 
week of March is planned. 

� Implementation of electronic dossiers in the next AY is not clear at this 
time. Preparation and training using the selected platform/vendor will take 
time. 

d.  Posting guidelines? 
� Approved departmental guidelines will be posted at RTP webpage for 

reference purpose. 





   
   

 
    

 
  

  
    
      

  
   

      
   
  
  

 
 

 
  

    



   
 

 
 

 
  

 
  

  
 

   
 

        
 

 
  

 
  

  
 

       
    

 
   

 
 

  
 

 
  

 
 

  
  

  
 

 
     

 

Professional Standards Committee  

Minutes  

February 15, 2016 
Clark Hall 445: 2:00-4:00 pm 

Present: Ken Peter (Chair), Sang Lee, Brandon White, Meg Virick, Shannon-Rose Riley, Elna 
Green, Paul Kaupila, Sotoudeh Hamedi-Hagh 

Notetaker: Meg Virick  

The meeting was spent reviewing RTP guidelines that were consistent with the new RTP Policy  
15-7 and 15-8.  

Guidelines from the following departments/units were reviewed.  

i. Library: Guidelines were reviewed, edits were noted, and the decision made to get back to 
them with suggestions. 

ii. Counseling: Decision made that the counseling department needs to revise their guidelines to 
be aligned with the new policy. The version they submitted would be sent back to them. 

iii. School of Information: Guidelines were reviewed
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x  Date change: April 29 because there is a schedule conflict with a competency 



   
 

 
  

 
  

 
    

 
  

 
 

  
 

     
 

 
   
   

 
    

 
 

 
 

 
     

 
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

    
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Professional Standards Committee  
Agenda  

April 11, 2016 
Clark Hall 445 
2:00-4:00 
Chair: Kenneth Peter 

Notetaker for today: Seat E (Hamedi-Hagh) 

1.  Call to order and roll 

Present: Peter, Green, White, Virick, Kauppila, Lee, Sandoval-Rios, Hamedi-Hagh 
Absent: Riley 

2.  Approval of minutes of Feb 22 (Paul Kauppila); Approval of minutes for March 21 (Sang 
Lee) 

Approval of minutes for Feb 22 (Paul Kauppila): Approved.  
Approval of minutes for March 21 (Sang Lee): Approved.  

3.  Update: POLICY RECOMMENDATION: Rescinds S02-8 (Information Technology 
Resources Responsible Use Policy). No questions at the Senate, on track for final action 
on April 25. 

Discussion: None 

4. Update: POLICY RECOMMENDATION: Amending F97-7 Modification of Policy on 
Electronic Information & Communication. See “Items to be carried over to Fall.” 

Discussion: There was a meeting with Mike Cook and Terry Vahey on Thursday 3/24. 
University can look into emails without a court order. However, a certain precautions 
should be drafted. 

Decision: The policy will be moved out of 



 
 

  
  

   
 

    
   

  
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

   
  

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
  

  
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
   

 
 
  
 

answer questions in person. 

6.  Sense of the Senate Resolution: Calling for Widespread Consultation Prior to Finalizing 
any Standards and/or Implementation Strategies Pertaining to Electronic 
Communications. Shall we adopt this for a first reading before the Senate for April 25? 

Discussion: FERPA contract mandates faculty to use the adopted securely encrypted 
email service such as gmail. Students can opt out and use other email services. Canvas 
does not show students email and faculty will be unaware if student emails will be 



  
  

  
   

  
 
 
 

   
   

 



   
 

 
  

 
  

 
     

 
  

 
  

 
 

     
  



 
   

 
 

  
 

    
 

 
    

   
  

 
   

 
  

  
 
 

  
 

         
 

    
    

  
 

    
 

 
   

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

    
 

  
   

  
  

Decision: Leave this pending for clarification.  
Approved 8-0-0  

5.  Preparation for April 29 workshop. 

Discussion: Referred to the Understanding and Implementing the New RTP Policies 
PowerPoint. 

6.  SOTE/SOLATE Revisions. SERB has returned modified SOTE/SOLATEs. Shall we 
pass these to the Senate for its debate and approval. (Note, neither we nor the Senate 
may amend these.) 

Discussion: SERB declined to change the diversity question. We need to decide whether 
we should send it to the Senate. Only SERB can amend question errors themselves. The 
Senate has the power to only approve/deny it. SOTE has never had a free-response 
section before. 

Decision: Send the modified SOTE/SOLATEs to the Senate for a first reading.  
Approved 8-0-0  

7.  ASSIGNED TIME FOR EXCEPTIONAL LEVELS OF SERVICE TO STUDENTS 
revisions to S15-1. (The new contract will extend this program.) The policy needs 
extension and Elna has suggestions for changes. 

Discussion: The committee wants clear and exact guidelines. This will be a one-year 
extension on the contract. 

Decision: Peter will work on some changes and will circulate changes via email and send 
it to the Executive Committee in the summer. 

8.  New Business 

9.  Organizing summer activities 

10. Adjourn 

Items for the Fall: 

a.  Selection, Review, Removal of Program Coordinators? Do we need a 
policy—perhaps very basic? Committee has discussed a policy that permits 



  
 

   
   

  
   

 
    

  
  

 
 

     
   

   
  

 
  

   
    

   
   

      
  

 
 

to compete fairly for the position. 

b.  
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