
Minutes – Senate Executive Committee 
April 23, 2013 

Susan K. Weber Conference Room 
2 p.m. 

 
Members present: Officers: Bordelon, Eadie, Valdes.  Administration: Chase, Marlin, Roush, Welter.  ASCSU: 
Ornatowski.  Associated Students: Cecil.  CFA: Toombs.  Committee Chairs: Anderson, Barbone, Butler-Byrd, 
Csomay, LaMaster, Preciado, Schellenberg.  Senators-at-Large: Ely, Osman.  Parliamentarian: Snavely.  Guests: 
Balsdon, Bliss. 
 
The SEC was called to order at 2:00 p.m. 
 
1. Agenda (Bordelon) 
 
MSP Approved the agenda of April 23, 2013, as revised. 
 
2. Minutes (Bordelon) 

 
MSP Approved the minutes of March 19, which were distributed via the website. 
 
3. Announcements (Eadie) 
 

The Chair announced that he expects that President Hirshman will approve the revisions to the Senate 
Policy on Smoking, which will make the campus smoke-free, and he plans to implement it immediately.  
The Chair explained that the new policy would likely start in fall 2013.  Elections are underway for new 
Senate members.  The Chair asked senators to encourage their colleagues to vote.  The Chair added that 
the Senate nominating caucus was moved to 2 p.m. April 30th.  There was at least one nominee for each 
of the vacant officer positions.  There also was one nominee for an at-large-member for Senate 
Executive Committee (SEC); however, three nominees are needed.  He noted this was the final SEC 
meeting of the academic year, and he thanked committee members for their service.  

  
4. Academic Affairs (Benkov for Marlin) 
 
 No report. 
   
5. Officers’ Report 
 

5.1 Referral Chart (Valdes) 
 
Committee Date Item Referred 

by 
Environment 
and Safety 

Nov 29, 
2011 

Review the memo from Peter Andersen, re: "Air Pollution 
from Leaf Blowers" (page 44-46 of SEC agenda) and provide 
a recommended action for the Senate. 

Officers 

 
 Discussion: 

 
 The Vice Chair stated that the referral would be discussed in today’s agenda. 

 
6. Old Business 
 
 None. 
 
7. New Business: Action Items 

 
7.1 Constitution and Bylaws (Csomay)   
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Action:  

Present Policy File Language: 
 
Student Affairs Committee 
 
1.0 Membership (13): five faculty, one to chair; Vice President of Student Affairs, Dean of 
Undergraduate Studies, Dean of the Graduate Division, Director of Financial Aid, Associated Students 
President, one staff member, four students. 
 
2.0 Functions: The Committee 
 
a. Shall review items of mutual interest to faculty and students, 
 
b. Shall recommend to the Vice President for Student Affairs when administrative responsibilities for a 
program or policy lie with Student Affairs, 
 
c. Shall recommend to the Dean of Undergraduate Studies or to the Dean of the Graduate Division 
when administrative responsibilities for a program or policy lie with Academic Affairs, 
 
d. Shall recommend policies and procedures for the administration of financial aid programs and to 
ensure that policies conform to legal requirements of agencies granting financial aid, 
 
e. Shall advise the Director of Financial Aid regarding students whose situations warrant special 
consideration; 
 
f. Shall promote university wide understanding of and assistance with the financial aid program, 
particularly through the assistant deans for student affairs. 
 
Student Affairs Committee (Changes are underlined) 
 
1.0 Membership (15): five faculty, one to chair; Vice President of Student Affairs or designee, 
Dean of Undergraduate Studies or designee, Dean of the Graduate Division or designee, Director 
of Financial Aid or designee, Associated Students President or designee, one staff member, and 
four students. 
 
2.0 Functions: The Committee 
 
a. The Committee shall set an agenda for the academic year and report regularly to the University 
Senate. Shall review items of mutual interest to faculty and students, 
 
b. The Committee shall review student services related issues of interest to the campus 
community.  
 
c. Shall recommend to the Vice President for Student Affairs when administrative responsibilities 
for a program or policy lie with Student Affairs, 
 
d. Shall recommend to the Dean of Undergraduate Studies or to the Dean of the Graduate 
Division when administrative responsibilities for a program or policy lie with Academic Affairs, 
 
e. Shall recommend policies and procedures for the administration of financial aid programs and 
to ensure that policies conform to legal requirements of agencies granting financial aid, 
 
f. Shall advise the Director of Financial Aid regarding students whose situations warrant special 
consideration; 
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g. Shall promote university wide understanding of and assistance with the financial aid program, 
particularly through the assistant deans for student affairs. 
 
