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Proposal for the Department of Educational Leadership

Dean Marquita Grenot-Scheyer on behalf of the faculty of Educational Leadership (Murray, Ortiz, Scott, Slater, Symcox, Vega), Educational Administration (Korostoff, Nakai) , and Student Development in Higher Education (Haviland, Locks, O’Brien) Programs respectfully submit this proposal to form the Department of Educational Leadership (see Appendix A for Proposal Highlights).  

Rationale for Proposed Department
In 2006, the College of Education began implementation for the California State University’s first independent doctorate by the formation of an academic program unit reporting directly the Dean of the College of Education (CED). The Dean, in conjunction with program directors, oversaw the development of program documents; reviews by the chancellor’s office and WASC; and the hiring of the doctorate (EDD) faculty (see Appendix B for current organizational chart). This arrangement continued through the first “cycle” of the program- the time of admission to graduation for Cohort 1. This was important due the complexity of creating the first independent CSULB doctoral program and the heightened visibility of this high-stakes endeavor. Direct reporting to the dean allowed her to remain constantly up to date on program developments and gave the EDD leadership team direct access to the dean as they made numerous decisions regarding students, curriculum, faculty, program and budget. In this period of “building” this was the most efficient structure for the new program. 
The resulting program has a number of unique features. The EDD program is a year-round program. Students are full-time for Fall, Summer and Spring semesters. Faculty members teach in all three terms and advise dissertations year-round. All student services for the doctoral program reside in the program. The program is self-supporting, relying on doctoral student fees for all operations. 

We are proposing a Department of Educational Leadership that houses the Education Doctorate, the Master of Arts and Credentials in Educational Administration and the Master of Science in Counseling option in Student Development in Higher Education (see Appendix C, proposed organizational structure). The proposed department is similar in structure to many of other of the departments housing EDD programs in the CSU. Sacramento State, East Bay, Northridge, Fullerton and San Diego all have independent Departments of Educational Leadership. Most of these also have the associated masters degrees programs in the departments as well. Appendix D shows a listing of all CSU EDD department structures for programs that are operating at this point. 

Faculty Structure and Workload

The EDD program proposals and documents name faculty members from the Educational Administration Program and the Student Development in Higher Education Masters programs as members of the EDD Core Faculty. Collectively these programs are known as the Educational Leadership Program, (EDLD)Thus, these faculty members teach and participate in the governance structure of the doctoral program. When participating in the work of the doctoral program these faculty report to the directors and dean, in addition to attending all program meetings, advising EDD students, serving on program governance committees, and participating in program activities, such as orientation, recruitment, admissions, symposia, etc. 

Throughout the life of the program, the curriculum and its faculty have been also been directly tied to the Department of Advanced Studies in Education and Counseling (ASEC). Because faculty members hired at the university are placed in departments, not programs all faculty hired to fill Educational Leadership (EDLD) positions are assigned to ASEC as their home department. Until this year, curriculum department approval was conducted by the ASEC curriculum committee. 
When EDLD faculty teach courses or are program coordinators in ASEC, which primarily occurs in EDAD or SDHE programs, they report to the ASEC department chair for this portion of their work and the appropriate EDAD or SDHE program coordinator. As they are also members of the ASEC department, they attend ASEC department meetings and functions, serve on ASEC department committees, and represent ASEC on college committees. Likewise, the faculty members assigned to EDAD and SDHE, report to the department chair and program coordinators in those programs and to the EDD directors and dean for their work in the EDD program. They too participate in the activities and governance of the EDD program in addition to those of their master’s degree programs and the ASEC department. In regards to faculty work, this bifurcation has resulted in repetition of faculty service, as some faculty participate in 4-5 levels of program service (department, doctoral, masters, credential, and the counseling program,). 
It is anticipated that a  relatively small department, such as the one that is proposed will result in increased responsibility for department faculty to serve on College committees. However, the reduction in activities and governance outlined in the previous paragraph will likely alleviate the additional faculty workload required for college and university representation and will also provide additional opportunities for involvement of a wider range of faculty in college and university governance. It is also anticipated that EDLD representatives to CED Faculty Council may initiate a revision to the college constitution’s membership ratios to reflect a department of its size. 

