
FPPC MINUTES  
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 2025 

 
Present : Barbara LeMaster, Erlyana Erlyana, Richard Marcus, Patricia Pérez, Rick Reese, 
Lily House-Peters, Jamie Lee Tran, Leslie Andersen, Estella Chizhik, Roger Lo 
 
Not Present: Ted Stankowich, Anna Ortiz (Dean Representative)  
 
Agenda Approval: Approved unanimously.  
Minutes from 2-7-25 Approval: 8 approve.  1 abstain. 
Chair Report:  

- Reviewed steering committee 
- Chair of Committee on Athletic.  Chris Karajov.  He said he will come in if needed. 
- Found policy for UAC which is called Policy on Faculty Awards, policy 21-05. 
- Discussed SPOT with Academic Senate Chair.  He understands it will not be 

completed this year. 
- Verified that FPPC charge is only located on the FPPC website.   
- FAR Policy – communicated with Brenda Vogel regarding FPPC questions from last 

meeting. 
- Erly: Had committed to going to AS but has a conflict with one of the remaining 

meetings.  Second/backup volunteered: Patricia Perez will attend on behalf of FPPC.  
 
 
OLD BUSINESS: 
 

1. Review work on Intellectual Property, Copyright and Patent policy/policies. 
Meet with Jade Sche at 1:00 p.m. (time-certain).  

 

 

 

 



 
 

a. Lily: Faculty start up etc.  How does that interact with requirement additional 
outside employment? Jade: usually the faculty is the technical person, rather than 
running a business outside of the university, and still is able to not exceed 25% over 
their CSU salary. 

b. Richard: Is the focus on work product?  Concern is with IRB and research ethics.  
Human Subjects research produces valuable individual data.  Are the data held by 
the scholar (and thus protecting research ethics)?  Jade: Yes, unless there is 
extraordinary funding in which case, a separate contract would be made between 
the faculty member and the university. 

c. In the pipeline from university faculty work to Industry or Foundation they have 
individual agreements.  The Office of Research has to negotiate each situation 
individually.  In those cases we allow for that flexibility with those organizations.   

d. Leslie: We are still out of compliance with the Act driving an urgency, is that correct?  
Jade: Yes.  It has changed since we last wrote policy.  Leslie: Last time it was 
discussed and approved by the Academic Senate in 2015-2016 it took a year and 
then was not passed by the president because the CSU was going to write one.  That 
is now abandoned.  We can go ahead, but my concern is first that you are up for this 
on the floor of the Senate and if it is of some urgency do you want to consider 
coming into compliance by another method?  This is not going to be a quick process 
when it hits the senate.  It will be discussed and amended line by line. Jade: I am 
grateful for your review so that we can address that.  We want to make sure to 
expedite as we can.  Leslie: I understand that but the compliance with the Act is 
only one aspect of it. Wouldn’t you want to get compliance another way? Jade:  No. 
We want to go through the normal policy approval pipeline. We have more flexibility 
on the Copyright policy.  The Act only concerns the Patent.  Leslie: Maybe we pass 
the two policies separately and work on the Patent first. Barbara: Yes. That is the 
plan. 

e. Barbara: Consistent with Richard’s question.  Faculty are concerned with sharing 
their rights.  If you get an NSF or NIH, work done on those grants is something that 
the university will also own? Jade: Yes.  If copyrightable work, however, that is the 
exception of ownership and ownership falls to faculty.  Patent work falls to the 
university, with a percentage of profits going back to the faculty creator(s). If you use 
extraordinary resources, Ex) grant, then screenplay, then used department 
resources for sets and costumes – that is exceptional resources, which could 
involve a separate contract between the faculty member and the university in terms 



of recouping extraordinary development funds. Barbara: What about work products 
such as books?  Jade: Nothing like that. Book publication is a traditional faculty work 
product, and as such, would be copyrighted by the faculty member(s) without a 
separate contract with the university.  Barbara: Does this include dictionaries, etc 
that may earn money? Jade: Correct. Barbara: A federal grant alone does not change 
customary or traditional work, thus any profits from this traditional work go to the 
faculty member, right?  Only “extraordinary” university funds would require a faculty 
member-to-university contract regarding profits?  Jade: Correct. 

 
2. Review FAR Policy, discuss requested changes. 

a. Barbara: Brenda shared two documents with me, one is the “Highly Engaged 
FAR,” and the other is the “NCAA FAR Handbook” where the terms and terms 
limits are recommended to be no term limit. 

b. Barbara: In the current FAR policy, 95-02: Terms are 4 years.  Nominate two to 
be considered by the AS. The AS recommend one or more to the president. 
There is an overlapping term in the policy.  

c. Lily: Noted Richard’s point: units.  If someone wants this position, how could 
they apply for it if the incumbent has no term limits? FAR is an appointed 
position, with 6 units per semester release time.  This is a lot.  Barbara: I 
asked Brenda about our ideas of limiting the terms, and possibly also limiting 
how long one person could continue as a FAR.  I told her that term length and 
term limits are the concern of the Council. She suggests 4 or 5 year terms 
with no restriction on how many terms a FAR can have. 