Rationale: 
 
To complete over two years of review and consultation, the Constitution and Bylaws Committee 
proposes changes to the University Policy File updating the Student Affairs Committee’s charter. These 
changes are primarily designed to enhance the functionality of the committee and to clarify the reporting 
relationship of the committee to the University Senate. 
 
Changes: 

1. Change membership committee number from 13 to 15. This is primarily a clerical edit.  
2. Addition of designees. All of the ex-officio members of the committee have extensive demands on their 

time. It is a common practice to allow these administrative leaders to assign designees to represent their 
respective interests. Current policy file language for the Student Affairs Committee does not allow 
designees to be assigned. 

3. The Student Affairs Committee does not presently report to the University Senate or a specific 
administrative unit. The new bullet “a” of the charter clarifies the committee’s reporting responsibility. 

4. The last change, bullet “b” updates the committee’s primary function from reviewing “issues of interest 
to faculty and students” to a current conception of the University stakeholders. “Review…. issues of 
interest to campus community.” 
No additional changes would be considered until the committee meets and requests assistance in 
updating its charge, membership, and/or functions.  

 
 Discussion: 
 
 Chair Eadie explained that the proposed revisions would be a change to the Policy File and not to the 

Bylaws since this committee isn’t listed in the Bylaws; thus, the revisions require only one reading and 
could be approved at the May Senate meeting.  Senate Schellenberg said last year when he was the 
chair of the Committee on Committees and Elections, he thought that the Scholarship Committee and 
the Student Affairs Committee were going to be combined.  Senator Csomay responded that combining 
the committees had been discussed; however, she noted that the current revisions were the eventual 
outcome of such deliberations.  Senator Chase said he understood that this potential committee had met 
twice, and that each time only about three people came.  Questions were raised about the specific charge 
of the committee.  He said the committee could be more focused in terms of the administrator to which 
it reports.  Currently, it seems to report to four administrators.  Senator Csomay responded that the 
committee hasn’t functioned for a few years, and this was an effort to revive the committee.  Senator 
Snavely asked what problem the committee was trying to solve.  Senator Csomay explained the 
proposal wasn’t to create a committee; the committee is an existing committee that is trying to function.  
She explained that the revisions were the first action item of the committee in order to assist it in 
functioning.  As a point of information, Senator Chase asked whether the committee had not met in 
more than ten years.  Associate Vice President for Faculty Affairs Benkov responded that the 
committee hadn’t met regularly for the past five years, but that it had been involved in issues related to 
student grades.  But she said it did meet relatively regularly before this time.  She said the issue seemed 
to be whether the charges recommended to it were crucial enough to require a Senate-appointed 
committee.  Chair Eadie noted that Senator Chase’s concern was that this committee reported to more 
than one administrator.  Senator Snavely asked what unique issues the committee would address.  
Senator Preciado responded that he was not aware of any committee currently overseeing student- 
support services in the way that this committee could.  He noted that the Associated Students used to 
have an open forum in the Senate Agenda, in which they gave a report.  For the last three years, he and 
Cynthia Park, the previous chair of the Constitution and Bylaws Committee, tried to organize the 
committee to address student scholarships and how they are awarded.  He said now there is an 
administrative committee that oversees scholarships; however, he said in terms of shared governance, 
there isn’t a committee representing faculty and students that oversees scholarships.  The two times that 
the committee has met, he said administrators have asked what problem this committee was trying to 
address.  Senator Preciado said he responded that the committee advises on policy matters, not 
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specifically problems.  He said he was pleased that the Constitution and Bylaws Committee had 
proposed the revisions that might allow for the committee to start meeting.  He said once the committee 
was fully constituted, it could decide if such a forum for shared governance was necessary.  He said he 
didn’t understand why a committee with designees was not possible to be considered.  Senator 
Schellenberg said last year he had held off on staffing the Scholarship Committee, but he said the 
Student Affairs Committee was staffed in terms of faculty but was inactive.  Senator Chase reiterated 
his concern that the committee reports to four administrators.  He added that the committee’s charge 
could be more specific.  Senator Preciado said Dr. Park has contacted the new Vice President of 
Student Affairs, and he has indicated his interest in being on this committee.  The senator added that 
two students have also indicated interest in serving on the committee.  Senator Cecil said that several 
students have indicated interest in serving on the committee, but he discouraged their service because 