Staff and Administration

Reporting to several programs and 2 offices has also caused duplication of administrative tasks and services that faculty use such as assigned time reporting, travel and operating expenses.  While it was always anticipated that EDD Affiliated Faculty (those from other programs who teach or serve on dissertation committees), would need administrative services by more than one office, it was not anticipated that this administrative structure would cause additional work for staff in offices across the college. 
The growth and complexity of the doctoral program has added workload to the College’s administrative services staff, and the administrative and programmatic staff in the EDD program and in the ASEC department office. The scope of processing faculty compensation in its various forms (assigned time, summer compensation, dissertation committee work stipends, etc.), was not anticipated. The challenge in managing faculty assigned time, travel authorizations and course support rests in staff working to figure out what office processes specific tasks in service of faculty whose work impacts two units. In the doctoral program itself, we did not anticipate that the program coordinator, classified as a student services professional within the university job classifications would spend the majority of her work on administrative versus student support and program management. It has become evident that over time, administratively, the EDD program operates as an academic department rather than a programmatic unit. 

The administration of the program reflects some of the issues addressed to this point. The Dean of the College of Education is responsible for the budget and personnel in the doctoral program. She meets weekly with the program coordinator, director and co-director to manage the program. In addition, she “supervises” faculty, meeting with them after each term’s student course evaluations are processed, much like a department chair might. When there are issues in the program with faculty or students she is directly involved and frequently manages these situations in conjunction with the program directors. As mentioned earlier, this kind of involvement was relevant and necessary during the building stages of the program, but at this time these chair-like tasks result in a significant increase in the type of work typically expected of a dean.

The EDD program coordinator’s work can also achieve focus through departmentalization. Two years ago that job description was revised to include student support of the Educational Administration master’s program, moving many of the functions that the Office of Graduate Studies performs for that program to the EDLD program coordinator office. We anticipate that through departmentalization all functions that the Office of Graduate Studies performs for the EDAD master’s and the SDHE master’s will move to the EDLD program coordinator. The addition of an administrative staff member (discussed below) can allow the program coordinator to focus on the program and student needs of all 3 programs.

We believe that the formation of a new department will streamline staff and administrative processes. All faculty administrative services can be brought into one department where support for classes, faculty assigned time, and faculty compensation can be processed by one department office. Student services can be offered by one program coordinator, further promoting an educational leadership academic community. Administration of the program by one department chair can bring supervision of the faculty and program closer to the academic program, which can improve effectiveness in a program and faculty that is now jointly administered by a dean, department chair, and director. 
The Academic Programs

The same bifurcation seen in the administrative functions of the EDAD, SDHE and EDD programs has led to the operation of 3 separate academic programs that conceptually should be linked. The doctoral program was designed to build on the EDAD and SDHE master’s programs. There is a natural and expected link between training school leaders in EDAD and then later providing their doctoral training. Likewise, with the heavy concentration of students in SDHE seeking community college positions, the link between this degree program and the doctoral program is also a natural one.  Since the curricula of the programs are overseen by a department chair, director, and/or dean, movement toward cohesion and alignment requires layers of consultation and deliberation that exceeds that of other programs in the college. 

Bringing the masters and doctoral programs into one academic unit allows for collaboration beyond the curriculum and a decrease in repetition of workload. For example, masters and doctoral students can be integrated to form a multidimensional leadership community. Doctoral students can serve as role models for master’s students. Masters and doctoral students may also serve on future research teams. Students across the programs can network more easily through merging program activities such as orientations, symposia, and graduation activities. Dissertation and thesis support can be merged. These measures can benefit master’s students and provide additional layers of leadership training for doctoral students. Further, they provide yet another opportunity for faculty to streamline their work by bringing program and academic activities together.

There is an even more important dimension to consider regarding alignment. At the philosophical core of the doctoral program is the belief that significant educational problems in urban education cannot be solved by segments of education working in isolation. The EDD curriculum reflects this by offering core classes where PK-12 students learn about issues across the academic pipeline with Community College/Higher Education students. However, master’s programs remain separate, failing to optimize on the seamless approach to education that so prevails in the doctoral program and in other college programs. A department allows us to more easily create master’s courses where EDAD and SDHE students are in the classroom together, mirroring the philosophical core of the doctoral program. 