d. Lily: Is there an evaluation during the term? Barbara: Not in the current policy, 
but we did talk about putting in an evaluation piece in the revised policy. 
What does everyone think about leaving the terms to four years, or changing 
it to five years? 

e. Discussion: Term limits.  Richard, Lily discussing in comparison to Chairs 
which are generally 3 years limited to two terms.  Keeping the comparison to 
chairs, a discussion by Erly, Barbara, Lily, Richard, and Patricia supporting 
adding assessment or review into policy.  

f. Barbara: Assessment.  How frequent? Currently every four years. Richard: it 
depends if we are being formative or evaluative.  Barbara et al: Evaluative.  
Richard: then agree, every four years evaluation.  

g. Barbara: Can we first agree on a term limit? Current it is 4 years. How many 
think that leaving it at 4 years is a good idea? Unanimous: 4 years. 

h. Barbara: Now let’s talk about how many terms a given FAR can have. 
Currently the policy says two terms.  

i. JamieLee – I move that we adopt Brenda’s recommendation of having 
no term no limits. Motion not seconded. 

ii. Richard: Chairs policy says “Normally a department chair shall serve 
no more than two (2) consecutive terms.” What if we similarly use 
“normally”, giving some flexibility?  Barbara: Can you make a motion? 



Richard: I move that “Normally a FAR shall serve no more than two (2) 
consecutive terms.” Seconded. Passed unanimously. 

i. Barbara: We have agreed that we want an evaluative piece in the policy.  
What if we say something like this: “A FAR shall be evaluated by the President 
or designee at the end of the third year of each term they serve.” Consensus. 
Since we do not have a quorum any more, we cannot vote on this right now. 
We will roll this over as one of our first items to vote on at the next meeting. 
Estella: Can the Committee on Athletics serve as an advisory role and 
evaluate the representative?  Barbara: I don’t know. The president could 
designate the COA to do the evaluation. I will reach out to the COA before our 
next meeting. We should table this until the next meeting. 
 

3. Review policy AS 21-05, the University Awards Committee (UAC) policy, and the 
UAC requested policy changes as follows: 

a. Not all colleges provided a rationale for their recommendations. Rationale is 
helpful to the University Awards Committee and helps determine whether 
the colleges followed DEI criteria and other best practices.  

i. Barbara: Need to find out where the nominations come from.  FPPC 
needs to write something. What about adding the phrase “and for how the 
nominee was selected” in the policy at: 4.3 “The letter of nomination, signed 
by the nominator(s), shall identify the nominee and shall provide a brief 
rationale for the nomination and for how the nominee was selected (The italic 
is proposed language to address the issue.)  Barbara: I just noticed that the 
help sought by the committee addresses college application submissions, but 
the policy lists that anyone can send in an application on their own, or 
nominate others. It’s curious that “all colleges” is being mentioned. I will 
reach out to the UAC to get clarification on this issue before our next meeting.  
Tabled for next meeting due to no quorum. 

4. Review the AS 19-03 policy regarding the University Mini-grant, Summer Stipend 
Committee (UMSSC) in terms of new University RTP document. (Policy name is 
“Policy and Procedures for Supporting Research, Scholarly, and Creative 
Activities.” Barbara: I will compare the policy to the new university RTP before our 
next meeting. 

5. Discuss proposed composition and charge of new ad-hoc committee to find a 
replacement instrument for SPOT. Barbara: I recommend the charge: “Explore 
best practices across the CSU and engage the university community to propose a 
new Student Perception of Teaching instrument. (General consensus among the 
remaining FPPC members.) 



 
a. The steering committee questioned whether a librarian should be on this 

committee since Librarians are not evaluated in this way.  Patricia: 
“Optional”? Rick: Second that. Barbara: Just like other Senate committees 
and subcommittees the work can move forward if not all positions are 
fillable. 

b. Barbara: Change full-time tenured faculty to a tenure/tenure-track faculty 
member from each college. 

c. Barbara: How do we select the lecturers and students since it is not one per 
college?  Richard: Other committees serve as the “nominating” committee 
for their subcommittees.  Perhaps follow that norm. Estella: Concern 
because lecturers do not get service time.  Barbara: Yes, it is a universal 
problem.  However, there are lecturers who want the opportunity to serve on 
committees, and there may be lecturers who would like to be part of this 
committee since they are also evaluated in this way. Erly: I put the COVID 
Task Force membership and membership qualification language in the chat.  
Perhaps we could use this as a model for the membership on the evaluation 
committee.  Barbara: This looks good! I will use this to make up a new 
membership list and circulate it at the next meeting in two weeks.  
 

6. Review the Faculty Hiring policy with a DEIA lens, look at new FEA section, then 
at completed sections for section-by-section vote. We have run out of time. 
Please take a look at the Faculty Hiring policy that we worked on last semester, 
along with the new FEA sections written by Patricia for evaluation at our next 
meeting. 
 
  

Meeting Dates for Spring Semester (1st and 3rd Fridays, 12:30-2:30 p.m. online): 
 
February 7, 2025 (time-certain meeting with Brenda Vogel at 1:00 p.m.) 
February 21, 2025 (time-certain meeting with Jade Sche at 1:00 p.m.) 
March 7, 2025 
March 21, 2025 
April 18, 2025 
May 2, 2025 
 
 