the committee hadn’t been meeting.  He said he saw the committee addressing issues of services 
provided by Student Affairs and whether policy affects those issues.  Senator Csomay said this was a 
goal of the proposed revisions, to reconstitute the committee.  Chair Eadie said he wondered whether 
this committee was supposed to advise the Student Affairs’ division.  He questioned whether those from 
the academic side needed to be on the committee.  Senator Snavely said at his previous university he 
served on the Student Affairs Committee.  He said it dealt with Student Affairs’ issues such as student 
organizations, conduct, and scholarships.  He said it was an active group and that what made it so was 
clarity of focus.  He said he agreed with Senator Chase that it didn’t help the committee to add 
administrators who didn’t necessarily want to be there.  Chair Eadie asked Senator Csomay if she 
wanted to take the proposed revisions back to her committee for further review of some of these issues.  
Senate Csomay asked what, exactly, would be reviewed.  She noted that the proposed revisions were 
minor, almost editorial in nature.  Chair Eadie said issues related to the focus of the committee would 
likely be raised in Senate.  Senator Csomay responded that the motion deals with the editorial changes, 
not the charge of the committee.  Chair LaMaster said the revisions were not editorial if the revisions 
changed to whom the committee reported.  Senator Preciado said the major changes were to appoint 
designees and to have the committee report to Senate.  He noted that the revision to report to Senate was 
added because at a previous meeting, the Senate Chair had indicated that he had difficulty with 
committees that didn’t report to any entity.  He explained that this was why this change was proposed.  
Chair Eadie responded that if the committee reports to the Senate, then it should be a Senate 
committee, and that would require a revision to the Bylaws.  However, he said he didn’t think this was a 
Senate committee.  Since it is a Senate-appointed committee, the Chair said it should report to a primary 
administrator.  Senator Csomay asked when administrative committees report to the Senate.  Chair 
Eadie said these committees report to the Senate when they change the Policy File.  Senator Csomay 
said perhaps the Constitution and Bylaws Committee could examine to whom all of the Senate-
appointed committees report to see if there are any consistencies in reporting.  Associate VP for 
Faculty Affairs Benkov noted that Senate-appointed committee reporting was “all over the place.”  In 
addition, she said that Senate-appointed committees didn’t always indicate to whom they reported.  On 
a related issue, Senator Preciado said the Campus Development Committee was trying to revise its 
Bylaws so that it was no longer a shared-governance committee.  The change would mean that only 
projects funded by the state would be discussed by that committee, and the rest would be handled by the 
administration.  He noted that the governor had proposed no state funding for campus projects.  If the 
revisions were approved, there would no longer be consultation through a shared-governance process.  
Senator Cecil said Associated Students would like to see the Student Affairs Committee functioning.  
He said they would need to know by May so that students could be appointed over the summer, and it 
could be functioning in fall.  He said it was an urgent matter.  Senator Snavely said it sounded as if 
much of the previous discussion wasn’t relevant to the proposed revisions; however, he asked whether 
the committee wanted all of those administrators/designees on the committee.  Senator Chase noted 
that there are other groups where designees serve on committees.  For instance, Undergraduate Council 
has designees, but the committee itself advises the dean of Undergraduate Studies.  The Senator said 
that this committee reports to four deans.  He added that perhaps the committee needed to meet to revise 
this part of the policy.  Senator Osman asked whether it would make sense to keep the Vice President 
for Student Affairs on the committee and not have the other administrators on the committee.  She 
added that the committee could then report to the Vice President for Student Affairs.  Senator Preciado 
said that he approved of this suggestion.  Senate Csomay said she would bring the suggestions back to 
her committee to see whether the members wanted to make additional changes. 
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7.2 Faculty Affairs (Anderson) 
 
 Action: 
 

The Faculty Affairs committee recommends emeritus status upon the following faculty members: 

Donna Beshgetoor, Associate Professor of Exercise and Nutritional Sciences, August 18, 2013, 17 years 

Deborah G. Chaffin, Associate Professor of Philosophy, June 30, 2012, 28 years 

Jesse T. Dixon, Professor of Hospitality and Tourism Management, June 1, 2013, 34 years 

Tunc Geveci, Professor of Mathematics and Statistics, May 22, 2013, 28 years 

Jacques Perrault, Professor of Biology, August 18, 2013, 29 years 

Thomas Scott, Professor of Psychology, August 17, 2013, 13 years 

Linda D. Smith, SSPAR III in Counseling and Psychological Services, May 27, 2013, 17 years 

7.3 Sustainability (Honea) 
 
Action:  
Pass a resolution recommending to President Hirshman that San Diego State University become an 
American College and University Presidents’ Climate Commitment (ACUPCC) signatory. 
 