Forming a new academic department brings benefits to students and faculty members that exceed what is possible under the current structure. To summarize, the following are the primary reasons for proposing a Department of Educational Leadership:

1. Streamlining of faculty work specifically in the areas of department and program service, and curriculum development.

2. Consolidation of administrative support and services related to the EDD Program.

3. Improving and optimizing alignment between the master’s and doctoral programs.

4. Opportunity to develop a cohesive department where students at different levels of graduate study work toward a common goal of solving problems in urban education through a seamless approach to education. 

Fiscal Impact of the Proposed Department

As indicated previously, the EDD program is a year-round, self-supporting program. The operating budget for the program is generated directly from EDD student fees. These fees pay for instruction,  faculty and student professional development, financial aid for doctoral students, office salaries and expenses, and program activities. A move to department status would require the following expenditures:

1. Administrative Support Position Salary: $30,060-$33,819

2. Department Chair Salary Supplement: $24,576 maximum
However, the current EDD budget includes portions of these expenses. For example:

1. Graduate Assistants serve as the administrative support for the program. Currently $30,708 is budgeted for 40 hours of graduate student year-round support.

2. EDD Director & Assistant Director receive stipends for off-contract service to support the year-round operation of the program. Currently, $13,500 is budgeted for this support.

Thus, the cost for these items, above what is currently covered by the EDD budget, is $14,148 annually. Upon consultation with a recruitment officer in human resources it was learned that typically, the university absorbs the cost of benefits associated with new positions. It is assumed that this would be the case with the new administrative support position; resulting in benefits cost of approximately $17,000 annually for this position, the primary cost of the new department to the university.

Faculty professional development funds (including travel) are currently embedded in the EDD budget, with many faculty members from EDD, EDAD, and SDHE foregoing use of ASEC travel funds. Thus, it is not anticipated an increase in costs for the proposed department in this area would be experienced. 

Operating Expenses

The complexity outlined in the rationale regarding the administrative organization, is somewhat replicated in how operating expenses are charged for faculty work. Office and course supplies are primarily covered by the EDD budget, as Core EDD Faculty who teach master’s level courses use EDD resources for those courses. Office costs such as phones and copy machine usage are assessed in the following manner:


Phone

Current EDD Budget: Slater, Symcox, Scott, Murray, Ortiz, Vega, EDD ($3,480)


ASEC Budget: Haviland, O’Brien, Locks, Korostoff ($1275)


Copy Machine

Current EDD Budget: Slater, Symcox, Scott, Murray, Ortiz, Vega, Nakai, EDD ($3,161)

ASEC Budget: Haviland, O’Brien, Locks, Scott, Korostoff ($1,077) 


Estimated increase in cost to proposed department: $2,352


Estimated savings for ASEC: $2,352


Total Highest Additional Cost for to the EDD Program for Departmentalization: $16,538 (represents approx 1% of total program budget)


Total Highest Additional Cost to the University for Departmentalization: approx. $17,000
The full EDD Program Budget can be found in Appendix E.

Impact on Curriculum and Proposed or Existing Accreditation
There is no immediate impact on the curriculum of any of the programs for the proposed department.  It is anticipated that through working in a single department there will be increased curricular coherence among the leadership programs and stronger alignment between the master’s and doctoral programs. In the future courses may be developed that EDAD and SDHE students might take together to mirror the seamless approach to education that is present in the doctoral program. The increased emphasis on leadership in the new department may also result in developing a leadership track within the SDHE program to better accommodate students who wish to focus on administrative work within higher education rather than counseling services. 

The Dean of Graduate Studies reported that there is no problem moving SDHE, an option within the Master of Science in Counseling program, to a new department. There is the slight chance that counseling “service” courses (COUN 513, 515, 555, 638) will not be as well customized to meet the needs of SDHE students, but the strong collegial relationships that exist among the counseling and SDHE faculty should mitigate this problem. Occupying the same physical space helps enormously with on-going communication. 

