Academic Planning Committee (APC) Meeting
Meeting Notes
April 28, 2008
Sage Hall, Rm 2030, 9:00am to 10:00 am
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Guests:
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Amy Denton

Dennis Muraoka
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1. Review of Agenda and Notes 
2. Approval by the Board of Directors
Steve distributed and reviewed the approved Academic Master Plan (AMP) as approved by the CSU Board of Trustees and the campus academic grid.  Also distributed was a table from a Public Policy Institute of California study showing of changing career sectors in the California workforce.  Steve will disseminate the entire report link to the committee members and guests.

3. How to Proceed 

In light of the current economic conditions, the Provost, Dean, Associate Provost, and Dean of Enrollment, and VP for Advancement were invited to discuss their focus going into next year’s planning.  The following areas were discussed:
· Enrollment Management – Jane Sweetland shared the growth model by which Enrollment Management attempts to manage CI’s FTES.  Its most significant decision has been to close enrollment entirely for spring 2010.  Jane briefly reviewed their process in managing FTES, and the retention and access initiatives Enrollment Management has prepared by the Strategic Plan.
· Provost Comments – Dawn Neuman commented on her understanding of the AMP process, and noted that she consciously added the Music Industry to the grid when she began hearing conversations surrounding the discussions with the entertainment industry.  She described the concern that degrees now on the plan conveyed an implied promise of implementation and resources. She inquired about the overall process and had concerns how the strategic initiatives, particularly, sustainability, STEM and athletics are integrated into the degrees represented on the AMP.  She expressed her desire that resources such as new hires, and re-focusing of enrollment in majors, be carefully woven into the considerations of the AMP.  As we are in a no growth mode, it is evident that any new program growth would be as a result of a reduction elsewhere.   As Health, Kinesiology, Nursing, get developed, she also commented on the term Athletics/Wellness, and that a clear definition of terms should be agreed upon so that we are all clear as we move forward.  She expressed the desire that Academic Affairs should be integral to the development of an athletics program, and consider such areas as Sports Leadership, perhaps tied to Education.
· Dean of Faculty – Ashish Vaidya also confirmed that faculty hiring is primary in driving the actual initiation of degrees.  It remains unclear at this time whether or not we will have funding to go out for additional hires next year.  In this climate, developing new community or private partnerships is critical in order to fund new degrees and even further develop existing degrees.  As an example, he said he anticipates meeting with Applied Physics regarding this within a few days to explore external collaborations, especially in their upper division electives.  He also urged APC to consider collaborations with other universities.
· Advancement – Julia Wilson gave a review of the role of Advancement, sharing that her office gets its “marching orders” from the Academic Plan, the President, Provost and Dean.  She noted that through the community, and prior work initiated through Ted Lucas, relationships and funding opportunities have been developed with persons in the entertainment industry.   She is unclear on how the actual CI internal process works and would like to learn more about the procedures.  This relates to two courses in Entertainment Studies that were submitted by Jack Reilly this week.  Jacque Kilpatrick, Bill Cordeiro and Jack Reilly have offered to take the lead on this area.  Julia had concerns just how such a program “fit” into the existing AMP and also how it aligns itself with the mission of the University, the strategic goals and values of the school.
There was general discussion in the group revisiting the initial development of the Academic Master Plan in 2005, and the various considerations given to the development of a degree.   Steve identified some criteria used to prioritizing degree: does it meet community, regional and state needs, is there internal faculty support, will it balance the academic foundation of the university, does it meet our mission, etc.  Mary Adler spoke about information APC collected last fall from programs in prioritizing the academic programs and making its review.

Julia mentioned a recent report by Eduventure, and invited anyone to attend the Thursday meeting at 1:30PM in the MVS auditorium.

There was also discussion about the bylaws and guidelines for the planning process.  It was suggested that the bylaws be reviewed and updated as the University has developed and probably needs to review its current processes.

Phil Hampton noted that the recent ENT prefix course that was requested to be reviewed by the Curriculum Committee was untimely as it arrived the day before the last meeting of the year.

Andrew Morris suggested that APC use planning scenarios as a tool in developing an academic plan, each scenario based on different enrollment and resource estimates.
After full discussion the following areas remain areas of focus:

· Enrollment Scenarios, with information from Jane Sweetland

· Faculty Hiring, with information Ashish Vaidya

· Transparency of the Process, with the Curriculum Committee and Steve Lefevre

· Review of Current Bylaws, the Curriculum Committee
· Review in Fall of the Current Academic Plan, Academic Planning Committee
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