Rationale:  
The American College and University Presidents’ (ACUPCC) is a visible institutional commitment to 
create a planning process and eliminate net greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from campus operations, 
to promote research, curricular, and co-curricular efforts to prepare our students and communities to 
address climate change and to build a more sustainable world. As of January 2013 more than 660 
institutions in North America including CSU Bakersfield, CSU Chico, CSU Fullerton, CSU Long 
Beach, CSU Monterey Bay, and CSU Pomona; and the University of California system have signed the 
ACUPCC.  
 
Introduction:  
In 2011 President Hirshman charged the Senate Sustainability Committee (SSC) with developing a 
recommendation on whether to sign the ACUPCC.  In addition, San Diego Associated Students has 
signed the ACUPCC and requested the SSC bring a forward a resolution to Senate that endorses the 
University sign the ACUPCC. To inform our recommendation the SSC has reviewed the impact of 
signing the ACUPCC at other institutions, the structure of the commitment these institutions developed, 
and identified best practices in climate action plan development. Based on two years of research to 
develop the recommendations offered to the President, and at the request of the Senate Executive 
Committee the SSC presents this resolution regarding signing the ACUPCC.  
 
Be it resolved that the Senate Recommend that President Eliot Hirshman sign the American College 
and University Presidents’ Climate Commitment and in so doing San Diego State University will 
become a signatory to the American College and University Presidents’ Climate Commitment. 

 
Discussion: 
 
Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Chair Barbone said that the Committee on Academic 
Resources and Planning’s (ARP) report suggests that the cost of the commitment varies significantly—
from $250,000 to $80 million.  He said that was an important difference and that “this gap” needed to 
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be closed even more so that Senators could decide what this might cost the University.  Chair 
LaMaster said when her committee met, it couldn’t find a way “to close that number gap.”  She said it 
was up to each campus to determine how much it would put forward toward the initiative and which 
initiatives would be selected.  She noted that at the last Senate Executive Committee meeting, the 
committee realized the cost gap, but it seemed supportive of the resolution.  She said she didn’t have 
any way of stating that it would cost “X in the first year or Y in another year.”  The only cost known is 
the annual cost.  She said one of the candidates for Vice President for Business and Financial Affairs 
had indicated that his campus had signed the commitment, but the cost was waived for the last three 
years during the tight state budgets.  At the last SEC meeting, Senator Preciado said he was among the 
individuals expressing concern about the cost.  However, since then, he has met with students and 
colleagues involved in sustainability.  He said he was also present when the candidate spoke, which 
reassured him.  He noted that signing didn’t ask the campus to commit to something it wasn’t already 
engaged in.  He said it was a way “of joining a club, a significant club that is committed to a very 
important thing.”  The Senator said the campus has a strong-shared governance process, and signing the 
commitment wouldn’t prevent the campus from its primary mission.  He said he might have overstated 
his concerns at the last meeting.  The Senator said he was supportive of this resolution, and that it would 
be positive for the campus to support it.  He stated that SDSU was high in rankings related to 
sustainability, noting the recent article in the Princeton Review.  Chair Barbone said the University 
could achieve its goals without being a member of a “club.”  Chair Honea explained that there was a 
range in financing because each school had developed different plans with different commitments levels 
and time frames for reaching those commitments.  She said the University couldn’t state a definitive 
figure until its plan was developed, and that this figure would evolve over time as technology changes.  
She said signing the commitment was more of a signal or statement.  She said SDSU students were 
supportive of the commitment.  She acknowledged it was confusing to commit to something with an 
unknown cost.  However, she pointed out that there was no financial commitment to signing.  In 
developing its plan, the University would also develop its commitment level.  Chair Anderson asked 
whether the President would actually sign a specific document.  Chair Honea responded that the 
document was included in the Senate packet.  She said there were six different categories, four of which 
the University has already completed.  She said some schools take the commitment as an aspirational 
goal, and others take it as a commitment.  She said the Associated Students would like to take this as a 
commitment.  Senator Csomay asked who would develop the plan once the President signed the 
document.  Chair Honea said based on best-practices, a planning council with constituents from 
different parts of the University would be most successful.  This idea has been recommended to 
President Hirshman, but ultimately the President would determine how to carry out the plan.  Senator 
Csomay asked whether the Senate approved the plan.  Chair Eadie clarified that SEC was taking 
action on whether the President should sign the commitment.   The Senate Chair said this was the limit 
of the President’s request.  Chair Honea noted that in terms of shared governance, if SEC wanted the 
Senate to vote on the ultimate plan that was developed, that could be included in the plan itself.  
Senator Csomay said this involvement was directly related to the financial part, given the request to 
sign the commitment.  If someone else creates the plan, she said, then the Senate wouldn’t know how 
much money would be involved.  Senator Chase explained that one of the commitments was to make it 
all public, which creates “a kind of transparency.”  This would allow University representative to talk 
and collaborate with other campus representatives about the plan and the costs.  Senator Csomay said 
the issue was whether the Senate would be part of the decision-making process when it comes to 
devoting a certain amount of money to the project.  Senator Chase noted that the University did this 
already.  He said the Senate didn’t vote to make the Mission Bay Aquatic Center a Platinum LEED 
(Leadership Energy and Environment Design) certified project—first in the state of California.  Senator 
Ornatowski said it sounded like a largely symbolic gesture.  Signing also might have positive 
implications by putting SDSU in “the club” of progressive institutions.  On the other hand, the 
commitment is not for a definite amount of money.   However, it may gain the University a good 
reputation as a symbolic gesture.  He said this would be a good argument for signing.  Chair Barbone 
said signing the commitment would pay off even if the estimates were off.  He said the University 
“couldn’t afford not to think about being sustainable.”  While this all makes sense, he said what didn’t 
was signing without developing a plan first.  If the University were truly committed, it would show it by 
developing a plan and then committing to that plan.  Chair LaMaster said the institutional cost in the 
first year was $4,000.  She said the symbolism was important.  Historically, the campus has been 
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successful in determining its future.  She noted the Strategic Plan calls for $30 million.  Although this 
money was not currently available, Chair LaMaster said it was “something to strive toward.”  She said, 
“you can’t freeze your feet in the sand because you have no money.”  She said this would be a good 
commitment for the University to make.  Senator Preciado said if there continues to be concerns about 
the cost, perhaps an escape clause could be included—“we are for this as long as it does not impact us 
negatively or we are consulted further.”  If this escape clause would assist the proposal, perhaps it could 
be a substitute motion.  Perhaps the Parliamentarian could remind Senators on the Senate floor that this 
option is available.  Senate Chair Eadie asked SEC members if they wanted to follow the same 
procedures as those that were used at the last Senate meeting during the discussion concerning the 
smoke-free campus proposal.  Senator Chase said he would expect that there would be non-senators 
who would want to speak on the issue.  He asked if senators could acknowledge those individuals.  
Chair Eadie said informational questions would be addressed first followed by potential amendments.  
Then the committee chair will speak, followed by those opposing and supporting the proposal.  He said 
senators could yield time to non-senators during the debate of the motion; however, he noted that he 
would not take informational questions from non-senators.  SEC agreed with the proposed procedures. 

 
7.4 2013/2014 Senate Calendar (Officers) 
 
 Action: 

2013-2014 Senate Executive Committee Meeting and Senate Meeting Calendar 
 
Senate Executive Committee Meetings 
Time: 2:00pm – 4:30pm 
Place: MH 3318 
 
August 20, 2013 
September 17, 2013 
October 15, 2013 
November 19, 2013 
January 21, 2014 
February 18, 2014 
March 18, 2014 
April 22, 2014 

 
Senate Meetings 
Time: 2:00pm – 4:30pm 
Place: AL 101 
 
September 3, 2013 
October 1, 2013 
November 5, 2013 
December 3, 2013 
February 4, 2014 
March 4, 2014 
April 8, 2014 
May 6, 2014 

 
 Discussion: 
 
 Chair Eadie explained that the calendar would be a listed as an SEC report on the Senate agenda. 
 