There does not appear to be any impact on accreditation. The Educational Leadership programs would continue to participate in the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC), and university program reviews. When the department chair comes from a non-credential program, it is likely that that individual would need to become familiar with state credentialing policies and procedures for school personnel. 
Department Composition in Compliance with Section 2.0 of Policy Statement 95-19 (Definition of “department”)

The university policy for departmentalization requires 6 tenure-track faculty, 3 of whom must be tenured. The proposed Department of Educational Leadership would have the following 8 tenure-track faculty members, in addition to 3 full-time lecturers:


Tenured Faculty Members: Ortiz, Symcox, Slater, Murray, Korostoff, Nakai, 

Tenure-Track Faculty Members: Haviland, Locks

Non-Tenure-Track, Full-Time Lecturers: O’Brien, Scott, Vega
Impact on the College of Education and the Department of Advanced Studies in Education and Counseling
The doctoral program is strengthened by participation of college faculty and administrators who participate in activities, teach courses and advise dissertations. Although this proposal seeks to change the doctoral program from a college program to a department program, there is no intention to decrease the level of involvement of college faculty. There will be a continued need to use affiliated faculty to teach courses, chair dissertations, participate in dissertation committees and provide services to students (see Appendix F for affiliated faculty member activities). Affiliated faculty’s departments would continue to be compensated for “loaning” their faculty to the doctoral program and that individual faculty will continue to be compensated for their work with the doctoral program. 

Likewise, the proposed department will continue to offer services and activities, such as the IRB Liaison and the Leadership Symposium, to faculty and students across the college. These activities may increase due to streamlining of faculty work and more direct involvement of faculty in budget planning. For example, this year the EDD programs is funding a faculty member to build writing resources that all students in the college will be able to access. Activities like this can happen more easily in a new structure that focuses faculty work. 

The Department of Advanced Studies in Education will likely feel the strongest impact of the proposed department. Eleven faculty members would move to the proposed department. Logistically, it is likely that ASEC faculty would see an increase in committee service. However, with those departures, the number of full-time faculty in ASEC (tenure-track and non-tenure track) would be 25.5, which is slightly more than the number of full-time faculty (tenure-track and non-tenure track) in Teacher Education (24.5). Conceivably, the increase in ASEC faculty committee service might bring that responsibility more in line with the level or service in Teacher Education who has operated with fewer faculty members. 

With 2 master’s programs moving from ASEC to the proposed Department of Educational Leadership, there will be an accompanying loss of FTE to ASEC. It is unclear how, and if, this will be have an impact on the ASEC department budget.  The college operates as an all funds budget, so that changes to one department are mitigated to the greatest extent possible.

Departmentalization Consultation and Recommendation Process
The goal in bringing the proposal forward to the program, college and department faculty was to be as transparent as possible concerning rationale, process and documentation with multiple opportunities for open discussion with all constituencies. The outline below documents this process.

August 25, 2011: 9 members of the initiating faculty met to discuss pursuing a departmentalization proposal. A paper ballot was distributed for the faculty to vote on developing a proposal. The vote was 8 yes votes (one via email), 1 abstention, and 2 members were not present to vote. 

September 2, 2011: Departmentalization Proposal submitted to initiating faculty for approval and recommendation. 10-day voting and deliberation process begins. 

September 9, 2011: Proposal shared with department chairs and associate deans.

September 16, 2011: 11 members of the initiating faculty voted to recommend the departmentalization proposal to the faculty of the Department of Advanced Studies in Education and Counseling. The vote was 10 in favor of recommendation and 1 opposed. 

October 6, 2011: Departmentalization Proposal submitted to ASEC department. 20-day deliberation begins.

October 9, 2011: Dean Grenot-Scheyer and EDD Director Ortiz present proposal to Teacher Education and ASEC Departments. ASEC deliberates and generates questions from the proposal. See Appendix G for questions and responses.
October 17 and 20, 2011: Dean and EDD Director hold open forums to discuss departmentalization proposal. 

November 4, 2011: ASEC department votes, via paper ballots submitted to department office,  to recommend the departmentalization proposal to CED Faculty Council. Result of vote was 21 approved to recommend the proposal; 12 opposed recommendation of the proposal to Faculty Council. 

November 4, 2011: Departmentalization Proposal submitted to College of Education Faculty Council.

November 7, 2011: Faculty council begins 20-day deliberation period. FC chair Symcox, stepped down from leading deliberations as she is an initiator in the proposal. Member, Jessica Zacher Pandya, led deliberations. 

November 21, 2011: Director Ortiz addressed faculty council and fielded questions and concerns.