8. New Business: Consent Calendar (Committee Reports) 
  

8.1 Academic Policy and Planning (Schellenberg) 
 

Information: 
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Please see this report posted on the Senate website:  
 
Discussion: 
 
Senator Preciado asked whether the report included statistics on graduate enrollment in the College of 
Extended Studies.  Senator Balsdon said those statistics were covered briefly in the enrollment section.  
Senator Preciado asked whether this enrollment was growing.  Senator Balsdon responded that 
students enrolled in special sessions (not part of the regular academic calendar) complicated the 
statistics.  Thus, he said it was more difficult to gain statistics on these enrollments.  Overall, he said 
many new programs have been created in the College of Extended Studies, but he noted that several 
large programs, including the executive MBA, have reduced enrollment.  To clarify, Senator Ely asked 
whether enrollments in the charts included state-supported programs and those offered by the College of 
Extended Studies.  Senator Balsdon responded affirmatively.  He said those offered through the 
College of Extended Studies were very small relative to the graduate population.  Chair Barbone noted 
there are external-degree programs and Open University programs.  He asked whether it was possible to 
track Open University Program enrollments.  Senator Balsdon said statistics on the Open University 
Program were not available.  He added that he thought Senator Preciado’s question was related to 
external-degree programs.  Senator Preciado said he wondered whether the report indicated future 
growth in graduate enrollment through the College of Extended Studies and, given potential growth, 
whether stateside faculty would be available to mentor SDSU students.  He noted that if the enrollments 
were small, it wouldn’t have an impact.  Senator Balsdon explained that there are state laws that 
prevent universities from moving stateside courses to external-degree programs.  In the last year, he said 
some proposals were rejected because of those laws.  But he said a new external-degree program must 
have some cost.   He agreed that the issue was something to review.  Senator Chase agreed, noting this 
was a question worth asking.  He said whenever an external degree program was offered through the 
College of Extended Studies, it needed to go through a WASC (Western Association of Schools and 
Colleges) substantive change process.  He said WASC questions typically concerned budget and how 
resources were being provided.  The budget questions helped to make sure that faculty members were 
not being drawn away from stateside resources.  Senator Butler-Byrd asked about State University 
Grants and the impact on students.  She asked whether there was anything in the report related to these 
grants.  Senator Balsdon responded that he didn’t think the report addressed State University Grants.  
He said the State University Grants program had not been taken from graduate students yet.  Senator 
Chase responded that this information would be in the Undergraduate Council report that will come to 
Senate.  He reviewed some of the statistics on the State University Grants program with SEC members.  
Senator Preciado said that non-resident tuition waivers were difficult to give graduate students without 
the grants.  He asked whether anyone was asking about graduate student support.  The Senator noted a 
report that he sent SEC about Stanford University’s level of support.  Senator Balsdon said there was 
significant variation across programs.  Senator Ornatowski said that ASCSU put together a task force 
to study undergraduate and graduate funding CSU-wide.  He said information would need to be pulled 
from various sources to get a clear understanding of graduate-student funding.  Chair Anderson asked 
about the long-time to degree for the Ed.D. — 10-plus years was the average-time to degree.  Senator 
Balsdon noted that some of this might be related to the way the data was gathered.  He explained it 
wasn’t accurately capturing enrollment data.  Chair Anderson asked about time limits in the program.  
Senator Balsdon said he understands that there is a seven-year requirement.   

 
8.2 Academic Resources and Planning (LaMaster) 
 

Information: 
 

1. Referral Item - American Colleges and Universities Presidents’ Climate Commitment 
 
The Senate officers issued a referral to the Academic Resources and Planning Committee, asking the 
committee to consider the proposal of the sustainability committee on signing the America Colleges and 
Universities Presidents’ Climate Commitment and report on the resource implications for SDSU should 
the president agree to take such an action. The officers ask AR&P to provide its best estimate of the 
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effects of signing onto the commitment for campus budgeting processes (for example, could anticipated 
costs be absorbed by careful budgeting or by spreading out payments over a number of years, or would 
the cost have to be put ahead of other spending priorities that SDSU might have). If possible, the 
officers ask AR&P to advise the Senate on the advantages and disadvantages of agreeing to the 
commitment so that senators will have an adequate background for making a decision on this matter. 
 
AR&P invited Dean Geoff Chase and Robert Schulz, Associate Vice President for Operations, to the 
March 12, 2013 meeting to provide input on the components of the report and associated costs. We 
were informed that the initial costs (year 1 & 2) would be minimal and would include $4000 to join the 
organization, staff support and small internal costs. However, full implementation for our campus would 
be at least $250 Million over 20 or so years. With such a wide range of numbers and variables, AR&P 
does not believe actual costs can be determined with the available information. 
 