December 12, 2011: CED Faculty Council voted to recommend the Educational Leadership Departmentalization Proposal to Dean Grenot-Scheyer. Result of vote was 6 in favor of recommendation, 1 opposed, and 3 abstentions.

Appendix A
Educational Leadership Departmentalization
Proposal Highlights
Initiators

Educational Administration (Korostoff, Nakai)

Educational Leadership (Murray, Ortiz, Scott, Slater, Symcox, Vega)

Student Development in Higher Education (Haviland, Locks, O’Brien)

Rationale

· Streamlining of faculty work specifically in the areas of department and program service, and curriculum development.

· Consolidation of administrative support and services related to the EDD Program.

· Improving and optimizing alignment between the master’s and doctoral programs.

· Opportunity to develop a cohesive department where students at different levels of graduate study work toward a common goal of solving problems in urban education through a seamless approach to education. 
CSU EDD Program Structures

1. 5 have the proposed structure
2. 2 are embedded in a ASEC-like department
3. 2 have our current structure, reporting to Dean
Fiscal Impact

Net cost of department administrative support and 12-mo department chair: $14,648
Cost of migrating master’s program and course support: $2,352

Estimated savings for ASEC: $2,352 

Total Highest Additional Cost for Departmentalization: $17,038

EDD Program is a self-support program. Proportion of current budget to pay for departmentalization is 1.3%.
Impact on College Units
· Reduction in ASEC faculty size to 25.5, bringing it in line with the size of Teacher Education (24.5)
· 8% FTES reduction to ASEC
· Continued need and value for College of Education faculty involvement in EDD program.
· Faculty Council may need to revisit representation ratios for a department of this size
· EDLD faculty may experience increase in college and university committee service
Benefits to College and Educational Leadership

· Reduction in replication of faculty program administration.
· Increased student and faculty support initiatives sponsored by the EDD program.
· Increased participation of EDLD faculty in higher levels of faculty governance.
Appendix B

Current Organizational Structure
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Appendix C

Organizational Structure with Proposed Department
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Appendix D

California State University Doctoral Program 

Governance Structures

Independent Departments
Sac State: Department of Leadership and Policy Studies (EDD, MA in Student Affairs & Higher Education, Education in General; administrative services credential)

East Bay: Department of Educational Leadership (EDD and MS; admin credentials)

Northridge: The Department of Leadership and Policy Studies (EDD and MA/Admin credentials; SDHE equivalent is in Educational Psychology and Counseling)

Fullerton: Department of Educational Leadership (EDD, MA/Admin credentials, MS in higher ed)

San Diego: Department of Educational Leadership (PK-12 EDD and MA/Admin credentials); and the Department of Administration, Rehabilitation and Postsecondary Education (EDD in CCHE, MA in Leadership, Student Affairs & Rehabilitation Counseling)

Embedded in Other Departments
Stanislaus: one of 5 programs in Advanced Studies in Education (others are School Admin, School Counseling, Ed Tech, & Special Ed)

Los Angeles:  The Division of Applied and Advanced Studies in Education (EDD; Masters in Ed Tech, Admin, ESL, Foundations; BA in urban ed)

College or University Placement
San Francisco: University program, director reports to the COE dean and the graduate studies dean

Fresno: Program reports directly to the dean, director is not a department chair

Appendix E

	CSULB, College of Education Ed.D. Program

	Three Year Review - Expenditure Details

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Expense Categories
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10

	
	
	
	

	AY Instruction and Coordination
	244,083
	353,172
	506,979

	Summer Instruction
	33,488
	59,638
	115,326

	Course Development and Dissertation
	4,500
	-
	15,000

	Student Services Specialist
	51,540
	52,563
	49,205

	P-16 Mentors
	3,500
	1,000
	-

	Graduate Research/Student Support
	10,744
	17,034
	29,795

	Supplies & Services
	23,590
	23,409
	22,503

	Library, Research and Technology 
	8,179
	21,709
	41,363

	Symposiums, Colloquia, Retreats
	1,486
	1,290
	1,220

	Faculty Professional Development
	10,000
	9,595
	11,016

	Faculty Travel
	10,964
	21,660
	23,171

	Student Travel
	1,574
	3,750
	7,150

	Student Financial Aid
	15,867
	40,423
	59,698

	
	
	
	

	Yearly Expenditure Totals:
	419,513
	605,242
	882,425

	
	
	
	

	Number of Enrolled Students (All Cohorts)
	27
	51
	71

	Expenditures per Student (Average Across Cohorts)
	15,538
	11,867
	12,429

	
	
	
	

	*Note:  Fiscal year 2009-2010 faculty and staff salary reductions due to CSU furloughs. 


Appendix F
EDD Program Participation of Affiliated CSULB Faculty

Affiliated members of the EDD faculty are critical to the on-going success of the doctoral program. Affiliated faculty who teach in the program apply to the program and are reviewed for qualifications to teach specific courses. Affiliated members who serve on and chair dissertation committees participate in training prior to committee service. Consultants are hired on an annual basis to provide additional support to students as they work on their qualifying examinations and dissertations. The IRB Liaison and Data Analysis Consultants are also available to serve thesis students and members of the CED faculty in their research. 

The tables below reflect the levels of participation of affiliated faculty, the roles they play in the program and compensation associated with their work. Core faculty members (members of the Educational Leadership, Educational Administration and Student Development in Higher Education faculties) are compensated in the same ways as affiliated faculty.

Dissertation Advising 2009- Present

Chairs: An, Dumas, Lavay, Jeynes (2), Kim (3), Masunaga, Pavri, Portnoi, Powers, Reese

Committee Members: Dumas (3), Gamble (2), Hakim-Butt, Li, Hoffman, Masunaga (4), O’Connor, Pattnaik, Pavri, Portnoi, Powers (2), Ratanisiripong, Xu.

Committee Members Outside CED: Kirstyn Chun (CAPS), Robin Lee (CDC), Clayre Petray (KIN), Gen Ramirez (LAC), Doug Robinson (VPSS), Carlos Silvera (CLA), Craig Smith (COM)

Affiliated Faculty Instructors 2007-present (semesters):

King Alexander (3), Dumas (2), Gamble (1), Jeynes (2), Kim (6), Li (3), Masunaga (4), Novak (1), Powers (3), Xu (3)

Consultancies 2009- present (semesters)

Writing Consultant- Laura Portnoi (4); Data Consultant- Simon Kim (2); Data Consultant- Hiromi Masunaga (2); IRB Liaison- Ruth Piker (5)

Compensation 2007- present

Dissertation Chairs: 26 WTU and $9,750 in Professional Development Funds

Instructors: 104 WTU and $39,000 Professional Development Funds

Dissertation Committee Members: $26,000 Professional Development Funds

Consultancies: 12 WTU and $44,925 Additional Employment
Appendix G

Educational Leadership Responses to ASEC questions

What are the benefits from their perspective for Ed Leadership and for ASEC? 

Benefits for proposed department are outlined in the proposal and summarized in slide #3

Regarding benefits for ASEC, the pros listed above could certainly be echoed (increased opportunity for university committee representation, streamlined ASEC governance) in addition:

· Fewer faculty to split Lottery $$ for travel

· Chair supervises fewer faculty, fewer programs

· Office staff services fewer faculty, fewer programs

· Curriculum, RTP and Professional Review committees service fewer programs, courses and faculty. 

Fiscal concerns for ASEC:
· Are we being fiscally responsible?

· How will item 8.3 of PS 95-19 apply? [the proposal must not commit university resources]
Cost of departmentalization is in slides #8 & 9. The total of 17, 038, is 1.3% of the EDD budget/income. The only commitment the university makes is the benefits associated with the added staff support position. However, the university keeps all of the state support allocation per student in the EDD program, whereas many other EDD programs in the system get full distribution. Our agreement was that the university would do this and when we needed additional funds we could get them. We anticipate this agreement applying to this situation. 

· How much will it impact current ASEC Department resources?

· What are the fiscal implications for ASEC?

· How will this change our department financially?

· Need information on fundamental impact on department revenues and expenses.

Slides #10-11 address these questions. But to summarize loss of CERF and department chair funds that are based on loss in FTES (2.5%) is $897. There is a savings to ASEC O&E (non-general fund monies) with the movement of support for EDAD and SDHE, amounting to a net savings of $1566 to the ASEC budget. The SDHE and EDAD faculty salaries will simply transfer to the proposed department as those courses and programs will do so. EDLD will continue to pay real costs for ASEC faculty teaching in the EDD program, which will continue to result in salary savings to ASEC.