Our committee identified the advantage to signing the document as a public statement for the campus 
acknowledging the importance of climate change and the need for a campus plan . The disadvantage 
was identified as a commitment to an organization that would involve an unknown fiscal commitment 
by the campus. In summary, AR&P would recommend that the campus develop a preliminary plan that 
has specific goals and associated costs prior to committing to this initiative. 

 
8.3 California Faculty Association (Toombs) 
 

Information: 
 
Online Education 
CFA hosted a lunch-time program about Online Education on April 15, in Love Library 430. The 
presentation was on the different forms of Online Education already in place in the CSU and the new 
types being proposed -- from MOOCs to CSU Online and everything in between.  CFA's Statewide 
Director of Representation, Kathy Sheffield, was the guest speaker for an overview of the Online 
Education landscape.  She answered questions on “What is the role of faculty members in the move 
toward offering more courses online?” and “What are the implications in areas like intellectual property, 
workload, and privatization?  She also mentioned that CFA was a sponsor of AB 895.  This bill would 
establish the California Postsecondary Task Force which would evaluate and collect data on the status 
of postsecondary online education.  CFA is currently keeping a watch on several online bills as they 
move through the legislative process. This event was well attended by faculty members. 
Lobby Days 
Seventy-five faculty members – representing 21 of the 23 CSU campuses – converged on Sacramento 
on April 2-3, for CFA’s annual Lobby Days event at the State Capitol.  Union members logged 82 
meetings with legislators to support the Governor’s proposed increase in funding for the CSU and to 
discuss the problems associated with some of his budget policy proposals, including changes to CSU 
employee health care.  Faculty members also discussed their on-the-ground experiences with the pros 
and cons of online education. 
CFA Spring Assembly 
The Spring Assembly will take place in San Francisco, April 26-28.   
 CFA Contact Information 
Please feel free to contact our campus California Faculty Association office at any time if we can 
provide assistance, whether on a contract rights issue or other matter.  Our campus CFA chapter has a 
Faculty Rights Committee, composed of faculty volunteers, and we are available to talk with faculty 
colleagues about individual situations and assist in resolving issues.  We can be reached at 
cfa@mail.sdsu.edu or x42775. 

 
8.4 COIA (Snavely) 

 
Information: 
 
Please see this report posted on the Senate website. 
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8.5 Sustainability (Honea) 
 
 Information: 
 
 Please see this report posted on the Senate website. 
 
8.6 Undergraduate Studies (Chase) 
 

Information: 
 
1. Update on the 2013-2014 Academic Calendar (December 11, 2013, last day of Fall classes, 

December 12–18 Fall final exams and May 8, 2014 is last day of Spring classes). 

Discussion: 
 

Senator Chase said the Graduation and Retention report would be brought forward to Senate.  In 
addition, another calendar change will be presented as an information item.  He explained that the final 
exam schedule for spring 2014 didn’t include enough time to fit all of the final exams.  Thus, another 
day was added to the final exams schedule.  This meant that a work day was added in fall, but it 
shouldn’t affect people’s schedule.  

 
8.7 Environment and Safety (Quintana) 
 

Information: 
 
The committee investigated the issues with leaf blowers on campus through the following avenues: 
meetings with Facilities Services, affected faculty/staff, Environmental Safety and Health, and others.  
 
The committee agrees that leaf blowers pose potential hazards to operators and passersby, primarily 
through the following mechanisms: 
1. Emissions from 2-stroke gasoline/oil engines,  
2. Resuspension of particulates from the blowing action,  
3. Noise.  
 
The committee was asked to investigate a potential action: the banning of leaf blowers on campus (see 
appendix).  
In consultation with an Environmental Health and Safety representative, the committee has found at this 
point that a ban on leaf blowers also poses safety and environmental hazards, namely,  

1. Increased potential for slip and fall accidents if walkways are not cleared in a timely manner, (especially 
following events and in the mornings when walkways may be slippery when covered with leaves and 
trash) 

2. Ergonomic concerns for landscapers. Moving to methods other than leaf blowers would significantly 
increase the time required to do the same work, and electric leaf blowers currently available are heavy, 
hold a short charge and are unwieldy. 
 
The following steps are currently in place to reduce exposures to leaf blowers on campus: cleanup is 
expected to take place between 6 and 8 am, except for unusual circumstances, and staff are instructed to 
shut off blowers when near passersby.  
 