· What are the FTE implications to the ASEC Dept?

Preliminary analysis of FTES changes, show that ASEC FTES will decrease by about 7.5%. This accounts for EDAD and SDHE courses. Core counseling courses (510, 513, 515, 555, 638) will continue to earn FTES for ASEC. 

· What about department chair (e.g., now have 1.5 chair), staff?

The university supports department chair for the current size of ASEC up to .80. This means that the current 1.5 chair support in the department is paid for by the university AND the department (.70). If departmentalization is successful that support might change, but could be alleviated by the college and the fact that the EDD budget is paying for the entire cost of departmentalization. This part of the budgetary impact has not been analyzed and recommendations have not been made. Technically, according to a memo from 4/19/95, the proposed department chair would be funded .40 by the university. 

· It’s unclear how the university will calculate any cuts since there are different implications in amount of loss of FTES and salary lines.

Explained in slide #10. In “all funds” budgeting, cuts are managed at the college level, not the department level. 

· Have we examined other models to restructure the college in a more fiscally prudent manner?

Given the very low cost of departmentalization, a more fiscally prudent solution to what are primarily management and curricular problems, has not been found. 

Fiscal issues for Ed Leadership:
· What are the fiscal implications for the new Department?

· Will there be additional financial burden with the new staff/office expenses?

· How will the doctoral fees still self-support the program?  Can we see fees and expenses for the doctoral program since its not in the open university documents that are available for other departments?

· Is it atypical for a doctoral program to fiscally support masters programs?

The EDD budget prepared for Legislative Analyst Office is available in the dean’s office. Slides #8, 9 address most of these questions. It is atypical for a doctoral program to support a master’s program, usually it’s the other way around. However, since the funding of faculty lines is already associated with the master’s programs, and the same faculty teach in all programs, the actual cost of the master’s programs to the EDD budget is about $2,352. 
· Not clear whether Ed Leadership will fiscally support SDHE and Ed Admin or whether funds will need to be transferred from ASEC.

A very small amount of funds will be transferred (dept. chair expenses, see slide #11.) If the proposal is successful in the college, the faculty will begin planning the structure of the dept in the spring. Part of that planning will be deciding on the coordination and department chair structure for the programs. 

· How many of the students in SDHE and Ed Admin actually “feed” into the doctoral program? How will this impact the fee waiver problem as this should increase the need for fee waivers for SDHE in particular?

We have a handful of students each year who are graduates of the SDHE and EDAD programs. Increasingly we are also attracting graduates of our school counseling program. We have agreed on a cap on the number of fee waiver students we accept, and see no problem implementing the cap since at least half of SDHE grads are employed in California Community Colleges.
· What is the impact on the now smaller Ed Leadership department if CBA order of lay-off is implemented?

“The contract establishes the “department” as the unit of layoff.  So if a layoff were necessary in the newly created department this new department is now the unit of layoff. In the event of a layoff, we would follow the order of layoff provisions specified in the contract. “

38.11

The order of layoff within a unit of layoff designated by the President for a reduction in force shall be:

a. first, less than full-time temporary faculty unit employees who do not hold a three-year (or longer) appointment;

b. next, full-time temporary faculty unit employees who do not hold a three-year (or longer) appointment;

c. next, less than full-time temporary faculty unit employees who hold a three-year (or longer) appointment;

d. next, full-time temporary faculty unit employees who hold a three-year (or longer) appointment;

e. next, faculty in the Faculty Early Retirement Program;

f. next, probationary faculty unit employees last, tenured faculty unit employee

g. last, tenured faculty unit employees
· Would this in the longer-term result in gain for the new program with increased EdD – we would not have access to that.

We very much will continue to want and NEED faculty from across the college, including ASEC faculty to teach courses, chair dissertation, serve on those committees and assist in student support. We do not anticipate changing existing assignments of courses or consultations. 

Service Issues:
· How does the new department propose to fulfill the service requirement?

· Not sure that problems with increasing committee representation have been addressed.

· Can we still use the Ed Leadership faculty on ASEC department RTP committee?

We expect that faculty council may reconsider the current proportions for committee representation since the size of the proposed department is in the middle of the small department (liberal studies) and the larger ones. Most of the “cuts” for representation are at increased representation for 10 or more faculty. The proposed department is right at that level. Department committees would be activated as needed (curriculum, RTP, grade appeals) much like liberal studies. EDLD faculty would continue to serve on college RTP, but it seems unlikely that they would serve on ASEC RTP. Recent promotions have increased the number of full professors in that department. There could be an issue with staffing college and department RTP committees in the years when a EDLD department committee would be needed. Some full-professors on assignment may need to serve on these committees. 
· Will the layers of consultation really be reduced? (e.g., increased load for curriculum review with one additional chair needing to review all curriculum proposals in the college)

It’s true that curriculum proposal consultation will increase with an additional chair in the college. In the proposal the layers of consultation more refers to what we need to do to staff courses, make changes to delivery or content, and program activities. 

· Question regarding the centrality of counseling identity for these programs?  How will this change impact the core curriculum?

· Would counseling faculty still meet as a counseling group (MFT, School Coun, SDHE)?

Maintenance of a counseling identity is important for the SDHE program and we anticipate continuing that identity and focus in the program. We anticipate that the core counseling curriculum will remain the same, especially since in the past couple of years counseling has moved to offering customized 510s (law & ethics) for each of the specializations. If the proposal is successful in the college, the on-going relationship with the counseling group will be part of the planning the faculty plan to engage in this spring. We do anticipate a presence in those meetings. 
Other Issues:
· How does it help the students? 

The proposal refers to benefits for students. We anticipate greater access to faculty and faculty led-initiatives that support students and contribute to the graduate culture in the proposed department and in the college in general. 

· Does splitting up the department reduce our (ASEC) voice?

Representation on most college committees remains the same, with the exception of faculty council where ASEC loses one rep. It may increase the involvement of ASEC on university committees, which is good for faculty who look for this kind of involvement. It brings ASEC in-line with TED in terms of size, which TE may perceive as positive. 

· What are the trends in other CSU and UC campuses?  (“Looked online and couldn’t find any program where SDHE and Ed Leadership are combined”)

See slide #4, 5

· Do all 11 faculty support the change?  Was the voting process clear?

Faculty designed the process for the levels of votes prior to proposal submission. Department chairs have the results of all votes. The first vote was the vote to produce a proposal. It was voted on by 9 members of the faculty who were present at the meeting; 8 voted to produce the proposal one decided to abstain. After the proposal was produced there was a paper vote of all faculty. The vote produced 10 votes in favor of submitting the proposal to ASEC and 1 vote not to submit. The all faculty were notified of the process and we worked to have the final paper vote mimic how votes are cast for constitutional votes in the college. 
Impact on graduate office:

· What are the fiscal implications for the graduate office?  Were they consulted?  

· How will the grad office provide the data reports that they now do for the UAS?

· Does this fit with the overall college model to centralize master’s student support in the grad office?

We do not anticipate a fiscal impact on the graduate office. They have been consulted on past changes in their workload due to restructuring that has taken place with the EDAD program 2 years ago. Support for the EDAD master’s (in some areas) and the doctoral program has resided in the EDD program office since that time. We anticipate moving SDHE support to the EDD program office to align all the programs within the proposed department. The associate dean of graduate studies and research will continue to oversee, though the graduate studies office, all functions associated with graduate student records and support. 

ASEC Perspectives

Pros:

· Focused resources on their area of emphasis

· Streamline ASEC Department governance

· Reduce their fragmentation across the college

· Increased opportunities to have CED Reps on campus-wide committees

· Greater opportunities for mentoring and support of students

· Proposal allows SDHE to continue counseling identity

· Streamline feeding from masters to doctoral program

· Improved alignment of programs for candidates – educationally

Cons:

· Takes resources away from ASEC Department

· Reduce number of available faculty for RTP committees at the department level

· Reduction of FTE for ASEC Dept.

· Possible change in masters curriculum to better align with EdD, better to have our special version of common core courses

· Lose 11 faculty members

· Lose FTES

· Faculty load for committees

PAGE  
1
Department of Educational Leadership Proposal