Replacement of current leaf blowers with more advanced models is a potential avenue to reduce 
emissions associated with two stroke engines. Certain new 4-stroke models are currently available with 
significantly reduced emissions. Electric models investigated cause ergonomic concerns, but other 
improved models may be available currently or very soon.  
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The committee concluded that banning of gas leaf blowers was premature, due to safety concerns about 
slipping on leaves and trash, especially near busy walkways, and also due to ergonomic concerns for 
landscapers. The committee however also concluded that the issue required on-going efforts to monitor 
and reduce exposures. To this end the committee has formed a subcommittee to investigate ways to 
reduce exposure to leaf blowers on campus.  
 
This subcommittee currently consists of  
Penelope (Jenny) Quintana, E and S committee, GSPH, Zohir Chowdhury, E and S committee, GSPH, 
Kristen Ross, E and S committee, EHS, John Rodriguez, Facilities Services, Peter Andersen, 
Communications. 
Current subcommittee charge is to  
1. Investigate hours for leaf blowing, and whether earlier hours (e.g. 6 – 7 a.m.) would be possible,  
2. Develop a clear protocol regarding use, including finding an MPH in Environmental Health thesis 
student to investigate magnitude of emissions, how long emissions stay suspended, and what distance 
these travel,  
3. Continue investigation into alternatives to leaf blowers, both 4-stroke gas/oil models with reduced 
emissions and electric models,  
4. Develop procedure for reporting complaints and providing for a record to be kept of complaints, to be 
reviewed once a year by the E and S committee.  
 
Discussion: 
 
Senator Snavely asked whether employees have to wear masks and ear protection.  Chair Quintana 
said they were supposed to wear masks and ear protection.  Senator Snavely applauded the committee 
for taking up the issue, given the particulate matter and carcinogens blown by this equipment.  
However, he said a four-cycle engine still blows particulates in the air.  He said the committee’s 
recommendations concerning time limitations for leaf blowing were positive.  Chair Anderson asked 
about push brooms and whether they could be used.  Chair Quantana said using only brooms would 
require the hiring of additional employees.  Senator Toombs asked how often they blow leaves.  Chair 
Quintana said they blow every day.  Senator Preciado said the Staff Affairs Committee has two 
members from Facilities Services on the committee.  He said perhaps leaf blowing could be done early 
in the morning or late at night when fewer people were on campus.  He noted this would have to be 
negotiated.  He said staff employees were concerned about any prohibition of leaf blowing.  He said he 
hoped a “happy medium” could be found.  The Senator said employees were concerned about banning 
leaf blowers altogether because the campus has to be cleaned.  Chair Quintana said the current 
guidelines are to operate the leaf blowers between 6 a.m. and 9 a.m.  The committee was considering 
starting earlier, but she added that employees cannot work in the dark.  Chair Barbone stated there was 
a health issue on campus.  The way we solve it now promotes other health issues.  However, there 
wasn’t money to hire additional employees, but should a dean or vice president resign, even before they 
leave campus, we start a search.  So, there wasn’t money for safety and health, but there was money for 
administration.  Senator Toombs asked about large vacuum cleaners to contain the debris.  Chair 
Quintana said the committee had explored small leaf blowing machines that resemble street sweepers.  
However, she said they also stir up debris and have emissions.  Chair Eadie asked whether the referral 
could be dropped since a subcommittee was formed.  Chair Qunitana said she would follow the 
Chair’s advice on the matter.  Senator Snavely said the referral could be dropped since the committee 
plans to form a subcommittee to respond to the issue.  Senator Ornatowski said he would trust the 
subcommittee to respond to the issue.  Senator Ely agreed, noting the committee addressed the question 
about banning leaf blowers on campus.  He said it wasn’t feasible at this point.  He said he didn’t feel 
the Senate needed to be involved in further discussions and the final solution.  Chair Eadie thanked the 
committee for addressing the issue and said he would list the report on the Consent Calendar at the next 
Senate meeting.  He said the item would be removed from the referral chart. 
  

9. Other Information Items 
 
10. Committee of the Whole 
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 10.1 Discussion of Chancellor White Meeting 
 
 10.2  Discussion of Ideas for Implementation of the Strategic Plan 
 
11. Other Business 
  
12. Adjournment 

 
The SEC adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted: 
 
Allison Bobrow   Suzanne Bordelon  
Administrative Analyst  Secretary 


